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This study examines the external determinants of Russia’s regionalization, focusing
on global, geopolitical, military-strategic, economic, social, and environmental 
factors.

The author arrives at the conclusion that international influences have both positive
and negative implications. On the one hand, they open Russian regions up for inter-
national cooperation and contribute to the search for new models of Russian feder-
alism. On the other hand, external factors may encourage nationalism and se-
paratism at the subnational level and may provoke Russia’s disintegration. It is
therefore important for Russian policy-makers to prevent, or at least reduce, the
destructive processes, and to find ways of increasing the positive effects of inter-
national influence on Russia.
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In most countries, globalization has led to a significant transformation of both
governmental institutions and non-governmental organizations. The role of the
state has been reshaped. One of the most meaningful results of globalization has
been the weakened capacity of nation states to perform as isolated actors.
Globalization results from fundamental changes in international relations and in
the world economy. Non-state actors are increasingly able to make their own
decisions according to their own interests. States find themselves unable to con-
trol their “national” economies and are therefore in a relatively weak position vis-
à-vis global capital. Rivalries in the global era are determined by the available
resources, intellectual capital, technical expertise, and information applications,
and not by a country’s territorial expansion or geographical location. 

Due to globalization, new international actors, including subnational ones,
have appeared in Russia. This paper presented by Alexander Sergounin, Profes-
sor of International Relations at Nizhnii Novgorod State Linguistic University,
provides a thorough account of numerous international programs and initiatives
that are related to Russia’s regions. The logic of Sergounin’s analysis leads to the
conclusion that globalization should be viewed as a source of both risks (mass
migrations, unemployment as a result of increased competition in the labor mar-
ket, etc.) and opportunities (restructuring and upgrading enterprises, participa-
tion in major international projects, mobilizing new investment resources). The
reality of the world market is, however, a harsh one. In principle, the collapse of
command economy created an opportunity to accumulate capital and slip into
the cycle of productive investment. Only very few regional administrations and
industries, however, have managed to achieve world standards, to adjust their
management methods, and to plug themselves into the globalized world system.
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Alexander Sergounin’s study focuses on transborder cooperation. This form
of regionalism gives us a good illustration of the changing nature of contempo-
rary borders. Two basic processes are at work: one is local (self-determination of
the regions in a new international orbit), and the second is international (global
reshaping of the world geopolitical scene). Both developments lead to a growing
mobility, flexibility and transparency of traditional frontiers. The problem with
Russia’s border areas, however, is that they are former peripheries trying to “go
international”, often without having at their disposal a sufficiently developed
infrastructure and the necessary economic and political resources. The study
shows that what is needed for Russia today is a social consensus on the indis-
pensability of international incentives for the effective management of Russia’s
transition. 

The paper is the third in a series of working papers written in the context of
the ETH-funded project “Regionalization of Russian Foreign and Security Policy:
Interaction between Regional Processes and the Interest of the Central State”. All
the studies of this series are available in full-text format at http://www.ethz.ch. 

Zurich, February 2001

Prof. Dr. Andreas Wenger

Deputy director of the Center for Security Studies

and Conflict Research

6 Alexander A. Sergounin

* This article was prepared with research grants from the Center for Security Studies and Con-
flict Research at the Federal Institute of Technology, Zurich, the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation and the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute.

1 Senatova, O. Kasimov, A. “Krizis politicheskoi sistemy i porazhenie idei Rossiiskogo federal-
izma” (The crisis of the political system and the failure of an idea of Russian federalism). In
Ocherki Rossiiskoi Politiki. Moskva: Institut gumanitarnykh I politicheskikh issledovanii, 1994,
pp. 34-41; Borisov,Sergei. “Perspektivy Rossiiskoi regionologii” (Perspectives of regional
studies in Russia). In Region, Regional’nost’, Regionalizm, ed. Sergei Borisov, pp. 4-6. Nizhnii
Novgorod: Nizhnii Novgorod Research Foundation, 1995; Gel’man, Vladimir. Senatova,
Ol’ga. “Sub-national politics in Russia in the post-Communist transition period: a view from
Moscow.” Regional & Federal Studies, vol. 5, no. 2 (Summer 1995), pp. 211-223; Hanson, Phillip.
“How many Russias? Russia’s regions and their adjustment to economic change”. The Inter-
national Spectator, vol. XXXII, no. 1, (January-March 1997), pp. 39-52.

It has become commonplace to assert that regionalization is one of the most fun-
damental characteristics of post-Communist Russia. Present-day scholarship is
replete with research literature on the domestic sources of Russia’s regionaliza-
tion. These domestic sources include: the weakness of the federal center, the col-
lapse of the old vertical structure of political control, decentralization as a result
of democratization, the lack of proper legal bases for the separation of powers
between the center and regions, the economic challenges of a period of transition
(economic crisis, disruption of economic ties between different regions, the
regions’ tendency to rely on themselves, etc.), the rise of regional elites, and Rus-
sia’s ethnic, religious, cultural and spatial diversity. These determinants are thor-
oughly examined in both Russian and Western scholarship.1

There is, however, another group of determinants, namely the external
sources of regionalization. In spite of their paramount significance this other
group has not been given due consideration, either by Russian or by world
research communities.

Introduction*



As with any new development, a number of questions have been raised,
including the following ones. Which factors are particularly important? What are
the socioeconomic and political implications of foreign influences for regional
development? Will regionalization result in secession and the country’s disinte-
gration, or will it contribute to the further democratization of Russian society?
Should Russia promote or prevent the regions from having direct contacts with
foreign powers? What is the attitude of the Putin administration to the foreign
policies of the members of the Russian Federation?

This study addresses the above questions. In particular, it focuses on two
major issues – the external causes of Russia’s regionalization and their implica-
tions for the country. The main idea of the paper is that, despite the prevalence of
the domestic determinants, the external factors of Russia’s regionalization are also
very important. They help to open the Russian subnational units up for interna-
tional cooperation and to engage regions in the dynamic process of globalization. 
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2 Katzenstein, P.J. “Regionalism in Comparative Perspective”. Cooperation and Conflict, vol. 31,
no. 2 (June 1996), pp. 123-159.

3 Camilleri, J.A. Falk, J. The End of Sovereignty? The Politics of a Shrinking and Fragmented World.
Aldershot: Edward Elgar, 1992, pp. 220, 241; Makarychev, Andrei. “Gosudarstva-natsii,
etnicheskie men’shinstva i printsip territorial’nosti: postmodernistskii kontekst” (Nation-
state, ethnic minorities and the principle of territoriality: the postmodern context). In Sud’by
Razdelennykh Narodov: Istoriia i Sovremennost’, ed. Oleg Kolobov, pp. 82-91. Nizhnii Novgorod:
University of Nizhnii Novgorod Press, 1996.

The end of the Cold War and the break-up of the Soviet Union have lessened the
impact of global factors in world politics, and have increased the weight of
regional forces that have been operating all along under the surface parallel to the
confrontation of the superpowers. International and national politics are thus
increasingly shaped by regional, as well as by subnational and local dynamics.
The German unification, for example, was a decisive determinant for the simul-
taneous move towards a deepening and widening of the European integration
process. Territorial disputes, ethnic and religious conflicts, and the arms race in
the Asian-Pacific region shifted the political focus from the U.S. military involve-
ment to regional institutions and alliances. Russia is a part of these global dynam-
ics.2 The Russian project of reconstructing a sphere of influence in the “near
abroad”, for instance, is driven by regional political factors rather than by Rus-
sia’s ambitions to regain “great power” status.

For some political scientists (especially for postmodernists), regionalization
is a natural outcome of a crisis of the nation state. According to this point of view,
there is a general tendency for the nation state to be weakened, while the levels
above and beneath it are strengthened.3 To emphasize the fact that globalization
and regionalization are two sides of the same coin, James Rosenau introduced the
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4 Rosenau, James. Turbulence in World Politics: a Theory of Change and Continuity. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1990; Rosenau, James. Citizenship Without Moorings: Individual
Responses to a Turbulent World. Paper prepared for presentation at the Annual Meeting of the
American Sociological Association, Pittsburgh, August 23, 1992, pp. 9-13.

5 Waever, Ole. Wiberg, Haakan. “Baltic Sea/Black Sea. Regionalization on the fringes of the
‘New Europe’”. In Regionalism: Concepts and Approaches at the Turn of the Century. Bucharest:
Romanian Institute of International Studies, 1995, pp. 207-211.

6 Dellenbrant, J.A. and M.-O. Olsson. “Regionalization and security in the European North.” In
The Barents Region: Security and Economic Development in the European North, eds. Dellenbrant,
J.A. and M.-O. Olsson. Umea: CERUM, 1994, p. 12.

7 Dellenbrant and Olsson. Op. cit., pp. 11-12, 29-30; Waever and Wiberg. Op. cit., pp. 221-228;
Jervell, S. “A report from Europe’s Northern periphery.” In The Baltic Sea Area – A Region in the
Making, eds. M. Kukk, S. Jervell and P. Joenniemi, pp. 19-20. Oslo: Europa-programmet, 1992;
Kerr, D. “Opening and closing the Sino-Russian border: trade, regional development and
political interest in North-east Asia.” Europe-Asia Studies, vol. 48, no. 6, 1996, pp. 931-957.

notion of “fragmegration”, thereby implying the complex nature of the interac-
tions of two contrary processes – fragmentation and integration.4

There is a widespread assumption among European scholars that Euro-
peanization and regionalization go hand in hand. A number of regions have been
singled out: Alp/Adria, the Hexagonale, Mitteleuropa, the Euregio, the Regio
Basiliensis, the Visegrad group, the Baltic/Nordic area, and so forth. There is also
a high level of interest in the fate of the smaller stateless nations (sometimes called
“minorities” – or regions) in Western Europe (Corsica, Scotland, Catalonia, etc.).
Wiberg and Waever distinguish four main forces which lie behind the present
general trend toward regionalism in Europe: security dynamics; the EU; Ger-
many; and competition for growth among European regions.5

It is obvious that some of these factors (such as NATO and EU enlargement,
enhancing of transborder cooperation, and the competition between the Euro-
pean countries for the Russian market) influence the developments of Russia’s
western and north-western regions. Many Western politicians and academics
regard regionalization and trans-regional cooperation as the best way to involve
Russia in the international cooperation system, to assist its domestic reforms, and
to prevent the rise of anti-democratic forces in the country. As Dellenbrant and
Olsson noted, for example, “The mere fact that an increasingly intensive degree
of interaction is now emerging between the western and eastern parts of the Bar-
ents region is contributing to a future “normalization” of the political and eco-
nomic situation in Russia.”6

The academics and practitioners have identified a number of promising
areas for regional cooperation with Russia’s participation: the Baltic Sea region,
the Barents/Euro-Arctic region (BEAR), the Black Sea area, and the Asian-
Pacific.7 Some institutional support has been provided, such as the EU’s Northern
Dimension, the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS), the Barents/Euro-Arctic
Council (BEAC), the Black Sea Economic Council, ASEAN Regional Forum
(ARF), and the Asian-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum.
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8 Buzin, Aleksandr. “Putin byl tverd i v Tokio, i v N’iu Iorke” (Putin was firm both in Tokyo
and New York). Komsomolskaia pravda, September 8, 2000, p. 3; Nezavisimaia gazeta, September
1, 2000, p. 1.

9 Diplomaticheskii Vestnik (August 1996), pp. 9-11.

10 Matvienko, Valentina. “The Centre and the Regions in Foreign Policy”. International Affairs, no.
4 (1996), vol. 42, p. 91.
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It should be noted that many foreign countries and international organiza-
tions deliberately encourage Russia’s regionalization and the creation of new
international regions with Russia’s participation, because they believe that
regionalism is the best solution for many economic, social, and political problems.
The EU, for example, developed two regional initiatives on its fringes – the North-
ern and Mediterranean Dimensions. The regionalist approach is also being
applied to the Yugoslav conflict where the Balkan Stabilization Pact was launched
in 1999. 

Many international actors prefer to deal with Russian regions rather than
with Moscow. They regard regionalization as both a means to bypass the Moscow
bureaucracy and as a good solution to many problems in Russia. Despite the ter-
ritorial dispute with Russia and the lack of a peace treaty, Japan, for example,
cooperates with some Russian regions, such as the Kurile Islands, Sakhalin
Oblast, and the Primorskii Krai. During the Russian-Japanese summit in Septem-
ber 2000, both President Putin and Prime Minister Mori confirmed that they do
not link the territorial issue with cross-border cooperation.8 Western foundations
and organizations specializing in education and research support programs have
also emphasized their regional priorities. In the late 1990s, for instance, the Nordic
Council of Ministers and the British Council launched special fellowship pro-
grams for the Russian North-West. In 1998 the Soros Foundation started the so-
called Mega-project, aimed at supporting and developing Russian peripheral
universities. 

There are several subregional organizations in Northern Europe which
encourage the Russian regions to engage in cross-border and trans-regional coop-
eration. The Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) is one of them. It was founded
in Copenhagen in March 1992 by the leaders of Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Ger-
many, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia, and Sweden. Iceland joined in
May 1995. The Council has been designed as an organization dealing with “soft”
security issues, a scheme in which the Russian regions could easily find their
place. At its Visby summit in May 1996 the CBSS approved a concept of subre-
gional security based on an extensive program of cooperation in several areas
such as economy, trade, finance, transportation, communications, conversion of
the defense industry, ecology, border and customs control, and fighting organ-
ized crime (the so-called Visby process).9 Russian regions such as the Kalin-
ingrad, Leningrad and Novgorod oblasts and the Republic of Karelia take part in
the activities of the CBSS.10



11 Izvestiia, January 12, 1993.

12 Dellenbrant and Olsson. Op. cit., p. 168.

13 Goerter-Groenvik, W.T. “History, identity and the Barents Euro-Arctic Region: The Case of
Arkhangelsk”. In The Barents Region Revisited, ed. Geir Flikke. Oslo: NUPI, 1998, p. 96, p. 106.

The Barents/Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC), another subregional organization
that aims at addressing the problems of the European North, has been even more
successful in involving Russian regions in international cooperation. The Russian
government supported the idea of a Barents Sea subregional cooperation from the
very beginning. In January 1993, at a conference in Kirkenes which set up a sub-
regional organization, the then Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev stated
that the idea of broader Euro-Arctic cooperation as proposed by Norway signified
for Russia “a prototype of a future system of interrelated cooperation zones
stretching from the Barents Sea through the Baltic States to Central, Western and
Southern Europe”.11 Kozyrev also expressed a desire to reduce the level of mili-
tary concentration in the Russian North. Prior to the Kirkenes meeting, he had
declared that “the Arctic will cease to be a theater of military competition”. In
Arkhangelsk in April 1993 he said that it was “high time to open up the Russian
North for equitable international contacts, to restore the ancient importance of
Arkhangelsk as Russia’s Northern gate”. He added that the time had come to
“wrest the Russian North once and for all from the clutches of the legacy of Soviet
policy” which, he said, had turned the region into a “besieged fortress” and a
zone of concentration camps. He also expressed the hope that “the Northern Fleet
would be able to exploit the opportunities for merchant shipping in the region”.12

The BEAR cooperation regime has a two-level decision-making structure.
On the national level, the Barents Council, consisting of the foreign ministers (or
other ministers, for example, ministers for environment or transportation) from
the four founding states (Finland, Norway, Russia and Sweden), as well as repre-
sentatives from other interested nations, makes strategic decisions. The leaders of
regional governments meet in the Regional Council to discuss more concrete
problems. National secretariats in each state coordinate the activities of these two
bodies.

