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CHAPTER 1



CHAPTER-1
Introduction: Situating Russia and Baltic States in the

Post-Soviet International System

In the modern times, when peace and chaos co-exist simultaneously, when
possessions and dispossessions are contested more often than not, the
existence of human race calls for a serious introspection for finding a solution
to peaceful coexistence in this world. People differ from people and the ideas
are aplenty and varied and variegated and that is the reason forwarded for
most of the differences in this world. In such circumstance, what needs to be
done is to look at the things with a new and different perspective and with a
new vision and meaning. Russia-Baltic relations also need the same lens of

clarity and approach while being envisioned.

The Baltic States refer to Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, all of which were
controlled by the Soviet Union during the 1940 to 1991.Since the collapse of
the Soviet Union in 1991; the Baltic States have been continuously engaged in
reshaping their policies towards each other. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
(Baltic States) have been redefining their place in the region, with their

similarities and differences (Sleivyte, 2010:1).

The geopolitics of both the Russia and the Baltic States following the collapse
of the Soviet Union (USSR) has largely been defined by a search to cut out
their own niches within a new geopoliticél context. Several ideological,
psychological, cultural, and historical factors contributed to closer cooperation
between Russia and. Baltic States. In addition, Russia’s geographical position
and proximity to Baltic States necessitates the development of cooperation

between Russia and the Baltic States as leading voices on the continent.

This research mainly aims to shed light on the development of Russian policy

towards Baltic States from 1991-2004. There are three periods that correspond



to the main dynamics of Russia-Baltic policy. Each period is characterized by
the dominance of different issues and policies. The first (1991-94) was
primarily concerned about dealing with the legacy of the collapse of the
USSR. The second period (1995-mid 1997) was largely dominated by Russia’s
reaction to the possible rapid Baltic integration into Europe Atlantic structure
particularly NATO. The third period from (1997-2004) Russia showed a
tendency of both hard and soft strategies to balance western initiatives in the

Baltic region.

The collapse of Soviet Union brought a decline in the living standards and
quality of life for the majority of the people living in Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania, including Russia, which resulted in numerous conflicts and
confrontations. The most important task for Russia and the newly independent
states were to define strategic aims for maintaining stability and promoting

economic, political and military cooperation with each other.

There are a number of linguistic, historical and cultural differences between
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. From a linguistic standpoint, only the Latvians
and Lithuanians are Baltic people properly speaking, as the Estonians speak an
unrelated Finnic language. Despite these Cultural and historical differences it
1s more appropriate to view Estonia, which is Lutheran and Finnic speaking as
belonging in the northern European cultural sphere. Despite these differences
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, are often treated as the Baltic States as a whole

rather than treating them as separate political entities on the lines of

international relations.

The reason behind this treatment lies in their history. These are small states
who won their independence in (1918), upon the collapse of the Tsarist
Russian Empire. These states shared a common geo-strategic environment and
embarked on similar roads to development. Although these nations had a
relatively short period of independence, nonetheless it was very important for

building their respective national identities. The Baltic States were forcefully



incorporated into the Soviet Union in 1940, later they were occupied by the
Nazi Germany during the Second World War and then re- emerged as soviet
republics in 1944. ‘Hundreds of thousands of Estonians, Latvians and
Lithuanians fell victim to the Nazi and soviet occupations. Following the
Second World War Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania put up fierce armed

resistance against Soviet occupation’ (Sleivyte, 2010:116).

Mikhail Gorbachev’s policy of Perestroika and Glasnost brought about
nationalist forces in the Soviet Empire, which, so it turned out soon, were
impossible to control. In Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, national

consciousness, which had never disappeared, got a fresh impulse as well.

Thus we can see relations between these countries were based on geographical
proximity and geo-strategic position of the Baltic States and the historical past.
It is the latter that give multiple reasons for the Baltic have to be in fear with
their big neighbour. It is for this reason that the Baltic countries distinguish an

increasing Russian power as a depressing factor for their mutual relations.
Different Approaches:

As a big power, Russia has always been an important neighbour of the Baltic
States. When examining Russia-Baltic relations, it is important to make a
conceptual analysis. To give arguments for the choice of a theoretical model of
this study, There are three major modes of reflection on security politics which
[ will briefly review— three major paradigms of contemporary international

relations theory - neo-realism, neo-liberalism and constructivism.

Neo-realists would explain Baltic- Russia relations in accordance with the
theory of balance of power politics, institutionalists would give the greatest
attention to cooperation with international institutions (NATO, the EU, the
UN, the OSCE, and so on), whilst constructivists would analyze interaction
between collective identities of these states. Each of these schools has its own

flaws and limitations, and each of them may give different answers to the

(U8



same questions. Thus, the choice of a theoretical model for a research subject

becomes crucial (Heinemann and Gruder, 2002).

The argument that neo-realism can best explain Russia’s threat perception, her
interests and policy towards Europe and the Baltic States. Russia’s foreign
policy itself is conceptualized using neo-realist terminology, such as ‘national
interest’, ‘domination’, ‘sphere of influence’, and other notions. It is
noteworthy that the theories of relations between big and small states are
based on the neo-realist paradigm. The ‘neo-realist’ claim holds that the Baltic
states are over-determined by external conditions, defined by their physical
capabilities, betrayed by a history of victim hood, threatened by Russia as a
malignant great power, in need of alliances, particularly with NATO, and
without any options other than ‘realist” ones. These kinds of assertions serve as

an explanatory context for security, particularly defence policies (Sleivyte,
2010:118).

The very notion of ‘big’ and ‘small’ states comes from this paradigm. A major
shortcoming with neo-realist theories 1s that they dismiss other important
variables, e.g. the role of international institutions, domestic structures and
individuals. The international system defines the broad parameters of foreign
policy making but obviously it cannot explain the specific decisions that

determine the behaviour of states in the realm of external relations (Sleivyte,
2010:118).

One particular branch of ‘neo-realist’ writing highlights the peculiarities of the
foreign and security policy of small states. It sees the conduct of small states
as a function of measurable criteria, such as population, territory, resources or
income. The usefulness often the concept of ‘small states’ has been questioned
from time to time: How should smallness be defined and how dependent is it
on the relationship with its exterior world? Notwithstanding these reservations,
small states seem to share certain features. Due to their limited means, small

states are usually confined to their own region.



The traditional logic of neo-realist and neo-liberal theories as mainstream
approaches to understanding international relations has become dominant in
explaining the dynamics of Russian-Baltic relations. However, the logic of
such mainstream approaches is insufficient for reflecting on complex
processes of change in Russian-Baltic rapprochement. Alternatively,
constructivist theoretical frameworks present different maps of the

international arena drawn with a different focus and on a different scale.

‘Constructivism’ highlights the active role of actors, for example the
perceptions, politics of identity, and socialization of actors through
international interaction. It treats security as a function of collective or
national ‘identity’. ‘Constructivists’ are therefore mainly interested in the
process of image formation. In the constructivist perspective, NATO and EU
can be defined as "constitutive institutions that contribute to shaping actors'
identities, values and interests" by imposing "definitions of member
characteristics and purposes upon the governments of member states

(Schimmelfennig, 1999:211).

Constructivists would argue that interests are changeable, flexible and
dependant on dialectical agent-structure relations, cooperation becomes a self-
evident practice and a social fact based on ‘human agreement’ that is
perceived as objective so long as the agreement exists. Partners prescribe
more meaning to this cooperation constituting new realities and constructing
new structural and institutional conditions, which in response constrain

partner’s egoistic interests or enable their behaviour.

This insight is of particular importance for the Baltic States because, contrary
to ‘hard-line’ realist thinking, structural factors and ensuing distrust and fears
vis-a-vis Russia could, at least theoretically, become subject to changes due to
the international institutions in which the Baltic States participate. It would
thus be possible to argue, even from a ‘neorealist’ point of view, that any

perceived increase in Baltic security would have to consider the desired



impact on Russia’s domestic policy. Following the reverse logic of the security
dilemma, increases in Baltic security at the expense of Russia’s security would

be counter-productive.

Emergence of Baltic States:

After the disintegration of USSR, the former Soviet States moved towards
democracy. The transition to democracy of Baltic States was seen as costly;
making the political and economic situation more or less frosty towards
Russia. Russia seeks to maintain its influence on these States due to its
" geopolitical interest and the need to protect the interests of ethnic Russians
residing there. In the reverse, Baltic States wish to pursue a more independent
foreign policy. The formation of these states has created a number of
challenges in the region, as each state has unique territorial and ethnic

aspirations and socio economic priorities (Schimmelfennig, 1999:211).

In the beginning of the 1990s, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania re-emerged as
independent actors in the international system. Policy makers of these three
Baltic countries were faced with a range of options in choosing their
| cooperation partners and forms of cooperative arrangements best suited for the
particular needs and interests of their countries. The decisions had to be taken
in the environment of changes in international security and the institutional

structures as well as domestic economic and political reforms accompanied by

the establishment of new rules and institutions.

The choice of foreign policy priorities was to a large extent determined by the
aims of political and economic reforms (establishment of democratic
governance and transition to the market economy) and perceived external
threats and opportunities. The issue of the security of the Baltic States is
closely linked with the questions of international cooperation and participation
in the institutional settings that have characterized the “post-Cold War”
Europe. In the beginning of 1990s the Baltic States re-emerged on the map of

Europe, which was a FEurope characterized by many interlocking and



overlapping institutions.

Another dilemma the newly independent states faced was that they seemed to
be taken in by the West, at the same time, did not want to disrupt their links

with Russia. They applied for the membership of European Union and the
USA led security alliance NATO.

During this period Western Powers intervened and pressurized Russia to
withdraw its troops from Baltic States to this end, Russia put geo-strategic
pressure on the Baltic’s, which was not obvious during the process of
negotiation on troop withdrawal. The pressure was manifested in the areas like
ensuring stability; the seeking of guarantees with regard to the rights of

Russian speaking people in the Baltic States. Whenever a situation arises

where a big state, shares a common border

With a small country which is also geo strategically important for the big
country, then the relationship between them bounds to be a complex one.
Russia, as a big power has always been an important neighbour of the Baltic
States. While examining the Russia-Baltic relations, it seems necessary to

make a conceptual analysis of the relationship between great powers and small
states.

On the other hand analysing the security concerns of a smaller state, it
becomes essential to deal with the power disparity between great powers and
small powers. Thus, the search for a condition of “enduring normality” has a
predominant place in the policy making of small states, e.g. the Baltic States.
Although the Baltic States have clearly acknowledged that their countries
could not be defended militarily due to the lack of strategic depth, their open
borders and their proximity to Russia have nevertheless emphasized the need

to establish a strong defensive posture (Bajarnas, Haab and Viskne, 1995: 35-
40).

The relations between the Baltic states and Russia have not lived up to their



potential. The foundations of a positive relationship, filled with new
possibilities for partnership, existed at the beginning of the 1990s. At that
time, Vilnius, Riga and Tallinn were the important driving force behind
national independence and democracy in the former Soviet environment,
which also included a newly sovereign Russia under presidential of Yeltsin, a

Russia that was clearly different from the former Soviet Union.

“Iris Campe” states that focus on mutual understanding illustrated that the
process of identification of historic self has been started, but the output is far
from mutual co-operation. The idea of Baltic States of “returning to Europe”
has remained closely intertwined with the idea of “distancing from Russia”.
The EU not only meant the economic and political forms that Baltic States
should adopt, but also recovery from Russian influence. Overall the Baltic
States have fewer questions about their identity than their Russian neighbours,
but at the same time their position can be characterized as restricting their
activities to one side of the pitch and forgetting the other strategic half (Iris,

Kempe and Buhbe, 2005: 4).

The main task of a country after the attainment of independence is to forge a
national identity to gain confidence as a nation. Hence after the dissolution of
the Soviet Union in 1991, the Baltic States strived to strengthen their
independence; putting themselves on the geographical map of Europe as a
separate entity. The newly found independence has to be defended with
appropriate security measures. Therefore Baltic States’ concern for security
became essential .Considering themselves the meeting point of Eastern and
Western civilizations and after independence, they have been constructing

their narratives of ‘return to Europe’ and Russia as their threatening other.

The process of integration with the West by adopting Western values has been
leading the Baltic States closer to the Western security community. While
membership of NATO helped them in upgrading their armed forces to

international standards, the membership of EU guided them towards economic



growth and prosperity. In review the period in which Baltic States gain
sovereignty from Moscow was surprisingly brief in hardly two years, and
without wide spread conflict or great loss of life, these states shed the status of
Soviet Republic and accomplished full independence (Bajarnas, Haab and

Viskne, 1995: 40-45).

There were many obstacles for the Baltic States to establish its stability,
prosperity and hardly any solid development has been made as to developing
forms of productive collaboration with Russia. Van hen has pointed out “seven
vexed political issues that have manifested themselves as serious obstacle to
more rewarding relations between Russia - Baltic such as, the withdrawal of
the Russian military from Baltic soil, the question of Kaliningrad exclave, the
separation of .the Estonian Russian and Latvian Russian borders, NATO
ambitions of the Baltic states, there is a explicit engagement with the so called
Western Newly Independent States (WNIS), Russian energy politics and lastly
Positions of the Russian minorities in Estonia and Latvia (Bajarnas, Haab and

Viskne, 1995: 35-40).

To incorporate the full array of factors affecting complex Russo-Baltic
policies, an interactive approach based on the interplay between the
international, domestic and individual levels has been used. The international
systemic approach argues that foreign policy outcomes result only from a
changing external environment but not from a domestic change. The domestic
political level (or state level) defines foreign policy as the result of ‘domestic
political manoeuvring’. This level of analysis examines the operational
environment — the political context and mechanisms — for policy making. The
individual level of analysis focuses on the actions and behaviour of individual
policy makers to explain how they define purposes, choose among causes of
action and utilize national capabilities to achieve objectives in the name of the

state.

Taken separately, the importance of these levels of analysis for Russian and



Baltic foreign policies is different. This is due to their power asymmetry: the
larger and more powerful a state, the greater it’s freedom of action; while the
choice for small states is more limited. Since, the Baltic countries (as small
states) are more preoccupied with survival than Russia (a great powerj; the
international system will be the most relevant level of analysis in explaining
their foreign policy choices. Baltic policies reflect concern to the constraints of
the international environment, meanwhile Russia is supposed to be less
susceptible to external developments, and thus has more options for action.

This makes her foreign policy formation ‘more susceptible to domestic

political influences.

Security Concerns in Russia & Baltics Relationship:

Whenever security concerns have been discussed during the last decade, a
potential Russian threat perception has figured as the key concern of Baltic
defence policies. Baltic security has been portrayed as overlaid by the larger
pattern of Russia’s great power presence. The Baltic States are of strategic
importance for Russia; Russia will be unable to consolidate its process of
democratization; Russian minorities and the recent history of annexation
provide a possible pattern for the future. Russia is perceived by the Baltic

States as a potential threat.

Although the most sensitive foreign and security policy challenges, to all three
Baltic States are the management of their relations with Russia. The most
serious problem with the Baltic States face 1s Russia’s unwillingness to accept
Baltic independence. Both the policy makers of Russia and its populous the
Baltic independence has been unacceptable. Security issues belong to the list
of priority to determine the character and development of Russia- Baltic
policy. As neighbouring countries the security decisions of the Baltic-States
are obviously of the supreme significance for Russia. The influence Russia

wields in the Baltic region is clearly stronger than its power at present on the

international arena is.
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After independence Baltic States have undergone multidimensional transitions
from authoritarianism to democracy on one hand and then a move towards a
market economy. They choose to “return to Europe” because of security
concerns. Therefore, they tried to gain access to NATO and EU. They thought
it both as a moral and geopolitical necessity. In 2004, the Baltic States became
full fledged members of NATO and the EU. This angered Russia but a

situation for dialogue and negotiations also emerged.

The reason for this Western orientation of the Baltic States is quite obvious.
Firstly, they considered themselves as Europeans and wanted to belong to the
West European family of democracy, with free and prosperous market
economies. Since the early 1990 they made admirable progress in this
direction. Europe on the other hand has tried to exercise their influence in a
strategic and ideological contest with Russia. Baltic States have always been
historically a part of Western Europe. Considering the economic prosperity of
the West European countries, the Baltic States saw a bright future in aligning
with them. After the dissolution of USSR, Russia proposed a loose
confederation of erstwhile Soviet States named ‘Commonwealth of
Independent States” which was readily refused by Baltic States. Baltic States
have also refused to be included in the “Near Abroad” to indicate that Russia’s
sphere of influence definitely excludes the Baltic regions ((Bajarnas, Haab and

Viskne, 1995: 105-116).

To maintain influence Russia followed the policy of ‘near-abroad’. This
Russian military doctrine presented repression of Russian speaking population
as an acceptable reason for the use of military force and it was left to the
Russian to decide when the minorities were being repressed. In the year 1997
there was a marked shift in the Russian policy towards the Baltic States .This
policy shift was in nature of a more positive one. Russia offered security
guarantees and cooperative projects to the Baltic Countries. Later it followed a
complementary proposal to include cross security guarantees of the USA,

Germany and France by Russia. The Three Baltic countries turned down these

11



prospects (Bujarunas and Eitvydas, 2000:56).

USSR as a superpower held immense clout over world affairs. The collapse of
USSR made a dent on the image of communist ideology. It seems that Russia’s
degraded power status and upset sense of identity has fuelled preoccupations
with territorial integrity. Border agreement between Russia, Estonia and Latvia
remain unsigned, although agreements with Lithuania was reached to issues
related with Russian ethnic groups residing in Estonia and Latvia are still a
high priority on their bilateral agenda. The Russian minorities living in the
Baltic countries would become EU citizens with whom it would be relatively
easy for Russia to make a fruitful connection on various levels particularly

cultural and economic (Bujarunas and Eitvydas, 2000: 45).

Although, Former Soviet States understand the importance of maintaining
cordial and friendly relations with Russia, it seems Russia and FSU both want
to maintain checks-and-balances in policy towards each other. The formation
of these Republics has brought up a number of challenges in the region since
each of them has unique territorial and ethnic aspirations and socio-economic
priorities. The Baltic States are also seen as buffer states against the
encroachments of the West. Russia had to maintain its sphere of influence over
these states to maintain the buffer. This was done by following various policy
measures and action (i.e. diplomatic pressure, propaganda and disinformation
campaigns, military threats and peacekeeping deployments, economic
leverage and energy controls, exploiting ethnic and social discontent, and
discrediting governments via political influence and penetrating intelligence
services), Russia has tried to maintain its influence upon them in order to
manipulate their foreign, security and domestic strategies, and thus far, it has
been unsuccessful in its attempts to do so (Ciziunas and Pranas, 2008: 287-

303).

Russia Strategic Partner and Adversary:

Russia is not only a neighbour of Baltic-States but a strategic partner in

12



cooperation on a wide range of bilateral and global challenges. Russia's
security goals in regard to Baltic States were evolved on the basis of
geographical proximity of the Baltic States on its border. Russia’s strategic
aims are to keep the Baltic States out of military blocks, to maintain a strategic
presence in the Baltic Sea. Russia sees it as crucial to retain them as part of a
neutral buffer zone, around the Russian federation since the collapse of the
Soviet Union, because of geo-political reasons such as NATO enlargement to

its borders.

February 1997, marked a turning point in Russia’s Baltic strategy, when the
Russian leadership publicised a theoretical outline of its Baltic policy. This
was the first policy- paper that had been made on the issues, and it set the
guidelines for the entirely of Russia- Baltic relations. Thus it attempted to
examine security, minority, economic and international issues in a consistent
way. There can be no question of even the hypothetical possibility of
extending NATO’s sphere of operation to the Baltic countries. Such a view is
categorically unacceptable to Russia, and we would regard steps in that
direction as posing a direct challenge to our national security interests and
destroying the fundamental structures of European stability (Ciziunas and

Pranas, 2008: 287-303).

