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Dear reader,

The next Nordic Forum for Security Policy will be held in April 2010 
in St. Petersburg, Russia. The forum will concentrate on freedom, 
security and justice as common interests in the Baltic Sea region. 
It aims at highlighting the challenges facing the region, as well as 
focusing on possible solutions and different models and possibilities 
for cooperation. It will promote discussion on traditional, human and 
environmental security as well as civil society collaboration, in a broad 
framework. In addition, the conference will provide an opportunity to 
explore the implementation of on-going cross-border projects and to 
share experiences and best practises. The idea of the forum is to bring 
together different actors in society, from politicians to local civil society 
organisations.

The forum in St. Petersburg will continue the series of conferences 
organised in different parts of the Baltic Sea region since the 1990s. Last 
year the forum was held for the first time in Ukraine, where experiences 
were shared between the Baltic Sea and Black Sea regions. Next year will 
be the fifth time the forum is held in Russia and the second time for St. 
Petersburg as its host city.

St. Petersburg was chosen to host the upcoming Nordic Forum since 
it is the most important Russian city in the Baltic Sea region. Russia 
has a strong influence on the region’s security, economy and natural 
environment. Cooperation with Russia is vital for European security and 
solving the region’s problems without Russia is impossible.

This publication offers you an introduction to some themes that will 
be discussed in St. Petersburg. The dialogue on the themes started in 
Helsinki in November 2009 and will continue in St. Petersburg. We hope 
to see you all in St. Petersburg next spring!

Vera Lindman
Acting STETE Secretary General 
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The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region: 
One Vision, One Future

Five years on from the European Union enlarge-
ment of 2004, the complexion of the Baltic Sea 
region has changed considerably. Eight EU coun-
tries – Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden – now share 
the 8,000 kilometres of Baltic Sea coastline with 
Russia. Home to nearly 100 million people, the 
Baltic Sea region encompasses some of the wealth-
iest, but also some of the least prosperous areas in 
Europe. Closing the development gap and harness-
ing the full potential of the region is imperative, 
particularly in the current economic climate. The 
region is also facing a number of other pressing 
challenges. Whilst the environmental degradation 
of the Baltic Sea grabs the headlines, faltering eco-
nomic development, a lack of energy interconnec-
tions and poor transport accessibility also present 
major concerns. 

Acting together and acting now

If we are serious about tackling these challenges, 
we must work together. Despite a good degree 
of existing interregional cooperation, past efforts 
have been hampered by the absence of an overall 

framework to adequately address common chal-
lenges. This lack of coherence was one of the key 
messages from the consultation carried out by my 
Directorate-General for Regional Policy between 
September 2008 and February 2009. The exercise 
sparked enormous interest, and the consensus that 
emerged underlined the need for a proper coordi-
nated strategy. 

Accordingly, in December 2007, the EU Coun-
cil asked the European Commission to develop an 
all-embracing, ‘macro-regional’, strategy for the 
Baltic Sea region. Following 18 months of hard 
work and co-operative effort, involving a very wide 
partnership that also included non-EU countries, 
the Commission presented the strategy on 10 June 
2009. EU leaders gave the Strategy the green light 
at the recent European Council meeting held on 
29–30 October. I very much welcome this endorse-
ment, meaning, as it does, that we can now move 
ahead from words to action.

This move is not just about confronting chal-
lenges. The region, with its well-educated work-
force, world-class knowledge-based industries, and 
a spacious and relatively unspoilt landscape, has 
undeniable wealth of potential. But to fully exploit 
these assets and the opportunities created by the 
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EU’s single market, there is also an undisputed 
need for more effective coordination.

 
Putting available resources 
to their best use

I believe that this Strategy can provide the answer. 
Firmly anchored at the local and regional levels, 
it will not replace or duplicate, but rather be com-
plementary to existing co-operation. And crucially, 
through its integrated framework, it will enable all 
the countries involved, regional and local authori-
ties, pan-Baltic organisations, financing insti-
tutions and NGOs to prioritise and implement 
actions focused on shared goals. 

The Baltic Sea region already benefits from sub-
stantial EU funding. Between 2007 and 2013, this 
amounts to over 50 billion euros from the EU’s 
Cohesion Policy alone, including 27 billion euros 
for improving accessibility, 10 billion euros for the 
environment, over 6 billion euros for competitive-
ness, and almost 700 million euros for security and 
risk prevention. However, these resources need to 
be better coordinated to tap into all the opportuni-
ties that the region has to offer. I am proud that 
the EU is pioneering a strategy where initiatives 
funded by public and private existing funds are 
harnessed together to achieve a bigger impact.

Engagement on all sides

Norway and Russia are also key partners in all 
of this. The Strategy proposes to use primarily 
the Northern Dimension framework, a common 
policy of the EU, Russia, Norway and Iceland, for 
external aspects of cooperation. Norway contrib-
uted to the preparation of the Strategy and Russia 
has confirmed its readiness to exchange views on 
cooperation. This is good news. We look forward to 
cooperating with all neighbouring countries on the 
external aspects of the Strategy.