Since the creation of the BEAC in 1993, a number of Russian regions partici-
pate in the BEAR process. In addition to the Republic of Karelia, the Murmansk
and Arkhangelsk oblasts and Nenets Autonomous Okrug joined the process in
1996. This created some confusion in the BEAR because Nenets Autonomous
Okrug is an integral part of Arkhangelsk Oblast, but it has claimed an equal 
status in the BEAR.13

The BEAR process mainly aims at areas such as economic cooperation, the
environment, regional infrastructure, science, technology, education, tourism,
health care, culture, and the indigenous peoples of the regions. Some progress has
already been made. The two working groups, for example, established under the

12 Alexander A. Sergounin

14 Ojala, O. “Environmental Actions in the Barents Region.” In Europe’s Northern Dimension: The
BEAR Meets the South, eds. Heininen Lassi and Richard Langlais. Rovaniemi: University of
Lapland Press, 1997, pp. 154-155

15 Piskulov, Yuri. “Initsiativa Finliandii daet Rossii unikal’nyi shans.” (The Finnish Initiative
provides Russia with a unique chance). Euro, no. 11 (1999), p. 28.

16 Farutin, Andrei. “Stavka na predskazuemost’” (The bid for predictability). Nezavisimaia gazeta,
April 4, 2000, p. 14.

17 Fairlie, Lyndelle. “Will the EU use the Northern Dimension to solve its Kaliningrad
dilemma?” In Northern Dimensions 2000: The Yearbook of Finnish Foreign Policy, ed. Tuomas
Forsberg. Helsinki: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 2000, p. 97.
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auspices of the BEAC – the Environment Task Force of the Barents Council and
the Environment Committee of the Barents Regional Council – have proven to be
successful in identifying ecological problems in the BEAR and in seeking funds
for the implementation of joint projects.14

The EU (which is both a regional and global actor) has a number of pro-
grams aimed at promoting trans- and cross-border cooperation in Nordic Europe.
From 1992-96 close to Euro 90 million worth of EU grants have been made avail-
able to the North-Western part of Russia. One of the EU programs aimed at
regional cooperation has been named Interreg. In this program Finland and Swe-
den are free to involve Norwegian and Russian regions if this suits their own bor-
der regions, and if the partners are able to provide 50% in matching funds. At
present, two of four Interreg programs cover the Russian North. Interreg Barents
includes Nordland, Troms and Finnmark in Norway, Lapland in Finland, Nord-
botten in Sweden, and Murmansk Oblast in Russia. The program’s total budget
amounted to Euro 36 million. Interreg Karelen includes the Finnish Karelia and
the Karelian Republic in Russia. Its budget amounted to approximately Euro 32
million. In 1999 Finland spent US$ 10 million from the national budget on cross-
border cooperation with Russia and contributed the same amount of money to the
TACIS/PHARE programs.15 Between 1994 and 1999 250 joint Finnish-Karelian
cross-border projects worth FM 80 million took place.16

The Euroregion concept is another opportunity for subregional cooperation.
Kaliningrad, for example, belongs to the Baltic Euroregion, which began in 1998.
It was established as an international lobbying group of local governments from
Poland, Sweden, Denmark, Lithuania, Latvia and Russia. The president of the
Baltic Euroregion said that the most important task for the cooperation between
the communes from various countries was subregional economic planning and
the construction of transport routes.17

Kaliningrad can also participate in the Neman Euroregion which is designed
to link Kaliningrad, Lithuania and Belarus. There has reportedly been some Russ-
ian reluctance because of a perception that Poland did not want the chairmanship
to rotate. Since 1999 a new Euroregion named Saule is under consideration,



18 Fairlie, Lyndelle. “Will the EU use the Northern Dimension to solve its Kaliningrad
dilemma?” In Northern Dimensions 2000: The Yearbook of Finnish Foreign Policy, ed. Tuomas
Forsberg. Helsinki: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 2000, p. 97.

19 Interview with Silvia Gurova, Deputy Mayor, Head of the Department of Foreign Relations,
Kaliningrad City Hall, 8 June 2000.

20 Lipponen, Paavo. “Opening address.” In Foreign Ministers’ Conference on the Northern Dimen-
sion, Helsinki, 11-12 November 1999. A Compilation of Speeches, ed. Marja Nissen, p. 4. Unit for
the Northern Dimension in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Finland: Helsinki, 2000; Interview
with Victor Romanovsky, Vice-Governor, Head of the Department of International Affairs and
Foreign Economic Relations, Kaliningrad Regional Administration, 7 June 2000.

21 Walter, Gerd. “A sub-regional perspective for the Northern Dimension.” In Foreign Ministers’
Conference on the Northern Dimension, Helsinki, 11-12 November 1999. A Compilation of Speeches,
ed. Marja Nissen, p. 112. Unit for the Northern Dimension in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs.
Finland. Helsinki, 2000.

involving the Kaliningrad towns of Slavsk, Sovetsk, and Neman along with par-
ticipants from Lithuania, Latvia, and Sweden.18

The TACIS program, another EU initiative, is oriented to stimulate trans-
border cooperation, as well as local government in Russia. In 1998 an EU Com-
mission document “A Northern Dimension for the Policies of the Union” was
developed. The paper recommends “further programs to promote technical assis-
tance and investment within TACIS and PHARE…for projects spanning the Rus-
sia-Baltic and Russia-Poland borders.” There was also the suggestion that
technical assistance programs devoted to promoting customs cooperation, and
future administration training and cooperation in the fight against organized
crime should be considered through cross-border cooperation programs for bor-
der areas, that is, for the Kaliningrad region of the Russian Federation. 

There is an annual TACIS cross-border cooperation program which began in
1996 with a Euro 30 million budget for projects along the borders of Russia and
its neighbors, including Finland. During the period 1992-96, TACIS contributed
over Euro 35 million to different projects in North-West Russia. In the 1990s
TACIS executed 18 different projects, ranging from municipal infrastructure to
educational programs in Kaliningrad.19 TACIS is also involved in investment
arrangements concerning the south-western wastewater treatment plant in St.
Petersburg. New TACIS projects are to be launched in Kaliningrad, inter alia, proj-
ects on public health and to improve border crossings.20

Institution-building and establishing a civil society are two of the strategic
objectives of the Northern Dimension. Already today a great number of subna-
tional actors in Eastern and Central Europe are involved in the framework of the
PHARE twinning program. Some experts suggest the establishment of a TACIS
twinning program for institution-building in North-West Russia.21
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22 Commission of the European Communities. Action Plan for the Northern Dimension in the Exter-
nal and Cross-border Policies of the European Union 2000-2003. Commission Working Document:
Draft, 28 February 2000. Brussels: Commission of the European Communities, 2000, p. 25.

23 Fairlie, Lyndelle. What Theoretical Approaches Aid in Understanding How the European Union and
Russia Interact Regarding the Forthcoming Russian Enclave Within the Enlarging EU? Paper pre-
pared for the International Studies Association Annual Conference. Los Angeles, 2000.

24 Ortmann, Gunnar. “The speech by State Secretary Gunnar Ortmann, Denmark.” In Foreign
Ministers’ Conference on the Northern Dimension, ed. Marja Nissen, p. 89. Helsinki, November
11-12, 1999. Unit for the Northern Dimension in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. Finland.
Helsinki, 2000.
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The Northern Dimension Action Plan envisages the following priorities for
cross-border cooperation under the TACIS program:

– assist border regions in overcoming their specific development problems
(with special emphasis on cooperation and business development
between communities);

– encourage the linking of networks and assistance on both sides of the bor-
der, e.g., border crossings and training (especially crossings located in the
Crete Corridors); 

– the reduction of trans-boundary environmental risks and pollution
should be a major goal of the cross-border activities. 

There is a growing feeling both in Brussels and Moscow that it would be
expedient to integrate all these programs and expand them further under the
aegis of the Northern Dimension. Moscow also believes that it would be useful to
extend the same conditions for transborder economic cooperation that are envis-
aged for the border of Russia with the EU along its Finnish section to the borders
of Russia with the Baltic States and Poland, even before the entry of these coun-
tries into the EU. The experience of Interreg, Euroregions, and TACIS could be
helpful in this regard.23 Some specialists hope to see, within the existing financial
set-up, a strengthening of the facilities for financing and co-financing cross-bor-
der projects.24



25 Baranovskii, Vladimir. “Russia.” In The Baltic Sea Area: National and International Security Per-
spectives, ed. Axel Krohn. Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 1996, p. 168.

According to classic geopolitics, the geographic position of the region, access to
land and sea communications, abundance or lack of natural resources, climatic
conditions, etc., are also very important characteristics. These factors shape a
region’s economy, transportation system, trade, foreign policy orientations, rela-
tionship with the center, and so forth. The Russian Far East, for example, cannot
ignore the proximity of the two regional powers China and Japan, which have a
serious interest in the exploitation of its natural resources, in conquering its huge
market, and in the resolution of some of the bilateral problems inherited from the
past. The Russian South has to deal with the implications of the turbulent
processes in the adjacent areas – North Caucasian and Trans-Caucasian regions.

The Russian North-West also exemplifies the importance of geopolitics.
With the collapse of the USSR, Russia’s access to the Baltic Sea has been signifi-
cantly reduced to the small areas around Kaliningrad and St. Petersburg. Russia
lost approximately two-thirds of the former Soviet Baltic coastline. The total
length of the outer boundary of the country’s territorial waters is now only just
over 200 km. It is also significant that Moscow lost its strategic allies from the
adjacent regions. As Baranovsky notes, the new geopolitical situation is psycho-
logically traumatic for Russians: indeed, what Russia now possesses in the Baltic
Sea area is only slightly more than it did in the time of “Ivan the Terrible”.25 In
fact, Russia feels itself propelled back by several centuries.

This feeling of increased isolation from Europe was exacerbated by the
expansion of the “buffer zone” between Russia, and Central and Western Europe
resulting from the secession of Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine in 1991. Russia’s
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26 Commission of the European Communities. Action Plan for the Northern Dimension in the Exter-
nal and Cross-border Policies of the European Union 2000-2003, pp. 36-39.

27 Viitasalo, M. and B. Osterlund. The Baltic – Sea of Changes. Helsinki: National Defense College,
1996, pp. 12, 23.

access to the industrially developed European countries became more difficult
than in the recent past. In fact, Russia now shares a land frontier with only two
North European countries – Finland and Norway. These are seen by the Russian
political and business elites as “lucrative areas” that can enable the development
of economic ties with the “core” of Europe.

Paradoxically, the same geopolitical catastrophe which reduced Russia’s
influence in the Baltic Sea rim space made the latter rather attractive for Moscow
in terms of economic cooperation with Europe. It also accelerated the shaping of
a new Russian Baltic region involved in intensive cross-border and trans-regional
cooperation with the neighboring countries. Because of numerous barriers
(socioeconomic and political instability, tariffs, the lack of coordination between
the customs services and border guards of different countries, organized crime,
underdeveloped infrastructure, and isolation from the European markets and
others) Russia’s CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States) partners (Belarus,
Moldova and Ukraine) are less attractive than other countries. The Visegrad
countries (including Poland) and even the Baltic States look more promising
because they are ahead of other post-socialist countries in conducting reforms.
They are economically viable, and are potentially welcome to join the European
“club”. For these reasons, the Baltic Sea countries might again assume the role of
Russia’s “window on to Europe”, which they had since the time of “Peter the
Great”. Remarkably, the trade between Russia and the three Baltic States is boom-
ing regardless of political and human rights problems. Moreover, in February
2000 Russia and Lithuania prepared joint proposals regarding the Kaliningrad
problem to be included in the Northern Dimension Action Plan.26

The EU recognizes Russia’s intention to contribute to the development of the
Baltic Sea region. The EU’s Northern Dimension initiative, launched in 1997, aims
at encouraging the north-western regions of Russia to take part in a series of coop-
erative programs under the aegis of the Union.

The Baltic Sea region is also an important junction for sea, land, and air
transport. As a result of Russia’s loss of its main ports on the Black Sea (Odessa,
Nikolaiev, Sevastopol, Kerch, Sukhumi, and Batumi) and on the Baltic (Klaipeda,
Riga, Tallinn, and Ventspils), which formerly connected Russia with the West, the
role of the Kaliningrad and St Petersburg harbors has become crucial. On the
Baltic Sea, as much as 56% of the former Soviet harbor capacity has reverted to the
possession of the new independent states. Russia’s shortage of harbor capacity in
the Baltic will be an acute problem for many years to come.27

The new geopolitical situation greatly influences the development of the
land and sea transport infrastructure in the Russian North-West. As for land
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transport communications, Russia, for example, is planning to develop a high-
speed railway between Moscow, St Petersburg and Murmansk to increase both
the passenger and cargo flows, and to link the Russian North to Nordic Europe.28

The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) finances a num-
ber of railway projects in the region, for example, the modernization of the
Moscow-St Petersburg railway link. The Bank is taking part in the Ventspils Port
Rail Terminal Project (Latvia), which is linked to the recently signed Ventspils
Port Terminal Project (involving private sponsors) and potentially to a Moscow
Intermodal Terminal, which the Bank is trying to develop with a major interna-
tional operator.29

One of the most important priorities emphasized by Poland, the Baltic
States, Russia, and Finland (and supported by the EU under the auspices of the
Northern Dimension) is the development of the constituent parts of the
Crete/Helsinki multi-modal transport corridor, namely the Via Baltica, Rail
Baltica, and Via Hanseatica projects.30 Given the special status of Kaliningrad, the
Northern Dimension Action Plan suggests the modernization of Transport Corri-
dor IX D (Kaliningrad-Kaunas-Kaisiadorys).31 Other EU priorities include the
elimination of bottlenecks at border crossings, the improvement of safety records
in all transport modes, and the harmonization of transport legislation and regu-
lations on the basis of international agreements. 