Meanwhile NATO and the EU have modified their strategies towards the
opposite direction: by placing much more emphasis on cooperative security
regimes based on commonly shared non military threats, engaging all actors,
providing confidence and security building measures (CSBM) and spreading
of stability. Thus, the essential strategic problem of the Baltic States has been
that they face the challenge of having to relate to two opposing and
incompatible external security strategy and a traditional Russian power based
security strategy. The increased sharpness in official statements and the policy
paper of February 1997 can be construed as different tactics to counter the

threat of NATO expansion and possible attempt to bargain with the west on the

issues.
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Russia’s willingness to go in defence of its strategic interests was never tested,
as the Baltic States were not included in the first round of membership
negotiations with NATO. Russia's policy in refusing to accommodate small
states can be interpreted as great power mentality or tactics, not necessarily as
a categorical denial of their independent statehood, but firmness that its small

neighbouring states keep the interests of their larger neighbour in mind.

Russia does not formulate policy exclusively according to the three main
elements of its bilateral relations with the Baltic States. The international
community whose attitudes and reactions constitute one factor that Russia
must take into account when devising its policy. The international context is
essential to look at because the West monitors Russia’s actions towards the
Baltic States closely. This kind of situation does not exist to such an extent vis-
a-vis other corners of Russian foreign policy. The issues to discuss here are the

following: how do western responses impact on Russia’s Baltic policy.

The relationship between an erstwhile superpower and a newly independent
small country was never going to be an equitable one. This was very much
visible in relationship between Baltic and Russia which was more of a
confrontational one .But from the collapse of USSR, Russia has shown
maturity in its policies towards the Baltics and now the stress is more on
continuing dialogue and cooperation rather than antagonization. In order to
strengthen their position vis-a-vis Russia, the Baltic in near future may join
EU and NATO which in their perception would lead to the ultimate
reconciliation between Russia and the Baltic states and create more solid

ground for stable mutual relations in the future (Sleivyte, 2010: 40).

Role of the West:

‘The West’ denotes North American and Western European governments and
international organisations, and they are taken to represent the same core
values and motives. It is possible to explain the similarities and continuities of

Russia’s external relations in large part as a result of the changing international
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environment, which conditions foreign policies of all states. The international
system, based on the primacy of sovereign states and the central role of the
United Nations in governing international relations, is weakening. The reasons
for the competitive nature of the relationship are persistent Russian notions of
international relations as a zero—sum game, and the unmitigated importance of
competition, conflict and the ‘balance of power’ in international affairs (Rowb

and Torjesen, 2009: 67-87).

The topics that are critical in assessing the international context are related to
security (troop withdrawal and NATO expansion) and the Russian-speaking
minorities (human rights/citizenship rights). The internationalization of the
withdrawal and minority questions and the issue of expansion of Western

institutions have given Russian-Baltic relations a complex pattern.

At the beginning of the period the pressure was mostly from the West on
Russia (troop withdrawals). Subsequently Russia began to return the pressure
not only directly towards the Baltics, but also indirectly through the
international community (minority rights). The inclusion of the international
context in Russian-Baltic relations has been beneficial for and welcomed by
the disputing parties, as they all can find positive aspects in direct contacts

with the West to resolve the problems in their relationship.

NATO must simultaneously deter Russia and reassure it and the Baltic States
that their security will be enhanced. The key players in this process are Russia,
Germany, and the United States. They have the means to shape the future
parameters of any Baltic security system and are the principal players in
Europe as well. And it is their policies that will define the limits of what can
be done in the Baltic, as well as in much of Europe, since Baltic security is
inseparable from that of Europe as a whole. Or, in other words, European

security is indivisible, and Baltic security is part of it.

With reference to “Mouritzen” and his four scenarios of coexistence between a

great power and a small state (domination, isolation, balancing among various
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influences of great powers and obedience to a great power) it is possible to
affirm that the Baltic States are implementing the balancing model in their
relations with Russia. All three levels of ‘de-occupation’ (political, legal and
economic) confirm this conclusion. The Baltic States seek to co-ordinate
interests of several power centres — the United States, the European Union and
Russia. The US treats the Baltics as reliable political partners (they are among
the most pro-American states in Europe). For Russia, the Baltic States are the
arena for consolidation of her economic interests and the gateway to Western

European markets (Clesse, Bauwenes and Knudsen, 1996:10).

Over the last fifteen years, the relationship with the West has been marked by
a positive tendency, while hardly any concrete progress has been made as to
developing forms of constructive cooperation with Russia. Seven vexed
political issues have manifested themselves as serious obstacles to more
fruitful relations: the retreat of the Russian military from Baltic soil; the
question of the Kaliningrad exclave; the demarcation of the Estonian-Russian
and Latvian-Russian borders; the position of the Russian minorities in Estonia
and Latvia; the NATO ambitions of the Baltic States; their explicit
engagement with the so called “Western Newly Independent States” (NIS); and
Russia’s energy politics (Heli, Marques, 2006: 113-123).

The EU views the Baltic countries as the area of expansion of the Union’s
political and economic influence, and experts on Russia-related matters,
especially regarding the implementation of the concept ‘Wider Europe —
European Neighbourhood Policy’. Baltic security is assured through their full-
fledged membership of NATO (US-dominated organization). Baltic
membership of NATO and the EU is expected to secure a balance to Russia’s
political and economic influence. All of the above, the balancing model is seen
as the best corresponding to the current international environment and national
interests of the Baltic States. The future of the Baltic States depends on their
ability (as small states) to maintain the stable balance of interests between the

US, the EU and Russia.
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US and NATO ideas of a ‘Europe whole and free’, the EU’s concept of a wider
Europe and the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP), and the ‘common
vision’ of the countries loosely allied in the Community of Democratic Choice
are in conflict with notions of a Wider Russia. Western (including NATO) and
Russian perceptions and policies are at odds with each other in the whole area
stretching from the Baltic States via Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova to the

northern and southern Caucasus (Rowe and Torjesen, 2009: 67-87).

The NATO states have understood the ambition and problems of Baltic States,
they also wished to maintain and develop good relations with Russia. NATO
did not only set up military conditions for potential members, but also political
ones, for instance, that the candidates should settle their ethnic and external
territorial disputes by peaceful means, pursue neighbourly relations, and
demonstrate commitment to the rule of law and human rights. This NATO
objective contributed to the fact that the Baltic States gradually tried to
improve their relations with Russia and solve the ethnic and border conflicts

(Oldeberg and Ingmar, 2003: 43)

The EU with its growing economic influence and military power of NATO
alliance, there has been an overlap of the of the EU’s “New Neighbourhood”
and Russia’s “Near Abroad”. To define the new strategic requirement of a
European neighbourhood policy, Vilnius, Riga and Tallinn are challenged to
fill their particular strategic place which mutual co-operation and input on the

European agenda.

It became obvious that only Lithuania started to give some momentum to the
EU's Eastern policy, by implementing its interests on the Kaliningrad issue
and elaborating strategies for a democratic and European Belarus. If the Baltic
States continue to neglect their interest in an Eastern policy, they may face the
risk of being excluded in upcoming European-Russian decisions. These
include the negotiation of the new framework agreement between the

European Union and the Russian Federation (Partnership and Co-operation
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Agreement), or the reéenﬂy signed pipeline agreement between German gas
giant EON AG and Russia’s natural gas monopoly Gazprom on transporting
Russian gas to Germany via the Baltic Sea, by passing transit states such as
Lithuania, Poland and Ukraine. Furthermore, representatives of Estonian
business and some Finnish participants spoke about the importance of
economic co-operation between the Baltic States and Russia. The benefits
would be related to transportation and trade in particular, but also to Russia’s

growing economy in general (Buhbe and Kempe 2005: 101).

Although the Baltic States’ inclination towards the West has remained closely
intertwined with the idea of distancing themselves from Russia, they cannot
afford to show their indifferences in their relation towards their eastern
neighbours, mainly Russia, due to their heavy dependency upon them. Their
negative approach towards Russia might cost them a disruption in energy
supply. They might even be abandoned from the energy agreement between
the EU and the Russian Federation or from the pipeline agreement between
German energy giants EON-Ruhr gas and BASF-Winter shall. The non-
cooperative attitude between them might also get in the way of economic and

trade relations between the states (Buhbe and Kempe 2005: 101).

The economic element of interstate politics in the post-Soviet has been one of
the determining factors of Russia-Baltic States. This is parﬁcularly important
to Russian policy towards the Baltic States, in which economic considerations
have played a major role. Keeping in view the vast energy resources of Russia
the economic consideration have overshadowed all other things. With the
energy driven economies the Baltics are have become more dependent on
Russia’s energy resources. This dependence has become a new political lever
for Russia. Main sources of economic interdependency: the energy sector and
the Baltic ports, Baltic dependence on Russia pertains predominantly to fuel
and energy sectors, in particular oil and natural gas, and to raw materials in the

early phase (Laura and Kauppila, 1999:64).
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It is also evident that Russia on several occasions has threatened the Baltic
States with sanctions. Russia has also used trade tariffs and its status of most-
favoured nation (MFN) as an instrument in keeping pressure on its
neighbouring states. Russia's economic action can take three forms: a
suspension or decrease of transit trade through the Baltic ports, a ban of

commerce between Russian and Baltic firms, or the cutting off of energy.

The goodwill that has developed between the governments and people of each
side, to neutralize the negative elements and stereotypes to achieve
normalization in mutual relations is positive one. Both Russia and the Baltic
states emphasize the strategic importance of cooperation with each other, and
are willing to find out ways and means to end the differences and

controversies.

Russia’s Response to West & NATO Expansion into Baltics:

As NATO enlarges and approaches the borders of the Baltic States, it faces one
of the most difficult and complex security challenges in contemporary Europe.
While the Baltic States desire membership in NATO, Russia views it as a
threat to break cooperation with the West and NATO allies themselves remain
divided over the knowledge of Baltic membership. This is evident from
NATO's and Russia’s positions, and the Baltic states’ firmness upon
consideration for their security interests, makes both East and West to work
together on devising a workable and acceptable security system for the region
that respects both Russian and Baltic, not to mention Western, interests.
Otherwise, this region might become the flashpoint of a political conflict that

could eventually worsen into a military one.

The desire of the Baltic States to become members was interpreted as an extra
proof of their anti-Russian inclinations, and vice-versa, any statement on
behalf of the NATO members confirming their willingness to admit the Baltic
republics was taken as an indication of NATO expansionism. Security was still

the central paradigm, while security threats were customarily associated with
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NATO. The Baltic States were a security threat for Russia in military terms
(because of their intention to join NATO), but most importantly their existence
was a challenge to Russian national identity as it had been formed by the end

of the 1990s (Laura, Kauppila 1999:64).

The rebirth of the national statehood had brought to an end the former alliance
between Russia and the Baltic, while a number of factors have upset Russia-
Baltic security relations. Instability in the international system after the end of
the Cold War and on-going systemic changes make their presence felt on
Baltic politicians making them constantly alert to even the slightest shift in
international undercurrents that may determine the future status of Baltic states
in the new world order now emerging. The Baltic States accordingly must
show flexibility in coping with political realities while at the same time
reasserting their foreign policy goals. There has been no indication that the
strongly pro-western orientation of the Baltic States could be questioned by

international community.

Russia has been unable to play the constructive and mature role in this
process. Russian policies for Europe are confused and attached to models of
European security that have little or no relevance to other states or that
actually alarm them. Russia still despises the small states, thinking them to be
of no consequence, proposes impracticable and objectionable schemes of pan-

European collective security that do not unite it but would bind NATO.

Russian policy is also confrontational, demanding border revisions and
refusing to sign formal border treaties to recognize the post-1989 changes in
Central and Eastern Europe. Its makes demands for an exceptional position in
Europe or for unworkable security systems that do little to advance faith in
Russia's coherence or good will. Furthermore, views everything in terms of
correlations of aggressive military forces, and of desires for exclusive rights

over small states (Lukin and Vladimir, 1994: 118-132).

Further the Baltic States have strengthened their relations with all European
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Partners, US and Canada. The USA owing to its geopolitical position
combined with its capabilities makes a counter balancing effect in the Baltic
Sea region. It has been a backbone of politico-military support for the Baltic
Countries. The USA commitment is a strong reminder that the region is an
integral part of Euro-Atlantic context. USA engagement in the region is

characterize by the north European initiative.

The bond of Partnership between USA and republics of Baltic signed in
Washington DC in January 16, 1998, establishes the institutional framework
that promotes the continuance of bilateral and multilateral cooperation. The
Charter underscored a common goal of the partners to work together in
enhancing the security of all the states through the integration of Baltic
Countries into the European and Trans-Atlantic security, political and
economic institutions. The US Baltic partnership charter states that USA real
profound and enduring interest in the independence and security of the three

countries.

Despite the complex problems described above, the practical cooperation
between Russia and the Baltic are normalised. Even serious open questions
like the absence of an officially recognized border do not have a negative
impact on the actual connections between Russia and the Baltic states, or on
the policies of the European Union. However, if the current approach to the
relations continues, there will be no development or revival. It is possible that
cooperation might actually decrease. The main ailments are of a psychological
nature, and only time can cure these wounds. (Iris and Kempe, 2005: 4). The
reasoning behind foreign and security policies in Russia and the Baltic states is

based on the external influence and patterns of domestic decision making.

Now that the Baltic States have acquired membership of EU, Russia will
definitely have to restructure its policies and priorities according to the new
political and strategic realities. The most identified two aspects crucial for

further cooperation. From the top-down perspective, bilateral relations can be
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rendered in a European framework based on the identification of common
future goals and priorities. The situation inside the region requires the political
will to deactivate negative myths and stereotypes, with the overall goal of
normalizing bilateral relations. Trust is taken into account as an essential for

the development of stability between states (Iris and Kempe, 2005: 4).

Common values, external threats, or powerful economic interests usually
inform and reinforce regional integration. The Baltic States are small both in
relation to their immediate neighbours and in the larger European context.
Their geographic proximity and a shared threat perception are factors which
determine their interest in cooperation. Conditions which help to further
regional cooperation among the Baltic States might therefore be seen in their
geographical location, their smallness, the distribution of power vis-a-vis
Russia, their joint past as part of the Soviet Union, a shared perception of
Russia, comparable problems in constructing security policies, and the outside
view of the Baltic States as a region. All these commonalties could point in the

direction of regional security cooperation.
The Image of a ‘Russian Threat:

Whenever security concerns have been discussed during the last decade, a
potential “Russian threat” has figured as the key concern of Baltic defence
policies Baltic security has been portrayed as overlaid by the larger pattern of
Russia’s great power presence. Russia figures as the main defining context.
The Russia-related threats to the Baltic States manifest in several different
forms of pressure: economical, political and cultural. The recent history of

annexation provides a possible pattern for the future.

History figures as a prominent guideline for Baltic security conceptions. The
main lessons are seen in preventing a repetition of the mistakes made in 1940
(lack of common security among the Baltic states); in not once again allowing

a revanchist turn in Russia to affect Baltic independence; and in integrating the
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Baltic states into the West militarily, economically and politically. The
perception of Russia as a threat is usually combined with heavily loaded
metaphors such as “no man’s land”, “security vacuum”, or “grey zone”, which
in turn are intended to justify the quest for “security guarantees” from NATO.
The Baltic States are of strategic importance for Russia. Russia will be unable

to consolidate its process of democratization (Pranas and Ciziunas 2008).

Russia use to make threats to make threats against the Baltic States of
economic war, of criminal subversion from without, and of refusing to
recognize borders, while attempting to gain a veto over NATO's activities.
Because Russia cannot carry out these threats, it only further antagonizes the
Baltic States, makes them more intractable in their own anti-Russian policies

at home and abroad and only worsens the regional situation.

The total size of Russia is perceived by the Baltic States as a potential threat.
At times, Baltic politicians and security experts even fundamentalize the
hostile relationship with Russia by portraying it as a kind of “clash of
civilizations” Furthermore, economic independence on Russia, for example for
electricity supplies, is sometimes interpreted as a potential menace . The
Russian financial crisis in August 1998 seriously affected Latvia and
Lithuania. Both countries therefore define their dependence on foreign trade

with Russia as a security issue

There is a specific link between Russia’s domestic politics and its attitude
towards the Baltic States: against the backdrop of Russia’s post- Soviet
identity crisis, concessions to the Baltic States may lead to losses of power
among nationalist constituencies until 1995, Russia’s foreign policy attacked
Estonia and Latvia for violating human rights and for not integrating the
Russian population. In the winter of 1997/98, Russian diplomacy once again
raised the issue of the discrimination of the Russo phone minorities in Estonia

and Latvia. As ethnic tension grew in Latvia, the Russian government adopted
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economic measures by diverting oil exports usually shipped through the

Latvian port of Ventspils.

The Baltic States are unique among the former republics of the Soviet Union
for several reasons. First, of the post-Soviet states, the Baltic countries have
unique historical political and economic connections to Western Europe.

Second, they have moved far closer to the West since the break up of the

Soviet Union.

This chapter in a nutshell shows that during the 1990’s, after the fall of Soviet
Union the Russian political elite were trying to adopt a moderate policy, while
maintaining Russia’s influence over the Baltic States. But over a period of
time towards 2004, Russia has grown more determined to protect and defend
its politico-security concerns in the area. Russia further feels that it cannot
afford to lose its Influence in the Baltic by limiting the attempts of other
powers to weaken its influence. But despite the political games being played
out in the region both Russia and Baltic states feel that their problems and

concerns can be resolved without a third party mediation and that cordial

relationship is beneficial for both.
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CHAPTER 2



CHAPTER- 2

Evolution and Characteristics of Russia-Baltic

Relations, 1991-1994

In the first chapter we have already seen in a broader perspective the relations
between Russia and Baltic states through an analysis of security as is conceived
in these States, however there are issues over security, and how does it effect the
‘Baltic States’ especially in the sphere of domestic politics and international
relations .In this chapter we will look briefly at some of the major issues, which
define and further the domestic and international relations between Russia and the
Baltic states. In order to map out the general development of Russian-Baltic
relations in 1991-94, this chapter has a double task. To assess Russian policy
towards the Baltic States, it must be put in the context of Russia’s general foreign
policy orientation to the West, and the simultaneous formulation of policy

towards the other former republics of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union collapsed with relatively little internal and external violence.
Many republics of the former Soviet Union declared their independence almost in
unison. Russia at the time was powerless to prevent any of this from happening.
Its government was going through great transitions of its own, and decision-
making power was yet to be clarified. The 1990s saw a turbulent economy and a
fragile democratic regime under Yeltsin further hamper the ability of Russia to

assert its foreign policy prerogative.

In August 1991, the three Baltic States Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania declared the
restoration of their independence. Russia’s independence was effectively brought
about by the creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and the
dissolution of the USSR in 1991. During this early period, Russia needed to be

quickly accepted by the West as a democratic partner. The essential foreign policy
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aim focused therefore on developing both political and economic ties to Western
countries and international financial organizations as a response to the acute crisis
Russia was facing as a consequence of the Soviet economic system. This paved

the way for Russia’s relatively positive and non-confrontational stance towards

the Baltic region.

The collapse of Soviet Union and the emergence of sovereign Baltic States was
probably one of the principle catalysts that changed the entire geo-strategic in the
Baltic Sea region. However, such change in the situation gave rise to a new line of

conflict between the Baltic States and Russia, with the ensuing threat to the

regional security.

However, as the Soviet Union disintegrated and ass it was replaced by Russia,
both the legal form and content of bilateral Russian- Baltic relations had to
change certainly. The Baltic States still accommodated armed forces controlled by
Russia; the economy of new states was fully integrated in the economic space of
the former Soviet Union; many Russians immigrants From Soviet Union lived in
the Baltic States, who suddenly found themselves living abroad as the Soviet
Union collapsed. Therefore, it is quite natural that in this period the Baltic States

and Russia faced many unresolved issues related to the dismantling of the Soviet

Union’s legacy.
Legacy of the Past:

The framework of Russia’s Baltic policy is determined by the past. It is difficult
to escape history in the Baltic States. Its presence is everywhere. To understand
the determined concern of the Baltic nations with respect to ensuring their
security one should have a look at their chaotic history. The historic destiny of the

Baltic was to a large extent determined by their unfortunate geographic location in
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between two nations to the west and to the east The Germans and Russian

respectively.