From words to action

In practical terms, projects are grouped together 
under the four big goals of improving the environ-
ment, promoting prosperity, increasing access and 
developing higher safety and security standards. 

Implementation of many of the actions is already 
underway. Flagship projects such as the ‘Rail Bal-
tica’ which will massively reduce journey time 
between Tallinn and Warsaw by 2013, or the Bal-
tic Energy Interconnection Plan and the Sweden/
Lithuania/Latvia high voltage connection are just 
some examples of the type of actions being spear-
headed under the Strategy.

Many more actions will start before the end 
of 2009. However, as with all new initiatives, we 
need to put some checks and balances in place. In 
2010, the first Annual Forum of stakeholders will 
help assess progress. This will give us feedback on 
whether the structures in place are functioning as 
they should, or if changes are necessary. In 2011, 
the Commission will report on progress to the 
European Council, under the Polish Presidency. 

Inspiring other regions

The Strategy is already proving inspirational for 
other areas. On 19 June, EU leaders requested that 
the European Commission prepare a strategy for 
the Danube region by the end of 2010. The broad 
priorities at the core of this initiative – which will 
include member states Germany, Austria, Slova-
kia, Czech Republic, Slovenia, Hungary, Romania 
and Bulgaria – will be transport and energy, envi-
ronment and economic development. 

As with the Baltic Sea region, pressing chal-
lenges exist here too, not least the need to improve 
navigation, reduce pollution and tackle flooding. 
Some forms of co-operation exist already, such as 
the Working Community of the Danube Regions. 
However, there is a need to deepen and expand 
the existing co-operation, and create stronger links 
among these bodies, as well as with EU member 
states, regions, and other stakeholders. 

To conclude, there is much at stake. To achieve 
our ambition of a more balanced economic and 
social development and a more sustainable envi-
ronment for future generations, we need long-term 
engagement on all sides. This Strategy is the first 
step on the way. I am confident that the exceptional 
level of commitment already shown by partners in 
the Strategy will reap extensive rewards.

Pawel Samecki
European Commissioner for Regional Policy



nordic forum for security policy

�

The Baltic Sea Strategy 
and Russia

With the enlargement of the European Union to 
include the three Baltic States and Poland in May 
2004, the Baltic Sea was surrounded by EU mem-
ber states. Eight of the nine countries bordering 
the Baltic Sea are now EU members and the signifi-
cance of the Baltic Sea region has been highlighted 
politically as well as by the planned underwater 
natural gas pipeline. The Baltic Sea is an essential 
and necessary part of the European Union, and it 
should be treated accordingly.

The Baltic Sea Strategy is a big step forwards 
in helping to save the Baltic Sea. The strategy out-
lines many good initiatives that must be put into 
practice. However, it is not exclusively about envi-
ronmental conservation. It also deals with traffic, 
the economy and culture, without forgetting about 
the strategy’s political aspects. However, the main 
focus should be on environmental matters.

Due to my initiative, last year the European Par-
liament approved a budget solely for Baltic Sea con-
servation. Later this year the Parliament accepted a 
proposal to add 20 million euros to this budget, 

which means a significant change towards the bet-
ter for the Baltic Sea. Even though this amount is 
not even close to what the Mediterranean Sea is 
given on an annual basis, it is a good beginning 
for saving the Baltic Sea. The important thing 
right now is to concentrate on setting the Euro-
pean Commission’s priorities straight and finding 
a clear focus so that the money can be channelled 
into useful projects.

There are already plenty of individuals, private 
companies and foundations that willingly put in 
an effort to help save the Baltic Sea, still one of the 
most polluted seas in the world. The cargo ships 
that dump their bilge water into the Baltic Sea are 
among the major problems, as they are very dif-
ficult to control. Another problem is massive phos-
phor pollution, caused, for example, by the chicken 
industry around St. Petersburg. Although individ-
ual organisations do as much as they can to help, 
their projects do not have a common coordinator. 
If these organisations were supervised by one com-
pany, project or body, they would reach their com-
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mon goal more easily and efficiently.
The relationship between the EU and Rus-

sia is one of interdependence, especially when it 
comes to energy. Russia supplies Europe with a lot 
of energy and therefore we should keep in mind 
how important Russia is as a trading partner. For 
that reason, the European Union should pursue 
an open relationship and dialogue with Russia. It 
should not try to influence it through threats or 
intimidation. 

Furthermore, it is very important that Russia 
is involved in the Baltic Sea Strategy, especially 
for ensuring that the environmental goals will be 
reached. It is impossible to save the Baltic Sea if 
our eastern neighbour is not committed to do its 
best to decrease the amount of pollutants dumped 
into the sea. However, we should not forget coun-
tries such as Ukraine or Belarus, which signifi-
cantly affect the pollution levels in the Baltic Sea 
as well.