Russia invites the EU, CBSS, BEAC and other regional institutions to take
part in the reconstruction and modernization of airports in Arkhangelsk, Mur-
mansk and Petrozavodsk. Russia is also interested in the construction of a high-
way from Kirkenes to Nickel and Murmansk, and ports in the towns of Lorske
Gubijev and Primorsk (Gulf of Finland). TACIS is developing a local road system
in the Arkhangelsk region (with a budget of Euro 2 million).32 

The EBRD and some other European financial institutions suggest focusing
not only on developing, but also commercializing the transport infrastructure to
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make it more efficient. The EBRD, for instance, offers its assistance in privatizing
the airport facilities at St Petersburg.33 

Moscow is planning to renovate old ports and develop new ports in North-
West Russia. In the early 1990s Russia announced that it planned to construct new
large-scale harbors close to St Petersburg on the bays of Ust-Luga, Primorsk, and
Batareinaia; construction works started in 2000.34 While the feasibility of the proj-
ect should be assessed with caution (given the economic crisis in Russia), it will,
if the timetable is adhered to, substantially increase the volume of Russian mer-
chant shipping and lead to savings in the costs of transit traffic. There are also
some plans underway to develop a direct transport line from St Petersburg to
Baltiisk in order to supply raw materials and consumer goods to the Kaliningrad
enclave. Under the TACIS program a special project to modernize the Kaliningrad
port is being executed (Euro 1 million).35 There are also some promising projects
underway to develop the Northern Sea routes along the Arctic coastline, includ-
ing improvement of the navigation system with the help of the Russian Glonas
global positioning system.36

As mentioned above, the new geopolitical situation in the Baltic Sea area has
posed not only economic, but also political, military, and even psychological chal-
lenges to Russia. The Kaliningrad problem exemplifies such a combination of dif-
ferent factors. Since 1991 Kaliningrad Oblast became an enclave, separated from
Russia by Belorussian, Latvian, and Lithuanian territories. The region is fully
dependent on external sources of raw materials, energy, fuel, food, etc. It can meet
only 5-6% of the local industry’s needs with its own resources. The region lost 300
billion rubles in 1994, and 440 billion rubles in the first half of 1995 because of
Lithuanian transit fees.37 The most remarkable sign of Kaliningrad’s remoteness
from mainland Russia and its dependence on the European economic and trade
systems is the local automobile park: 90% of the cars are imported from foreign
countries (even police patrol vehicles). Given the unique geopolitical location of
Kaliningrad, the Polish and Lithuanian authorities granted the oblast a visa-free
regime. This means that Kaliningraders who have a local registration stamp in
their passports (propiska), certifying their residence in the oblast can freely cross
the borders of the two neighboring countries.

There is a difference of opinion among Russian politicians and experts with
regard to the future status and role of Kaliningrad. Some suggest its transforma-
tion into the Baltic “Hong Kong”; others propose to retain its status as Russia’s
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main military outpost on the Baltic Sea.38 It appears that there is no simple solu-
tion for this geopolitical puzzle. The latest news, however, is that Moscow agrees
to further open up the Kaliningrad region to cooperation with foreign countries
and to intensify its participation in various regional and subregional cooperative
schemes. President Putin called Kaliningrad a “pilot region”, meaning that the
Kaliningrad experience will be used in other Russian border regions. The EU is
also preparing to treat Kaliningrad as a special case. After Poland and Lithuania
join the EU (and automatically the Schengen convention) Brussels intends to
establish a more liberal visa regime for the oblast.39

To sum up, owing to the geopolitical factors, some Russian border regions
(Kaliningrad and the North-West in general, the Russian Far East, etc.) feel – in
terms of their day-to-day life – closer to their neighboring countries than to the
capital, and consider themselves part of a regional/subregional economic, trade,
infrastructure, and information system, rather than part of the national economy.
This is normal in the age of “fragmegration” and “glocalization”. One can find
such interdependent complexes everywhere in the world from Europe (South
Sweden and the Danish Zealand, the Danish Jutland and North Germany, north-
ern parts of Finland, Norway, and Sweden) to North America (the US-Mexican
and the US-Canadian borders). The challenge for Moscow is to understand these
processes in terms of a “new geopolitical thinking”, where economic interde-
pendence and an international division of labor play a more significant role than
tight control over the territory or national borders. The problem is that the new
phenomena cannot be explained by old theoretical concepts based on traditional
geopolitics. In fact, in the case of the above mentioned border regions, geopolitics
turns into something different, namely geoeconomics, global economy, and
global governance.
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Strategic determinants such as military alliances, deployment and configuration
of the foreign armed forces and military conflicts in the country’s vicinity also
affect the formation and development of the Russian border regions.

The Sino-Soviet confrontation of the 1960s-80s, for instance, led to high mil-
itarization in the Russian Far East. With the beginning of the Sino-Russian
détente, however, the region has lost its former military-strategic significance for
Moscow. In addition to trade, the Sino-Russian cooperation in a number of deli-
cate and sensitive fields, such as arms and technology transfers, conversion of the
defense industry, military training and research, and intelligence has assisted in
developing an atmosphere of trust and mutual confidence in the relations
between the two countries. 

As a result of the Sino-Russian détente, Russia’s military presence in the
region has been significantly diminished. From 1986-99 the number of Russian
divisions in the Far Eastern strategic theater decreased from 57 to 21, the number
of tanks fell from 14,900 to 8,368, the number of surface-to-surface missiles
decreased from 363 to 108, the number of attack helicopters fell from 1,000 to 263,
and the number of combat aircraft decreased from 1,125 to 415. The number of
submarines in the Pacific Fleet fell from 109 (32 strategic and 77 tactical) to 17 (6
strategic and 11 tactical), and the number of principal surface combatants
decreased from 82 to 10.40
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Furthermore, the disappearance of the Chinese threat and the reshaping of
military alliances in East Asia have resulted in an increase in the economic and a
decrease in the strategic importance of the Far East for Russia. In turn, this has
persuaded the central authorities to provide the local governments with more
powers to develop more or less independent economic and cultural ties with the
Asian-Pacific countries. According to the former Russian Foreign Minister
Yevgeny Primakov, Moscow has strongly supported economic cooperation
between the Russian Far East and the Asian-Pacific countries.41

The strategic situation in Eastern Europe and the Baltic Sea Rim region also
has important implications for the Russian border regions. On the one hand, the
Russian military presence and activities in the area have been considerably
reduced since 1991, motivated by both political and economic considerations. The
Baltic Military District (MD) has been abolished. The Leningrad MD has been pro-
vided with a more defensive configuration. From 1990-99 the number of motor
rifle units in the MD fell from 11 divisions to two brigades, the number of tanks
was reduced from 1,200 to 323, and the numbers of artillery, multiple rocket
launchers, and mortars fell from 2,140 to 940. The Kaliningrad Defense Area
(KOR) was abolished in late 1997, and the Kaliningrad Operational Strategic
Group, subordinate to the Commander of the Baltic Fleet, was created. From
1990-99 the number of tank divisions in the area was reduced from two to one, the
artillery division was transformed into three brigades, the airborne brigade was
dismissed, the number of surface-to-surface missile brigades fell from three to
one, the number of artillery pieces was reduced from 677 to 330, and the number
of combat aircraft fell from 155 to 28. Over the same period of time the Baltic Fleet
reduced the number of its submarines from 42 (two strategic and 40 tactical) to
two tactical ones, and the number of surface ships from 450 (39 principal combat-
ants, 150 patrol and coastal combatants, 120 mine warfare, 21 amphibious, and
120 support vessels) to 190 (six principal combatants, 30 patrol and coastal com-
batants, 19 mine warfare, five amphibious, and 130 support ships).42 Most of Rus-
sia’s submarines and major surface vessels are no longer on the alert and are
stationed at their bases. They often have no fuel to stay out at sea. At the same
time the Russian Navy’s operational capacity has been reduced. According to
some reports, only 30% of the Navy’s needs for repairs and ship maintenance can
be met.43 Military shipbuilding has been reduced, or in some cases stopped alto-
gether.

On the other hand, a number of external pressures still make the region
strategically important for Russia. The Russian political and military leadership
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emphasizes the need to protect the most important industrial and administrative
centers of North-West Russia, which have become more vulnerable since the
emergence of the independent states – the separation of Kaliningrad from Russia
and the shift of the border close to St Petersburg, Pskov, and Novgorod. In his
speech to the sailors of the Russian Navy at Baltiisk in March 1993, the then For-
eign Minister Andrei Kozyrev pointed out that Russia must hold on to its power-
ful position in the Baltic Sea area in order to be able to protect Kaliningrad from
any territorial claims that might be advanced by the Germans or other “right-
wing” powers. He also announced that he was in favor of a continuous, effective
Russian army presence in the Baltic area.

North-West Russia is a region which has accommodated some of the troops
that have withdrawn from former Warsaw Pact countries and Soviet republics.
The same is true for the Russian Navy. The Baltic Sea Fleet faced the problem of
redeployment of vessels and facilities from the Baltic States to the Kaliningrad
ports and Kronstadt (near St Petersburg). The role of the Baltiisk base (near Kalin-
ingrad), which was estimated in 1993 to be used by 75% of the surface intercep-
tion vessels, 60% of the anti-submarine vessels, 20% of the minesweepers, and all
the landing craft, seems likely to increase still further.44 The area also has a vital
shipbuilding and repairs industry, and the Jantar shipyard in Kaliningrad, which
builds the Udaloi- and Neustrashimyi-class vessels, is of vital importance to the
Baltic Fleet and to the Russian Navy in general. In addition, the Kaliningrad area
is located in the ice-free zone of the Baltic Sea, while the St Petersburg area can be
surrounded by ice for as long as six months in the year.

At the same time, St Petersburg retains its leadership in military shipbuild-
ing on the Baltic. Its shipyards build battle cruisers, anti-submarine destroyers,
submarines of all classes (from strategic to tactical), etc. The vessels are produced
not only for the Baltic Sea Fleet, but also for the Northern Fleet and for export pur-
poses. In October 1996, for example, the nuclear-powered missile cruiser “Peter
the Great” went on its first sea trial with its final destination being Severomorsk,
home of the Northern Fleet.45 The Kilo-class diesel submarines have been
exported to China by the St Petersburg shipyards since 1995.46

The Baltic Sea is still a field of NATO-Russian military confrontation. Com-
pared with the Cold War era both sides have reduced their activities in the area,
but they are still fairly intensive. “Submarine incidents” occur from time to time.
Naval intelligence operations are sometimes even more active; NATO and Russia
are still interested in each other’s intentions. According to data, the naval activi-
ties in the Baltic Sea have significantly increased in connection with the NATO
Partnership for Peace (PfP) program. The number of NATO military aircraft
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revealed in the air defense zone of the KOR (Kaliningrad Defense Area) was
increased by 250% in 1995.47 In turn, Russia pushed forward an idea of a CIS uni-
fied air defense system. An agreement “On the creation of a unified air defense
system of CIS member states” was signed by the CIS leaders on February 10, 1995,
in Almaty.48 It first became effective on the CIS Western air border: on April 1,
1996, Russia and Belarus started joint patrol on that border.

Some military analysts believed that the KOR’s strategic-military impor-
tance might grow in view of NATO enlargement. According to them, should
Poland join NATO, the further demilitarization of Kaliningrad will inevitably be
stopped, regardless of Warsaw’s promises not to deploy foreign troops and
nuclear weapons on its territory. Should the Baltic States join NATO, the re-mili-
tarization of the KOR, the Leningrad MD, and Belarus is predicted.49

Some modest military build-up has taken place for a while. According to
Admiral Vladimir G. Yegorov, Russia has expanded its naval facilities at Baltiisk
to accommodate those warships withdrawn from the Baltic States. The naval
presence at Baltiisk has been expanded in order to include more conventional
submarines, as well as new barracks to house a 1,100-strong maritime border
guard unit.50 In addition to a motor rifle division stationed in the KOR, one more
has been redeployed from ex-Czechoslovakia. From 1990-95 the number of tanks
increased from 802 to 893 (850 in 1996), the number of armored combat vehicles
increased from 1,081 to 1,156 (925 in 1996), and the number of attack helicopters
increased from 48 to 52.51 In 1996, however, arms and manpower reductions
resumed; thus, the gloomy predictions did not come true.

To sum up, in the 1990s the whole North-West region was perceived by the
Russian leadership mainly through the prism of strategic, rather than economic or
political interests. This created some tensions between the local elites oriented
towards cross-border and trans-regional cooperation and the center that was
mostly concerned with strategic challenges. The economic rationales prevailed,
however, and Moscow opted for the region’s active participation in various inter-
national projects.
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Regionalization in Russia has been accelerated by the economic influences of
neighboring countries. For many border regions (given the current economic
decline and disruption of inter-regional cooperation) collaboration with foreign
partners offers better prospects than with other Russian regions.

Some Russian regions, such as Kaliningrad, St Petersburg and Karelia, view
economic cooperation with the Baltic Sea/Nordic countries as the best way to
overcome the current crisis and build a viable economy. They look to some of the
Baltic Sea/Nordic countries as a possible source of investment, advanced tech-
nology and training assistance, and as promising trading partners. Geographi-
cally this area is closer to Russia than other Western countries.

According to some estimates, Russian trade through the Baltic ports should
increase to 55.5 million tons by the year 2000, and to as much as 98.0 million tons
in 2005 (it only amounted to 39 million tons in 1992 and to 46 million tons in
1993).52 According to the Finnish Ministry of Transport, as much as 10 million
tons of Russian exports and imports could be transported via Finland in addition
to the current five million tons. It is also stated in the ministry’s report that com-
petition among the harbors of Russia, the Baltic States, and Finland will become
more fierce.53 In addition, there is overt competition between St Petersburg and
Kaliningrad for leadership of Russian merchant shipping on the Baltic Sea.54 If
Moscow’s political relations with the Baltic States improve, however, the focus of
Russia’s goods traffic will be via the Baltic States. To meet this possibility,
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improvements in infrastructure are already being designed in the Baltic States,
including the harbor of Muuga, east of Tallinn in Estonia. If the costs of trans-
porting goods via the Baltic States remain low, the pressures upon Russia to build
new ports around St Petersburg will be alleviated.

Russia’s Baltic-oriented regions have persistently struggled for privileges in
their foreign economic relations. Under some scenarios, the Kaliningrad region
could, for example, become a West-East trade bridge, “Russia’s Hong Kong”.55 In
November 1991 President Yeltsin issued a decree granting the city of Kaliningrad
the status of a free economic zone (FEZ). Several hundred joint ventures have
been registered (45% of them with German companies), mostly small service
operations.56

There has, however, been a difference of opinion between Moscow and the
Kaliningrad local authorities on the status of the region and the prospects for its
economic cooperation with foreign countries. The regional government has pro-
posed to transform the FEZ into a Special Economic Zone (SEZ), which would
provide it with even more autonomy and privileges.