Most importantly, the political structures of the Baltic States, designed in Moscow
for the purpose of maintaining the republics subordination to the Kremlin, had to
be remade to conform to the resurgent values of national sovereignty, personal
liberty and democracy. It is very difficult to separate history and policy making
because history gives background and understanding for the policies followed
before and where they went wrong. History has a double effect on policy-making:
it acts as memory and bequeaths specific processes. In the case of Russia- Baltic
relations, this is expressed by legacies of imperial domination and Soviet

occupation, and interdependence in terms of demography and economics (Conor,

2003: 168).

The territories that make up the modern Baltic States were incorporated in Tsarist
Russia in between 1721-1795. When the Tsar was dethroned by the Bolsheviks in
the October Revolution of 1917, the Baltics won their independence but only after
hard fought war. In 1940, the states were returned of by annexation to the Soviet
Union, until USSR collapsed. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania going to be soon face
real difficulty in integration in the USSR meant in practice .Forty seven years of
Soviet rule produced a disastrous effect on the economy and the environment as
well. The long period of time that the Baltic territories have been a part of a
Russian-cum-Soviet entity is an influential factor constituting Russian attitudes
towards the renewed independence of these states. The difficulty of dealing with
and recognizing the Baltic’s as foreign and sovereign states underlies many of the

problems in their relations (Bult, 2006:127-130).

Russia’s relations with the Baltic States came through several stages in the post-
communist regime.In1990-94, when both Russia and the Baltic republics

struggled with the Soviet centre for independence; these relations were based on a
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co-operative basis. The Baltic States, since the restoration of their independence
in 1990, have worked hard to redefine their identity and their place in the region
and on the continent. Despite being various cultural-historical differences between
Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia, in the context of international relations, they are
normally treated as an entity the Baltic States. Their common history in the 20"

Century provides justification for this treatment (Bult, 2006:127-130).

Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia gained their independence in the first of the 1990
whereas Russia itself became and independent only after December 1991, when
Gorbachev resigned from the post of President of USSR. Hence the issue of
evolving and pursuing a policy towards the Baltic states on the principle of
equality of independent nations came up before Russia much before it itself
gained a fully independent status. However the formal recognition of their

independent status by Russia and the International community came from August
1990 onwards.

That three nations historical perception, in turn, is shaped by a collective sense of
identity that comes from the fact that the Baltic peoples have a longer connection
with their homeland than almost any other nation in Europe. Baltic nations
nonetheless found that their geographical location made their homeland a
battleground for other states striving for political or economic mastery of the
region. This sense of belonging creates a special feeling of both attachment and

legitimacy (Elletson, 2002: 3).

Thus, history played a prominent role in fuelling the independence movement and
it continues to play an important role in the political psychology of the Baltic
countries today. Just as in 1989 the truth about the Nazi- Soviet Pact was an
important part of the case for independence, so today it continues to haunt

relations between the Baltic States and Russia.
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The period between 1991-1994 can be distinguished in the deteriotion relationship
between Russia and the Baltic States. Moscow, while delaying the procedure of
signing and ratification of various agreements, like border issue, ethnic settlement
and tried to prevent the Baltic States from becoming the members of the EU and
NATO. Besides, Russia tries to interfere into internal affairs of the European
Union by requiring taking sanctions against Latvia and Estonia because of
“infringement of the rights of the Russian speaking population. So far it does not
seem that the Kremlin could be ready of refusing the opposing policy towards
the Baltic States, and the approaching elections to Duma and presidential

elections would even more activate the search of “enemies of the country

(Elletson, 2002: 3).

Some of the major issues may be identified in the beginning- the most urgent was
how to meet the pressing demand of the Baltic states for a total withdrawal of
Russian army and naval fleet from the region. This issue has become complex for
the Russian as the western powers particularly USA and Germany were
pressurizing the Russian government for a quick and unconditional
withdrawal of Russia's armed presence as it was done in Germany. From other
issues were civic rights of Russian ethnic minorities and the problems of

citizenship and the use of Russian language.
Major Issues:

Since the early 90s the Baltic States have become important markets for each
other’s goods; the countries have maintained close political and cultural relations
and have pursued similar foreign policy goals. Perhaps even more importantly,
the Baltic States have been concerned about threats emerging from the East and
threatening their welfare, sovereignty and sometimes even independence. The
Russian federation became the legal successor state to the USSR, the majority of

the issues which dominated the Russian Baltic agenda were integrally linked to
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the legacy of 50 years of Sovietization. This was particularly those of the three

contentions points that characterized inter state relations in this period.

The main elements at this stage of Russian policy consisted of security issues
relating to troop withdrawals from all three states, and the question of the
substantial Russian minorities in Estonia and Latvia. These problems were taken
to the international arena by different parties in order to gain support, but the

issues were dealt with independently from each other.
Troop Withdrawal:

Russia's relation with the Baltic States was marked by violations of sovereignty,
the use of political and economic pressure, indefinitely Soviet-and then Russian-
military presence in the Baltic States. The paramount security task facing the
Baltic States on achieving independence of withdrawal of Russian remaining
forces concerned issues such as political linkage with human rights, financial
costs of redeployment of forces and dismantling of military installations and
technically of Russian military property in the Baltic states and the

accommodation of the withdrawn troops in Russia.

As the issue of withdrawal of Russian forces and naval fleet stationed in the
Baltic’s emerged as the most significant problem for Russia in the North with
international dimension. The main elements at this stage of Russian policy
consisted of security relating to troop withdrawals from all three states, and the
question of the substantial Russian minorities in Estonia and Latvia. The Question
of troop Withdrawal was the immediate concern of the newly independent Baltic
States: the demand for the Withdrawal of army, Thus it was clearly the most

prominent issue in Russian-Baltic relations at this age.

On 17 September 1991, the day Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were admitted to

the United Nations, they were still under occupation by another member-state: the



Soviet Union. An estimated 200,000 troops of the Baltic Military District, with its
headquarters in Riga, were stationed in their capital cities (Tallinn, Riga and
Vilnius) and on bases throughout their territories. The Soviet Union had refused
to agree on a troop withdrawal date or on a redefinition of the status of these
forces that would be consistent with the restored independence of the Baltic States

(Peter 1999: 45-47)

West was applying immense and persistent pressure on Russia to withdraw its
military from the Baltic States as soon as possible. The United States of America
and the European countries was firm in their rejection of Russian attempts to link
troop withdrawal to any other issue. Western governments refuse to accept the
purported logic underlying the linkage, but they took a formal collective stand on
the issue in the form of CSCE and United Nations decisions, demanding Russia
accede to the consensus calling for early, orderly, and complete troop withdrawal
from the Baltic States. The West did not, however, object to Russian demands that

veterans and demobilized on this point to the end ((Peter, 1999: 45-47)

After long negotiations and different tactics, finally the last soldier left Lithuania
in August 1993, and Estonia and Latvia one year later. The agreement with
Lithuania was easiest to achieve not only because of the small Russian population
in that Country, but also because there were no bases that were considered to be
of Strategic importance located on its territory-although the most direct Ground

transportation route from Russia to the Kaliningrad region is through Lithuania.

Negotiations with Estonia and Latvia remained problematic until US President
Clinton became involved in forging a compromise Formula.' Russia had been
adamant over the ABM radar installation near Skrunda, insisting that it could not
be relinquished because of its strategic importance. The agreement reached with
Latvia in April 1994 provided for Russian operation of the station for another four

years, but under civilian control and international observation. The agreement



with both Latvia and, three months later, Estonia included concessions on Russian
army veterans and demobilized personnel allowing them to obtain permanent
resident status. By the end of. August 1994, the last Russian troops were
withdrawn-although many were simply demobilized in place in Estonia and

Latvia. (Peter, 1999: 45-47)

In the process, the Russian side repeatedly linked the military presence to the
well-being of ethnic Russians and other 'compatriots' in the three states by its
policy of ‘Near Abroad”. The policy was aimed towards both the Baltic’s and
Russia's domestic audience, particularly nationalists. And the various political
allegations of human rights violations were intended primarily for Western
audiences. These allegations have clearly been intended to serve a multifold
purpose. First, to delay perhaps indefinitely a comprehensive troop withdrawal,
Especially from Skrunda and the Latvian ports of Liepéja and Ventspilswith its
valuable intelligence-gathering facility-the Russian government sought to
establish a link between human rights issues and the withdrawal of its troops

(Miniotaite, 1995: 15-25).

The case of the military withdrawal from Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania is
particularly illuminating with regard to post-Soviet Russia's efforts to come to
terms with the break-up of the USSR. This case has both an ethnic dimension and
a geopolitical dimension. In particular, a perceived 'neo-imperialism' on Russia's
part was seen as a dangerous sign, The Russian minorities were likely to remain
there, and could thus give Russia 'a permanent excuse to express concern about
the status of these communities, and demand that Russian forces protect them.

(Miniotaite, 1995: 15-25).

Russian efforts failed to fulfill any of these goals. The United States and the
European countries was firm in their rejection of Russian attempts to link troop

withdrawal to any other issue, including the set of problems related to the Russian



populations in Estonia and Latvia. The United States and the European countries
took a formal collective stand on the issue in the form of CSCE and United
Nations decisions, demanding Russia accede to the early, orderly, and complete”
troop withdrawal from the Baltic states. The West did not, however, object to
Russian demands that veterans and demobilized personnel be granted permanent
resident status and Russia remained adamant on this point to the end (Miniotaite,

1995: 15-25).

The other facet of troop withdrawal from the Baltic States occurred in the period
when Russia enjoyed good relation with the United States. Being preoccupied
with its strategic partnership with the U.S., and Russia was very interested in
maintaining a low level of tension with it. In reality, for Russia the greatest
benefit from this partnership was US economic, political and military assistance.
In this context, troop withdrawal from the Baltic’s was a real litmus test of the
sustainability of this partnership and the reliability of Russia’s new policy.
Despite the twists and turns of the negotiation process, which can be interpreted
as Russian stalling tactics, often on economic grounds, the validity of the promise

to withdraw was never officially renounced.

The military and the withdrawal-Diaspora linkage:

The linking of Russian Diaspora issue with the military withdrawal seemed a
sensible step for Russia. In the second half of 1992, various issues came into
forefront which had to be sorted out immediately. Some of the issues were:
legislation on Baltic citizenship, the dissatisfaction in the military over their social
conditions and the prevailing tense political situation. The intertwining of these
issues made the linking seem sensible thing to do on Russian side. But the
political and economic costs to Russia would have been very serious if it had
opted to go all the way and attempted to keep the forces in the Baltic indefinitely.

To President Yeltsin, whose image was that of the man who brought democracy
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to Russia, this was not a real option? It also appears that in the armed forces, too,

the withdrawal was taken as a foregone conclusion. (Simosen, 2001: 771-791).

At this time the Baltic States which were alarmed by this Diaspora-withdrawal
linkage strategy of Russia, cleverly drew attention of the International community

towards the issue. The policy had the capacity to produce far reaching

implications.
Citizenship Issue:

On the citizenship issue, the interests of the European states and Russia coincided
in one major respect. Both feared a massive entry of Russian emigrants from
Estonia and Latvia if they were not given assurances of being able to obtain

citizenship or permanent residence.

Estonia and Latvia proceeded from this assumption to restore their pre-war
citizenship legislation. Accordingly, only citizens of the pre war republics and
their descendents were entitled to citizenship in 1991.Citizens of the former
Soviet Union whom had arrived during the soviet era and their children had and
have to pass a process of naturalization to receive an Estonian or Latvian passport.
This procedure implies inter alia that the candidates have to prove their
knowledge of the constitution, the history and the national anthem; they have to
swear an oath of faithfulness and, foremost, they have to pass an examination

testing proficiency in the national language (Ballington, 1997: 738-740).

- This situation, which was only clarified after an initial period of absolute legal
uncertainty, implies that both Estonia and Latvia have to deal with a large number
of stateless persons, called non-citizens. Lithuania alternatively preferred to apply
the so-called zero option, which meant the granting of citizenship to all permanent
residents of the restored Lithuanian state regardless of nationality and without any

language requirements (Elsuwege, 2004).



In the Latvian case the most important provision to be modified in response to the
recommendations was the explicit use of quotas to limit the number of individuals
able to acquire citizenship in any given year. The final version of the law on age

group categories is to define annual eligibility for citizenship.

In February 1992 Estonia introduced a legislation which revived its 1938
citizenship law. According to this law, Estonian citizenship became limited to
those who were citizens of the inter-war republic and their descendants, and the
criteria for naturalization became difficult to fulfill for most of the Russians. The
most important ‘recommendation was to make the language requirement less
burdensome.' The other recommendations focused mainly on the need for
clarification of vague or ambiguously stated criteria and requirements that could
lead to arbitrary treatment of citizenship or residency applicants. Similar steps

were taken by Latvia also (Barrington, 1997: 738-740).

Russian response towards these laws, Russia vehemently opposed these steps
accusing Estonia and Latvia of discrimination, ethnic cleansing, apartheid, etc.
Apart from this, Russia also criticized their language laws, which made Estonian
and Latvian the only state languages, mandatory in administration and business,
when actually Russian was spoken by more people (including the Balts). Russian-
language schools were also seen to be under attack. National minorities enjoyed
cultural autonomy only if they were citizens. Especially Foreign Ministry officials
of Russia since the early 1990s, blamed them for only granting citizenship to
citizens (residents) of the pre-1940 républics and their descendants, as a result of
which hundreds of thousands of Russian-speakers were barred from political and
social rights, and for making the naturalization process very slow through tough

conditions regarding the command of the state language (Barrington, 1997: 738-
740).

With the implementation of the law, most of the people who were ineligible for
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acquiring the citizenship started to leave the Baltic States. The worst affected
were the military and security personnel. Simultaneously, the Russian embassies
issued citizenship to the Baltic Russians, and many of them also accepted the
offer, partly so as to be able to travel to Russia without visas, partly out of
sympathy or as a protest, and because this did not endanger their right to stay.
Until 1998 at least, more people acquired Russian than Estonian and Latvian
citizenships. Estonia had 100 000 Russian citizens, second only to Russia, and in
Latvia the number of non-citizens actually rose due to more births. Russia in
January 2001 imposed a visa regime on non-citizens of these countries, making it

harder for them to do without Russian citizenship (Oldberg, 1990: 33-36).

Minority Issue:

A lot has been said and written on the position of the ethnic Russians living on
Baltic soil over the last fifteen years. Since 1991, Russia has continuously
complained about discrimination of the Russian minorities living in Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuania. It has persuaded the United Nations, the OSCE, the Council
of Europe and the EU to force Estonia and Latvia to adjust their laws on

citizenship.

It could be argued that Moscow is overlooking the clear differences between the
three Baltic republics. The ethnic Russians in Lithuania only amount to 8% of the
total population. In comparison to the Russians in Estonia and Latvia, 28% and
32% of the total population respectively, they have hardly encountered any
serious difficulties in attaining Lithuanian citizenship. Russian non-citizens in
Estonia are allowed to vote during local elections, which is not the case in Latvia.
In Latvia, the naturalization procedure as such has a more severe and complicated

character.

Regarding the minority problem the Baltic Russians cannot be totally vindicated.



They too have to bear some blame for their present plight and the Baltic distrust
against them. At the end of the Soviet period, they failed to perceive the fear of
extinction among the minorities in Baltic States and their wish to restore an ethnic
balance. After Soviet disintegration, they suddenly became a minority in a small
state instead of being a majority in a vast country. When the people of Baltic
States had to learn Russian language, Baltic Russians found it perfectly natural
but when they were now on the receiving end, they were reluctant to learn the
Baltic languages and adapt to their culture. In Soviet days, besides being
occupied, the people were forced to learn Russian and were discriminated against

as regards jobs, flats, schools, whereas the Russians were privileged.

With the integration of Baltic States into Europe this problem was alleviated
gradually. In this changed scenario the Baltic Russians became increasingly pro-
European. In fact, many Russians preferred learning English rather than the local
languages, and according to polls the Russians became even more positive to EU
membership than the Estonians and Latvians, partly since they were more urban.
The SVOP concluded that the Baltic Russians could in fact become a link

between Russia and these states and help to integrate Russia into Europe.

Despite of the ethnic relations in Estonia and Latvia being a big and very real
problem that politicians in Russia could exploit both for internal reasons and as a
means of pressure, the style of at least the officials has gradually moderated.
President Putin in September 2001 promised that he would rather not make the
situation of the Russian-speakers in the Baltic States into a problem that would
prevent the development of relations between the countries, since it would only
harm them. Instead he aimed at joint efforts with sensible politicians who so
desired. Foreign Minister Ivanov told the Council of Europe that Russia wanted

European standards of ethnic rights, “nothing more, nothing less”.

Nevertheless, the early stage of the Russian-Baltic “cold war” over the treatment



of the Russian minority is largely over. Given the timing and inconsistency of
Russia’s reaction to the minority issue, the prospect of the Baltic States’ accession
to NATO and Russia’s domestic policies seem to be interlocked. The Baltic
image in Russia is further tainted by signs of indifference towards, or even

tolerance of, Baltic participation in the Holocaust.

Another obstacle in the normalization of the Russian—Baltic relations since the
early 1990s is the border issues. Russia feared that newly established states might
become points of conflict on war zones. In this sense, ensuring security in the
Baltic States as part of a buffer zone surrounding Russia was of great importance
to Moscow. It was also an opportunity for Russia to retain its influence in the

region.

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the question of the precise
territorial delimitations of the Estonian and Latvian borders with the Russian
Federation has been a source of discord between the states, and a permanent point
of irritation. The question of these national boundaries became an important issue
on the political agenda shortly after Estonia and Latvia regained their
independence in 1991. The principal reason for this laid in the arbitrary transfers
of territory and the “correction” of borders that was made by the Soviet

government shortly after its reoccupation of the Baltic States.

Border issues was indeed a problem in the early 1990s, since Estonia and Latvia
disputed the transfers of the “Ivangorod-Petseri” and the “Abrene” areas,
respectively, in 1944, when the countries were again occupied by and
incorporated into the Soviet Union as Soviet republics. As a result Estonia had
lost six per cent of its area and Latvia two. Instead the states now wanted to
restore the borders established in the Tartu and Riga peace treaties of 1920,
because they based their statehood on the independent republics of the interwar

period (Oldberg, 1990: 33-36).
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Russia rejected these demands claiming that the incorporation of Estonia and
Latvia and the following border changes had been legal, because the decisions
had been taken by the parliaments. Officials also pointed out that Estonia and
Latvia had recognized Russia’s territorial integrity in an agreement with Yeltsin
in January 1991 and in several international agreements and that the contested
areas now are totally dominated by Russians. Another argument given was that
the Russians formed the majority in the areas already before the war, and this may

have been a reason for the border changes in the first place.

More importantly, the border claims received no support from the West, and when
regulated borders became a condition for NATO and EU membership, which
were their chief foreign policy objectives, Estonia and Latvia officially dropped

their claims in late 1996 and early 1997 respectively.

The analysis of Baltic States’ border disputes leads to the conclusion that their
common source is the orientation to the nation-state identity and its
institutionalization in foreign and security policy. Positive changes are usually
prompted by integration processes and the requirements for membership in
NATO and EU. One can easily distinguish the connection between NATO
summits and Baltic States’ attempts at solving their border disputes. In 1994
NATO Brussels summit encouraged the revision of Lithuanian-Polish relations.
In 1997 NATO Madrid summit was a stimulus to Estonia and Latvia to drop
their demands of including the treaties of 1920 in border agreements with
Russia. In 1999 NATO Washington summit was a stimulus for Lithuania and
Latvia to sign the sea border agreement.. The conclusion is equally valid in

relation to the ethnic disputes in the Baltic States.