In my view, Russia should have been obliged to 
make assurances about paying more attention to 
pollution in exchange for the permit to build the 

Russia–Germany gas pipeline on the bottom of the 
Baltic Sea. Unfortunately, the Finnish government 
gave a positive response to the permission appli-
cation without making any requirements for envi-
ronmental improvements. This would have been 
an exceptional chance to truly influence the condi-
tion of the Baltic Sea. Russia’s interest in the gas 
pipeline project is so great that it would have been 
possible to ask for something in return.

Russia is an old and large country that has its 
own history. We should understand that it will not 
turn into a democratic state in a day. We must sup-
port Russia’s development into a more democratic 
and equalitarian country and I believe that we are 
allowed to criticise incidents that are generally 
unacceptable. However, ultimately we must always 
remember to work for an open minded and con-
versational relationship between the EU and Rus-
sia in order to achieve the best results, particularly 
when it comes to saving the Baltic Sea.

Ville Itälä
Member of the European Parliament
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The Baltic Sea 
is ill

For hundreds of years the Baltic Sea has connected 
the people living on its shores. Centuries ago, cit-
ies belonging to the Hanseatic League were con-
nected via sea transport routes. The sea is still a 
major transport channel both for goods and peo-
ple. Every year millions of people take a ferry from 
Helsinki to Tallinn or Stockholm, or between other 
cities on the Baltic Sea coast. The biggest cities of 
the Nordic countries are located on the coast, as 
are St. Petersburg, Hamburg and Gdansk, to name 
just a few. 

A less known fact is that the biggest desert 
in Europe lies at the bottom of the Baltic Sea. 
Eutrophication has lead to oxygen depletion in the 
deeper parts of the sea. Although areas with low 
levels of dissolved oxygen have always existed on 
the seabed, the man-made increase of nutrients in 
the basin has expanded these areas significantly.

This dead area cannot be seen from the shore or 
on a map. The signs of eutrophication that are vis-
ible to our eyes are a reduced transparency of the 
water and blue-green algae that looks like green 
porridge. Unfortunately this ugly porridge is also 

toxic. Swimmers must keep themselves away from 
it during the hottest summer days.

Most people from elsewhere in Europe to whom 
I have spoken about the Baltic Sea being one of 
the most polluted sea areas in the world have been 
amazed. They have thought that everything is fine 
and clean in northern Europe, its societies are well 
organised and the people are law abiding and pro-
tect the environment.

The Baltic Sea is extremely vulnerable. The cold 
climate and its brackish water mean that many of 
its species live on the limits of their existence. The 
sea is very shallow, with an average depth of only 
57 metres. It takes around 30 years for the water of 
the Baltic Sea to refresh itself. This means that any 
pollution stays in it for a long time. 

Tens of millions of people live in the Baltic Sea’s 
catchment area and marine transport is intensive. 
Oil transport has multiplied in the past decade, 
which of course also multiplies the risk of tanker 
accidents. Even without an accident shipping is 
a major source of pollution, emitting massive 
amounts of carbon dioxide, sulphur and nitrous 
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oxides as well as soot particles often referred to as 
black carbon. 

For too long the Baltic Sea has been treated as 
something that everyone can take advantage of but 
nobody is responsible for. In reality, the health of 
the Baltic Sea’s ecosystem is not only important 
to the ecosystem itself, but also to the many ways 
in which we are benefiting from the sea, not least 
fishing, recreation and tourism. We must under-
stand that to make the Baltic Sea area flourish eco-
nomically and culturally, we need to raise environ-
mental conservation to a new level.

Very few Europeans seem to know that eutroph-
ication is the biggest environmental problem of the 
Baltic Sea or that agriculture is the biggest source 
of eutrophicating emissions. A large share of the 
eutrophicating nutrients come from agricultural 
fields in EU member states. This means that the 
EU can – and should – do its part by changing the 

rules for agricultural subsidies in a way that will 
reduce eutrophication. Maybe it would even be 
possible to introduce stricter rules for using nitro-
gen and phosphates in the Baltic Sea’s catchment 
area.

Of course we need the co-operation of all the 
countries around the sea, including Russia. There 
is still a lot to do in cleaning up waste water in Rus-
sian cities on the Baltic shore, also in St. Peters-
burg. Co-operation is also necessary for preventing 
oil tanker accidents and releases of other toxic sub-
stances into the sea.

The heated debate on the Nord Stream gas pipe-
line has underlined the necessity of international 
environmental impact assessments on activities 
that have a cross-border impact. In my view, if 
Russia wants to be seen as a responsible partner, 
it needs to ratify the Espoo Convention on Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment in a Transbound-
ary Context.