The then Russian Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Shakhrai complained that
foreign investors already receive significant tax and other concessions there,
while investing insignificant amounts of money. As of September 1, 1994, a total
of 885 enterprises with foreign investments were registered in the Kaliningrad
region, 239 of them fully foreign-owned. Foreign investors accounted for less than
US$ 2 million.57 According to Shakhrai, the region is already being turned into a
channel for the export of raw materials, including strategic resources, and for the
creeping expansion of foreign influence in economic and ethnic spheres with the
prospect of the creation of a “fourth independent Baltic State”.58 As a compro-
mise, Shakhrai proposed the creation of limited zones of free trade activity near
ports and main roads in the region instead of making the whole of the region a
free economic zone, stressing that “we have again to declare clearly the priority
of Russia’s military-strategic interests in Kaliningrad Oblast.”59

Under the pressure of the “centralists”, the federal authorities tried to
tighten their control over the Kaliningrad region. In May 1995 Yeltsin suddenly
abolished the customs exemptions, and this led to the cancellation of a large
number of contracts. Moscow disavowed a trade agreement signed between
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Kaliningrad and Lithuania, and control was retained over border and visa 
questions.60

The regional leadership was able, however, to persuade the president to
continue with the FEZ. On May 18, 1995, Yeltsin issued a decree “On the social
and economic development of the Kaliningrad region”, providing the FEZ with
broad powers in foreign economic policy, tax privileges, and state support in the
protection of the region’s producers, creating a ferry line between Kaliningrad
and Vyborg, and establishing a unified maritime administration of the Port of
Kaliningrad.61

In 1996, however, the power struggle between the center and the region con-
tinued. By presidential decree the FEZ was transformed into a SEZ. On the one
hand, the latter retrieved some customs privileges. On the other hand, the
regional authorities lost part of their foreign policy powers. The center took con-
trol over the defense industry, mineral resources, energy production, transport,
and the mass media. Foreigners are not allowed to purchase land, but it can be
leased for periods yet to be determined.62 The outcome of this “tug-of-war”
remains unclear.

The economic cooperation between Finland and North-West Russia is per-
haps a more successful story than the Kaliningrad SEZ. In May 1996 the Govern-
mental Committee on Foreign and Security Policy adopted a document titled
“Finland’s Strategy for Cooperation in the Neighboring Areas of North-West Rus-
sia and the Baltic Republics”. This became a conceptual basis for the Finnish-
Russian cooperative effort.63 From 1992-97 Finland spent FM 540 million on
cooperation with Karelia, Murmansk, and St Petersburg. Over 400 projects were
completed, and 170 were in 1997 still in progress.64 Trade between Russia and
Finland grew dynamically in the 1990s. In 1992 it amounted to about FM 10 bil-
lion, and in 1997 it exceeded FM 25 billion (7% of Finnish and 3,6% of Russian for-
eign trade).65 Russia became the fourth largest economic partner of Finland.
Trade between the two countries has been facilitated not only by a common bor-
der, but also by lower transportation costs.

Finland and Karelia have traditionally cooperated in areas such as economy,
transport, communication, tourism, ecology, and culture. Even in the Soviet
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period cooperative relations prevailed over the politics of confrontation. A num-
ber of joint projects were implemented in Karelia that were unique for Soviet rela-
tions with the West, such as the establishment of a large-scale ore-processing
enterprise and the city of Kostomuksha on the border in the 1970s. In the post-
Communist period Finnish-Karelian economic and cultural cooperation has suc-
cessfully continued. 56% of the joint ventures have been established with Finnish
participation. It was decided that the Kostomuksha FEZ would receive interna-
tional status in the framework of a special agreement between Russia and Fin-
land. The unique geographical location of the republic on the border of Russia
and the EU, and the historical specialization of the Karelian economy made it one
of the leading exporters among the members of the Russian Federation; the share
of its exports exceeds 40% of the total volume of output.66 In fact, the Finnish and
Karelian economies are complementary, and an embryo of the mechanism of
interdependency has been created.

While the North-West is interested in cooperation with Germany, Finland
and the Scandinavian countries, the Russian Far East is mainly oriented towards
China, Japan, South Korea and other Asian-Pacific countries. Being cut off from
the domestic Russian market, the Far East could trade with foreign countries.
Today this is much more profitable than trading with partners at home. In 1994
the South Korean firm Yu Kong promised to provide Kamchatka with every kind
of fuel at an acceptable price. Canada offered the Far Easterners wheat, which is
twice as cheap as the wheat coming from the Stavropol Krai. The same year, the
Chukotka Peninsula bought food goods for the first time from the United States.
Australia was ready to supply inexpensive high-quality coal, and Vietnam was
positioned to sell oil to the Far East. In exchange, the Asian-Pacific countries were
interested in timber, fish, ore, and other raw materials, as well as some finished
products.67 In 1992 the Russian Far East could survive in a “food crisis” only
because of the barter trade with China.68

Despite economic, infrastructure, and logistic problems, and a perceived
lack of entrepreneurial drive on the part of the Russians, the Russian Far East suc-
ceeded in establishing direct economic links with the Asian-Pacific. By mid-1994,
in the Maritime Province alone, more than 800 joint ventures were registered,
with over US$ 300 million of foreign funds invested. These changes are occurring
despite the fact that special economic zones – which so far do not seem to work in
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the Russian environment – have not been set up, with the exception of
Nakhodka.69

Exports from Russia’s Far East are rising. In 1993 the region’s estimated
share of national exports doubled, and the export volume exceeded US$ 2 billion.
The region’s total trade volume amounted to US$ 2.7 billion in 1992 and US$ 3.2
billion in 1993. The region’s trade surplus in 1994 exceeded US$ 1 billion. The
Asian-Pacific countries account for about 80% of this trade, with Japan being the
leading market for traditional exports. As the transit role of Russia’s Pacific coast
expands, Russian ports are emerging as a base for re-export operations, particu-
larly for trade with China and Korea. Four major sea ports (Vostochnyi, Vladi-
vostok, Nakhodka, and Vanino) handle the same volume of foreign cargo as the
three largest ports in European Russia (St Petersburg, Novorossiisk, and Mur-
mansk). From 1992–1993 46% of all foreign cargo and 54% of the high-value cargo
in containers was channeled through Russia’s Pacific coast ports.70

Sakhalin is the leading region among the Russian Far Eastern provinces in
terms of foreign investment and trade. By 1999 foreign investment in the local
economy amounted to US$ 1.15 billion and an additional investment of US$ 0.3-
0.4 billion was planned.71 Japan, the US, and Canada are the largest investors.
This investment has been helpful in developing the local oil industry and social
infrastructure: 5,000 jobs were created. According to the Sakhalin Governor Igor
Farkhutdinov, the foreign trade turnover reached US$ 1,147 per capita in 1999,
while in 1992 it was US$ 433.8.72 There is also an ambitious Russian-Japanese
project underway to construct a gas power station in Sakhalin to produce elec-
tricity for further export to Japan.73 According to other accounts, China is ready
to invest US$ 50 billion in the construction of a gas pipeline from Sakhalin to the
Northern provinces of the Peoples Republic of China (PRC).74

A number of Russian and Chinese regions have developed very close eco-
nomic relations. In fact, the southern part of the Russian Far East and China’s
Dongbei region have formed an interdependent and complementary economic
organism.75 Such interdependence could be strengthened if a project to construct
a gas pipeline from the Kovykta gas field (Irkutsk region) to China and South
Korea were to be implemented. The project’s concept is that Russia would supply
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20 and 10 billion cubic meters of gas per year to China and South Korea respec-
tively.76

The creation of single trans-regional economic complexes with Russia’s par-
ticipation still remains a distant future. There are, however, some Russian regions
which already have such a potential: Kaliningrad, Karelia and St Petersburg ori-
ented to the Baltic Sea economic space; the Kola Peninsula and Russia’s High
North oriented to the Barents/Euro-Arctic region; the Southern provinces of the
Russian Far East oriented to China’s Dongbei, and Sakhalin and the Kurils ori-
ented to Japan.

Incidentally, the configuration of a new administrative system that has
recently been set up by President Putin takes into account the existing structures
of cross- and transborder cooperation. The North-West federal district, for exam-
ple, includes the Russian regions that are subject to international cooperation
under the auspices of the Northern Dimension. The Far East Federal District is
involved in close cooperation with the Asian-Pacific nations.
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Territorial conflict is a powerful incentive for regionalization in the border areas.
As the nature of conflict varies, its implications are different in various parts of
Russia. Three kinds of interaction between territorial disputes and regionaliza-
tion can be distinguished.

In the first case, the interests of the center and a local government coincide:
they deny the territorial claims of foreign powers, as well as the very idea of
secessionism. Since there exists solidarity between the center and a region, the
process of regionalization develops in a quiet, evolutionary form. Regionalism
becomes a response to foreign “encroachments” and “attempts”. The territorial
disputes between Russia, Estonia and Latvia exemplify such a type of interaction.

Estonia pointed out that, in accordance with the Tartu Treaty of 1920, part
of the Pskov region, approximately 2,000 sq. km east of the Narva River and the
district of Pechory (Petseri), should belong to Estonia. Estonia included reference
to the Tartu Treaty in its 1992 Constitution. The Estonian authorities issued thou-
sands of passports for ethnic Estonians resident in the district of Pechory. Russia
suspected it of intending to create a “critical mass” of Estonians in the district in
order to lay the legal foundations for calling a referendum, and subsequently
annexing the territory. In Moscow the Estonian border regulations were consid-
ered to be unjust to Russians; maps have been issued which indicate some Russ-
ian territories as being under Estonian jurisdiction, and Moscow has threatened
Tallinn with retaliation. Russia has refused to discuss territorial issues with Esto-
nia, officially declaring the principle of the status quo.

In the summer of 1994, following the presidential decree, Russia began a
unilateral demarcation of the border in the district of Pechory. “This border was,
is, and will be Russian, and not a single inch of the land will be given to anyone,”
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President Yeltsin declared at the newly constructed border checkpoint on
November 23, 1994. He said the border had to be made into a “reliable shield”
against “smugglers from the Baltics and foreign intelligence services”.77

Estonia tried to raise the territorial issue in the OSCE (Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe), but failed to attract any serious attention to the
problem.78 As a result of Russia taking unilateral measures and the lack of inter-
national support, the majority of the Estonian political parties began to be inclined
to compromise with Russia over the border issue. At the end of 1994 Prime Min-
ister Andres Tarand said that Estonia was prepared to make concessions on the
border if Russia agreed to at least recognize the Tartu Treaty as the basis for rela-
tions between the two countries.79 According to Aleksandr Udal’tsov, head of the
Baltic desk at the Russian Foreign Ministry, Russia was prepared to recognize the
historical importance of the treaty, but that was all.80

A requirement for joining the EU and NATO is that potential candidates
resolve any border and national minority problems. Estonia, which is considered
a likely candidate for joining the EU by 2003, was therefore eager to settle its ter-
ritorial disputes with Moscow. By the end of 1996 Russia and Estonia had almost
reached a compromise on the border issues, apart from some technical details
which still remain unresolved.

Latvia also has some territorial disputes with Russia. In January 1992 the
Latvian Supreme Council adopted a resolution “On the non-recognition of the
annexation of the town of Abrene and six districts of Abrene by Russia in 1944”.81

The Supreme Council confirmed its adherence to the borders established under
the 1920 Treaty with Russia.82 At that time, however, Riga had not made the claim
officially and had not insisted on putting the issue on the Russian-Latvian nego-
tiation agenda. Instead, Latvia and Russia signed four agreements to simplify bor-
der regulations in December 1994.83

On August 22, 1996, however, the Latvian Parliament adopted a Declaration
on the Occupation of Latvia, which officially claimed the above territories. It has
evoked fierce reactions from Russia. During his visit to the Pskov region in Sep-
tember 1996 the Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin said that Latvia
“will get nothing”, and ordered the border guards to tighten control over the
Russian-Latvian frontier. He also said that Russia would ask the Council of
Europe to make a legal assessment of the Latvian declaration. In the meantime the
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Latvian President Guntis Ulmanis disavowed territorial claims and stressed that
the parliamentary declaration should be reconsidered. The Russian-Latvian nego-
tiations on the border issues, however, were stopped.84

In both cases the central government backed the local authorities and pro-
vided them with additional funds to demarcate the frontiers, construct border-
crossings, and develop the border guard and customs services. The local political
elites used Estonian and Latvian “threats” to generate nationalistic sentiments in
the electorate in order to divert the latter from the discussion of day-to-day needs,
and to strengthen their positions. Moscow did not prevent the rise of nationalism
in these regions because it did not fuel secession. The Kremlin, for example, is
quite tolerant of the nationalistic rhetoric of the Pskov governor, Mikhailov, who
is a member of the extremist Liberal Democratic Party.

The second type of interaction between the territorial disputes and region-
alization is that of conflicting interests between the center and the local authori-
ties. Moscow strongly opposes any concessions to foreign powers and suspects
the local elites of secession. The local authorities use foreign claims as a bargain-
ing instrument in “horse-trading” with the center to gain more privileges and
autonomy.

Kaliningrad, Karelia, and the Kurile Islands exemplify such a type of 
interaction. The origins of the Kaliningrad issue lie in decisions taken after World
War II. Following the decision of the Potsdam Peace Conference (1945) a part of
former East Prussia, including its capital Konigsberg, was given to Russia. In 1946
the Kaliningrad region was formed as a part of the Russian Soviet Federative
Socialist Republic. Ethnic Germans were moved away from this territory, and the
region was populated mainly by Russians, who today make up 80% of the inhab-
itants. The overall population of the region is now 900,000. Ten per cent of the
population is Belorussian. According to some accounts, approximately 17,000-
18,000 Germans were resident in the region in 1994, although their passports often
state that they are Russian or Ukrainian (the official figure was 6,000).85

A completely new situation has arisen following the collapse of the Soviet
Union and the Baltic States’ achievement of independence, which separated the
Kaliningrad region from Russian territory. Some German politicians (and even
some Russian leaders before the German unification) considered the enclave as a
possible region for the creation of a German autonomous area in Russia in order
to prevent further German emigration from Russia.86 This has been resisted by
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the present inhabitants of the region, although they favor German assistance to
the region and the development of a free economic zone. Some extremist groups
in Germany claim the return of Konigsberg to the “Vaterland”.87 Although Bonn
does not officially support these proposals, these proposals make Moscow nerv-
ous because the issue is very sensitive to Russians. A number of German organi-
zations in Russia have proposed solutions to the Kaliningrad issue. Freiheit
(Freedom) Society, an association which emerged in the spring of 1993 as a radi-
cal voice for the interests of Russian Germans, decided to press for the formation
(between 1995 and 1997) of a sovereign Baltic German republic under Russian
jurisdiction in the Kaliningrad region. At the same time, the Society stated that “it
should not be ruled out that this territory would eventually again be incorporated
into Germany”.88 The Society of Old Prussia, set up in 1990, and comprising
activists of several nationalities, including ethnic Germans, aims at restoring the
pre-Soviet traditions and, in the long run, achieving independence for the
region.89

Interestingly, in contrast with Moscow, the Kaliningrad authorities are not
afraid of a possible influx of German-Russians from the territory of the former
Soviet Union. According to some experts, there is sufficient room for 100,000 Ger-
mans in the Kaliningrad region.90 Germany, however, has refrained from high-
lighting Kaliningrad in its official assistance to ethnic Germans in Russia; this
program is restricted to selected regions, and Kaliningrad is not one of them.