Above all, the border agreements concluded and ratified between Russia and
the Baltic States become the main indicator of the bilateral relations. As

mentioned above, those agreements have waited for years for a favorable



political time. The signing of border agreements is technically not that
important, as the borders function despite a formal agreement, and the lack of
such an agreement does not hinder the accession of the Baltic States to NATO
and the European Union. Yet these agreements are important from the
psychological dimension. Baltic-Russian relations have lacked expressions of
good will, mainly from Russia, and finalizing the border agreements depends
on the political will of Russia. The border agreements would also give a boost
to the solution of many other problems, above all agreements regulating

economic cooperation.
Ethnic Issue:

The ethnic issue was the second element in Russian policy, but at this stage it did
not yet command a major role in official policy, although the situation of Russian
minorities and their lack of citizenship rights in Estonia and Latvia were topics
frequently discussed in the Russian media. Ethnic unrest in the Baltic States is
mostly associated with Latvia and Estonia. As already noted, during the Soviet
period Estonia and Latvia were transformed into multi-ethnic states. The
percentage of Latvians in Latvia decreased from 77 per cent in 1935 to 52 per
cent in 1989, while the number of Russians grew from 8,8 to 34 per cent. In
Estonia, during the same period, the percentage of Estonians decreased from 86 to
61, 5 per cent, while that of Russians grew from 8 to 30,3 per cent. After the
restoration of independence this demographic situation led to the problem of
ethnic minorities, with the involvement of UN, Council of Europe, OSCE,

European Commission and Russia (Turlais, 1997: 9).

The resulting situation had wide repercussions both in the East and in the West.
In November 1992 Boris Yeltsin appealed to the UN condemning human
rights’ violations in the Baltic States. In 1993 an economic ban was imposed on

the Baltic States. In 1994 Andrei Kozyrev, minister of foreign affairs, declared
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the Baltic states a source of threat and emphasized the possibility of using force
for the protection of the Russian-speaking population of Estonia and Latvia.
Early in 1997 Russia’s foreign minister Yevgheni Primakov proclaimed that
Russia would not sign border agreements until the situation of the Russian-

speaking minority was improved.

In the West, too, the Latvian and Estonian legislation on citizenship was met
with little enthusiasm. The West tried to improve the Baltic citizenship
legislation through the activities of the EU, the OSCE and the Council of
Europe. However, in Russia’s view, Estonian and Latvian authorities have
failed to improve the situation of Russian-speaking minorities and to comply

with recommendations by international experts.

As this short review of ethnic problems shows, minority problems in Estonia
and Latvia remain a source of strain in the relations with Russia (particularly in
Latvia). Besides, the convoluted process of minorities’ naturalization raises the
question of the role international organizations can ultimately play in domestic
policies and of the relation of that role to the nation-state identity construction

(Grazina, 1999: 112-118).

The key factor in Russia Baltic relations is power irregularity with Lithuania as a
small state and Russia as a great power. Hans Mouritzen, singles out for scenario
of coexistence between a great power and a small state: domination full
independence of a small state on the influence of a great power; a balancing
between the various influence of great powers; and finally, obedience to a great
power (e.g. Finland during cold war) thus Baltic States had to pursue one of these

scenarios its relations with Russia (Mouritzen, 1998).

Having experience Russia’s domination during the Soviet occupation period,

Baltic States tried to avoid the first scenario. In 1994, officially declaring itself set
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on the course of East-West integration, Baltic States rejected the scenario of

pursuing a passive policy towards its big neighbor act between different power

centre - Russia, Europe and United States.

Russian-Baltic relations: geopolitics and conflict sign at one point of time
Russia’s support was instrumental for the Baltic countries to obtain independence
and international recognition in 1991.But this tactical understanding soon
disappeared after the national leaders ensured dominant positions in their
respective countries. Actually, after Russia assumed the status of the legal
successor of the Soviet Union, Russia and the Baltic states, now as sovereign
countries, had to resolve all those disagreements and problems that existed

between the imperial center and its periphery (Oldberg, 1990:38-40)

In order to understand the remaining concern of the Baltic nations with respect to
ensuring their security one should have a look at their turbulent history. The
historic destiny of the Baltic was to a large extent determined by their unfortunate
geographic location in between two powerful nations i.e. Germany to the west and
Russia to the east. The evolution of the Baltic States is related to the stages of
development of great powers; their status (dependent or independence) coincided
with the phases of strongest collision between great powers- the world wars. Due

to their geo-strategic position the Baltic countries, as small states, were often

victims of the policy of great powers (Sleivyte, 2010: 117).

Economic factor:

In modern world, economic relations have become most significant in any
bilateral relationship. It overshadows all other aspects be it political, social or
cultural. This is so because it is the economic well-being of the people which
matters to them most. Hence by analyzing the economic relations one can

comprehend the relations in other spheres of common interest. In the context of
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Russian-Baltic Relations, economic relations constitute a sensitive, largely
politicized sphere for the welfare of both sides; therefore tensions and
developments in them can be to some extent extrapolated to the entire range of

bilateral relations.

In the period between 1930-1960 Russia followed a migration policy which other
than its economic aspect had a political agenda. This policy was called
“Internationalizing” i.e. Russification of ethnic peripheral of the Baltic States. In
more general terms it means that the Russian authorities promoted large scale
migration of workers, predominantly Russian, to areas of prospective industrial
development in the Baltics. This planned migration was a major factor in the
process of industrialization in many non-Russian areas of the Soviet Union,
leaving its lasting imprint on the ethnic composition of the working class. Even
now the Baltic Republics rely heavily on Russian workers for their industrial
potential. According to some estimates, Russian labor force in Latvia still creates

about 70 percent of the country's gross national product in 1993 (Sleivyte, 2010:
117).

Russia has always been aware of the dependency of the former Soviet republics
on the Siberian gas and oil reserves. It hasn’t hesitated to bring this instrument
into play against the Baltic States, together with other economic measures, such as
imposing high custom tariffs (which caused high trade deficits with Russia). It
interrupted its oil deliveries to Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in an attempt to
subdue the independent movements in 1990 and suspended gas deliveries to
Estonia in June 1993, when the country implemented its rigid Law on Aliens.
Russia which remains a non-democratic at home, is demonstrating imperial
temptations in the post-Soviet space. It has been using its energy resources as a

lever to uphold its geopolitical interests, which has become obsolete in Western

thinking.



Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia which had the same network of institutions of the
Soviet-type economy, were roughly equally distant from the developed capitalist
market economy as late as 1989-1990. But by 1994 it had become apparent that
market development in the three Baltic States had gained momentum and have
become irreversible. According to the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, in 1994, 55 percent of Estonia's GNP was produced in the private
sector; the figure was the same for Latvia and slightly lower for Lithuania (50 per-
cent). Thus, by 1994 the three Baltic States had approached a "critical mass" of
irreversible market transformations which since then have proven to be immune

to the impulses of post-Soviet political life.

In order to reduce Russia related threats, Baltic States can formulate two pronged
strategy. First approach should be a direct one i.e. through bilateral relations with
Russia, engagement with her institutions and other bodies; and the second
approach should be indirect i.e. through making difference in Russia’s structural
environment. By acting in a direct way and concentrating on the tasks of Russia’s
domestic economic and social development, the Baltic States should aim to bind
her to the Euro-Atlantic space, which would stimulate Russia to assume

obligations in the spheres of democracy and liberalization of economy, and help

curtail her expansionist tendencies.

The indirect way can be perceived as democratization or ‘Europeanization’ of the
post-Soviet space, i.e. spreading of European values towards the East. This
process has been going on for some time with the involvement of Euro-Atlantic
institutions and Western European states in the post-Soviet area. In fact, the Baltic
States have already contributed a great deal to the democratization of the post-
Soviet space by extending security and stability to the East European States like
Ukraine, South Caucasus, Moldova and Belarus. To attain the most from the

ongoing process it is necessary that Baltic States use the tools related to their

increased structural power i.e. NATO and the EU.
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Russian-Baltic business interests:

The transit sector is a strong business for all three Baltic States and Russia. Russia
has a calculated interest in developing its own economic infrastructure, due to its
disadvantageous geography. Therefore issues that are framed as political
controversy are often in fact also economic in nature. Similarly, environmental
issues play in, one case being the future of oil shale production in Estonia.
Furthermore Russia wants to keep the Baltic States as markets for its oil, gas and
raw materials, while Russia is a large market for Baltic consumer and engineering
goods. Russian companies such as Gazprom and Lukoil are major investors in the
Baltics and businesses in both countries often act more flexible than their

respective governments.

The Baltic States are very much dependent on Russia for their energy needs. They
import most of their oil and gas from Russia, through Russian pipelines and
infrastructures. This level of dependence on Russia makes them extremely
vulnerable to Russian pressures hence the enduring goal of the energy policy of
the Baltic States is to considerably reduce their energy vulnerability. In order td
minimize such dependence, it is of crucial importance for the Baltics to intensify
energy dialogue with Western European and CEE states, as well as with the states
of the Caspian Sea region (South Caucasus) and Central Asia, which are

extracting oil and gas to diversify their energy needs.

In order to reduce current Russia-related threats to the Baltic States following

economic goals have to be achieved by the Baltic States:

o Loosening the grip of Russian political regime over the Russian economic

subjects.

o Adopting more comprehensive strategies to project Baltic States as

economic gateway between the West and the East; and most importantly.
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o Reducing Russian influence on the economies of the Baltic countries.

The Baltic States are not only a consumer of Russian energy, but they also play a
significant role in the distribution of Russian energy. The oil exports of three
major Baltic Ports of Ventspils, Butinge and Talinn represented approximately
16% of net Russian crude oil exports. Being an important transit location for the
Russian export system has given the Baltic States flexibility in bilateral relations

with Russia (Mauring and Scbaer, 2006: 74-75).

Russia’s natural gas monopoly, Gazprom, whose majority stake belongs to the
Russian Federation, is the only Player in the Baltic natural gas market. Currently,
the Baltic States, because of their special Transit country status, enjoy a price for
natural gas of around $80-$85 per thousand cubic meters as opposed to the
European Prices (around $120-135 per thousand cubic meters) (Mauring and

Scbaer, 2006: 74-75).

The Ignalina Nuclear Plant (INPP) in Lithuania is another relic of Soviet
occupation, but its importance to Lithuania’s energy supply is significant as 85%
of Lithuania‘s electricity production comes from the power plant. Lithuania and
Estonia are both net electricity exporters and Latvia is a net importer from the

other Baltic States and Russia (Mauring and Scbaer, 2006: 74-75).

Economic relations were strained throughout the initial period. The Baltics
repeatedly accused Russia of staging an outright economic blockade, in terms of
oil and raw material imports in particular. The trade and economic co-operation
agreements between the states signed in March 1992 did not eliminate the
problem of energy supplies, and it was thought that Russia was using economic
levers as a means of applying pressure in the Baltic States. However, dire
economic problems on both sides, increasing Baltic payment debts to Russian

enterprises, and the virtual break-down of trade links and supply routes across the
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former Soviet Union created a substantial part of the problems. Therefore it would
not justify claiming that Russian policy at this stage was intentionally trying to

disrupt the Baltic States for its own purposes.

Various psychological pressures and informal mechanisms have discouraged
Russian investment in the Baltic’s, While a sentiment in the Baltic’s of “less
Russia is better” can be rather popular at both the grassroots level and is used at
the political level subsequently Baltic businesses, while free to invest in Russia it
is not offered any government support for expansion in the east. Hence, overall
the economic cooperation between the two has slowed down thanks to the

political controversies (Elmar and Lejins, 2008).

To what path a country treads to reform its economy is totally dependent on its
available resources and the political ideology. In practice, the political
considerations mostly prevail over the market reform designs and economic
rationality. The predominance of political motives manifests itself in many ways
and at every stage of privatization, from the initial valuation of assets to managing

privatized enterprises.

While means and ends of economic reforms vary from country to country,
economic reforms themselves have an important aspect in common: all are
political actions. Whatever the original intentions of reformers, political
considerations are introduced in market reform design from the outset and often
prevail over economic rationality. The predominance of political motives
manifests itself in many ways and at every stage of privatization, from the initial

valuation of assets to managing privatized enterprises.

Baltic States nation state building story of the 1991-1994 as a continuous search
for security and identity. With the end of the Cold War the quest for a new

identity became a pressing issue for other actors in the Baltic security space as
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well, namely for Russia and for the West. Conceiving themselves as the meeting
point of Eastern and Western civilizations, the Baltic states have been
constructing their narratives of return to Europe and of Russia as their threatening

other.

The West, by contrast, has made a sustained endeavor of revising the traditional
model of their relations with Russia. In supporting the democratization
processes in Russia the West has aimed at creating a common security space
around both Russia and the Baltic states. As for the majority of Russia's
political elite, they have held that Baltic states are part of Russia’s sphere of
influence and that problems in relations with them should be resolved on the

bilateral basis, without direct or indirect interference on the part of third parties.

Conflicting interests of the Baltic States, Russia and the West, finds its
reflection in Baltic States’ security conceptualizations and security policies.
Their security conceptions, based on the idea of nation-state building, are
dominated by an instrumental interpretation of the integration with the West.
While Western decision-makers saw NATO as becoming “more of a co-
operative security organization in its relations with Russia", politicians in the
Baltic States used to treat it as a "collective defense organization against
Russia. This view on the role of NATO in Baltic security conceptions was

particularly prominent till NATO Madrid summit in 1997.

Moscow resolutely opposed the advance of NATO to the territory of the former
U.S.S.R. Russian discontent was first given utterance to on official level by
Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev (1990-1996). During a speech in Stockholm in
December 1992, Kozyrev spoke of a ‘post-imperial space’, where Russia would
defend its military and economic interests. This vision gained ground after the
December 1993 Duma elections, when Russian politics shifted in a far more

nationalist direction. It finally translated itself in the doctrine of the ‘Near
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Abroad’, The doctrine was aimed at reasserting and strengthening Russia’s
leading role in the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), in which other

powers, like the U.S., should not be allowed to interfere.

Yet despite the ongoing integration processes the sovereignty of the nation is
here still mostly associated with that of the nation-state, while in the West there
is a tendency to separate the nation and the state. The Baltic States’ integration
with the West proceeds in a highly competitive way, and the idea of one’s
country’s success (such as membership in NATO or EU) as success for all,

though proclaimed in official documents, is rarely made good.

Estonia hopes to be the first to be admitted to EU, while Lithuania has similar
hopes concerning membership in NATO. Thus the integration proceeds mostly
at the institutional level without making much tangible effect on the building of
their common identity. The same conclusion holds concerning Baitic States’
membership in EU. As the Study for NATO Enlargement notes, the expansion
of EU is "a parallel process which also, for its part, contributes significantly to
extending security and stability to the new democracies in the East. However,

this is a topic for next chapter analysis.

Assessing the first five years of Russian-Baltic relations after re-independence, it
is interesting to attempt an evaluation of the basic thrust of Russian policy in
terms of whether it has primarily been a matter of confrontation or of co-
operation. On one hand vocally publicized political disagreements and mutual
recriminations concerning security, minority and economic issues built up an
environment of hostility. Neveitheless, there has been no serious conflict -seeking

on the part of the Russian leadership, and its hostility has been largely rhetorical.
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CHAPTER 3



CHAPTER-3
Russia- Baltic Relations, 1995-2004:

Issues and Developments

Russian relation with the Baltic States came through several stages after the
independence .In 1990-91 when both Russia and the Baltic republics struggled
with the Soviet centre for independence these relations were based on a
cooperative basis. In 1992-94 two issues withdrawal of Russian residual troops
and Russian speaking minority’s rights dominated in Moscow security policies
towards the Baltic States. The Year 1995 was, in a sense , a turning point in the
development of the Baltic region security system because the main conflict line
threatening security in the region acquired new quality upon withdrawal of the
Russian troops from Poland and the Baltic States. Since 1995 NATO and the

EU’s eastward expansion pre-occupied the area’s security agenda.

Ever since the Baltic States became independent in 1991, Russia has had tense
relations and numerous conflicts with them, and it has strongly opposed their
inclusion into NATO. Nonetheless, Russia after some time accepts Baltic NATO
membership. How and why this tremendous change, which appeared as highly
unlikely only ten years ago, came about requires thorough analysis. Such analysis

may also indicate future developments.

Baltic NATO membership will mean that Russia will have a long border with
NATO, States close to its very heartland and its Kaliningrad region will be
enclosed. The three former Soviet republics will thus join a military organisation,
which in Soviet times was considered the main threat. For the first time the Baltic
countries will be secured against Russian occupation and will assume
international military obligations. EU membership will permanently de-couple the

Baltic States from Russia, into which they were fully though reluctantly integrated
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for fifty years, and adjoin all sectors of their societies to the strongest economic-

political community in Europe partly overlapping with NATO.
Neutrality:

All three Baltic States have experienced a period of a positive attitude towards
neutrality. Although it was never officially adopted, neutrality was quite a popular
idea in the political discourse of 1989-91 and it remained a live option until 1994.
Even in 1996, at the 9th session of the Baltic Assembly in Riga neutrality was an
important issue of debates. However, it was judged a dangerous policy. Presently,
the idea of neutrality exists only at the remote periphery of the political spectrum
of the Baltic States. In Lithuania it is supported by the coalition "Uz teisinga
Lietuva" (“For a Just Lithuania”) comprising several non parliamentary parties. In
Estonia and Latvia it is supported by Russian political organizations (Trenin,
2001). However, neutrality as a means of ensuring the country's stability and

security has been favorably treated by a substantial part of the population.

Concerning future status, the Baltic States first talked about achieving neutrality
like in Sweden or Finland, when they were in the process of breaking loose from
the Soviet Union. When independence was achieved, officials stopped talking
about neutrality. It was argued that neutrality had not saved the states from Soviet
conquest in 1939-1940, and that the concept made little sense when the Warsaw
Pact was dissolved and only NATO remained. Furthermore, unlike Sweden and
Finland, the Baltic States could not strengthen their independence by a strong
defence. Nor could the initial military co-operation among the Baltic States

provide much security, since they were too weak to support each other.

A public opinion survey in 1998 showed that in Latvia the largest group of
population believed that neutrality was the best guarantee for Latvia’s security

and stability (29 per cent). In Estonia neutrality as a means of security was
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considered second best option (29 per cent) next to membership in both NATO
and EU (30 per cent). In Lithuania the largest group considered membership in
NATO the best way (26 per cent), followed by neutrality (23 per cent) and
membership in both NATO and EU (Cox and Ginty, 1996: 135).

The question arises, why the idea of neutrality has lost its vitality and is not
considered seriously as a security policy option? Neutrality was an alternative
to the allied status during the period of influence of the bipolar power structure.
It is based on the realist concepts of sovereignty and independence of policy
and on the idea of objectively particular threats. The conditions which
facilitated the maintenance of neutral policies no longer obtain. As traditionally
conceptualized, neutrality has come to be seen largely irrelevant in the post-
Cold era; unable to contend with the highly interdependent nature of the
contemporary international system and the diffuse nature of threats it harbors
(Cox and Ginty, 1996: 124). In the new unipolar Europe, with the EU as the

pole, neutrality has changed its content.

In the Baltic States neutrality was first associated with the peculiarities of the
construction of nation and state identity. In early 1990s, when constructing their
political identities, the Baltic States still conceived themselves as situated in
bipolar world, in between the two cultural and political poles: the East and the
West. Geopolitically, they considered themselves as small and weak States on
the borderline between two different cultural traditions. European Catholic and
Protestant culture (the West) and the Slavonic-Byzantine cultural tradition (the
East). In this context neutrality was quite naturally associated with the

metaphor of the Baltic States as the bridge between the East and the West.

It is quite natural that neutrality as a security policy option was popular at the
time of liberation movements and immediately after the restoration of

independence. For this was the period when the problem of national and
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political identity, closely related to issues of foreign and security policies,
became most urgent. Identity issues were urgent not only for the Baltic states
but also for Russia and NATO. For the Baltic States neutrality meant the
continuity of foreign and security policies of the re-established states with those
of the interwar states. In the 1930s all of them adopted a policy of neutrality. In
re-constructing their identities the Baltic States focused on particularity and
differentiation. Some aloofness from both the East and the West was considered
important for the preservation of pre-given identity. The positive attitude to
neutrality was also encouraged by Russia's progress in 1991-92 towards a

liberal state's identity.

The idea of neutrality was finally discarded in 1993-94. This was influenced by
the withdrawal of Russian troops from the Baltic States, by the results of the
Duma elections in Russia in 1993, and by a more active NATO policy towards
the CEE States. After Duma elections Russia’s quest for a liberal State's
identity was superseded by the ideology of “return to the empire” (Smith, 1998:
10). The ideas of a Baltic security alliance and of integration with Western

security structures soon became predominant in the Baltic States.