Climate change makes protecting the Baltic Sea 
even more important than before. The blooming 
of toxic blue-green algae is expected to grow even 
stronger as the temperatures increase, and fish-
eries that are important to the inhabitants of the 
Baltic Sea region may suffer from the changing 
climate.

The most recent update in climate science, 
known as “The Copenhagen Diagnosis”, was pub-
lished in November 2009. It sums up the develop-
ment of scientific knowledge since the latest IPCC 
report in 2007 and concludes that global sea levels 
may rise between 1 and 2 meters by 2100. This 
would of course be a major problem for all coastal 
cities and communities.

However, the Baltic Sea also offers ways to miti-
gate climate change. The most obvious of these is 
the potential for wind energy that the sea and its 
coasts offer. It is widely recognised that a signifi-
cant increase in wind energy is an important part 
of the clean energy production mix of the future, 
and onshore and offshore areas offer many of the 
best places for wind turbines. At the moment there 
are vast differences in the ways the countries of the 
Baltic Sea region take advantage of this potential.

In other words the Baltic Sea is facing many 
threats but it also presents us with opportunities. 
However, the threats will not go away on their own 
and the opportunities cannot be grasped without 
effort or exclusively through voluntary actions. If 
we want to keep our precious sea as we know it, we 
need strong policies and measures to protect it.

Satu Hassi
Member of the European Parliament
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EU–Russia Cooperation on 
External Security in the Baltic Sea Region

According to the roadmap on the EU–Russia Com-
mon Space on External Security (2005), the EU and 
Russia will strengthen co-operation on security 
and crisis management to address the global and 
regional challenges of today, notably terrorism, 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 
(WMD) as well as existing and potential regional 
and local conflicts. Given the fact that the situa-
tion in the Baltic Sea area is relatively benign, chal-
lenges such as WMD proliferation, large-scale ter-
rorist attacks or military conflicts are hardly prob-
able in the region.

The possible priorities for EU–Russia coopera-
tion in the field of Baltic Sea security could include 
the following:

1. Further development of arms control regimes 
in the region. The only international arms con-
trol agreement applicable to the area is the Con-
ventional Forces in Europe (CFE) treaty that was 
concluded between NATO and the Warsaw Pact 

in 1990 and adapted in 1999 under the aegis of 
the OSCE. The Baltic States refused to abide by the 
treaty, because it was concluded when they were 
still part of the USSR. Finland and Sweden have 
also refused to sign the treaty referring to their 
neutral (now non-aligned) status. In addition, none 
of the Western signatories of the 1999 Adaptation 
Treaty ratified it. As a result Russia suspended its 
participation in the treaty in 2007.

Now Moscow expects that these two problems 
could and must be solved:

• The Adaptation Treaty should be fully ratified 
by all signatories and

• All countries of the Baltic Sea region should 
partake in this arms control regime.

It should also be noted that the CFE treaty is 
applicable only to land forces. Naval armaments 
are mainly excluded from any arms control regime. 
Unilateral measures were taken by some countries 
(including Russia) in the 1990s for the reduction 
of naval armaments and naval activities, but they 
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related only to obsolete weapons and cannot be a 
substitute for a real arms control regime. Accord-
ing to some assessments, the basic hesitancy of 
the EU and NATO nations regarding naval arma-
ment limitations in the Baltic Sea region seems to 
be that if you initiate naval arms control in one of 
the seas within their zone of responsibility, this 
could lead to restrictions on maritime flexibility in 
other seas as well. However, given the changing 
nature of Russia/EU/NATO relations, these par-
ties should initiate negotiations on naval arms con-
trol to further improve the security environment in 
the region.

2. Development of confidence and security-build-
ing measures (CSBMs) that are also a very impor-
tant element of any regional security system. In 
addition to the CSBMs that were established by 
the 1994 OSCE Vienna Document, the following 
measures could be suggested:

• Given the specifics of the region, CSMBs 
should cover not only land but also naval military 
activities.

• Along with spatial limitations, temporal limi-
tations on Russian, NATO and EU military activi-
ties in the region could also be established. 

• Military-to-military contacts, joint exercises, 
exchanges and visits should be further encour-
aged. 

• The countries of the region should intensify 
an exchange information on their military doc-
trines, defence budgets as well as on major arms 
export/import programmes.

• Not only regional but also bilateral CSBMs 
should be further encouraged.