Western experts consider a number of theoretical (and often highly unreal-
istic) options with respect to Kaliningrad. One option is that it would become an
autonomous republic within the Russian Federation. Another possibility is for it
to serve as an entity with special links to a Baltic “Euroregion” or a “Hanseatic
region”. Other options include partition, the establishment of a condominium by
its two neighboring states, Latvia and Poland, and independence or reunification
with Germany.91

Moscow’s policy is to stimulate economic and cultural contacts and tourism
between Kaliningrad and Germany, as well as with other countries of the Baltic
Sea region, and at the same time to prevent a mass migration of Germans to the
strategically important region. Moscow emphasizes the priority of its military-
strategic interests in the region and denies any possibility of change to Kalin-
ingrad’s current political status.92 At the same time, the federal government
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favors a more active participation of Kaliningrad in the cross-border and trans-
regional cooperation, particularly in the EU’s Northern Dimension.

The Karelia issue is also an old one. It has both an historical and an ethnic
background. The Karelians are a nation related to the Finns, and they only make
up a small minority of the population (10%) in their eponymous republic. Karelia
developed as a part of Finland from the 14th century onwards, Finland itself being
first a part of Sweden, and then of Russia. Shortly after it achieved independence
in 1918-20, Finland occupied a part of Karelia belonging to Soviet Russia. Later,
however, Helsinki was forced to retreat and sign the Tartu Peace Treaty (October
14, 1920) which legitimized the division of Karelia.93 The repressive national and
agricultural policy of the Soviet authorities in Soviet Karelia led to a rebellion in
1921-22, supported by Finland and cruelly suppressed by the Red Army. As result
of this, many Karelians migrated to Finland. Under the Moscow Peace Treaty of
March 12, 1940, which followed the Soviet-Finnish war of 1939-40, the rest of
Karelia (including Vyborg) and the Western and Northern coasts of Lake Ladoga
were transferred to the Soviet Union. The subsequent Soviet-Finnish agreements
(the 1944 Moscow armistice and the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty) confirmed the status
of Karelia as an autonomous republic of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist
Republic (RSFSR).94

There has been much discussion on the Karelia question in Finland during
the past few years. The collapse of the Soviet Union, the restoration of the inde-
pendence of the Baltic countries, and the negotiations between Japan and Russia
concerning the return of the Kuril Islands to Japan have served as an additional
spur to the discussion. Finland has taken a rather negative attitude towards the
idea of initiating official negotiations about the return of Karelia. In December
1991 the Finnish government officially renounced all claims to Karelia,95 although
some groups in Finland and the Karelian Association in the Karelian
Autonomous Republic have continued to press both Helsinki and Moscow for
Karelia to be returned to Finland.

It is impossible for Moscow to even recognize the existence of the question
officially. Any negotiations on territorial problems with other countries could
undermine the Kremlin’s domestic political position; and the Russian leadership
is cautious about generating a “chain reaction” in the region. If Moscow recog-
nizes the Karelia issue it could seem to lend legitimacy to other claims. During his
official visit to Finland in July 1992 President Yeltsin made it clear that there was
no such issue. Finland stated at the time that the question would not be raised, but
at the same time reminded President Yeltsin that the principles of the OSCE made
it possible to change borders by peaceful means.
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Over time the Russian leadership has signaled that it is ready to at least
make symbolic concessions on the Karelian issue, even though any talks on bor-
der shifts have been avoided. In May 1994 Yeltsin acknowledged for the first time
that the annexation of Finnish Karelia had been an aggressive act of Stalin’s pol-
icy.96 The then Russian ambassador, Yurii Deriabin, stated that the future posi-
tion of Karelia really called for discussion, but that instead of changes to the
border, the aim should be to lower the level of border controls.97 At the recent
Russian-Finnish summit the presidents of the two countries underlined that there
is no territorial issue in their bilateral relations. Russia prefers to develop direct
ties between Finland and Karelia rather than to recognize the problem officially.
Moscow hopes that transborder cooperation will ease tensions and prevent any
official claims in the future.

The Northern Territories dispute between Russia and Japan is a source of
long-term instability in the Asian-Pacific region. Khrushchev promised to return
two of the lesser Kuril Islands in exchange for a peace treaty in 1956,98 but Soviet
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko rejected the deal in 1960, as East-West tensions
flared. Moscow denied the existence of the problem throughout the 1970s and
1980s.

The United States has firmly supported Japan’s position on the territorial
dispute. Washington encouraged both countries to continue their dialogue and to
undertake those steps, which would facilitate resolution of the dispute in the
future (demilitarization of the disputed islands, liberalization of the visa regime,
promotion direct economic and cultural cooperation between the territories and
Japan, Japanese assistance to the islands, etc.).99 Tokyo promised large-scale assis-
tance to Russia in exchange for the contested territories.

When in power, Russian President Yeltsin appeared to recognize the prob-
lem and to work out some framework for a future agreement. He called for joint
economic development of the region while setting aside sovereignty issues. He
admitted some concessions in the future if the Russian internal situation would
permit it. In mid-1997 the two countries decided to freeze the discussion of sov-
ereignty issues and start intensive economic cooperation covering not only the
Kuril Islands, but also other areas of the Russian Far East.

Similar to the Kaliningrad and Karelian political elites, the local one does not
favor the transfer of the islands to Japan, but uses Tokyo’s territorial claims as an
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instrument in horse-trading with the center to get additional federal funds and to
acquire more freedom in foreign economic relations, liberalization of the visa
regime, and so on. In the fall of 1998 (in the aftermath of the financial crisis), for
example, Sakhalin and the Kuriles applied for humanitarian assistance and
received it rather quickly from Japan, while the federal center has been unable to
provide these remote territories even with basic supplies (food and energy).100

Finally, there is one more type of interaction between territorial conflict and
regionalization. In this case, however, the source of conflict is different. The clash
is generated by the local government’s discontent with the center’s compliance in
territorial disputes with a foreign country. Regionalism becomes a response to
Moscow’s “treacherous policy”. The conflict between some Far Eastern provinces
and the center on the demarcation of the Sino-Russian frontier is a typical exam-
ple of such an interaction.

Under the 1991 Sino-Soviet Treaty, confirmed in 1994 and ratified by the
parliaments of both countries, the demarcation of 33 disputed border sections in
Russia’s Amur Oblast and the Khabarovsk and Primorskii krais should be
resolved. Under the treaty, 70 hectares of arable land near Lake Khanka, a newly
built road, and a power transmission line have already been placed under Rus-
sia’s jurisdiction. In return, the Chinese are to receive 968 hectares in the district
of Ussuriisk and another 300 hectares on the Tuman River in the district of
Khasan. The latter is the key issue in the dispute between the Maritime adminis-
tration and the Russian Foreign Ministry.

Historically, the land was Chinese, but under the 1860 Peking Agreement
the land was given to Russia. Until 1913 it belonged to the Russian Zarechensko-
Podgornensky land community. After 1913 it was leased to the people living in
China and Korea. In 1926 the lease expired, but the Chinese continued to cross the
border and use the land. They still considered it Chinese land. The Japanese fol-
lowed suit when they occupied the northern part of China in 1931, and this set off
an armed conflict in October 1936. Major battles also erupted at Lake Khasan in
1938. The dispute along the Tuman River broke out again in the 1960s. The Chi-
nese tried to gradually infiltrate into the area.101

The disputed area lies at the junction of the Chinese, Russian, and North
Korean borders. The Tuman River is 150 meters wide and runs into the Bay of
Peter the Great. Its western bank belongs to China and its eastern bank to Russia.
The bank line on the Chinese territory starts about 5 km inland from the sea-
shore. If the territory is ceded to China, a channel could be dug and an ocean port
could be built to rival the Russian ports of Vladivostok and Nakhodka. There are
also some reports that China intends to build a naval base there. According to
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some Russian experts, the Chinese project on the Tuman River will be detrimen-
tal to the interests of the Maritime Province and Russia, not only because of the
planned sea port and naval base, but also because this project will inevitably
cause the area to become yet another Free Trade Zone. The ensuing competition
will make Vladivostok and Nakhodka the biggest losers.102

Primorskii Krai Governor Yevgenii Nazdratenko was the first to protest
against the ratification of the 1991 Sino-Soviet Treaty. In 1994 he threatened to
resign if the Chinese received the disputed lands. After the president ordered the
demarcation to proceed as quickly as possible, however, the rebellious governor
changed his mind and announced that he would not resign. He was backed by the
local Duma, which issued an appeal to the Council of the Russian Federation, say-
ing that demarcation was inadmissible unless a national referendum was held.

In Khabarovsk, the local authorities requested President Yeltsin not to cede
15 islets on the Amur River to the Chinese, and the population has held small ral-
lies and has written appeals. Vitalii Poluianov, chieftain of the Ussuriisk Cossack
Force, declared that Moscow risked tensions in the area. He expects to enlist the
support of all the Cossack leaders in Russia and declared that the border should
remain unchanged, otherwise they would reserve the right to take any actions,
including extreme ones. Major-General Valerii Rozov, head of the Russian demar-
cation group, resigned from his post in protest against “selling out Russia”.103

President Yeltsin, however, ignored the protests and proceeded with the
“normalization” of the Sino-Russian relations. In March 1996, on the eve of his
visit to Beijing, Yeltsin suggested that an agreement be reached with China on
moving troops 100 km away from the frontier. While hardly being noticed in
Moscow, this evoked a clamorous response in the Primorskii and Khabarovsk
krais. The main industrial centers and communication lines of the Far East are
close to the border; those of China lie deep in the country. The Trans-Siberian
Railway Line, which is of strategic importance to Russia, runs merely five kilo-
meters from the border rivers of Ussuriisk and Amur in some places. The distance
between Khabarovsk, a big industrial center, and the frontier is only 7 km. Vladi-
vostok, a major base for the Pacific Fleet, is only 70 km away. During Yeltsin’s
visit to China the Chinese delegation proposed moving its troops 200 km from the
border. The Russian visitors, however, claimed that this would pose “technical”
difficulties.104 At the same time, the two countries concluded an agreement on the
scale and nature of military exercises in the border areas.

On April 24, 1997, Russia, China and three neighboring CIS member-states
concluded a breakthrough border treaty aimed at reducing tensions along their
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common frontiers. The pact was signed in Moscow by the presidents of China,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, and Tajikistan. The treaty, which will run until
2020 following parliamentary notification by each of the signatory states, is pri-
marily intended to control troop levels within a 100 km band on either side of an
affected border.105

In 1999 the demarcation of the Sino-Russian border was completed. A pro-
tocol on the demarcation was signed during Yeltsin’s December 1999 visit to 
Beijing.106

The conflict between Moscow and local authorities, however, convinced the
latter that the former would not protect their interests. On the contrary, the local
leaders believe that the center may easily sacrifice local interests in the name of its
greater policy.



107 Ásgrímsson, Halldór. “The speech of Mr Halldór Ásgrímsson, Minister for Foreign Affairs
and External Trade.” In Foreign Ministers’ Conference on the Northern Dimension, Helsinki, 11-12
November 1999. A Compilation of Speeches, ed. Marja Nissen, p. 53. Unit for the Northern
Dimension in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. Finland. Helsinki, 2000.

Ecological troubles demonstrate the growing interdependence of the world.
Many Russian regions share common environmental problems with neighboring
foreign countries and, given the lack of federal resources, badly need foreign
assistance. The importance of environmental problems in Russia is acknowl-
edged by many international actors who are ready to address these issues in the
framework of cross-border cooperation. An Environmental Work Program, for
example, is now being developed by the EU and Russia under the Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) of 1994. Some other regional arrangements
such as the “Environment for Europe” (EfE) process, the European Energy Char-
ter, the Helsinki Commission, and the Baltic Sea Agenda 21 are designed to meet
the ecological challenges in North-West Russia. The contours of a common envi-
ronmental strategy for the European North were outlined at the October 1999
seminar on “Environmental Aspects of the Northern Dimension” held in Brus-
sels. It was organized by the EU Commission in cooperation with the Nordic
Council of Ministers, EU member states (Iceland was particularly helpful), as
well as member countries and regional organizations.107 The Northern Dimen-
sion Action Plan also has a special chapter on environmental policy and joint
projects.

The environmentalists have distinguished a number of ecological problems
affecting Russia, its neighbors, and the global environment, and have called for
international cooperation:
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Water and air pollution

The Baltic Sea is one of the world’s most polluted seas. After World War II, the
UK and the USSR dumped German chemical weapons that heavily contaminated
the marine environment. At present, wastewater and sewage go untreated
straight into the sea. Agricultural chemicals are destroying marine eco-systems.
Over-fishing is threatening bio-diversity. Illegal oil spills from shipping are also
detrimental to the region’s environment. The daily waste of local industries in the
St Petersburg area amounts to 120 tons of ammonium, 40 tons of nitric anhydride,
132 tons of oil products, 36 tons of phosphor, 50 tons of iron, and two tons of phe-
nol.108 Only about two-thirds of the industrial wastewater is purified. Further-
more, the sediment that is created after cleaning is usually thrown into the Neva
River or the Gulf of Finland. As a result of a dam construction near St Petersburg,
coastal water pollution has increased one and a half times (now amounting to
1,500 mm/m3) during the last five years.

To rectify the situation, experts maintain that international agreements on
the marine environment of the Baltic Sea should be fully implemented. Forceful
action must be taken towards sustainable production techniques, and investment
in cleaner technology is needed. According to the Northern Dimension Action
Plan, the EU will support investment projects in major “hot spots” to reduce the
pollution of the Baltic Sea, particularly in Kaliningrad, St Petersburg, and the
River Neva catchment area.109 The EU also intends to support a monitoring sys-
tem on the environmental problems of the region in cooperation with the Euro-
pean Environment Agency and in the context of the EfE process. It is not only the
EU, but also other international financial institutions that should play a greater
role in the new environmental strategy. The Nordic Investment Bank should
probably assume a leading role.110 

Apart from the Baltic Sea, the Arctic zone is also a subject of concern for the
international community. According to some data, Russian oil companies pour
some 20 to 30 million tons of oil into the Siberian forests and rivers.111 The Kola
Peninsula is in real trouble as well. According to the hydrometeorological service
in the Murmansk region, one-third of the 514 water samples taken and analyzed
in the first half of 1991were classified as containing a high degree of pollution, and
of these, a further one-third contained an extremely high degree of pollution.112
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The industrial centers most exposed to water pollution are Murmansk,
Monchegorsk, Nikel and Kandalaksha. 