The issue of neutrality of the Baltic sates was raised once again by Russia in
1997-98. Early in 1997 Moscow came up with the '‘Baltic Concept" which can
be considered as Russia’s response to Baltic States’ declared intention to join
the NATO. The document was explicit about Russia's interests: non-allied
status of the Baltic States, economic and cultural co-operation, border co-
operation and the citizenship issue. The document envisioned the traditional
role of the Baltic States as Russia's infected area trade-off was proposed: the
Baltic States’ renouncement of NATO membership in exchange for the

guarantees of their security needs.
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The border treaty with Lithuania was signed in October 1997. After NATO
Madrid meeting (July 1997), and with the Baltic States intention to sign the US-
Baltic Charter declared, Russia’s officials emphasized that the only basis for
Baltic security was “the preservation of their status outside blocs. In exchange
for non-alliance President Boris Yeltsin proposed Russia’s guarantees for the
security of the Baltic states through the establishment of regional security
arfangements, the so-called “cross-security guaranties” (Oldberg and Ziugzda,
1997). Russia also proposed to establish a Regional Security and Stability Pact
based on the principles of the OSCE.

All of these proposals were rejected by the Baltic States and the West. At the
end of 1997 presidents of the three Baltic States announced in a joint statement
that unilateral security guarantees do not correspond to the spirit of new Europe
and that such guarantees, as well as regional security pacts, had never been on
the agenda of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Similar attitudes were voiced by
Western commentators: The creation of a neutral or non-aligned zone would be
of no security value to either the West or the Baltic States. Such a demilitarized
zone would leave the Baltic States exposed and vulnerable and allow Russia the
advantage to station forces in the geographical proximity without a

counterbalance from the West (Austin, 1999: 7).
NATO Enlargement:

From the very moment of the restoration of their independence, Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania were determined to establish themselves under the safe wings of
NATO. While some Western European states, like Germany, tried to temper
Baltic NATO aspirations in view of their (economic) interests in Russia, the U.S.
expressed less aloofness. President Bush’s Warsaw speech (June 2001), in which

he emphasized that all European democracies should have a chance to join the
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Western institutions, can be seen as an important step to NATO’s Prague decision

(November 2002) to welcome the Baltic States as new members in 2004.

Instead the Baltic States turned to the West for support, and joining Western
security structures, particularly NATO, became the first priority in their security
policy, In January 1994, even before NATO had declared itself open for an
eastern enlargement, Lithuania officially applied for NATO membership on its
own, arguing that it could pave the way for the two neighbours. The states quickly
became observers in the WEU, joined NATO’s parliamentary assembly, the
NATO’s Partnership for Peace programme, and took part in and organised

exercises with NATO and neighbouring states in the Baltic Sea region.

They were clearly disappointed, when they were not included in the NATO
enlargement decision in 1997, but the United States signed a special charter with
them in January 1998, in which the latter promised assistance for future

membership.

Even if the Baltic States then started to pay more attention to EU enlargement and
its evolving common security and defence policy, this was not seen as an
alternative road to security but as a complement or a stepping stone to NATO. As
NATO then included the Baltic States among the official candidates for future
membership and laid down its conditions in the 1999 Membership Action Plan,
(Schmidt and Peter, 2001). They energetically tried to fulfill these in time for the
next NATO summit in November 2002. From very low levels, the Baltic
countries expanded their military budgets in order to reach the desired level of

two per cent of GDP, Lithuania leading the way.

The reasons for this Western orientation of the Baltic States are quite obvious.
Firstly, they considered themselves as Europeans and wanted to belong to the

West European family of democratic, law-governed states with free and
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prosperous market economies. Indeed since the early 1990 they made admirable
progress in this direction. Therefore they strove to get away from Russia, which in
its different incarnations had stuck them from that for decades and centuries.
During the Second World War the Soviet Union had occupied and incorporated
the independent states and imposed its authoritarian communist rule with
disastrous consequences. Thus Lithuania in 1992 held a referendum demanding
compensations from Russia for the Soviet occupations 1940-1990, and in 2000
the parliament made it a law. The amount was set at 20 billion USD (Zvezda,

2000).

In particular, the Baltic countries felt a continuing security threat from Russia due
to the huge disparity of power between them and the former superpower. Even if
Russia suffered a deep economic crisis and its military strength waned drastically
throughout the 1990s, whereas the Baltic States were consolidated, Russia’s
military forces in the neighbouring Leningrad Military District and the
Kaliningrad region remained superior to the regular Baltic forces (Spruds, 2001:
42). Lithuania is situated between Kaliningrad and Belarus, which maintains a

strong army closely integrated with Russian forces.

The NATO states also understood these problems and supported the ambitions of
the Baltic States as noted above. At the same time, however, they wished to
maintain and develop good relations with Russia, for which the Founding Act of
1997 was a clear expression. NATO did not only set up military conditions for
potential members, but also political ones, for instance that the candidates should
settle their ethnic and external territorial disputes by peaceful means, pursue
neighbourly relations, and demonstrate commitment to the rule of law and human

rights (Schmidt, 2001: 420).
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Russian opposition to Baltic NATO membership:

Russia’s interest in the Baltic States is informed by a mixture of strategic,
economic, and ethnic factors. The remnants of Russia’s imposing legacy and its
perceived humiliation by the neighboring small nations seem to influence the
mindset of parts of the Russian leaders, which seek to prevent NATO membership
of the Baltic States because they associate such membership with a further
weakening of Russia’s geostrategic position. Russian foreign policy additionally
wants to preserve access to seaports in the Baltic States as well as guaranteed

communication lines with the Kaliningrad region.

Russian leaders had several motives to resist Baltic NATO membership. To start
with, they must be sought in general Russian policy ambitions. According to the
foreign policy doctrines enunciated in 1996 and 2000, Russia strives for a
multipolar world, which is not dominated by one power centre and in which
Russia plays an important role. Russia wants to strengthen its influence in the

whole ex-Soviet space, promote integration there.

Even if the Baltic states — different from all other ex-Soviet republics — did not
join the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and were not included in the
“near abroad”, they were not placed in the same “far abroad” category as for
example Finland or even Poland either (Rossiyskaya Gazeta 7 March and 11 July
2000). The Baltic states were called” newly independent states”, which Russia
allegedly had helped to freedom in 1991, when liberating itself from the Soviet
Union. But especially Russian nationalists and communists even hoped to
reincorporate the Baltic States. Secondly, Russia claimed to be a peaceful
democratic state, which did not pose a threat to any country, and therefore it hard

to understand the Baltic fears and suspicions.
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The main reason for resisting Baltic NATO membership obviously was that it was
viewed as a security threat to Russia, which implied that NATO also was deemed
as a threat. The official Military Doctrine of 1993, which was replaced only in
2000, mentioned the extension of military blocks among the sources of external
war danger. The increase of military forces at the Russian borders, preparing them
for attack on Russia, attacking objects at the Russian borders and restricting the
functions of Russian strategic warning systems (like in Skrunda, Latvia), and
moving foreign troops to neighbouring states - all these cases were said to be

direct military threats to Russia (KZ 19 Nov. 1993).

A major concern, particularly for Russian military and nationalists, was that
Baltic NATO membership would bring NATO close to vital parts of Russia. The
Russian media monitored the Baltic military build up or ‘arms race’ and NATO
contacts with great suspicion fearing that NATO would take over formerly Soviet

bases or had already done so.

The Communist Party leader Ziuganov in 1997 asserted that the placing of tactical
NATO air forces in Poland and later in the Baltics would render the European part
of Russia practically defenceless. Krasnaia zvezda, the main military newspaper,
in 2000 concluded that the Baltic States were practically subordinated to
Washington, adding the fact that some Baltic presidents, ministers and top
officers had lived and worked in America (KZ 26 April 2000). For example, the
Russian press has lately been upset about a new radar station near the Russian
border in Latvia, and Estonian offers to NATO of establishing air bases in the

country.

At the all-European conference in Budapest in December 1994, President Boris
Yeltsin called NATO a product of the Cold War and criticised the enlargement
plans for creating a new divide in Europe and sowing distrust. At best NATO

should be dissolved just like the Warsaw Pact or be transformed into a political
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organisation, since no threat existed. Instead of enlarging NATO, Russia proposed
strengthening the CSCE (soon to be reorganised as OSCE - Organisation for
Security and Co-operation in Europe), where Russia was a member and had a veto
right. The NATO candidate states were recommended to stay neutral and to be

content with security guarantees.

In order to prevent or at least restrict NATO enlargement Russia in 1996 dusted
off the old Soviet idea of a nuclear-free zone from the Baltic to the Black Sea,
guaranteed by both NATO and Russia, and interest was shown in the British idea
of a regional security zone, including Sweden and Finland. But these states
rejected the idea, unable as they were to extend guarantees and provide security

for the Baltic States (Forsberg, Tuomas and Vaahtoranta, 2001:76).

Another Russian proposal was security guarantees together with NATO. On the
eve of NATO’s Madrid summit, the sitting Foreign Minister Yevgeny Primakov
declared that Russia had no intention to threaten or occupy the Baltic states,
which had a right to security guarantees with or without Russia, quite as they
prefer. In July 1997 Primakov could even tolerate security guarantees only from
the West (Forsberg, Tuomas and Vaahtoranta, 2001:76). That is as long as they
did not amount to Baltic NATO membership.

After NATO’s Madrid summit in July 1997 came a row of proposals. At a
conference in Vilnius in September Prime Minister Chernomyrdin suggested
several confidence-building measures, such as a "hot line” between Kaliningrad
and the Baltic states, and a common air surveillance system in the whole Baltic
Sea area. Soon after, when the Lithuanian president visited Moscow, Yeltsin
repeated the proposals of unilateral guarantees, international agreements with
each or all Baltic States, multilateral ones with major Western states or a regional

security zone including the Nordic states (Forsberg, Tuomas and Vaahtoranta,

2001:76).
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In order to prevent Baltic- NATO membership and advance the above proposals
Russia did not renounce from military threats and pressure. Not surprisingly,
Russian nationalists like Liberal Democratic Party leader Vladimir Zhirinovsky
and military analysts such as Anton Surikov threatened with partisan war or pre-
emptive strike (Forsberg, Tuomas and Vaahtoranta, 2001:76). More seriously,
ranking diplomats in 1995 threatened with increasing troops at the borders, if the

Baltic States joined NATO.

Military officers warned that if the neighbours were to join NATO, Russia would
have to reinforce its positions in Kaliningrad, also with tactical nuclear weapons.
In late 1998 the Duma discussed a resolution on linking START-II ratification to
an agreement not to extend NATO to former Soviet territory. In 2002, Krasnaia
zvezda criticised the Baltic states for not signing the European disarmament treaty
on conventional forces (CFE) because it created a grey zone and a threat to
Russia. This could make Moscow break the force limitations on the northern flank
(KZ 17 Jan. 2002: 18). The defence committee recommended the Duma not to
ratify the amended CFE treaty until November 2002, when NATO was to take the

enlargement decision, obviously as a pressure attempt.

The Kosovo crisis in 1999 stressed the relations even more. The Baltic States
supported NATO’s attack on Yugoslavia in order to defend human rights and
preclude a refugee disaster, while Russia defended the territorial integrity of
Yugoslavia and severed its official relations with NATO. Russia also opposed
NATO’s new military doctrine, which did not exclude operations outside the
North Atlantic area. In June Russia held its largest military exercise for many
years together with Belarus. The exercise assumed a NATO attack on Kaliningrad
and trained the use of nuclear forces. In December 1999 Russia signed a new
union treaty with Belarus, whose president was strongly anti-NATO, and military

integration with this country intensified (NG June 1999: 3).

60



Russia’s war against separatism in Chechnya in 1994-96 and its resumption in
1999 testified to the old inclination to solve political problems by force, which of
course alarmed the Balts, who had old ties with the Chechens and even allowed
them to have information office. On the other hand Chechnya turned Russian
attention away from the Baltics. Besides military threats, Russia staged a
diplomatic campaign in order to discourage the Baltic States from joining NATO
and NATO from inviting them. A common argument was that NATO expansion
would encourage anti-Western forces in Russia. In this way the Yeltsin
administration did not resist the latter forces but adapted to them, especially in
connection with the presidential and Duma elections in 1995-96 (Carolina and

Vindil, 2002: 352).

Russian analysts also noted that the Baltic States were hostile to Russia and would
influence NATO in that direction, if they became members. Officials further
pointed out that admitting the Baltic States would be an economic burden on
NATO members. Others argued that Baltic NATO membership was a risk to
NATO itself, because if the states were attacked, they could only be defended
with nuclear weapons. Russia was of course pleased when the Baltic States were
not admitted in 1997, and the anti-NATO campaign tapered off. Still, the
admission of Poland into NATO led to drastically impaired relations with that
country, spy scandals etc., and even helped bring military and security people to
power in Russia after Yeltsin. Others have pointed out that Russian opposition to
Polish, Czech and Hungarian NATO membership actually was an advance

position to stop Baltic accession.

The Baltic determined for NATO membership probably was one of the main
reasons behind the Russia’s insufficient and asymmetrical political exchange with
the three states and the lack of comprehensive political agreements with them.
Since independence no Russian president has so far paid an official visit to any of

them, and visits by Russian prime and foreign ministers were very few, mainly
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connected with international conferences. By contrast, the Baltic presidents have
occasionally visited Russia unofficially or officially, or they have met Yeltsin and
Putin in third countries (BBC 13 Apr. 2002). Nor did the inter-governmental

commissions meet.

Another kind of political protest was the refusal of the Russian Duma in May
2001 to attend the NATO Parliamentary Assembly meeting in Vilnius, the first
one in a non-member state, and President Putin’s decision in June not to attend
the NATO summit in Prague in November, to which he was invited lest it be seen

as a sign of approving NATO enlargement to the Baltic states (BBC 13 Apr.
2002).

Furthermore, Russian officials tried to disqualify the Baltic States for NATO (and
EU) membership by criticising especially Estonia and Latvia for violating the
human rights of their Russian-speaking minorities and by refusing to sign border
agreements with them. A foreign ministry official openly declared that an entire
set of internal and foreign policy problems, specifically the unregulated nature of
its relations with Russia makes for instance Estonia an unfit candidate for both
NATO and EU membership. Russia also criticised the Baltic States for allegedly
supporting the Chechen terrorists, and this criticism was intensified after
September 2002 Russia has finally often used or threatened to use economic

pressure against the Baltic States.(More on these issues in previous chapter

discussed already).

Coming to terms with NATO enlargement:

The above-presented picture of Russian resistance to the Baltic States becoming
NATO members has, however, to be supplemented by an analysis of the evidence
pointing in the other direction. . The Russian policy of opposition did not succeed

and was gradually modified by concessions and search for compromises.
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A major reason for this was the fact that a tough Russian policy could disturb the
economic relations with the Western states. Russia could not afford a
confrontation with them, because it had suffered a deep economic crisis
throughout the 1990s and had become extremely dependent on trade with and
investments from Europe. President Putin geared Russian foreign policy moré
vigorously than Yeltsin to serving Russia’s economic needs and developing it to
catch up with Western states. He saw Russia as a European State and wanted

political and economic integration with the West.

Moreover, Russia had to notice that NATO and the candidate states sought
compromise and co-operation with Russia. Before taking the formal decision on
enlargement in 1997 NATO signed a Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Co-
operation and Security with Russia, which instituted a Permanent Joint Council
(PJC) with regular meetings. In this NATO reassured Russia that it had “no
intention, no plan and no reason to deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of
new members”. The organisation was then enlarged by only three new members,
those farthest away from Russia. NATO military presence in Poland was
restricted to a staff headquarters near the German border, During the Kosovo war
NATO called for Russian support and afterwards it made concerted effort to mend
fences with Russia, where Putin took over the presidency from Yeltsin at New

Year 2000.

A speech of President Putin in September 2001 (just before 11 September), during
a joint press conference with Finnish President Tarja Halonen, can be considered
a breaking point. "It is their own choice, though we see no objective reason for
NATO expansion,” raid Putin to the journalists when commenting on the Baltic
States' aspirations toward NATO (BBC 13 Apr. 2002). That was the first time the
head of the Russian state actually agreed with NATO enlargement to include the

Baltic States.



Just like NATO, Russian leaders declared that they did not see any threat from the
other side. Just like Russian leaders had occasionally done under Yeltsin,
President Putin in early 2000 even talked about Russia joining NATO — if its
national interests were safeguarded. Even if this only was a hypothetical question,
it at least undermined the policy of opposing Baltic membership
(www.in.mid.ru.).The Russian Duma, since 1999 dominated by parties loyal to
the new president, finally ratified the START-1I and the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,
thereby disposing of these means of pressure on the United States, partly as a way
to make it abide by the ABM Treaty with Russia and desist from building a

national missile defence (NMD).

The terrorist attacks on the United States on 11 September 2001 and the American
call for support in the war on terrorism offered Russia new options. The Duma,
the Communists and the Russian military did not want to support or opposed the
Americans, specifically the establishment of air bases in Central Asia, Some
observers even wanted to make Russian support conditional on concessions, such

as giving up NATO incorporation of the Baltic States.

Another approach was proposed by e.g. Dmitrii Trenin at the Moscow Carnegie
Centre, who recommended Russia to ally itself with NATO as closely as possible,
so as to secure its influence and integrate itself into Europe. Russia should accept
Baltic NATO membership, since Russia could not stop it. Moreover, it meant no
growing threat to Russia, but rather improved political and economic relations as
the Polish case showed.' This was the line that President Putin chose to follow.
He immediately expressed his support for the US-led antiterrorist coalition,
offered intelligence co-operation and air routes across Russia. Officials explained
that Russia had long experience in fighting terrorism in Central Asia and the
Caucasus, specifically in Chechnya, and when the West took on that fight, it could

only serve Russian interests and boost its prestige (Wagner and Peter, 2002:

1250).
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NATO also responded in kind by offering Russia a new joint council, where
Russia would be one of twenty members with equal voting rights concerning
certain issues such as the fight against terrorism, peacekeeping and non-
proliferation of NBC weapons. Visiting Brussels in October, Putin praised the
idea as one radically changing the mutual relations, and expressed extreme
satisfaction with the relations with the USA.. In the autumn Putin decided to scrap
Russian bases in Cuba and Vietnam, which long had annoyed the Americans. As
a result of 11 September Russia could also rejoice in NATO states muting their
criticism of the Russian war in Chechnya. When the United States later decided to
send military personnel to Georgia in order to combat international terrorism,

Putin also agreed to that as being in line with Russian interests.

Indeed, in May 2002 NATO and Russia signed an agreement creating the NATO-
Russia Council, which was to devote itself to the fight against terrorism, crisis
regulation, non-proliferation, conventional arms control and confidence-building
measures, anti-ballistic defence, sea rescue operations, military cooperation and
civilian emergency planning. Putin commented that a new level and quality of

mutual understanding had been reached. (www.president.ru/events). Just before

that event US President Bush visited Moscow and signed an agreement with Putin
on further reductions of strategic offensive weapons until 2012, expressing a
mutual wish for genuine partnership, based on cooperation and confidence.

(www.president.kremline.ru/events.) The questions of mutual military assistance

were thus omitted, nor was the question of NATO enlargement mentioned.
Accepting the Baltic States joining NATO:

The Russian effort to undermine the Baltic states’ democratic credibility by
criticising their minority policy and tolerance of right extremism did not persuade
the West and rather made the situation worse for the Baltic Russians, and the

refusal to sign or ratify the border agreements hurt Russia at least as much as the
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Baltic states. At the same time as Russia changed its view of NATO, it also had
reasons to modify its tough policy against the Baltic States. The political elite
gradually came to realise that resistance to their NATO membership and pressure
tactics to achieve it could be counterproductive, refresh old fears and in fact

reinforce the Baltic desire to join NATO.

The Baltic security doctrines did not talk about direct military threats from Russia
and instead expressed concern over the instability and unpredictability in Russian
politics, and social and ecological threats. The states supported NATO’s
rapprochement with Russia, including the creation of the NATO-Russia Council
with cooperation against terrorism and many other tasks on the agenda. Also they
told Russia that NATO nowadays primarily is a political organisation aiming at

stability, not a threat to Russia. (www.president.kremline.ru/events.).