3. Co-operation in the field of civil protection. 
According to the 2005 roadmap, one more strate-
gic objective of Brussels–Moscow co-operation is 
to strengthen EU–Russia dialogue on promoting 

common ability to respond to disasters and emer-
gencies, specifically including crisis management 
situations. The priority areas for such cooperation 
could be as follows:

• Strengthening co-ordination of the EU and 
Russian agencies responsible for civil protection. 
This requires hard work on implementing the 
administrative arrangement between the EU Mon-
itoring and Information Centre and the Opera-
tions Centre of Russia’s EMERCOM (Emergency 
Committee)1 signed on 19 May 2004. More spe-
cifically this means exchanging contact details for 
keeping in touch on a 24-hour basis; exchanging 
templates for early warnings and requests/offers 
for assistance; exchanging information during an 
emergency, where appropriate; conducting com-
munications exercises on an agreed basis; and ena-
bling operation staff to spend one week per year in 
the operational centre of the other partner’s service 
in order to gain practical experience; 

• Exchanging information on lessons learnt 
from terrorist attacks; 

• Inviting experts, on a case-by-case basis, to 
specific technical workshops and symposia on civil 
protection issues; 

• Inviting observers, on a case-by-case basis, to 
specific exercises organised by the EU or Russia; 

• Facilitating mutual assistance in search and 
rescue operations for submarines, ships and air-
craft in emergency situations. 

Hopefully, a steady implementation of this rather 
ambitious agenda could substantially change the 
security environment in the Baltic Sea region in a 
positive way.

Alexander Sergunin
St. Petersburg State University

1 Currently the Ministry for Emergency Situations.Currently the Ministry for Emergency Situations.
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The Northern Dimension 
and Russia

The Northern Dimension, a Finnish initiative 
born on the eve of Finland’s accession to the Euro-
pean Union, was initially not met positively by its 
Russian counterpart. Neither the domestic nor the 
international environments were conducive to it. 
The romantic period in Russian–Western rela-
tions was over. Russia’s foreign policy emphasis 
had shifted towards greater pragmatism and a 
critical stance towards the West. It was extremely 
difficult for the Russian political elite to adjust to a 
new foreign policy role, in which Russia was not a 
superpower anymore.

Domestically the situation was not much bet-
ter. Russia’s economic decline continued and the 
centrifugal trends in the country were getting 
stronger. The Northern Dimension was suspi-
ciously perceived as contributing to Russia’s dis-
integration through supporting links between its 
north-western regions and their neighbouring 
areas in Finland and the Baltic states, with whom 
relations were rather problematic.

There were also fears that the Northern Dimen-

sion was aimed at exploiting Russia’s natural 
resources and constructing new infrastructure that 
would bypass Russian territory as much as possi-
ble. Consequently Russia tried to limit the external 
relations of its regions and launch a number of 
independent projects of fossil fuel transportation. 
One of the most well-known of these is the Baltic 
Pipeline System (BPS), which has its final point in 
the immediate vicinity of the Finnish border.

Besides, a focus on environmental issues was 
very far from the actual needs of both the federal 
and the regional authorities in Russia: they expected 
to receive assistance for industrial reconstruc-
tion and the development of small and medium 
sized businesses. Russian representatives used to 
complain that their proposals were not taken into 
consideration. However, this was often explained 
by the poor coordination of regional activities by 
the federal government, which brought up a huge 
amount of extremely diverse ideas at negotiations 
without preliminary analysis and systematisation. 
One more point of criticism resulted from the lack 
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of independent financing of the Northern Dimen-
sion on behalf of the EU.

Gradually Russia’s approach changed, however. 
The period of political and economic stabilisation 
that followed the financial default of 1998 allowed 
Russia to be less cautious about its territorial integ-
rity. Growing export incomes improved both stand-
ards of living as well as the state budget. In spite 
of this experts have recently drawn attention to the 
high social gulf on the border between Russia and 
Finland. They have viewed Russia’s border regions 
as a source of “soft security risks”, ubiquitous cor-
ruption and ineffective bureaucracy, and noted a 
lack of infrastructure for cross-border cooperation. 
One of the problem areas has been Kaliningrad, 
which became an island encircled by EU member 
states. The question of whether Russia can be a 
Baltic country aptly expresses the difficulties faced 
in building the Baltic region. 

Soon enough Russia decided it wanted to be an 
active participant rather than an object of the EU’s 
Northern Dimension. In its Medium-term Strategy 
for developing relations with the European Union 
(1999), Russia expressed its willingness for politi-
cal and economic rapprochement with Europe, and 
inter alia welcomed the Northern Dimension and 
proposed defining its agenda jointly. By the middle 
of the 2000s, Russia became capable of contribut-
ing financially to projects of common interest and 
the Northern Dimension was transformed into a 
four-party initiative.