Priorities for a future common environmental policy in the Arctic region
could include: (a) keeping the Arctic Ocean clean and reducing releases of pollu-
tants to marine and fresh waters; (b) protecting biological diversity and ensuring
sustainable use of natural resources, and (c) reducing emissions of greenhouse
gases.113 Some Nordic countries suggest the establishment of a link not only
between the Northern Dimension and the CBSS and BEAC, but also with the Arc-
tic Council.114 The Council has a well-developed environmental program, which
focuses heavily upon the Northern Dimension area, and could be a very valuable
addition to the existing arrangements in this field. The Council has an Arctic
Monitoring and Assessment Program, for example, that aims at monitoring pol-
lution on the Russian coast of the Arctic Ocean.115

Some programs (both multi- and bilateral) are already in place. The EBRD,
for example, provided the Komi Republic with a Euro 19.7 million loan for an oil
spill recovery program. The Nordic multilateral institutions also contribute to the
regional process. In 1990 the Nordic Council of Ministers created the Nordic Envi-
ronmental Finance Corporation (NEFCO), a risk capital institution with a total
capitalization of Euro 80 million. The purpose of this corporation is to facilitate
the implementation of environmentally beneficial projects in the Nordic region.
NEFCO invested Euro 245,000 in waste treatment and recycling in St Petersburg,
provided the St Petersburg local government with a Euro 1.2 million loan for a
municipal wastewater treatment plant, and provided the Kostamuksha iron pel-
let plant in Karelia with a Euro 1.8 million loan to carry out a modernization pro-
gram.116 In 1996 the Nordic Council established a special environmental lending
facility within the Nordic Investment Bank, with an initial capitalization of Euro
100 million. This facility aims at the reduction of trans-boundary pollution in the
BEAR and the Baltic Sea area by providing long-term loans and loan guarantees
for public and private projects. Particularly, the NIB funded a number of projects
on wastewater treatment and water purification in Kaliningrad and St Petersburg
and is preparing to invest money in the ecological projects on the Kola Peninsula.
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The Bank’s representatives, however, criticized Moscow for the lack of commit-
ment from Russia.117

Finland and Karelia exercise joint monitoring of the ecological situation on
the Finnish-Russian border. Norway pledged NOK 300 million (Euro 37 million)
for the modernization of the Pechenganikel metallurgical combine to reduce
trans-boundary pollution.118 A Russian-Norwegian agreement on cooperation
for combating oil pollution in the Barents Sea was adopted in 1994, introducing
notification commitments in emergency situations and requiring the two coun-
tries to elaborate a joint contingency plan.119 The UK set up a program worth £2
million a year that focuses on air and water pollution, waste management, cleaner
production, and sustainable forest management in Russia.120 

Terrestrial pollution

Major mineral and metallurgy exploitation activities in Siberia and on the Kola
Peninsula have disrupted the landscape in many places. Exploration for oil and
gas, the development of new fields, and other activities connected with petroleum
heavily affect the interests of reindeer herding. Military exercises and transport
are very damaging to the environment as well.

Forest (Taiga) and bog destruction 

As Russian forests make up 25% of all the world’s forests, they play a tremendous
role in the functioning of the global biosphere and the climate of the planet. The
Siberian Taiga absorbs as much as, or even more carbon dioxide than the planet’s
rain forests, thereby stabilizing the atmosphere.121 Industrial and agricultural
activities destroy forests and bogs in Siberia and on the Kola Peninsula, forest
degradation violates the regional ecosystem balance through encroachment and
over-exploitation and deteriorates animal and human living conditions.122
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Scientists also point out that an additional effect of deforestation is that the soil
releases more methane into the atmosphere than before. Methane is a powerful
gas which alters the atmosphere to a far greater extent than carbon dioxide, thus
speeding up the greenhouse effect.

Reflecting international concerns, a parliamentary conference was held in
1992 in Washington, DC. Initiated by EU representatives, a special resolution on
the Siberian forests was adopted.123 In March 1999 the BEAC also launched the
Barents Region Forest Sector Initiative. This initiative aims at improving sustain-
able forest management and conservation, human resource development, and
socioeconomic sustainability in the Barents region.124 A number of EU initiatives
were oriented towards protecting forests against atmospheric pollution (Council
Regulation EEC No. 3528/86), preventing forest fires (Council Regulation EEC
No. 2158/92), and towards supporting pre-accession measures for agriculture
and rural development in the candidate countries (Council Regulation EC No.
1268/99).

In the context of the Baltic Sea Agenda 21 process, an Action Plan on Forests
was adopted in 1998. The following problems were identified as key areas for pri-
ority action within the EU’s Northern Dimension: (1) promotion of sustainable
forest management and efficiency in private forestry within the Baltic Sea region
through the establishment of organizational structures or networks of forest own-
ers, and the exchange of information on advisory services; (2) a gap analysis on
forest conservation areas; (3) establishment of demonstration areas to illustrate
forest management practices and planning; (4) setting up a regional group for
exchanging experiences and technological know-how, and promoting the use of
wood-based energy; (5) promotion of the use of wood and wood-based products;
(6) exchange of information and national experiences on criteria and indicators for
sustainable forest management; and (7) increasing networking and expertise in
the forest sector through human resources development.125

Climate change 

Deforestation and the intensive use of fossil fuels are two major sources of the
greenhouse effect. According to the EU report “Environment in the European
Union at the turn of the Century” (1999), the world-wide increase in the use of fos-
sil fuels will lead to a 3C increase in the mean temperature in Finland and North-
West Russia between 1990 and 2050, this being the highest temperature increase
expected in Europe.126 The greenhouse effect may result in a long-range climatic
change. Because of the greenhouse effect, biologists predict that the tundra areas
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will shrink, and the forests will creep North along coasts, up mountain slopes,
and into former tundra areas.127 These processes would likewise change the com-
position of plant and animal communities. This warming trend has major impli-
cations for human activities in the North (offshore and onshore oil drilling,
hydroelectric projects, and agriculture).

To combat climate changes the EU is going to launch a regional pilot scheme
for joint implementation projects on climate changes, and projects to improve
energy efficiency and better monitoring emissions.128

Fisheries and the marine environment

As mentioned above the Baltic Sea and the Barents Sea suffer severely from water
pollution. The stocks of some species such as cod and salmon are under pressure
because of over-exploitation and poor water quality. To protect the marine envi-
ronment, Brussels and Moscow are preparing an EU-Russia Fisheries Coopera-
tion Agreement.129 The Northern Dimension Action Plan also foresees a number
of concrete measures such as: (a) implementation of a Salmon Action Plan to sup-
port the restoration of damaged habitats, development of fishing surveys, and
monitoring in salmon index rivers; and (b) achievement of sustainable aquacul-
ture – action to minimize the environmental impact of aquaculture. Russia and
Norway have already developed an arrangement pertaining to the fisheries of the
Barents Sea.

Nuclear safety 

Northern Russia has the largest concentration of nuclear installations – both mil-
itary and civilian – in the world. More than 80 nuclear submarines are located in
Russia, with more than 200 nuclear reactors stored within the submarines.130
According to some assessments, the operational risks of the 10 reactors in the
power plants bordering the EU in Russia and Lithuania also present a serious
threat to the population and to a large area of Europe.131 Spent nuclear fuel and
radioactive waste in Russia is also a huge and worrying problem.
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The environmentalists believe that the northern part of Russia and the Arc-
tic Ocean are most vulnerable to nuclear contamination. Tens of thousands of
cubic meters of seriously contaminated nuclear waste have been collected
there.132 Radiation emanating from nuclear munition factories in Krasnoyarsk,
Tomsk, and Chelyabinsk used to float into the Arctic Ocean down the great Siber-
ian rivers.133 From 1964 to 1991, fluid and solid radioactive waste has been
dumped in the Barents and Kara seas. According to the report of the Yablokov
Commission, the Soviet Union has dumped 16 nuclear reactors in the Kara Sea
(including six with nuclear fuel). A container with nuclear waste from the ice-
breaker “Lenin” has also been dumped. General radioactive waste amounts to
319,000 curie in the Barents Sea and 2,419,000 curie in the Kara Sea.134 The
Yablokov Commission remained very pessimistic with regard to the prospect of
either reducing or completely stopping the dumping. 

Reactor operations involve the transport, processing, shifting and storage of
radioactive fuel and waste. According to the Norwegian State Nuclear Inspection,
the storage of highly radioactive used fuel on board vessels, as was the case in
Murmansk city, represents an unacceptably high safety risk. In 1996 the Norwe-
gian environmental organization, Bellona, issued a report singling out the North-
ern Fleet as the main source of ecological threat. After the dumping was stopped
in 1991, the storage facilities for liquid and solid waste were filled rapidly. The
development of stationing systems, and the technical maintenance and repairs of
naval nuclear-powered ships lagged far behind the production of those ships
with the new requirements. The report describes several accidents which have
occurred at spent nuclear fuel storage locations. It provides a detailed description
of an accident which took place in Andreev Bay in 1982, only 45 km away from
the Norwegian border. The authors of the report conclude that the situation has
become disastrous because the stored nuclear fuel cannot be removed for at least
another 30 to 40 years.135 Meanwhile, the report has evoked a fierce reaction from
both commanders in the Northern Fleet and Russian counterintelligence. Bellona
was accused of being the Trojan horse of Western intelligence services. Alexander
Nikitin, a retired Russian naval officer who cooperated with Bellona and con-
tributed to the said report, was arrested as a spy, after supposedly gathering
secret information on Russia’s nuclear submarines.136 It took four years to clear
Nikitin of the above accusations.
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The European multilateral institutions pay particular attention to the pro-
tection of the environment and nuclear safety in North-Western Russia. The
Nuclear Safety Account (NSA) was established as a special grant facility within
the EBRD in order to serve as a mechanism to finance operational and near-term
technical safety improvements for Soviet-designed reactors in the former socialist
countries. The NSA is capitalized at Euro 257.2 million, provided by fourteen
donor states (including Nordic countries, such as Finland, Norway, and Sweden)
and the EU. The NSA provided grants for safety upgrades in the Kola and
Leningrad nuclear plants (Euro 45 and 30 million, respectively).137

In 1995 the Nordic countries initiated an international Contact Expert
Group, the CEG, under the aegis of the International Energy Agency (IEA). The
group is made up of representatives of twelve countries and three international
organizations. This group meets regularly at least twice a year and coordinates a
number of projects on nuclear waste and nuclear submarines, particularly in
North-West Russia. At its November 1999 meeting the members of the CEG
decided to report to their governments and participants of the Northern Dimen-
sion in order to inform them of the most compelling problems and to stimulate
fund-raising for investment projects.138

Moscow has also signed a number of fairly promising agreements with Swe-
den and Norway on handling nuclear waste and nuclear safety issues. According
to these documents, priority should be given to the following concrete projects:
NEFCO to remove hazardous nuclear waste stored on board the vessel Lepse in
Murmansk; the Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation which also aims at the
treatment of radioactive waste in Murmansk; joint Norwegian-Russian arrange-
ments on environmental cooperation in connection with nuclear submarine dis-
mantling; and multilateral energy efficiency projects under the BEAC, IEA, ECE,
and Energy Charter auspices.139 The Netherlands contributed 0.5 million guilders
to the Lepse project.140 The UK provides £5 million for nuclear clean up in the
Kola Peninsula.141 The so-called AMEC project was signed by the ministers of
defense of Russia, the United States and Norway. The program aims at con-
structing a concrete container for the long-term storage of spent nuclear waste
fuel.142

The nuclear challenges in North-West Russia are of such a magnitude that
concerted international action is necessary. This is why in Bodø, in March 1999,
the BEAC recommended that the interested nations and the European Commis-
sion negotiate a Multilateral Nuclear Environmental Program in the Russian Federa-
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tion (MNEPR) with Russia. This international agreement will serve as an umbrella
for all the projects on nuclear waste and spent fuel in Russia. The agreement will
contain a set of obligations for Russia and will establish a mechanism for better
coordination. Such a program would greatly facilitate the planning and imple-
mentation of nuclear projects in North-West Russia. Negotiations are in the final
stage. The questions that are still outstanding relate to tax and customs exemp-
tion, including liability, access, and auditing.143 

In the meantime, the EU policy aims at obtaining a commitment from the
Russian government that the designed lifetime of the Leningrad and Kola nuclear
power stations will not be extended. There are also some short-term TACIS proj-
ects underway:

– Assessment of necessary improvements at the submarines’ unloading
facilities at Iokanga/Gremikha. There are several decommissioned
nuclear submarines from which no nuclear fuel has yet been removed in
storage at the Gremikha naval base. The project aims at assessing the
existing defuelling equipment, and proposing and costing those actions
necessary to refurbish the equipment and facilities that could later be pro-
posed to international partners for financial support. The project is com-
plemented by a feasibility study that will analyze the level of
environmental contamination and will explore radioactive waste man-
agement alternatives.

– A feasibility study for the rehabilitation of the Andreev Bay technical base
(Murmansk region). The base that was initially built for the storage of
spent fuel and radioactive waste from nuclear submarines (reportedly
there are over 20,000 spent fuel elements on the site) has now been trans-
ferred from the Russian Northern Fleet to the Ministry of Atomic Energy
for rehabilitation. Access and a preliminary technical feasibility study are
needed before any longer term projects can be planned at the base.144

The new TACIS Regulation for the period 2000-2006 explicitly links further
nuclear safety programs to two basic conditions: (a) the existence of a Russian
strategy for radioactive waste and spent fuel management, and (b) the conclusion
of the MNEPR framework agreement.
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Globalization affects not only the economy and culture, but also societal struc-
tures and makes social problems that emerged in one country a common concern
for the entire region. Mass migration, internationalization of organized crime,
unemployment, and communicable diseases are the most outstanding examples
of the transborder challenges in present-day Eurasia.

Migration 

Mass migration is one of the most important international factors that affect
socioeconomic and political processes in the Russian regions. There are two main
sources of migration from abroad: ethnic conflicts in Russia’s vicinity and eco-
nomic considerations.