Lithuanian officials promised that increased security through NATO membership
would enable the country to develop co-operation with Russia in all fields to
mutual benefit. The Lithuanians invited Russian observers to its exercises with
NATO and called for confidence-building measures with Russia, and an
agreement was also reached. Lithuanian officials accepted the Russian denials of

tactical nuclear weapons in Kaliningrad (www.president.kremline.ru/events.)

Even though Lithuania wanted full NATO membership, it saw no need for
deploying nuclear weapons or big foreign military units on its territory. Actually,
already in the early 1990s a Lithuanian firm built flats for Russian officers in
Kaliningrad. After Russia’s financial breakdown in August 1998 Lithuania and
Poland had sent humanitarian aid to Kaliningrad, including the naval base
Baltiisk. Russian military transit across Lithuania to Kaliningrad was regulated in
an agreement of 1993, which was prolonged every year, and NATO voiced no
intentions to change it on accession. Lithuania was also cooperative with regard to

the economic development in Kaliningrad. (More on this in EU chapter below)
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Latvia only agreed to military co-operation with Russia in the framework of the
PfP and other international programmes. But Foreign Minister Indulis Berzins
stressed that after NATO accession Latvia’s relations with Russia had to be built
from “positions of positive cooperation”, and he talked about historically
understandable complexes towards Russia in his country which had to be
overcome. Estonia indeed offered NATO bases in the country, but its Foreign
Minister also hoped that closer relations between NATO and Russia would help

improve Estonian-Russian relations, as well (http://www.eko.org.ee).

Under the impact of improving relations with NATO and this forthcoming policy
on the part of the Baltic States Russia little by little responded in kind. To an
increasing extent desisted from military pressure on the Baltic States, assured
them of peaceful intentions and rejected the use of force as a principle. It did
withdraw its troops from the Baltic States in the early 1990s, and in August 1998

on schedule closed the last military base, the anti-missile radar station in Skrunda,

Latvia (Medearis, 1998: 3-9).

During his visit to Stockholm in December 1997, Yeltsin declared that the troops
in the north-west of Russia would be unilaterally reduced by 40 per cent, and this
promise was also carried out in 1998. In October 1999 the General Staff talked
about decreasing Russian troops near the Baltic States in order to deprive them of
a pretext for joining NATO (balld.org 26 Oct. 1999). True, these actions did not
only reflect a less hostile attitude but were also a result of lacking military funding

and the need of troops elsewhere.

Thus, Russia put up strong resistance against the Baltic States joining NATO and
relented in achieving normal exchange with them, its general need of good
relations with the West and the West’s cooperative attitude toward Russia pushed
it gradually towards acquiescence. Economic co-operation and a common fight

against ‘terrorism’ with the West served Russian national interest better than
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attempts to defend old power positions in the Baltic area. NATO thus exercised
influence on both Russia and the Baltic states to come to terms. Russia had to
accept Baltic NATO membership, which guaranteed the states security in case of
Russian threats, the Baltic States had to endorse Russian participation in NATO
decision-making on certain issues and to adapt to Western conceptions concerning

the Russian-speaking minorities.

EU Enlargement and Russian Perspective:

The EU’s enlargement towards the Baltics is more than just an economic factor or
recognition of their European cultural heritage. The Baltic countries membership
of the EU would mean a dramatic shift in Baltic geopolitics. For Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania, accession to the European Union in 2004 was a major foreign
policy triumph following a process that had lasted almost a decade since the three
submitted their applications in 1995. The reasons for the Baltic countries, as well
as other Centrai and Eastern European countries, wanting to join the EU were
myriad. There were economic benefits, in the form of the market access and
regional subsidies that membership would entail. Political benefits, such as

democratic consolidation and reform assistance (Nilsen, 2007: 111-119).

Given this emphasis by the Baltic States on the relationship with Russia, the
question arises as to what kind of security the EU has offered? To what extent the
reality of EU membership has lived up to the expectations of enhanced security
that the Baltic States themselves had put up while being candidates? Much as they
would like to, the Baltic States can not escape the reality that they are small states
bordering, Russia, and thus have a strong interest in economic interaction and
stable, cooperative relations. How have they been able to square these potentially
conflicting demands of security and integration? And what lessons can be drawn

from their experiences since 20047 Nilsen, 2007: 111-119).
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The answers to these questions depend not just on the Baltic states and Russia
alone, the relationship between the Baltic states and Russia must be seen in the
context of the wider EU-Russia relationship, which in itself is mostly far from
unproblematic. EU-Russia relations only extend back to 1989, as the USSR did
not engage directly with the EC before that time, preferring to take a strictly
bilateral approach to individual EC member states. In 1994 a Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) was signed between the European Union and the
Russian Federation. The relationship was further upgraded in 2003 as part ot the
EU’s Wider Europe initiative, which the following year led to the introduction of

the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP).

According to the European Commission (2007a) the aim of the new mode of
cooperation is to build a genuine strategic partnership, founded on common
interests and shared values to which both sides are committed, in particular

democracy, human rights, the rule of law, and market economy principles.

Russia’s economic relations with the Baltic States had been increasingly affected
by the latter’s ambition to become members of the European Union. Already in
1994 the Baltic States concluded a free trade agreement with the EU. They
intensified their efforts for EU membership when they were not included in the
first wave of NATO enlargement in 1997, but the two processes were seen as

complementary. Most West European states are members of both organizations.

In 1998--99, first Estonia, then Latvia and Lithuania opened membership
negotiations with the EU, and the countries began a veritable race in fulfilling the
conditions laid down in the acquis communautaire. Their negotiations were to be
completed in 2002, and the accession is expected to take place two years later.
They also backed the EU’s evolving Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CFSP), the creation of an EU rapid reaction force and other key political

decisions (Herd and Huang, 2001: 15). Step by step they adapted their legal
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systems to European standards, for instance with regard to human rights and

minority issues, taxation and crime prevention.

The EU is crucial for Russian business, which is also highly interested in
competing in the Baltics. For Russia the Baltic Sea is the only sea where it can
access transit routes and where it wants to be as independent as possible. The
Nord Stream project reflects this and also shows that Russia views Germany as its
main partner in the region, while relations between Russia and the three Baltic
countries are likely to continue to fluctuate between a “cold warrior” image and
cooperation. It was debated whether the three Baltic States continue to need
Russia as “the other” for their identities. Despite these difficulties, strategic
cooperation with the EU remains Russia’s only current perspective for
modernization. Russia also has great interest in economic integration and
competition with European business in the Caspian Sea region (Lejins and

Rompczyk, 2008: 4).

Russian officials also expressed concern about Baltic reorientation of trade from
Russia to the unified EU market, or more justifiably, a reinforcement of this trend.
Russia might lose potential investments due to the higher attractiveness of the
new members. Most importantly, Russia was concerned that the introduction of
EU standards and regulations with regard to quality, environment, means of
transport, among others, in the new member states would amount to a de facto ban
on some Russian exports and contribute to turning their trade West. Russian
transit traffic might be affected, too. Russia was calculated to have lost USD 350
million a year after Sweden, Finland and Austria joined the EU in 1995 (Moshes,
2001: 64).

Another serious problem to Russia was the risk that the Baltic imposition of visas
on non-members threatened to restrict Russian travel to and trade with the Baltic

States. Thus in 2000--2001 Estonia and Latvia extended visa requirements to the
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border populations in Russia, who had been exempted before (Moshes, 2001: 64)

Russian benefits from Baltic EU membership:

Russia had for years recommended EU membership as an alternative to NATO
membership for the Baltic states, since the EU was viewed as a European
organization mainly concerned with economic matters as opposed to NATO
which was seen a military organization dominated by the United States. Russian
leaders therefore did not oppose the EU CSDP or the creation of an EU military
force and even talked about a strategic partnership with the EU (Danilov,

2000:16).

As shown above Russia noted that the move towards EU (and NATO)
membership induced Estonia and Latvia to amend citizenship and language
legislation for the Russian-speaking inhabitants to conform to international

standards in a way that Russian criticism and pressure failed to do.

Other important factor, Russia gave priority to economic development; the EU
states became its most important trading partners, accounting for up to 40 per cent
of Russian foreign trade. Two thirds of Russian eprrts, which rose quickly in
2001, consisted of oil and gas. By contrast, the EU states were not so dependent

on Russia, receiving only 16 per cent of oil imports and 19 per cent of gas imports

from there (Handelsblatt and Wall Streat Journal 29 May 2002).

Thus, even if Russia itself did not aspire to EU membership, it strove to develop
as close relations as possible, which seemingly was popular among the
population. Russia signed a Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) with
the EU in 1994, formulated a medium-term strategy for developing relations in
1999 in response to the EU Common Strategy on Russia, and contacts and co-

operation on all levels intensified. A Joint Declaration with the EU in 2000 spoke
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in favour of boosting exchanges between the parties as well as between Russia

and the candidate countries (Moshes, 2002: 312).

A year later the EU and Russia created a common working group that aimed to
develop a concept for a common European economic space within five years. In
May 2002 the EU recognised Russia as a market economy, which paved the way
for an early entry into the WTO. In return Russia promised to fulfil the remaining
conditions such as liberalising its domestic energy market. The Italian Prime
Minister Silvio Berlusconi even called on the EU to accept Russia as a member

state (Tagesspiegel, 2002).

A final reason for Russia to accept the Baltic states joining the EU was that this
did not greatly affect and might indeed promote Russia’s main recent ambition
vis-a-vis the EU, namely to establish an energy partnership with Europe and
become its main provider of Oil and gas. When visiting Germany, Russia’s main
customer, President Putin noted critically that EU states were not permitting more
than 30 per cent of power supply from a non-member, adding that at Russia’s
borders, gas was four times cheaper than in Western Europe. Hopes were
expressed that Russia would meet 70 per cent of the EU‘s need of energy in 2020.
As mentioned above, Russia is already building pipelines from its fields in Siberia
and northern Russia in the western direction, and an agreement has been reached
concerning a new gas pipeline across Poland. European oil companies have
showed an increased interest in making investments in Russia, due to its recent
legal and Fiscal reforms and improving economic performance since 1999

(Tagesspiegel, 2002).

To realise such an energy partnership, Russia could also rely upon existing
pipelines and other means of transport in the Baltic states, though preferably at
lower prices. Even if the Baltic states become EU members, they will remain

dependent on Russian energy, and a lot of investments has been spent on
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improving the infrastructure for Russian transit. The future closure of the Ignalina
nuclear power station offers Russia the opportunity of expanding its energy

exports to Lithuania.

In order to cover the electricity needs in Kaliningrad Russia decided to build a
huge gas-firing power plant fed from pipelines through Lithuania, and offers were
in this context made to export electricity from this source to neighbouring
countries, including Sweden. Poland was said to have shown some interest in
investing in this project. Russian energy companies were more interested in
export at world market prices than helping the Russian state to subsidise

Kaliningrad (Tagesspiegel, 2002).

Security Concepts of the Baltic States:

Until 1995, the Latvian Defense Systems Concept stressed the presence of armed
occupation forces and anti state groupings, foreign intelligence, organized crime,
economic instability, and the demographic situation as major threats to its security
It is interesting to note that both this concept as well as later versions did not
assume an imminent military threat to Latvia. Once the Russian troops withdrew,
Latvia’s security policy diversified in four important ways: security is understood
to be an inclusive concept, not just military defense; potential domestic sources of
insecurity are openly recognized; national and regional security are seen as
interdependent; and any barrier to Euro-Atlantic integration is treated as a security

threat (Ozolina, 1996: 41).

On 7 April 1995, Latvia’s parliament adopted a Foreign Policy Concept and on 12
June 1995, the cabinet of ministers accepted the National Security Concept. Apart
from expressing the desire to fully integrate into the EU and NATO, the security
concept admitted that there was no direct military threat to the country. The main

threats were seen in acts against independence and the democratic system; acts to



make Latvia politically, economically or otherwise dependent on another country;
to hamper Euro-Atlantic integration; to prevent the integration of various social
and ethnic groups into one nation; and to hinder the increase of defense

capabilities (Ozolina, 1999: 27).

It is remarkable that the capacity to integrate different ethnic groups into one
nation was seen as a key element of national security in 1997, Latvia’s cabinet of
ministers adopted another version of the National Security Concept This declared:
“A threat to one of the Baltic nations is a threat to all three”. For the first time, the
concept outlined an implementation mechanism by assigning planning authority
to the National Security Council and foreseeing institutionalized crisis
management, including consultation mechanisms with NATO, the EU, the WEU,
the OSCE and the UN. The security concept covers domestic, regional, and
international security simultaneously: it addresses social and ethnic integration,
fighting crime, border control, and ecological disasters. The civil defense system
as part of the overall defense system is assigned to protect civilians and the
national economy as well as to assist in the event of environmental emergencies

(Ulmanis, 1996: 1-12).

The Estonian National Security Concept, adopted by parliament on 6 March 2001,
defines security in an all-encompassing manner. It states that “the danger of wide-
ranging military conflict has dropped sharply” and that the “region as a whole
remains stable”. It is acknowledged that Russia has reduced its forces stationed in
Estonia’s vicinity. The concept emphasizes the positive impact of the
Intergovernmental Commission formed with Russia in 1998, as well as
cooperation between Estonian and Russian border guards, customs and police
authorities, and in the field of environmental protection. Furthermore, the security
concept recognizes the positive impact of exchanges of military information with

Russia in accordance with the OSCE Vienna Document of 1999 and defense
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cooperation with Russia within the framework of the Partnership for Peace (P{P).
Security is treated as “indivisible” and its prime mechanism is seen in
organizational  cooperation, including collective defense, international
peacekeeping operations, arms control and Confidence-Building Measures

(CSBM) (www.vm.ee/eng/policy/security/index.atm.). With respect to minorities,

the Estonian security concept departs from the original idea of ethicized
citizenship by aiming at “a balanced and democratically multicultural society”
and “creating conditions for maintaining ethnic differences, based on the
recognition of the cultural rights of ethnic minorities”. The Estonian defense
system is assigned to provide military defense capability, participate in an

international security system and build up crisis management mechanisms.

The Lithuanian National Security Strategy of December 1996 (amended in June
1998) resembles the Estonian security concept. While sharing the goal of Euro-
Atlantic integration, it focuses on domestic sources of security, stressing “stable
economic and social development” and “political stability”. With respect to

Russians, it simply states that Lithuania does not have any ethnic minority

problems or external territorial disputes (www.kam.It./balta/part I/I_I.html).

Lithuania’s Basics of National Security identify as the main potential threats,
among others, political pressure and dictate, discriminatory international
agreements, threatening military capabilities close to its borders, spying and
subversion, interference in domestic affairs, economic pressure, and international

crime.

Despite the heavy rhetoric on security problems emanating from Russia, prudent
Baltic politicians acknowledge that the most vital security issues lie in homemade
deficiencies, such as weak political parties, corruption, organized crime, and inter-

ethnic tensions Looking at the changing threat perceptions, one can discern a clear
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shift away from threats emanating from Russia towards threats created by socio-
economic instability and the impact of globalization. Yet, the Baltic States’
security policy is still over-determined by the desire for “security guarantees” and
NATO membership, mostly at the expense of regional security cooperation.
Aivars Stranga already concluded in 1997 that, the Baltic states must devote
much greater attention to the non-traditional and non-canonical threats which they
face (economic, social protection, etc.); it is these threats that are currently the
most significant, and if they are not dealt with, Baltic movement towards Western

European institutions will be impossible (Stranga, 1997: 44).

Border Issue:

All Baltic States have borders with Russia. After ten years since their
declaration of independence only Lithuania has signed a border treaty with
Russia (1997), though it is still not ratified by Russia (Lithuania ratified it in
1999). Border disputes between Russia and Estonia and between Russia and
Latvia began immediately after their declaration of independence, as we

discussed previous chapter.

Estonia in November 1996 and Latvia in February 1997 gave up their demands
for the inclusion of reference to the 1920 peace treaties in border agreements with
Russia. Since 1997 it was agreed by foreign ministers of Latvia and Russia that
the border agreement was ready for signing. The Estonian-Russian border
negotiations were concluded on March, 1999 and now also formally ready to be
signed, yet by 2001 they are still not signed. Undoubtedly, the drawn out story of
border agreements is partly due to Baltic states’ endeavor of joining the NATO.
Even if this was a reason for the abandonment of their territorial claims against
Russia, this was also an excuse for Russia’s delay in signing and ratifying border
agreements and thus creating an obstacle (beside the minorities’ problem) to their

membership in NATO (Stranga, 1997: 44).
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Lithuania has no border disputes with Russia at the official level. The interwar
Lithuania did not border Russia at all, and contemporary Lithuania has no
common border with mainland Russia. But it has a long border, 247 km long,
with the Russian enclave - the Kaliningrad region. The region is an enclave of
15,100 sq. km with a population of some 930,000 (Berryman, 1997: 113). It is
the northern half of the pre-war German province of East Prussia with the center
in Konigsberg. The legal framework of Russian transit via Lithuania is based on
bilateral agreements. The railway and airborne military transit is regulated by a

temporary agreement which is prolonged each year.

Estonia and Latvia concluded an Agreement on the Re-establishment of the
State Border in 1992. The agreement re-confirmed their land border. However,
the sea border agreement was signed only in 1996. This delay was related to the
conflict of interests over commercial fishing rights. The problem was solved in

1997 by signing a separate agreement on fishing rights.

Even more prolonged was the signing of the sea border agreement between
Latvia and Lithuania (the land border agreement was signed in 1993 and was
put in force in 1995). It was signed only in 1999, and it is still not ratified by
Latvia’s Parliament. Just as in Estonian-Latvian case, the sea border dispute is
related to the conflicting economic interests: oil and fishing rights. The heart of
the matter is that in the disputed area of the Baltic Sea shelf there is a promising
oil deposit claimed by both Latvia and Lithuania. Latvia started negotiations
with foreign companies on the exploration and possible exploitation of the

deposit.

In Lithuania this was perceived as injurious to her economic and political
interests. The positive turn in the negotiations was reached when the legal and
the economic aspects of the issue were separated. This, in turn, was influenced

by the EU requirement making membership in EU conditional on signing of a
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treaty on border delimitation. Nevertheless, in the words of Latvia’s President
Vaire Vyke-Freiberga, the ratification of the treaty is being delayed by Latvia

because of the “concern for the preservation of traditional fishing areas.

On 24 October 1997, Lithuania and Russia signed the Treaty on the State Border,
with the Treaty on the Delimitation of the Exclusive Economic Zone and
Continental Shelf in the Baltic Sea added to it. The Lithuanian Parliament ratified
the treaties on 19 October 1999, the Russian Parliament on 21 May 2003.

After the break up of the Soviet Union, the Kaliningrad region became an
isolated Russian oblast, separated from the motherland by Lithuania and
Belarus. The region has not lost its strategic importance, since the ice-free
harbour of Baltiysk houses Russia’s Baltic Fleet (in 1956, the headquarters of
the Baltic Sea Fleet was moved from Leningrad to Kaliningrad). In the ten
years of independence there have been considerable changes in the treatment of
the Kaliningrad problem in Lithuania - from the view of it as a direct threat to
Lithuania’s security to the view that it is a common problem of the Baltic Sea
region, to the solution of which Lithuania might contribute a great deal. These

changes are undoubtedly related to Lithuania’s integration with the West.

The Baltic States, especially neighboring Lithuania, perceived the concentration
of tens of thousands of Russian troops on this relatively small territory as a
potential security threat. NATO enlargement, first with Poland (1999) and finally
with the Baltic States themselves (2004), gradually diminished this feeling.
However, instability might occur in the future — Kaliningrad is facing numerous
social-economic and environmental problems. For the time being, the issue is no

longer a dominating factor in Baltic- Russian relations.

In spite of the complex problems described above, the practical cooperation

between Russia and the Baltic states takes place in a more or less normal way.
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Even serious open questions like the absence of an officially recognized border do
not have too negative an impact on the actual connections between Russia and the

Baltic states, or on the policies of the European Union.

The question of the boundaries of Estonia and Latvia, and that the border issues
between the parties are, at least formally, still unresolved. During the prolonged
history of these border disputes, neither the EU nor NATO has actively interfered
in the contretemps, nor did the absence of a ratified treaty not prevent the

accession of Estonia and Latvia to the EU and NATO in 2004.