Russia is convinced that the agenda of the 
Northern Dimension should be supplementary to 
the national priorities of participating countries. 
The initiative could develop its independent man-
agement rather than rely on existing institutions, 
like the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS). 
Besides, the Northern Dimension is viewed as a 
regional tool for implementing Russia–EU co-
operation on the Four Common Spaces. The coun-
tries in the region have come much closer than 
the framework of Russia–EU dialogue to resolving 
practical problems, such as visa facilitation. The 
Finnish visa policy towards Russia demonstrates 
the degree of flexibility of the Schengen regime 
and encourages other countries in the region to 
follow this example. The positive experiences of 
the Northern Dimension can be utilised for other 
programs, for example the Cross-border Coopera-
tion programme, which is financed by the Euro-
pean Neighbourhood and Partnership Instru-
ment (ENPI) and Russia. For example Russia is 
expected to allocate more than 40 millions euros 
to the Poland–Lithuania–Kaliningrad Oblast Pro-
gramme, while Russia’s total contribution will be 

more than 100 million euros by 2013.
The ideology of the Northern Dimension is 

objectively attractive for Russia. Firstly, the ini-
tiative originates from the region itself and is not 
“infected” by external players, like is happening 
with the Eastern Dimension or the Baltic Sea–
Black Sea regionalisation projects. It is not aimed 
at creating a cordon sanitaire around Russia’s bor-
ders, but is rather making them more open and 
penetrable.

Secondly, the Northern Dimension is about 
building common identity and regional subjectiv-
ity vis-à-vis other partners, instead of just imposing 
European norms and standards. Such an approach 
is instrumental for overcoming conflict and preju-
dices in the region, and gives a good example for 
having close relations between Moscow and Brus-
sels.

Thirdly, the concept has a built-in sub-regional 
component and a multi-dimensional character, 
which helps to address the practical problems of 
people and to get rid of unnecessary politicisation. 
The Baltic region is presented through the lenses 
of “new regionalism” as opposed to the old state-
centred view. The Finnish low profile approach 
has worked well both for Brussels and Moscow.

Fourthly, the Northern Dimension ensures a 
positive atmosphere for the development of special 
Russian–Finnish relations in the political and eco-
nomic spheres. It speeds up peaceful and co-oper-
ative development in a region that serves as the 
main trade route for Russia’s exports and imports. 
It helps to make the region more secure, stable, 
innovative and internationally competitive. It is 
useful for the synchronisation and coordination 
of economic policy across the Baltic Rim, where 
Russia, and especially its north-western region, are 
integrating into the world economy and becom-
ing more dependent on the economic dynamics of 
their neighbouring countries.

Soon the Northern Dimension will receive a 
new partnership for transport and infrastructure, 
which will help to ease economic as well as human 
contacts in the region. Of course it will not be 
easy to find a balance between the competing and 
complementary interests of Russia and the other 
partners. Russia is interested primarily in utilising 
its Baltic ports, while its Baltic neighbours have 
an interest in making border infrastructure more 
open. Nevertheless, there are projects of common 
interest such as the development of communica-
tion infrastructure in the northern regions of Rus-
sia, Finland and the Scandinavian countries, pro-
moting the Northern Sea Route, which is expected 
to become more accessible for shipping due to cli-
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mate change, as well as increasing the efficiency of 
border and custom infrastructure.

Fifthly, the mechanisms and experiences of 
cooperation within the Northern Dimension would 
be instrumental for preventing confrontation in 
the Arctic Area, which is rich in fossil fuels and 
bio-natural resources, as well as with border dis-
putes and potential militarisation. The Northern 
Dimension serves as a good framework for mul-
tilateral policy (as opposed to potentially danger-
ous bilateralism) that has a connection with other 

regional bodies (the Arctic Council, the Barents 
Euro-Arctic Council).

Leonid A. Karabeshkin
PhD, 

Centre of International and Regional Policy 
(CIRP), St. Petersburg

Associate Professor, 
EuroUniversity, Tallinn
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Moving on from Nord Stream – 
Realistic Approaches to Energy Security 
in the Baltic Rim

Introduction

Nord Stream’s construction is currently approach-
ing the outskirts of St. Petersburg and within sev-
eral months will reach the main pumping station 
on the Russian side by the shore of the Baltic Sea. 
With the Finnish government’s recent approval 
of the Nord Stream project another hurdle in the 
pipeline’s path to consumers in Germany, the EU’s 
largest economy, has ostensibly been overcome. 
Seemingly, now would be an opportune moment 
to take account of just how the pipeline will influ-
ence the structure of the Baltic Rim’s energy sec-
tor; understand what these changes mean for the 
region’s industrial along with individual consum-
ers; and develop a realistic assessment of just what 
challenges to and opportunities exist for extending 
the region’s energy security in the wake of the EU’s 
failure to formulate a viable basis for a comprehen-
sive energy policy for member states.

The Inevitability of Nord Stream and its 
Meaning for Regional Energy Policy

It may be the case that under existing conditions of 
persistent global economic uncertainty and ongo-
ing institutional volatility between Russia and the 
EU, Nord Stream possesses an air of inevitabil-
ity concerning the commissioning of the project 
within the next decade. Several inter-related fac-
tors have contributed to practically assuring the 
pipeline’s completion. 

First, despite being characterised by long term 
co-dependency between Europe and the Russian 
Federation1, regional energy trade has developed 
in an increasingly under-determined institutional 
environment in which both sides assumed that 
market mechanisms in the wake of deregulation 
would serve to maintain stability among supplier, 
transit, and consumer states. 