The first type of migration influences mainly the Southern regions and
Moscow. The North Caucasian economic region alone, for example, received
about 40% of the 320,000 refugees in 1993. After the first Chechen war the num-
ber of refugees increased considerably: in 1995 alone 200,000 refugees left the
breakaway republic.145 As a result of the second Chechen war about 170,000 dis-
placed persons were hosted by the refugee camps in Ingushetia. By the year 1995,
Russia hosted about 2,000,000 refugees.146 According to some prognoses, there
could be about 400,000 refugees from the Trans-Caucasus, 3,000,000 refugees
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from Central Asia and 400,000 refugees from the Baltic States entering Russia. Up
to 5,500,000 migrants could arrive in Russia in the foreseeable future.147

Such migration can involve a number of negative implications. First of all,
refugees are a strain on the local budget and social infrastructure. Many refugees
have lost their properties and sources of income. According to statistics, only one-
third of the refugees have their own apartments in Russia. Two per cent of the
refugees have lost everything, including documents. Seven per cent had to leave
their homes without money.148 The federal authorities are unable to cope with the
problem because of the lack of finances. According to Tatiana Regent, ex-director
of the Russian Migration Service, this agency needed 2 trillion rubles in 1994. The
government, however, authorized only 545 billion rubles. In the end, the agency
received only 293.4 billion rubles.149 In 2000 the agency was abolished and its
functions were transferred to the Ministry of Nationalities and Regional Policy.

Second, migration complicates situations within the labor market. Only
about 60% of the refugees get jobs when they move to another place.150 In 1993
unemployment reached the level of 4-5% in Northern Caucasus, a formerly pros-
perous region. Wasted man-hours exceeded the average Russian index by 17%.
The turnover of manpower rose to more than the average index by 25% in indus-
try and 16.4% in construction.151

Third, refugees have often formed a social basis for crime and have been
involved in criminal groups (sometimes inter-regional groups). The migrants
themselves have often been the victims of criminal elements and corrupted offi-
cials.152

Finally, migration has increased inter-ethnic tensions in a number of Russ-
ian regions. Since 1991, for example, there has been a significant increase in ten-
sions between the Ossetians and Ingushs, Ingushs and Cossacks, Kabardins and
Balkars, and Ingushs and Chechens. There were 27 lawsuits dealing with inter-
ethnic conflicts in Checheno-Ingushetia in 1991 alone.153

Russia’s Far East and Moscow are the two main regions which face the prob-
lem of migration driven by economic rationales. In 1993 the Russian Ministry of
the Interior registered thousands of illegal migrants in Moscow: 50,000 Chinese,
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23,000 Indians, 15,000 Afghans, and 10,000 Iranians and Iraqis. The Ministry was
unable to count the Vietnamese and the Mongols, who outnumbered the illegal
migrants from the above mentioned countries.154 According to other sources
there were between 700,000 and 1,500,000 illegal migrants in 2000.155

The Chinese migrants are a matter of concern to the Russian provinces in the
Far East. According to some accounts, there are 2,000,000 Chinese in the Russian
Federation (300,000 to 1,000,000 are in the Far East).156 The Chinese migrants are
suspected of buying up real estate, vouchers and shares, and as well have been
charged with spreading organized crime. Many Russian experts are afraid of fur-
ther Chinese mass migrations because of the overpopulation of the northern
provinces of the PRC. “All of us here fear the Chinese,” said one Russian expert
from the Maritime Province, and continues, “On one side of the border there is a
population of 2.5 million, and on the other there are 120 million who are begin-
ning to feel they have too small an area to live in”.157 Even President Putin fears
that in a few decades the population of the Russian Far East will be mostly speak-
ing Chinese, Japanese or Korean if the current trend persists.158

Other sources, however, with a closer knowledge of the subject disagree
with the existence of a “Chinese threat”. According to official statistics, the daily
number of the Chinese visiting the Maritime Province fluctuated from 40,000 to
150,000 in 1993. On January 29, 1994, the Russian authorities established the visa
regime for the Chinese. Over the period 1994-95, 6,003 illegal migrants were
deported from the Maritime Province (this figure included not only Chinese citi-
zens). The number of Chinese people who became permanent residents in the
Russian Far East is insignificant: 87 people in Amur Oblast and 170 in Khabarovsk
Krai.159 The number of Chinese contracted for work in the Far Eastern provinces
is quite modest as well: 10,000 workers in 1990 and 17,000-18,000 migrants in
1992-93. In 1993 there were 10,000 Chinese workers in Chita Oblast, 1,000-2,000
workers in the Maritime Province and Amur Oblast, and 1,560 in Khabarovsk
Krai. Compared with the period prior to the year 1937, when the Chinese and
Koreans were deported from the Russian Far East, the level of the Chinese migra-
tion is insignificant: in the past these two ethnic groups comprised 20% of the
local population, and nobody was concerned.160
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Contrary to the “alarmists”, some Russian experts consider that a limited
migration of the Chinese and Koreans could contribute to the positive develop-
ment of the Russian Far East.161 Migrants can compensate for the lack of man-
power and can bring some investments to the troubled economy of a region.

To prevent illegal migration Moscow announced on August 30, 2000, that it
is abrogating the Bishkek agreement of 1992 on the visa-free regime within the
CIS. The Russian Foreign Ministry said that bilateral agreements on a new visa
regime should be concluded with the CIS member states within 90 days.162 This
measure provoked a fierce reaction from the CIS countries (especially from the
Belorussian President Lukashenka who blamed the Kremlin for wanting to under-
mine the creation of the Russian-Belorussian confederation). Many specialists
doubt that the above three-month period is realistic in terms of implementation.

Many foreign countries are eager to cooperate with Russia to prevent illegal
migration. Under the Finnish Presidency in the EU, for example, several meetings
and seminars on illegal migration were organized in 1999. Russia also occasion-
ally participates in meetings of the CIREA and CIREFI Groups (exchange of infor-
mation on asylum and illegal immigration), the Visa Group, etc. The EU Justice
and Home Affairs Committee analyzed the development of relations with Russia
in this context in its meeting on October 4, 1999.163 These activities, however,
should be augmented by more regular and extensive programs under the aus-
pices of the Northern Dimension. The conclusion of an EU-Russia agreement on
re-admission would be useful as well.

Fighting organized crime 

Cross-border crime is also an important area, and a common concern, particularly
the trafficking of drugs, money, goods, and even people. These crimes have a sig-
nificant impact on people’s lives, the pace of economic and political reforms, and
they undercut government revenues. At the operational level, the police, customs
and special services, and border guards need to be trained to understand the
implications of the international laws and conventions signed by their govern-
ments. Continued training for officials from these agencies will also increase their
ability to counteract illegal activities. 

Russia cooperates with foreign countries both at the bilateral and multilat-
eral levels in this field. In September 2000, for example, the Russian and Kazakh
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delegations met in Saratov to discuss the problem of strengthening the common
border, including fighting drug trafficking (90% of drugs in the Saratov region
used to come from Kazakhstan).164

Russia cooperates not only with the CIS member states but also with other
countries. A Russian-British Memorandum of Understanding on combating orga-
nized crime was signed in October 1997. The Task Force on Organized Crime in
the Baltic Sea Region (Visby Group), developed under the auspices of the CBSS,
has taken a leading role in building cooperation between regional law enforce-
ment agencies.165 Amongst the initiatives set up by the EU common strategy for
Russia (adopted at the 1999 Cologne European Council’s meeting) it was agreed
to propose an action plan to fight corruption, money laundering, drug trafficking,
trafficking in human beings, and illegal migration.166 At its October 1999 
Tampere meeting, the European Council proposed several concrete recommen-
dations which aim at joint measures to combat organized crime.167 Sweden also
wants to see the EU’s early-warning system for synthetic drugs and the EU pub-
lic prosecutors’ network extended to participants from other countries of the
region.168 All of these measures will be encouraged and developed within the
Northern Dimension. 

Social welfare 

Unemployment is high in many Russian border regions. In North-Western Rus-
sia, for example, about 10% of the work force is jobless, and people are leaving the
region for a better future elsewhere in Russia. Entire communities, such as Nikel
and Pechenga on the Kola Peninsula, are facing an uncertain future. The same sit-
uation can be found in the High North and the Far East. Pensions are very low
compared to the costs of living, and wage and pension arrears are widespread. 

Many Russian regions hope that international cooperation could help to
ease these social hardships. Some specialists suggest that international assistance
should be focused on issues such as (a) unemployment and retraining schemes;
care of children at risk, and (c) the elderly people.169



Health care 

The health situation in many Russian regions is deteriorating because of economic
and social circumstances. Communicable diseases such as tuberculosis, syphilis,
hepatitis, diphtheria and HIV/AIDS are increasing alarmingly, with conse-
quences across the national borders. According to experts, the dramatic rise in
multi-resistant tuberculosis bacteria is of particular concern. Drug abuse nega-
tively affects the work force productivity and the rates of violent crime. 

For these reasons, regional cooperation aimed at combating the spread of
communicable diseases is of high relevance. Some health care programs have
already started. Sweden has launched an initiative to intensify these programs
and to involve more players. To this end, a seminar for experts from the Barents
and Baltic Sea regions was held in Uppsala in January 2000 in order to identify the
weaknesses and the requirements of this cooperation.170 The BEAC has a public
health program of its own.

TACIS has a Euro 2 million North-West health duplication project for the
Kaliningrad, Murmansk, and Arkhangelsk oblasts. The project aims at reducing
health and social disparities across the border by supporting the reform of the
local health system.171

The EU Action Plan for the Northern Dimension envisages: (a) establishing
a data base on the assistance and technical cooperation between the countries of
the Northern Dimension (information on health sector reforms, health policy for-
mulation, health financing, health care provision, human resource development,
the pharmaceutical sector, etc.); (b) extending the recently established EU surveil-
lance network on communicable diseases to all Northern Dimension partner
countries; (c) dissemination of the best practices in health care and social work
through new technologies; (d) the use of TACIS programs to reform the Russian
health system, including its decentralization; and (e) close cooperation with
organizations such as the Community Network for Epidemiological Surveillance
and Control of Communicable Diseases, the EU-US Task Force on Communicable
Diseases, and with the World Health Organization (with particular emphasis on
combating tuberculosis and HIV/AIDS.172
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Ethnic factors also play a role in Russia’s regionalization. There are, for example,
some related (Finno-Ugrian) nations in the North. These hope that the historic
and cultural links with Finland and other Nordic countries will assist them in the
restoration of their national identity and the reform of local societies. There are
some separatist voices among the northern nationalities (especially in Karelia),
but most of them demand more autonomy and representation at the national and
international level, rather than secession.

According to Erikson, the indigenous peoples within the Euro-Arctic area,
such as the Sami, for instance, are currently the only viable “nations”.173 Even
though there is no real Sami struggle for a sovereign state, the Sami sometimes
speak of themselves as a nation and claim some rights similar to those of a state.
A recent example of this was their demand for representation in the Foreign Min-
isters’ Barents Council – that is, for recognition as a nation comparable with
nation-states – as well as representation in the Regional Council. They were, how-
ever, only able to obtain representation in the inter-regional institutions.

The Russian leadership understands the need for cooperation between the
related nations, and favors the establishment of cultural ties among, for instance,
Finns and Karelians, Mordva, Sami, Komi, Mansi, and others.174 According to the
Russian Foreign Ministry, nearly 70 joint projects concerning the economy, indus-
try, agriculture, culture, the problems of indigenous populations, tourism, and

ch
ap

te
r 8

Ethnic factors



175 Matvienko. Op. cit., p. 91.
176 Aikio, Pekka. “The speech of Mr Pekka Aikio, President of the Sami Parliament, Finland.” In

Foreign Ministers’ Conference on the Northern Dimension, Helsinki, 11-12 November 1999. A Com-
pilation of Speeches, ed. Marja Nissen. Unit for the Northern Dimension in the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs. Finland. Helsinki, 2000, pp. 101-102.

177 Marja Nissen, ed. Foreign Ministers’ Conference on the Northern Dimension, Helsinki, 11-12
November 1999. A Compilation of Speeches. Unit for the Northern Dimension in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Finland. Helsinki, 2000, p. 123.

health care are being conducted by the member-states of the Barents/Euro-Arctic
Council.175 The assistance to the indigenous people is also an important priority
of the EU’s Northern Dimension. The EU programs will focus on problems such
as the preservation of the natural environment where these peoples live, their
local economy, as well as their traditional cultures.176 It is considered important
to respect the rights and interests of indigenous peoples in the context of the
industrialization and modernization of industries and infrastructure in the north-
ern part of Russia.177At the same time, Moscow strongly opposes any nationalist
or separatist tendencies in the regions.
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The cultural cooperation with foreign countries also has a certain impact on the
process of regionalization, and the foreign and security policies of Russian
regions.

First and foremost, cultural cooperation helps to breed a new generation of
managers, administrators, politicians, academics, and journalists. Numerous
international organizations such as the Open Society Institute (the Soros Founda-
tion), the MacArthur Foundation, Carnegie Endowment, the Ford Foundation,
Eurasia, IREX, Fulbright Committee, the British Council, the Konrad Adenauer
Foundation, and the Volkswagen Foundation have launched educational and
research programs that aim at creating new regional elites. As mentioned above,
many of these have special regional programs or reserve a certain quota for appli-
cants from the regions.

The case of Novgorod Oblast is exemplary. With the help of foreign spon-
sors the Novgorod government launched numerous programs to train local
entrepreneurs in international business administration. A Business and Training
Center for Entrepreneurship and Small Business, for instance, has been estab-
lished as a result of a joint project with a number of foreign donors. An Interna-
tional Business School was created jointly with the British Know-How Fund.178

A St Petersburg-based British Construction and Training Company has estab-
lished a branch in Novgorod. The Danish government has also set up a training
center in the town. Sweden has sponsored a 10-month educational program to
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train women from rural areas in housekeeping. The Russian teachers employed
by the program have been trained in Sweden.179

Under the auspices of the grant-providing program called “BISTRO”,
TACIS provided the oblast with Euro 66,000 to invite European experts to teach
economics, finance, and management in Novgorod.180 TACIS also funded a cor-
respondence course program in several areas such as agribusiness, new informa-
tion technologies, ecology and sustainable agriculture, and agricultural
consulting. This program was aimed at the retraining of teachers, curriculum
development, the creation of electronic textbooks, and acquiring new equipment
for the Novgorod colleges.181

The Konrad Adenauer Foundation and the Ebert Foundation have also
financed training programs in Novgorod.182 A Russian-American School of Busi-
ness Administration was run for three years as part of the joint project initiated
by the Novgorod State University and Portland University (US). 