Furthered strengthening of relations with all European Partner and with US and
Canada is had support to Baltic-States. The USA geopolitical position combined
with its capabilities make a counter balancing effect in the Baltic Sea region. It
has been a backbone of politico-military support for the Baltic Countries. Even
since the Cold War (even during, as it was seen in the non recognition of Baltic
incorporation policy) and continues to play this role. The USA commitment is a
strong reminder that the region is a integral part of an Euro-Atlantic context. USA

engagement in the region is characterize by the north European initiative.

The Charter of Partnership between USA and republic~s of Baltic sign in
Washington DC in January 16, 1998, establishes the institutional framework that
promotes the furtherance of bilateral and multilateral cooperation. The Charter
underscored a common goal of the partners to work together in enhancing the
security of all the states through the integration of Baltic Countries into the
European and Trans-Atlantic security, political and economic institutions. The US
Baltic partnership charter states that USA real profound and enduring interest in
the independence and security of the three countries and further EU and NATO

Baltic security cooperation a way ahead.
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The Baltic States' accession to the European Union and to NATO will open new
possibilities for a positive rather than a negative background for resolving the
differences between Moscow and the Baltic capitals. The political fight for
geopolitical affiliation of the Baltic States should not be seen as a loss to Russia
and a victory for the western countries. On the contrary, the Baltic States, which
have been, left to their fate all through their history, are about to become part of

an area producing stability and welfare.

Indeed, enlargement of NATO and the European Union to the east coast of the
Baltic Sea gives a strong impulse.for stability in that region. The Baltic States
that, because of their geopolitical location, have always been a buffer between the
Western countries and Russia can finally abandon the status of buffer countries.
By removal of that geopolitical dimension, the economic attraction of the region
will undoubtedly increase. It is hoped that will be the determining factor in

overcoming the prejudiced behavior models that have prevailed since the collapse

of the Soviet empire.
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CHAPTER 4



CHAPTER-4
Conclusion

The study in the previous chapters shows that Russian policy towards the Baltic
States since 1991 has been quite contradictory and unstable. It was changeable
time to time. In other words, officials have adopted a pragmatic and realistic
approach in their views. They have contradicted each other and changed their
views with the situation accordingly. The policy towards the Baltic States varied
with the two prominent fractions within the Russian policy makers. On the one
hand, Russian nationalists and military officers pressed for a tough,
confrontational stance regarding the Baltic States, while on the other hand,
liberals-economists had preferred a more cooperative line. The later were
necessarily Western-oriented. Another idea was also popular that the population
and politicians in Kaliningrad were particularly interested in maintaining and

improving the economic contacts with the neighbouring states.

On the official level, it was okay that president Yeltsin generally had avoided
extreme statements on the Baltic States, but he never visited any Baltic state after
independence. Later, President Putin adopted unambiguous policy, which was
more cooperative in line with his pro-Western policy. In a phenomenal approach,
he took the initiative of signalling reluctant acceptance of Baltic NATO
membership. In other words, he managed eventually to reach a compromise with

the EU concerning the difficult Kaliningrad transit visa issue.

There are some key problems in Russian—Baltic relations since 1991, i. e.
disparity of powers. In other words, mutual dilemmas, fears and conflicts have
been continuous perspectives. Russia is the largest state in Europe with about 145
million inhabitants, on the one hand, while on the other its neighbouring states, all
together only have about seven million inhabitants. Overestimating its power,

Russia thus often used pressure tactics and threats against the Baltic States. The
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latter have been very wary of Russia’s intentions. These states cumulatively only

have limited power to contradict their say against Russia.

Summarising the development of Russian—Baltic relations since independence,
several stages can be discerned. The early 1990s were characterised by Russian
pressure and threats, using the presence of troops, the Russian-speaking
inhabitants maintained their supremacy over the Baltic region. They seem to be
dependent over the Russian for every say, in some extent. The Baltic States
strongly opposed Russian policy and called for support from the West. Estonia
and Latvia raised border claims on Russia and did not yield concerning the
Russian-speaking population. After the Russian troops were withdrawn in 1993—
94 the Baltic countries became more cooperative with Russia and Russia vice-

versa.

Until 1995, Russia’s foreign policy attacked Estonia and Latvia for violating
human rights and for not integrating the Russian population. In the winter of
1997/98, Russian diplomacy once again raised the issue of the discrimination of
the Russian minorities in Estonia and Latvia. As ethnic tension grew in Latvia, the
Russian government adopted economic measures by diverting oil exports usually
shipped through the Latvian port of Ventspils. Nevertheless, the early stage of the
Russtan-Baltic “cold war” over the treatment of the Russian minority is largely
over. Given the timing and inconsistency of Russia’s reaction to the minority
issue, the prospect of the Baltic States’ accession to NATO and Russia’s domestic

policies seem to be interlocked

Economically, the phase of transition occurred within the region and the Baltic
States carried out market economic reforms and oriented their foreign trade to the
West. Their transformations from Soviet block to the market economy were
successful and Western countries supported massively their endeavours. Also

Russia increased trade with Europe and became quite dependent on energy export
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through the Baltic States. Thus, the relations between Russia and Baltic states
seem to be cooperative in some extent. But on the economic front, Russia didn’t

attain more success, although it resulted in the August 1998 breakdown.

Baltic States not only traced the market-economy model, rather they were
interested to join the Western arrangements. Before the NATO decision on eastern
enlargement in 1997, the Baltic States made great efforts to meet membership
conditions, which also meant that they shelved border claims on Russia. At the
same time they also had adjusted their minority policy to international standards.
Russia replied with new pressure but also launched alternative security proposals,
such as advocating EU membership. Russia was relieved when the Baltic States
were not admitted into NATO in the first wave, but the Baltic States did not give
up their ambition and continued to integrate with NATO structures. In 1998 the
tension increased as Russia started a political campaign against Latvia, and in the
following year Russia and the Baltic states took opposite views concerning

NATO’s military intervention against Yugoslavia.

In the beginning of twenty-first century, Russia has embraced more practical
approach towards the geo-politics. In 2000 Russia under its new President Putin
started to mend fences with NATO, and when the NATO in 2001 seemed
increasingly determined to admit the Baltic States, the Russian leadership not in
favour of this enlargement. Russia supported the US-led war on international
terrorism and the intervention in Afghanistan in the fact of 11 September 2011.
Russia saw such developments linked to its’ own war against terrorism,
extremism and separatism for example in Chechnya. In May 2002 Russia became
an equal member of the NATO-Russian Council aimed at fighting terrorism and
other common threats like drug-trafficking and growing extremism in the region.
This could be seen as a compensation for Russia, saving its prestige as a great
power. When the Baltic States in November 2002 were invited to become NATO

members, Russia reluctantly accepted it. The development reminded strongly of



NATO’s first enlargement in 1997, when Poland was invited, but this time the
scenario was different because some common interests of both Russia and NATO

were stronger at this juncture.

Russia accepted and even recommended Baltics EU membership, because it was
long seen as an alternative to NATO membership. After the August 1998 crisis,
economic recovery became a priority in Russian foreign policy, and President
Putin intensified Russia’s own cooperation with the EU. This was more in the
energy sector. Even in such condition also, Russia never legitimised the EU
enlargements notably, with regard to transit across Lithuania to Kaliningrad,
which Putin made a test of the relations, that problem was solved by a

compromise before the Balitic States were invited to join the EU.

International relations always have been taken place by the geo-politics played by
the states. This cursory summary of the development of the Russian-Baltic states
to a high degree, since the early 1990s shows that it has been influenced by the
international context and third parties. Further, the relations have gradually moved
from mutual estrangement and hostility in the early 1990s to a more respectful

dialogue and accommodation in the last few years.

Western attention towards the Baltic States provides a permanent constraining
influence on Russian decision-making. Western influence is very important in the
evaluation of overall circumstances of policy-making: it establishes a second
dimension, a triangular pattern. The West regards the Baltic region in different
terms from the rest of the former Soviet empire because of their historical and
cultural ties to Central and Northern Europe, and because their forced

incorporation into the Soviet Union was never officially recognized by most

Western countries.

84



The importance the West attaches to the Baltic States was evident from the time
of the troop withdrawal negotiations, when it was made clear by different states
and multinational organizations that Russian military presence in the sovereign
Baltic region was unacceptable. It can be maintained that the international aspect
constrains Russia from taking harsh or violent action against the Baltics for fear
of the West cutting its links with it in retaliation. International pressures and
dependency on the West restrict action against the Baltic States. Even if the West
does not support Baltic entry into NATO or does not always side with them, this
does not take away from the conclusion that they have extended special care and

support to the region. This is exemplified by the comparison to the CIS states.

Russia wants to protect its security interests in the Baltic region, but is aware that
it must not risk ruining relations with the West by conducting a forceful policy
towards the Baltic States. This situation presents Russian decision-makers with a
“Baltic dilemma”: the more coercion Russia uses to enhance its security in the
Baltic region, the more negative reactions it gets from the international
community, further jeopardizing its security. Both security-related questions of
Russian-Baltic relations — troop withdrawal and NATO expansion — have

demonstrated this dilemma in Russian policy.

Despite the fact that the main priority of the West is to support the Baltic States, a
level of reciprocity exists concerning the use of international pressure between the
two sides. Significantly, the international context has made both sides aware of
limitations in their dealings with each other as states in the exposure of the
international arena. In the period in question, the rules of the game were being
laid out through Russian attempts to define the limits of its new role as the big

neighbor state.
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Another conclusion from this study could be concluded that Russian policy
towards the Baltic States has common features, while various Baltic States also
have common interests in striving away from Russia towards NATO and EU
membership. However, they also have specific identities and some divergent or

competing interests, which Russia can exploit.

Comparing the states, Russian all relations with Lithuania been positive than with
the other states, although there is a crucial fact that Lithuania was the leader
among the Baltic nations in breaking up the Soviet Union and seeking NATO
membership. It was Lithuania, from where Russia pulled out its troops first,
signed a border treaty and has more political exchange with it. The explanation
for this development was that Lithuania at an early stage solved the citizenship
question, which had satisfied the Russian aspirations, and also its moderate leftist

governments proved cooperative with respect to Kaliningrad.

Another aspect was important in softening the relations that Russia needed
transit, and Lithuania also long remained relatively dependent on trade with
Russia. In a contradictory manner Russian relations with Latvia have on the
whole been tenser than with the other neighbours. This may largely be attributed
to the fact that Latvia has the largest Russian-speaking population and the strictest
citizenship and language legislation. At the early stage of its independence, Latvia
made border claims on Russia, too. Russian officials and state-dominated
companies were too big to had edge over and tried to use Latvia’s dependency on
oil transit for political ends or, lately, in order to take over economic assets. On
the other hand Russia and the Russian minority in Latvia were also dependent on

and profited from this transit.

The Russian relations with Estonia was same as with Latvia, for instance in 1993,

the reasons were the same. However, Estonia was most successful in switching its
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trade away from Russia and carrying out economic reforms, but the other side of
this development was that it offered good conditions for Russian business. But
Estonian national policy was not much harder as was with Latvia. It was little
softer than the Latvian one. In 2002 Estonia took steps to improve relations with

Russia, and Russia also responded positively.

In order to see Russian relations with the Baltic States in a wider perspective, the
need is to make the study larger. It should be also to see in other ex-Soviet
regions, such as the Caucasian and Central Asian region. It is quite obvious that
Russia has acted cautiously in the Baltic area. It was so because the region is
strategically situated between Russia and its former main enemy NATO, but it has
been quite stable by comparison. The Baltic States are democratic in nature and
develop rapidly unlike Russia’s southern neighbours. In a phenomenal
occurrence, there have been no wars among the Baltic States over borders or
resources. Neither civil wars nor violent clashes between ethnic groups could be
seen in the Baltic, whereas in the southern neighbour states these troubles were in
existence. Russia have sees separatism and Muslim fundamentalism in the south
as the main threats to its security and has therefore intervened militarily there,
whereas it must acknowledge that the Baltic Sea region is prosperous and invites

peaceful Russian participation.

Looking finally to the future, Baltic’s EU and NATO membership may serve to
help Russia to overcome residual imposing inclination towards these small
neighbours and to stake on peaceful ties with them. Many people in Russia have
personal, cultural and commercial affiliations in the Baltic States. However,
Russia’s existing economic influence on the Baltic region in the energy sector and
also the minority problems in Estonia and Latvia will surely continue to tempt

Russian actors to exercise pressure.
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As for the Baltic states, they find that NATO and EU memberships will not only
promote their economic development and European identity, rather they can also
feel more secure from Russian pressure and develop ties with Russia that are

profitable to them. Therefore, the region wants mutual relations with Russia.

Many Balts know Russia well and speak Russian. The Russian-speaking
populations, especially people engaged in business, tend to be more EU-centric
(Euro Russians) than the titular nations, at the same time as many have old
contacts in CIS states. The Baltic States can thus become some kind of a bridge

between Europe and Russia and contribute to integrating Russia into Europe.

The Baltic countries also have strong interests in promoting European unity and
progress. NATO and the EU can benefit from the Baltic States’ unique
experiences of state building and democratisation, since these notions are integral
principles of these organisations. The latter will automatically draw the attention
of the other NATO and EU states to the problems and opportunities of the Baltic
Sea region. Even if the states will require structural support from the EU for

several years, their needs will not be as big a burden as, for example, those of

Poland.

However, the fact that the Baltic States will have external EU borders on Russia
and Belarus is likely to make them more exposed to the influx of refugees and
job-seekers from these countries and Asia. These geographical locations are as a
heavy responsibility for the Baltic States, but at the same time, this is providing a

chance to EU to seek agreements with Russia.
Concerning the effects on third states, Baltic-NATO accession will clearly

increase the security of non-allied Sweden from any future Russian threats by

creating a shield stretching all along the Baltic coast except the Kaliningrad
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region. Finland will also probably gain security from the extension of NATO to
the Gulf of Finland. This could be take place only after the Russian interests, if it
tries to encroach the Finnish borders. In both Sweden and Finland the pressure to
follow suit and join NATO is likely to grow, as NATO more and more transforms
into an all-European, political organisation, in which also Russia has a role. True,
steadfast supporters of the traditional Swedish policy of neutrality could retort
that it would be unnecessary to follow the Baltic examples, since the country like
another Switzerland would be safely embedded by NATO states, and current US

foreign policy may be used as an argument against NATO.

Finally, NATO and EU enlargement to the Baltic States may have some impact on
Belarus. Belarus and Russia share a union relationship with each-other. The
Belarusian President Alexander Lukashenka has opposed NATO and its
enlargement more strongly than Russia, and his relations with the EU are also
bad. His regime remains authoritarian and repressive, and the economy is still
state-planned in the old Soviet way and dependent on Russian subsidies. Belarus
is therefore a growing burden on Russia, if it aspires to be a Western-oriented
market economy and democracy. If Belarus gets more integrated in cooperation
with NATO and the EU, the repercussions may therefore be a more pressure on

Belarus in the future and from the Russian side.

The “return of the Baltic states” to the Euro-Atlantic international community and
the implementation of their foreign policies have been primarily channeled
through existing institutions. Membership in NATO and the EU has remained the
main foreign policy goals of the three states and gradual deepening of cooperation
with these institutions has already proved to exert a positive impact on security
and stability of the Baltic countries. Besides providing with economic benefits of
market integration and economic opening, strengthening of democratic

institutions as well as reducing uncertainties and fostering the habits of
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cooperation, gradual integration of the Baltic states into the EU and to some
extent into NATO has provided a new forum for dealing with Russia and thereby

reducing bargaining power asymmetries.

In short, the Baltic States’ accession to NATO and the EU will on the whole have
beneficial impacts both on the states involved and their neighbours. Thus, this

could be a transformation of the security landscape around the Baltic Sea.

There is a possible imagination that the Baltic-Russia tensions are likely to
disappear in the coming years. The Baltic States will be more favorably inclined
towards Russia in the near future. While their membership of EU and NATO gave
structural powers, at the same time it also worsened their relations with Russia
and other former Soviet Union states. The Baltic States now understand that bitter
relations with Russia could put them in an unfavorable position. Therefore, they
now understand that building good relations with Moscow on the condition that
the latter would woo their historical grievances is a naive approach. Tallinn,
Vilnius and Riga are now concentrating more on coming to term with their
everyday pressing issues with Russia, like its grip over their energy sector and

trade and economic linkages.

In the Baltic States approach towards Russia and other former Soviet neighbors
are changing. They have permitted Russia to own significant stakes in their
domestic energy systems, including the pipeline networks. These states are now
trying to be flexible with EU about their relations with Russia. They are trying to
concentrate in general, not specifically with both the sides. Although Russia looks
energy as a playing tool to bring back its influence in these states and protect the
rights of ethnic Russians living there. But apart from this, some new diplomatic
tools are coming out of the process, namely pipeline and energy diplomacy. In

other words, economic perspectives are fostering the cooperative methods in
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normalizing the relations for both Baltic and Russia. The current situation and
perspectives are indicating that Russia-Baltic relations would be more cordial in

the coming future. Hopes, in general prevail in the region that the fears and

instabilities of the transition period would not come for any more.
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Horpoc, SRLRATCA XN B COORIHIYX HEYSDECAT TOIATGILNUY OO~
s csae 1 esapacmore Doxdexero ToeyaapcTIn 4 maxosy  CYXYY
PRANNIE $TOTC DOCFAAPCYBA, MOXUT Stk ONLEWATEABNG RusCcrOM
Toxsxy B cesenne xasbrefiure mommyxiecrore paszutag,

Bo pogXom CAYNOE, U0A DieamTeIRCYIY $YAYr pemits 9YoT

Fi19 184
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YL N, TRE-TAD 3t prosdded by the

110



FEALD WD IRCHE U AR WUNRTOT UISLINLET 1301991
ﬁ

- Trealy of Momapgression Betwsen Ganmany and the Union of Sovet Soclalist Republics and the Sscret Additiona!
Proteocl, 23 August 1832

- Beoret Addbonal Protod of 28 Seplember 1930 Amending the Secre! Agresment of 22 August 1838,

- Geman-Sode i:wunda'; and Friendship Tresly of 28 Seplember 1033 Confidentidl Profoedds Comozming
Repatiation and Pofitical Subjupstion of Polard; Declarstion of the Genman Reich and the Goemment of the USER,

- German-Savel Protosdd of 10 January 1844 Conceming Transfer of the Rights o the Bussli Sinp to the USSR
ZERMAN CORREZRONDENCE ON THE PALT, GOTCEER 1039

- The Geman Foreign Minister Ribbentrop, tethe Geman Ambassador in Mozcow, Schulenberg.

- The Geeran Minister in Kaunas himed of the Secret Profuool; Zechlin Reports on Lhuanian Reaction,

- Febbenirop Tells Gemman Emoys i the Balte Abow the Seoret Protocal.
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ECTTORT MNOTE: The Engish-languaze transiations of the Gesman and Russizn documsnis presented as faken
from the following scurces with only slight adaptations: Raymend Janes Sensag and James Sluss Beddie, ed. Nazi-
Bowet Reiations: Documents from the Archives of the Germnan Foreign Gffice (Washingten, D.C.: Degs. of Stale,
F048% TE-78, 108107, Paul R Swest ot 3k ed, Documnents on Garnan Foreign Policy 1915-1943 From fhe
Archives of the Gemman Forsign Mnislry. {Washington: Dept. of State, 12481084} Sedes D, Vol VIl {1054}, &
Vol X (1580), 1088 The e documents of Dciober 1233 e fom the Ceoman Forslgn Offce files, fom
Documents, Yol Vill, 233-215, 238, These and other decumenis are conveniently sssemtéad in Bronis J. Kasias, ad.
The UBER-Gaman Aggressicn Agsinst Lithuaria {Mew York: Soberl Spelier and Scas, 18720

Treaty of Nonaggression Between Germany and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republies

The Gowemment of the Bemnan Reich and the Govemment of the Union of Sowel Cocialist Reputdics dasirous of
strangthening the cause of peace bebwesn Geomary and the USSR, and procesding fom the undamenta!
provsions of the Newrality Agreernent conciuded in Sprd 1025 betviesn Beamazny and the LLES.R., havwe reached the
following sgreernant:

Artizte |

Both High Contracting Padies chiigale themsehes to desist from any act of vidlencs, sey aggresshe action, asd any
stiack on each cther sither indivduslly or jointly with othar poveers.