1 The Soviet Union prior to 1991.
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Second, following subsequent re-evaluation of 
the policy environment, the rejection of increasing 
political and economic costs associated with exist-
ing infrastructure eventually gave birth to a mini-
malistic plan among the major corporate actors 
in the EU and Russia to link upstream gas from 
the Yamal peninsula directly with German down-
stream consumers.

Third, realising the accuracy of the new assess-
ment regarding the fluctuation in the structures2 
defining the EU/Russia energy trade, basic eco-
nomic components such as a viable upstream 
supply, a relatively low risk pipeline route and a 
corresponding market in the downstream were 
institutionalised and a formal business along with 
a political relationship was established.

Fourth, regardless of the arguably limited scope 
of benefits to be obtained from the pipeline’s 
construction within a wider EU context, Brussels 
was ineffective in defining a viable alternative3 to 
bring gas to a larger group of European consumers 
located in the highly gas dependent eastern mem-
ber states. 

The Aftermath: Making Sense of the 
Structure of the Baltic Rim’s Energy 
Value Chain

The major question remaining following the decon-
struction of the pipeline’s historical development 
is what does Nord Stream mean in terms of con-
tinued viability of the Baltic Rim’s energy sector? 
It would be folly to assume that the pipeline will 
influence EU consumers along the Baltic Rim in 
a similar manner. However, it is possible to divine 
three groups of states, whose energy policies will 
be variably modified by Nord Stream’s operation. 

As far as this discussion only concerns the part 
of the project that will run from Leningrad Region 
to the German coast, it is fair to conclude that both 
Germany and Russia will benefit directly from 
Nord Stream’s commissioning due to their posi-
tions at the opposite ends of the pipeline’s value 
chain. For Finland and to a lesser extent Denmark 
and Sweden, the project causes fewer strategic con-
cerns due to their pragmatic approach to sourcing 
multiple forms of energy for their economies. The 

2 Such structures include physical (existing infrastructure, position of the fields, 
environmental factors), financial (overall costs and necessary investments), 
informational (data concerning the overall policy environment), and institutional 
(decision-making mechanisms and agreements). 

3 One option that could have been taken into consideration was the 
establishment of a joint institutional framework among the EU, the transit states 
and Russia to oversee the management over, investment in and expansion of the 
existing transit infrastructure in Ukraine and Belarus.

big losers vis-à-vis Nord Stream are those states4 
highly dependent on existing infrastructure for 
deliveries of natural gas from Russia and Central 
Asia, which is over-represented in their respective 
energy mixes. 

Additionally, the EU executive branch has been 
exposed for its inability to realistically assess the 
policy environment surrounding the contem-
porary energy trade. Environmental arguments 
against the pipeline aside, interests in Brussels 
have persistently towed an ossified rhetorical line 
against the project which is inconsistent with exist-
ing economic, institutional, informational as well 
as physical structures which clearly define the lim-
its to the region’s energy trade.

What’s next for Regional 
Energy Sector Co-operation?

First, under prevailing institutional conditions5 
an EU-wide energy policy originating from Brus-
sels is an unrealistic expectation. Second, corpo-
rate, political and societal interests regarding the 
energy trade are not only dependent upon the level 
at which they are involved in the value chain, but 
are also differentiated according to how each group 
values a similar economic commodity.6 Third, 
each group pursues their interests according to 
individual time horizons, which often do not coin-
cide.7 Seemingly only a regional approach could 
form the basis for wider cooperation.8 However, as 
Nord Stream demonstrates, it is the obvious defi-
cit of “political will” regarding the development 
of rational approaches to the energy issue which 
prevents Europe from guaranteeing its own energy 
security in the foreseeable future.

David Dusseault
Acting Professor for Russian Energy Policy

University of Helsinki

4 This group of EU member states includes Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and 
Poland.

5 Here I refer to institutional conditions in which individual member states 
are responsible for their own energy strategies within a very loose EU strategy 
framework.

6 See Dusseault, D. (2009): Where has all the Oil Gone? Contradictions among 
Russia’s Socio-economic Development, Political Legitimacy, and Corporate 
Profits in Conference Proceedings from Hokkaido Slavic Research Centre 
(Sapporo) forthcoming.

7 It is useful here to conceptualize that business’ interpretation of time 
constraints in the energy trade are project based and can in some cases last 
decades. On the other hand politicians see the energy issue framed by either 
the budgetary or electoral cycle, thus annually up to every four years. Finally, 
consumers, especially individuals possess a longer term need for energy due to 
their dependence on and position in the energy value chain.

8 Inclusive interests based on existing infrastructure, the relationship between 
supply and demand for electricity, technological know-how in energy savings, 
and managing energy mix from a strategic perspective exist among states along 
the Baltic Rim and would seem to provide the basis for further inter-state co-
operation in the energy trade.
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Build Health and Social Well-being – 
Get Sustainable Development 
and Security as an Outcome!