In 1997 the US Agency for International Development and the US Informa-
tion Service established a US$ 10 million Partnership for Freedom program (PfF),
with the Eurasia Foundation and IREX serving as subcontractors. IREX was
mainly responsible for educational projects, while the Eurasia Foundation was in
charge of grants for social and administrative purposes. PfF awarded 39 and 24
grants in 1998 and 1999 respectively.183 

Another venue for cultural cooperation between Russian regions and for-
eign partners are twinning programs. The Northern Dimension Action Plan iden-
tifies twinning arrangements as an important priority for the future EU policy
towards Russia.184 Novgorod Oblast, for example, has twinning relations with
several foreign towns and regions, including Moss (Norway), Uusikalpunke (Fin-
land), Bielefeld (Germany), Nanter (Greater Paris), Watford (Greater London),
Rochester (New York, US), and Tzybo (China). There are also plans underway to
sign an agreement on cooperation with Strasbourg (France). TACIS financed a
Euro 100,000 pilot project on twin cities to support the local government’s efforts
to develop its international contacts.185 
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The close cultural cooperation between Russian and foreign regions has a
solid historical background in some cases. To pay tribute to its historical past, for
instance, Novgorod joined the Hanseatic League in 1993. Along with economic
considerations, this organization is important for Novgorod in terms of cultural
cooperation. Novgorod applied for US$ 800,000 to renovate the Nikol’skii cathe-
dral. The league, however, only provided the town with half of the requested
amount. TACIS also provided the local administration with a Euro 100,000 grant
to renovate Novgorod’s historical center.186 

The use of cultural events for business purposes is quite typical for many
Russian regions. The Nizhnii Novgorod Fair, for example, is both a commercial
and cultural enterprise. The so-called Cooperation Days, aimed at developing the
region’s international contacts, has become a rather traditional event in Novgorod
Oblast. In September 1999 for example, 60 foreign firms, educational organiza-
tions, and NGOs took part in the Novgorod Cooperation Days. 

It should be noted that some regions might begin to view foreign policy dif-
ferently thanks to the cultural cooperation with foreign countries. Further/other
internationalist, cosmopolitan and inward-looking conservative regions can be
distinguished. Novgorod Oblast, for instance, one of the most advanced Russian
regions in terms of international cooperation, stayed aloof from the heated
debates on NATO enlargement and the Balkan war. Remarkably, in 1997 a memo-
rial to the German soldiers from the SS division killed during World War II was
opened in Korostyn village on the bank of the Il’men’ Lake.187 Despite some
grumbling on the part of the veteran organizations, the local authorities demon-
strated that they favor reconciliation with former adversaries rather than looking
for a renewal of enmity.

186 Ibid.
187 Riskin, Andrei, “Chernyi Krest nad Il’menem” (The Black Cross Over the Ilmen Lake), 
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Religious factors, such as Islam, also influence regional developments in Russia.
Their implications vary from region to region. In Chechnya, for example, Islamic
fundamentalism (Wahhabizm) has been a powerful incentive for secession. The
Islamic fundamentalist organizations and foundations not only supported the
Chechen separatists spiritually, but also provided them with money and
weapons. According to the Russian mass media, Hattab, the Arab leader of the
Wahhabi in Chechnya, had a 3,000-strong army and trained Islamic fanatics and
terrorists from all over Russia.

In Tatarstan, Islam is one of the tools of restoration of the national culture
and identity, rather than a source of separatism. According to many experts, there
is no indication that Islamic extremism would be easily encouraged in Tatarstan.
As one American analyst notes, “the role of Islam [in Tatarstan] today is to be
compared with the role of the Catholic Church in the Polish movement for inde-
pendence and the growing prominence of the Orthodox church in the culture of
the re-emerging Russian nation, where it is seen as one of the legitimate compo-
nents of a modern, national secular culture.”188

Islam serves as Tatarstan’s additional channel for international cooperation.
Arabic and Islamic representatives held a two-day forum on “Muslims and the
New World Order – Our Reality and the Horizons of the Future in the Frame-
work of Cooperation”.189 During the opening of the largest mosque in Russia,
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built in Naberezhnye Chelny, the “heart of Tatar radicalism”, for example, in
honor of the 1,100th anniversary of the adoption of Islam.

Other religions are of less significance as regards their impact on the
regional dynamics in Russia. The Russian Orthodox Church, for example, has
been involved in public debates, such as discussions on the protection of the Russ-
ian-speaking minorities in the “near abroad”, foreign religious sects, and intra-
church relations.

The Russian Orthodoxy has been quite irritated by the activities of various
“pseudo-Christian” sects and other foreign missionaries in the Russian regions.
As one of the Church’s representatives observed, “We cannot ignore the ‘spiritual
intervention’ coming from abroad in a muddy torrent which impinges destruc-
tively on the souls, especially those of young people.”190 The Church has charged
these missionaries with dishonest behavior: “They have used the Orthodoxy’s
financial difficulties to undermine its influence in Russia. By distributing human-
itarian aid and free literature, buying newspaper space and broadcasting time for
hard currency, renting halls and stadiums, they have tried to divert potential
Orthodox believers from the Russian Orthodox Church. What is particularly
alarming for the Church is that some of those missionaries have tried to persuade
people that Orthodoxy supports them. They have borrowed components of the
Orthodox doctrine and used Orthodox religious symbols, a practice which the
Church has seen as outright sacrilege.”191 The Church spokesmen insisted that
the Foreign Ministry and the security services should pay more attention to the
“subversive” activities of various foreign sects in Russia.

Relations between various Orthodox confessions have been difficult for the
Church as well. At the time of the Millennium celebrations in 1988, it was
reported that the Church had 6,893 functioning parishes. Of these, more than
4,000 were located in Ukraine, and as few as 2,000 were functioning in Russia. The
51.4 million Ukrainian citizens reported in the 1989 USSR census therefore had
twice as many functioning Orthodox parishes as did the 147 million citizens in the
Russian Federation.192

With the breakdown of the Soviet Union, nationalist elites in the ex-Soviet
republics have pushed local Orthodox leaders to claim independence from the
Moscow Patriarkhate. The latter was forced to grant autonomy in administrative,
economic, educational and civilian affairs to the Orthodox Churches in Belorus-
sia, Estonia, Latvia, Moldova, and Ukraine. This could not, however, prevent a
schism in the Orthodoxy. The Ukrainian Orthodox Church has finally become
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completely independent. Other churches preserve only a nominal dependence on
the Moscow Patriarkhate. In addition, angered by the Orthodox hierarchy’s con-
tinued cooperation with the Communist Party and KGB, a small number of
parishes in Russia itself have turned towards the jurisdiction of the Russian
Orthodox Church abroad, a fiercely anti-Communist ecclesiastical body under
Metropolitan Vitalii of New York.

The Moscow Patriarkhate sees the schism as a serious threat to the security
of Russia and Russians living abroad, because it worsens inter-ethnic and inter-
state relations. Referring to the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, the Patriarkhate
spokesman pointed out that “Actions of this nature are carried out under the ban-
ner of the national idea and result in drawing the religious factor into inter-ethnic
contradictions. Our Church has never approved of such behavior and never will,
deploring as she does the destructive impact of political processes on church
life.”193

193 Petliuchenko. Op. cit., p. 69.



194 Gel’man and Senatova. Op. cit., pp. 212-217.
195 Wellman. Op. cit., p. 176.

The diffusion of power in Russia has important implications. Critical decisions on
reform are now being made at the regional level. Reform has progressed in those
regions where the governors are progressive and dynamic and has experienced
setbacks in those regions where governors are conservative or corrupt. Regional
leaders are increasingly active in foreign affairs. Governors in Russia’s North-
West and Far East, for example, were engaged in a range of issues with their
Baltic/Nordic and Asian-Pacific neighbors.

As with any transitional phenomenon, foreign influences on Russia’s
regionalization have had a number of contradictory consequences. Many experts
(especially Russian analysts) prefer to focus on the negative implications.

Some Russian regions play a “foreign card” to exert pressure upon the cen-
ter to acquire more autonomy and privileges. This leads to tensions and increas-
ing mistrust in relations with Moscow. In turn, the center has been trying, since
1993, to reclaim some of the powers given to the regions in accordance with the
Federative Treaty and the Constitution (especially in the field of external rela-
tions).194 As mentioned above, the president changed his mind several times as
regards the status of the Kaliningrad region. The Russian Parliament was even
more centralist-minded than the President. In 1994, Yeltsin proposed a law “On
the special status of the Kaliningrad region”. Instead of approving the law, how-
ever, the State Duma renamed it to read “On safeguarding the Russian Federa-
tion’s sovereignty on the territory of the Kaliningrad region”, and buried it in the
flow of other routine documents.195
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In 1995 the federal center adopted two legislative acts – the law “On inter-
national treaties of the Russian Federation” (July 15, 1995) and the law “On state
regulation of foreign trade” (October 13, 1995). These laws aimed at tightening
control over the foreign policies of the regions. The federal law “On coordinating
international and foreign economic relations of the members of the Russian Fed-
eration” (December 2, 1998) specified the constitutional powers of the center and
the regions in foreign policy development. Putin’s administrative reform of 2000
completed the process of the sharing of power between the center and the regions.
One of the functions of the presidential envoys in the newly created federal dis-
tricts is to identify collisions between the federal and local legislation, and to
streamline the former.

Particularly disturbing for the center are the secessionist aspirations in a
number of the regions supported by foreign powers. The idea of an independent
Idel-Ural Republic, for example, stemming from the times of the Civil War in Rus-
sia (1918), was very popular among the Muslim peoples of the Volga region in the
mid-1990s. Kazan University History Dean Indus Tagirov, for instance, argued in
October 1993 that “the idea of the Idel-Ural has now become a necessity”. Fanil
Faizullin, Dean of Humanities at Ufa State Aviation and Technical University,
admitted that “if the dictatorship of Moscow persists with its demands for a uni-
tary state, centrifugal forces may triumph, and a new federation may be formed
in the region of Idel-Ural and in the Northern Caucasus”. The head of the Bashkir
Cultural Society, Robert Sultanov, was also willing to agree in October 1993 that
“if the Russian Federation disintegrated” Bashkortostan, as well as Tatarstan,
“would become the subjects of a new confederation, while retaining their inde-
pendence”.196

The Far East, another Russian region with strong foreign orientations, has
repeatedly discussed plans for independent development. In 1994, for example,
Viktor Ishaev, head of the administration of the Khabarovsk Krai, said that the
Russian government “has done all it could to sever the Far East from Russia.” The
workers of the Khrustal’nyi tin-extracting company, who had not been paid for
several months, wrote in their declaration: “The government and the president
don’t pay any attention to our troubles. We have concluded that they have given
up on us. We must therefore also give up on them and form our own republic
with an independent government. There is no other way to survive.”197

Secessionist movements can be found in Karelia, Kaliningrad, and the North
Caucasian autonomies as well. To date, however, only Chechnya has tried to
break away. Other potential candidates for secession do not claim independence
officially or immediately. Two factors at least prevent the separatists from doing
so: (1) the understanding that independence could lead to a further deepening of
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the crisis, rather than improving the situation; and (2) as the Chechen example
shows, Moscow does not rule out the use of military force to stop Russia’s 
disintegration.

It should also be noted that foreign influences have encouraged rather than
generated separatism as such. The Chechen leaders, for example, decided to part
from the Russian Federation because of their own considerations, while Islamic
support from the foreign countries assisted them in the realization of their plans.

Apart from the negative implications, a number of positive dimensions of
regionalization (including its “foreign components”) can be identified.

First of all, regionalization has brought to an end the odious system of the
center’s total control of the periphery. Instead, the democratic system of horizon-
tal connections (inter-regional cooperation) has emerged. A national discussion
on the separation of powers between the center and the regions has been initiated.
Some new principles of Russian federalism and regionalism have resulted from
this debate. These concepts have somehow been incorporated into the new Russ-
ian polity. Hence, regionalization became an important instrument to reform the
Russian society and the system of government.

Second, the diffusion of power in Russia has helped check and balance cen-
tral authority in foreign affairs. Moscow’s capability to use economic and military
resources for an expansionist foreign policy, for example, has dramatically dimin-
ished. Furthermore, Moscow can no longer take decisions concerning the inter-
national status of the regions without at least consulting with them. With the
assistance of the Russian Foreign Ministry, for example, the local governments of
Kaliningrad, Karelia and St Petersburg actively participated in negotiating and
concluding a number of agreements on trans-regional cooperation with Finland
and Poland. From 1991-95, the subjects of the Russian Federation signed more
than 300 agreements on trade, economic, and humanitarian cooperation with for-
eign countries.198 In turn, these developments have necessitated the reorganiza-
tion of the management system charged with international contacts of regions. In
addition to autonomous republics, which traditionally have their own foreign
offices, the Russian Foreign Ministry has established its offices in many regions
which are engaged in intensive international economic and cultural cooperation.

Third, regionalization and cooperation with foreign countries have helped
the Russian regions cope with the numerous problems of the transitional period,
and have also provided support when the center has been unable to alleviate the
burden of the reforms. For some regions, such as Kaliningrad, Karelia, the High
North, and the Far East, economic, ecological and humanitarian cooperation with
the neighboring countries was crucial in surviving a period of severe socio-
economic crisis.

198 Matvienko. Op. cit., pp. 91-92.
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Fourth, regionalization was sometimes an adequate solution to many prob-
lems in Russia’s bilateral relations with the neighboring countries. Kaliningrad’s
cooperation with Lithuania, Poland and Germany prevented the rise of territorial
claims and relieved concerns about excessive militarization of the region. Coop-
eration between Finland and Karelia improved the overall Finno-Russian rela-
tions. Trans-regional cooperation between Sakhalin, the Kurils, and Japan’s
northern provinces gave way to a quiet Russia-Japan dialogue on the disputable
questions.

Finally, regionalization furthered the opening up of Russia for international
cooperation, as well as the country’s link to a worldwide process of intensive
trans-regional cooperation. Regionalization has therefore had a very important
civilizing function: it has prevented Russia’s marginalization and/or interna-
tional isolation.

Five conclusions emerge from the above. First, despite the significant role of
external determinants, they were not a crucial factor of Russia’s regionalization.
Domestic determinants have prevailed. The interplay of internal and external fac-
tors will, however, remain an important determinant in shaping Russia’s regional
structure.

Second, this study shows that many factors such as the process of global
regionalization, geopolitical shifts, transborder economic cooperation, military-
strategic determinants, ethno-territorial and religious conflicts, and cultural
diversity are long-term, rather than short-term developments. They will certainly
serve as powerful incentives for the country’s further regionalization in the years
to come.

Third, regionalization (including those caused by external factors) may have
both positive and negative implications for the country’s polity. The problem for
Russian political leadership (both federal and regional) is how to harness the
above mentioned dynamic processes in a way to make them work for democracy
rather than against it.

Fourth, regionalization became both an instrument of Russia’s search for a
new national identity, and an environment where this search can be conducted.
In this regard, it is important to redefine traditional concepts of national sover-
eignty and territoriality in accordance with contemporary realities. Otherwise,
traditional thinking, which is rather strong in the federal structures, may lead to
further and more serious clashes between the existing and emerging regions and
the center.

Conclusions



Fifth, it should be noted that it is not only the domestic environment that
should be taken into account: the nature and directions of Russia’s regionalization
depend greatly on the international environment as well. Hence, it is very impor-
tant to provide Russia with positive external inputs such as: friendly and balanced
policies of the neighboring countries, Russia’s active participation in various
forms of trans-regional and transborder cooperation, and its engagement in inten-
sive dialogue on regional issues with foreign policy makers and academics.
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