Asticle I

Showld one of the High Contraziing Panies become the cbiert of belligerent acticn by 3 third power, the other High
Contracting Pary shal in no manner land its suppos to this thid power.

Aiticle 11

The Govermments of the e High Contracting Pardies shall in the figure maintaln comtinual acntact with ore ancther
for the purpose of consufiation in order to exchange iamation on peobleres afiecting their common interssis.

Avticie I¥

Meither of the twe High Contracting Partiss chal participate in any grouping of poaers whatsoswer that is direcily or
indinzcily &med &t the sther party.

Article ¥
Should disputes or conflics arise betwesn the High Cortracting Partias ower problems of ane kind or another, toth

parties shal seitle these dispides or owm chustely through friendly exchange of opinion or, # necessary,

therninh tha actshlishmaar of zdhitratinn remmiccione
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Atticie Y1

Tre present besty is concluded for a period of ten years, with the proviso that, iIn so far as one of
Contracting Paties dees not denounce & one year pricr fo the expiration of this pericd, the widity of this
sutomatizally be extendes for arather fve years.

he High
ireaty shall

Artiche Vi

The present gty shall be ratifed within the shonest possible time. The rxtifications shall be exchanged in Berlin
The agresment shall enter into force a5 soon as # is signed.

Dione 2 duplicats, in the Beman aod Pussian ianguages.

Moscow, Augest 23, 1938,

For fhe Govemmens With Tl power of the
of the Germian Reich: Coemment of the LLSZ R
. Ribbertmp . Molctov

Sesrst Additionz! Profocol

On the occasion of the signsiure of the Monaggreszion Pacl betwesn the German B and the Urjon of Sovet
Socialist Repubdins the undersigned plenipotertianes of each of the o parties discuszssd i stricdly conlidential
conersations the messtion of the boundary of thelr wespecite spheres of wluence in Eastem Ewcpe These
cemveersations ad to the following conclusions:

1. Int the event of 3 termisonal and political reavangement in the areas belonging o the Baltic Stsies {Finland, Sstonia,
Latvia, Lithuania), the northem boundary of tithuania sha¥ represent the boundary of the spheres of influence of
Germany and the U35 R in this conneciion the intersst of Lithuania in the Vilnius area & recognized by each party.

2. inthe svent of a temitorsl and pofitical reamangemsn: of the amsas belonging to the Polish siate the spheres of

infuence of Germany and the U.5.5.R. shall be bounded approximately by the ine of the rivers Narew, Vistula, and
=
2an.

The question of whether the interesis of both pactizs make desirabie the maintsnance of an independant Polish siate
a0 how such 3 siate should be bounded can orly he defnliely detznmined in dhe cowse of fusther political
dewelopments.

In amy =ent toch Govermments will szsche this question by means of 3 Hendly apreement.

% With regard o Southeasters Euwope asliention s called by the Soddet side 1o Bs inferes? in Sessarsbiz. The

Berman side deglares its complete politica dsinteresiedness in the areas.
4. This protoosdt shall be treated by barh pacties a5 sinctly seorst.

Moscow, August 23, 1836,

For the Gowemmest Flenipats 4
of thie Gemnan Beich Gowermment of th 3

v Ribbariep Y. Holoioy

Secrei Additional Protocol of 28 Septamber 1333

undersigred plamipotentizries d

T 5 h and the
Gowernment of the 4.5 5.R. upon the Tollowing:




Kaoscow, September 28, 1905

For the Gowmmany By suthority of the
of the Gesman Reich: Govermment of the USSR
J. Rivbentrop V. Mololow

Secret Additional Prdocol

The undersigned plen
cienisred their agosem

entizdes, on concludng the Geman-Russizn Boundary and Frendship Treaty, have
- upan the following:

Eoth pamea will wolersie no Poé?sh agdation intheir temitodes which afects the territades of the other party. They wil
suppress in their femitories sl beginnings of sieh agitation and infuts each other conteming suitsble measures for
PU35E.

toszow, Septamber 28, 1238

For the Govamresant E,f the Authorty of tr
of the Gemman Reich: Gowrnment of the U
J. Ribhentrop W, Holotov

German-Soviet Secret Protoool

The Geman Ambassador, Count von der Schulenburg, dpoientiary of the Bowermment of the German Reich, on
the ome hand, ad she Chaiman of the Council of Peoples Commissars of the USSR, V.M. Molotow
Plenipctentiary of the Goveroment of the U.3.8.R., on the other hand, hawe apreed upon the llowing

t. The Gowmment of the German Szich reroances 45 claim o the strip of Lithuanian temitory which is mentisned in
t*' Se=cret Additional Prodosnt of Septembser 38, 1838, and which has been maked on the map attached ip this
Protesal:

%

2. The Bovemment of the Union of §
$«=¢m3n teich foo the temitory m
milion n:xchsmarks 1 Gemmany.

s prepared o compenssiz the Gowmmsent of the
siioned in Point 1 of this Pm&xci by paying 7,500,000 gold dollars or 31,502,000

The amount of 1.8 million Reichsmarks will be paid by the Gowmment of the U2 3 R In the folloving manner, one-
sipght, that tz, 3,837 500 Reichemarks, in nonfermcus meta’ defeeriss withn three reonths aler the signing of this
Frotocod, the remaining =eMefgm= or 37502 500 Rehsmarks in gofd by deduction fom the Semsan gold
payments which Gemmany 5 1o make by Februsry 11, 1341, in accordance with the somespondence exghanged
beswsen the Chalzman of the Gemnan Sconomie Defegation, Dr. Schnugs, and the Peogle’s Sommissar for Foreign
Trade of the USSR, AL Mkoyan, in coonection with the “Agmeresst of Janusey 12,1841, conteming resiprods!

ond irealy pesed on the basis of the Sconemic Agn:em»_-nt matwmen the Serman Reich and the

nthe s
Union of Sodet Sooislist Republics of Febasary 11, 13407

3. This Prodoco! has $een execufed in two onginals in the Geman langusge and two osginals in the Russian
{anguage and shall become hes imirnadiztely vpon signaiure.

cscow, Janusry 10, 18414,

FQU I Oa{RImmeEng WY SR I0LLY W AT
of the Geman Relgh: Goemment of the USSR
Gchulenturg Y. Melotoy

Zea [Seah

The German Foreign Minister, Ribbenirop, to the German Ambassador in Moscow, Schulenburg

ey urgent

542 A,

sowy, Dsctoher 5 10351155 2

Feferrrg to weday’s 1=ephonic oo SEIT

)

&5 WHOWE
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1) Scolely for youwr personal information, | am apprising you of the foliowing: Al the fime of the signing ofthe Geman-
Russian Nmagre:sim Pact on Ausgust 23, 3 strictly secret delimitstion of the eespecthe spherss of influence in
Eastem Ewsope was 3lso undznaken. & accordance therewith, Lithuania was 10 belong to the German sphere of
infuzinese, while in the tamilory of the fonwer Polish stste, the so-<alied fourdver line, Fissatizmwvistula-San, was to
comstitile the border Ewen then | demandsd that the distisl of Vindus go ic LiBwania, 1o which the Sodet
Covegenent conssnted. Ad the negotiztions conceming the Boundary and Friepdship Treaty on Sepiember 28, the
sattlement was amendad to the extent shat Lithuania, inclading the Vinius ar2a, was inchuded in the Ruscian sghere
of infuence, Bor which in tum, In the Polish area, the provinee of Lublin and largs porions ofthe province of ‘a‘éarsnw
intiuding the pocket of temitory of Bwwaki, %l within the Semmas sphere of infuence. Bince, by the intlusios of the
_,uwaiku trz0t in the Serman sphere of influsnce a dfcally in drawing the border fine resullad. we agresd ;hat wcase

2 Soviets should iake special measures in Uthuania, & small sirip of temiory in the southwsst of Libwania,
mgmt:‘"y marked on the map, shoald BBll to Gemezny.

0

The German Minister in Kaunas, Zechiin, to the German Foreign Office

Tebegram

Klost wgent

Ma. 375 of Cotcber &

¥aunas. Ooicker b, {1838—T:55p.m.
Regehed Ooioher S—10:30 p.m

Witk reference to telegram Mo, 252 of Octoher 5 {4}
eraty Pame Minister Kazys] Bgauskas et m me t::ﬁ»ay even before | pouid ask & an appointmant with the
Foreign Winisier as srzs:ructes:% i telegram Moo 282 Be frst made e s for M. UrkSys, who wias completely
@fr's.smed today with continuoss dlsuusw@s in the Cabinst znd therefore unforfunately comld nol spasl with me
himsell Be then mfom»—d me that Molotov had tcid Urbdys thal Gemany had tmd cdiaim 1o a strip of Lithuanian
temitory, the Umits of whinh included the oity and distiet of Maumisstis and continusd on past the Joinky of
Kiariampeié. This had made 3 deep and painful impression o Lithuaniz, and Urbiys had fown back to Kaunas partly
because of this information, which he had not wishad to transmit by telephona.

The Lithuanian Gewmmen: has instrscied Skims to make inguines in Serda.

tiodd him that in the Mozcow discuszions on the deiimiiation of the Geman and Sove: spheres of intessst, the F‘eifvh
Foreign tinister had adwested givng the Vilnlus ares to Lithusnia and Bad also abained the Sovet Gov :-‘"m'xen

%g’r»en*e"" in the mabar, "’Ehxf—" Lithuaniz had the prospect of such a great norease i teriiory » &fowl and
impeacticatie boundary | tip had come inwo axistence because of the Semman-s
um‘er armon Therﬁfm: tq~ idea of & :m = ufdpf %‘E!:t%f fm at the Gerznan-mmanxaﬂ fontier had

prassing.
Governy ore io ‘hn F’el:h Fomment themwt& he ssked on his part that the manter be &ept snictly

secpet, wivch | promised him.

{ might add that since the fixing of the German-Soue! Fontier became krown, poblicd qusners here haw had great
i e Suwalki tip from Gemnany.
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The German Foreign Minister, Rihbenirop, to the German Minictersin Tallinn, Riga and Helsinki

Tebegram
Wost Urgent
115 To Talian, M, 257
2} To Riga, Mo 328
{34 To Helskin, No. 318

Barlin, October 7. 1238

Exclustely for the Minister sersonaly.

Supplamenting our telegram o 332 10 12) and No. 305 to (3% | 3 communicating the Rllowdag to
you in 2ol secmecy &nd for your personal infemation enly:

Curing the Moscow negetiations with the Sodst emment the question of delimiting the sphares of interest of bath
courgries in BEastem Swope was discussed in stdcl confidente, not only with reference fo the area of the former
Polish state, but also with reference to the countries of Lithuania, Lstda, S=tonia, aod Finland. Ad the same time the
delmitation of the spheras of mteresi was agreed upen for the swntuality of a tesritonal and poiitica! recrganization in
these areas. The borderine fived for this purpose for tha temiory of the former Polish state iz the line designated in

atuche 1 of the Geman-Bovat Houndary and Fnendship (realy of September Z¥ ang publicly annountas. Uthessase,

the line s identical with the Seman-Lithuanian frondier. Thus § bllows that Lithuania, Latva, Estonia. and Finfand do
not bedong to the German sphers of inferest in the sense indicated abowe.

You sre requested 1o

frain, a3 herstelone, fors any explanations on this subject.

The Fogeign Winister

1 Seehe Friicis “The Molclov-Rbbenirop Fact and the Salie Btates™ #1718 (3502, . €8,

2 A0Z3E Lheys, Lenna i Taryby Saitvga lemiiogalsisis Letwval 1550-7040 mefals (VINus: Mntls, 1938Y, Stasys Radtdis, Kovoss oo
Liedvos (Brookyn MY KaTye, 1555) 1, 665610,

2 Sohuierbung to Genren Swegn OfToe, 5 Colober 1933, Nazi-Sowe! Ratations, 119 & Bbbetirap 1o Setwbendurg, 5 Coleba 1
-5

5The hposant Gieren-Soviz! pacls of 19351341 Fe coMahad I hatonal Archiies, T-120. Sse George O want, "The Geren Foreign
Winksty Archives,” i Ropert Wtfe, =0 Capdved Gorman ang Siher REated Fecords safhens: Onie Uiy, Fress, 1974), 119-120 See Pmul
Swest's kther 1 ihe New Yok Times, 2 Septerher 1926,

€ Rrdanirop to Sohulenturg, 50¢ 1538, Mar)-Sovter Refatons, 115,

7 Cozers of sush references are cortaned 1 Naz-Sovie! Relatons. 38 w20 36 e more raeshie pubioalions NiPawl R Bwesi e 3, &,
Akten Zuwr JEuSECHen ausNaRINgEn Poith, 1078-1045, Serks D, owok. 7-% (Baden-Saden Iprimer Matonas, 1859-13, 35 wel as e
Ergishelanguage Docummesds oF German Foralgn Polfcy, 1015-1045 Sertes O Wols. 78 {ilsshigion: LS. Goverroment Printng Offie],
ako ediad by Aul D et

2 Ex3pies heve @e iz 50-ced Protocois of the Boers of Zhonor e KGB scltes measures agahst NATD and the LB Siale Tepariment
nihe 12605 and 15708

Z The frporiance of oonlroing 31 ¢arobiee h & I3bCaen b revedkd by the fanous osse of Dig defengat T3 GUlsner aung he
Siaks! show inals 1 ADECON 1 Ihe 1930, Gotomen uaimed he oonspired wih Trodsty's 500 I the Brists! Hle i Oopennagenih 1832,
The daist i hamed o, 033 been demaished I 1047, See Foy AL Redvadey, Lt Higisry Juspe (Mews YOIk Wintage, 1971, 280

16 A5 qoiad ) AlYMVaS, 16 Sopterber 1586, 8.

116



APPENDIX- 11

Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, 3 March 1918

Article 1
Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, and Turkey, for the one part, and Russia, for
the other part, declare that the state of war between them has ceased. They are

resolved to live henceforth in peace and amity with one another.

Articie I1

The contracting parties will refrain from any agitation or propaganda against the
Government or the public and military institutions of the other party. In so far as
this obligation devolves upon Russia, it holds good also for the territories

occupied by the Powers of the Quadruple Alliance.

Article ITI

The territories lying to the west of the line agreed upon by the contracting parties
which formerly belonged to Russia, will no longer be subject to Russian
sovereignty; the line agreed upon is traced on the map submitted as an essential
part of this treaty of peace. The exact fixation of the line will be established by a
Russo-German commission. No obligations whatever toward Russia shall devolve
upon the territories referred to, arising from the fact that they formerly belonged
to Russia. Russia refrains from all interference in the internal relations of these
territories. Germany and Austria-Hungary purpose to determine the future status

of these territories in agreement with their population.

Article IV
As soon as a general peace is concluded and Russian demobilization is carried out
completely Germany will evacuate the territory lying to the east of the line

designated in paragraph 1| of Article 111, in so far as Article I'V does not determine

117



otherwise. Russia will do all within her power to insure the immediate evacuation

of the provinces of eastern Anatolia and their lawful return to Turkey.

The districts of Erdehan, Kars, and Batum will likewise and without delay be
cleared of the Russian troops. Russia will not interfere in the reorganization of the
national and international relations of these districts, but leave it to the population
of these districts, to carry out this reorganization in agreement with the

neighboring States, especially with Turkey.

Article V

Russia will, without delay, carry out the full demobilization of her army inclusive
of those units recently organized by the present Government. Furthermore, Russia
will either bring her warships into Russian ports or there detain them until the day
of the conclusion of a general peace, or disarm them forthwith. Warships of the
States which continue in the state of war with the Powers of the Quadruple
Alliance, in so far as they are within Russian sovereignty, will be treated as

Russian warships.

The barred zone in the Arctic Ocean continues as such until the conclusion of a
general peace. In the Baltic sea, and, as far as Russian power extends within the
Black sea, removal of the mines will be proceeded with at once. Merchant
navigation within these maritime regions is free and will be resumed at once.
Mixed c_ommiss'ions will be organized to formulate the more detailed regulations,
especially to inform merchant ships with regard to restricted lanes. The navigation

lanes are always to be kept free from floating mines.

Article VI
Russia obligates herself to conclude peace at once with the Ukrainian People's

Republic and to recognize the treaty of peace between that State and the Powers
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of the Quadruple Alliance. The Ukrainian territory will, without delay, be cleared
of Russian troops and the Russian Red Guard. Russia is to put an end to ail
agitation or propaganda against the Government or the public institutions of the

Ukrainian People's Republic.

Esthonia and Livonia will likewise, without delay, be cleared of Russian troops
and the Russian Red Guard. The eastern boundary of Esthonia runs, in general
along the river Narwa. The eastern boundary of Livonia crosses, in general, lakes
Peipus and Pskow, to the southwestern corner of the latter, then across Lake
Luban in the direction of Livenhof on the Dvina. Esthonia and Livonia will be
occupied by a German police force until security is insured by proper national
institutions and until public order has been established. Russia will liberate at
once all arrested or deported inhabitants of Esthonia and Livonia, and insures the

safe return of all deported Esthonians and Livonians.

Finland and the Aaland Islands will immediately be cleared of Russian troops and
the Russian Red Guard, and the Finnish ports of the Russian fleet and of the
Russian naval forces. So long as the ice prevents the transfer of warships into
Russian ports, only limited forces will remain on board the warships. Russia is to
put an end to all agitation or propaganda against the Government or the public

institutions of Finland.

The fortresses built on the Aaland Islands are to be removed as soon as possible.
As regards the permanent non- fortification of these islands as well as their further
treatment in respect to military technical navigation matters, a special agreement
is to be concluded between Germany, Finland, Russia, and Sweden; there exists
an understanding to the effect that, upon Germany's desire, still other countries

bordering upon the Baltic Sea would be consulted in this matter.
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Article VII
In view of the fact that Persia and Afghanistan are free and independent States, the
contracting parties obligate themselves to respect the political and economic

independence and the territorial integrity of these states.

Article VIII
The prisoners of war of both parties will be released to return to their homeland.
The settlement of the questions connected therewith will be effected through the

special treaties provided for in Article XII.

Article IX

The contracting parties mutually renounce compensation for their war expenses,
i.e., of the public expenditures for the conduct of the war, as well as compensation
for war losses, i.e., such losses as were caused [by] them and their nationals
within the war zones by military measures, inclusive of all requisitions effected in
enemy country.

Article X

Diplomatic and consular relations between the contracting parties will be resumed
immediately upon the ratification of the treaty of peace. As regards the reciprocal

admission of consuls, separate agreements are reserved.

Article X1
As regards the economic relations between the Powers of the Quadruple Alliance

and Russia the regulations contained in Appendices 11-V are determinative.

Article XII
The reestablishment of public and private legal relations, the exchange of war
prisoners and interned citizens, the question of amnesty as well as the question

anent the treatment of merchant ships which have come into the power of the
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opponent, will be regulated in separate treaties with Russia which form an
essential part of the general treaty of peace, and, as far as possible, go into force

simultaneously with the latter.

Article XIII

In the interpretation of this treaty, the German and Russian texts are authoritative
for the relations between Germany and Russia; the German, the Hungarian, and
Russian texts for the relations between Austria-Hungry and Russia; the Bulgarian
and Russian texts for the relations between Bulgaria and Russia; and the Turkish

and Russian texts for the relations between Turkey and Russia.

Article X1V

The present treaty of peace will be ratified. The documents of ratification shall, as
soon as possible, be exchanged in Berlin. The Russian Government obligates
itself, upon the desire of one of the powers of the Quadruple Alliance, to execute
the exchange of the documents of ratification within a period of two weeks.
Unless otherwise provided for in its articles, in its annexes, or in the additional

treaties, the treaty of peace enters into force at the moment of its ratification.

In testimony whereof the Plenipotentiaries have signed this treaty with their

own hand. Executed in quintuplicate at Brest-Litovsk, 3 March, 1918.
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