The Northern Dimension Partnership in Public 
Health and Social Well-being (NDPHS) is a coop-
erative effort of thirteen governments, the Euro-
pean Commission and eight international organi-
sations. It provides a forum for concerted action to 
tackle challenges to health and social well-being in 
the Northern Dimension area. The partnership’s 
mission is to promote sustainable development of 
the Northern Dimension area by improving peo-
ple’s health and social well-being. It aims to con-
tribute to this process by intensifying cooperation, 
assisting the Partners and Participants in capacity 
building, and by enhancing coordination between 
international activities within the area.

More information on the partnership, together 
with fact sheets, news, leaflets and the NDPHS 
database, can be found at www.ndphs.org.

The ministerial level Partnership Annual Con-

ference (PAC) provides overall political guidance. 
The annual conference held in Oslo in 2009 
elected the Russian Federation as chair and Fin-
land as co-chair of the partnership for the next two 
years. The Committee of Senior Representatives 
coordinates activities between annual conferences. 
The secretariat is situated in Stockholm. High level 
expert groups form the main tool for reaching the 
partnership’s goals. 

The four main expert groups focus on HIV/
AIDS, primary health care (PHC), social inclusion, 
healthy lifestyle and work ability (SIHLWA) as well 
as prison health. Group members are nominated 
by their governments, but outside experts are also 
invited, for example from Belarus and Mediterra-
nean countries. The basic working styles of expert 
groups do not differ much. They share informa-
tion and learn from each other, promote and assist 
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project development, exchange expertise, produce 
and distribute information, make site visits and 
raise and advocate important issues in political 
debate. They also have good mutual collaboration.

The HIV/AIDS epidemic has followed differ-
ent patterns of evolution in different countries and 
there is a big variety in its incidence and treatment 
opportunities within the region. The epidemic is 
most prevalent among at-risk populations that are 
socially marginalised and often hard to reach for 
support, care or intervention. Another problem is 
the dual infection with tuberculosis. The Expert 
Group on HIV/AIDS was among the partnership’s 
earliest groups. In August 2009, the group had 18 
ongoing projects, 7 proposals were under consid-
eration and 21 projects had been completed. Espe-
cially important work has been done in the Bar-
ents area, but there are also cross-border activities 
between Estonia and St. Petersburg, Russia.

Primary health care (PHC) is frequently a topic 
of ceremonial speeches, but scientific studies indi-
cate that countries with developed primary health 
care have more equitable resource distribution. One 
of the most important facts in this respect is that 
countries with comprehensive PHC services have 
better health at lower costs. The Expert Group on 
Primary Health Care was able to start its activities 
only gradually, but has now made good progress. 
The group promotes comprehensive community 
oriented primary health care and works towards 
improving public health through developing cost-
effective services as well as responding appropri-
ately and equitably to the needs of the people. In 
2009 the Expert Group on Primary Health Care 
has been able to get financing for its flagship 
project, ImPrim, from the EU Baltic Sea Region 
funds.

The main bulk (90 per cent) of non-communi-
cable diseases are related to an unhealthy lifestyle. 
The Expert Group on Social Inclusion, Healthy 
Lifestyle and Work Ability (SIHLWA) was estab-
lished in 2005 and includes four subgroups on 

the following topics: adolescent health and socially 
rewarding lifestyles, alcohol, indigenous mental 
health and parenting, and occupational safety and 
health. The SIHLWA group has an ongoing project 
on occupational safety in north-western Russia, but 
it is also planning several other big projects related 
to its central goals.

Prisons with poor health care services are unfor-
tunately reservoirs of communicable diseases. The 
Expert Group on Prison Health was started two 
years ago. The group presented its declaration 
on prison health, which was adopted at the 2009 
PAC, in order to raise awareness of healthcare pro-
vided in and out of prison settings. The group is 
calling for marked improvements in this respect. 
It strives to ensure that all patient-inmates have 
improved access to health care at each institution 
and a comprehensive programme on HIV/TB pre-
vention and management will be adopted within 
the penitentiary system in north-western Russia. 
Women’s health in prison settings and children 
staying with their mothers in prison are specially 
emphasised.

The original declaration for the establishment 
of the Northern Dimension Partnership in Public 
Health and Social Well-being covered health and 
social well-being in a comprehensive way. Also the 
partnership’s latest strategy underlines the need 
to strengthen the social well-being dimension in 
the work of the NDPHS. In this partnership, it has 
been and still is possible to widely link individual 
project actors and experts with each other, all the 
way from the grassroots level to governments and 
universities. Wide multinational networking con-
cerning health and social well-being promotes 
overall stabilisation, security, safety, prosperity and 
peace within the region.

Paula Vainiomäki
MD, PhD

Expert group member in NDPHS


