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Chapter 1 

Overview of the thesis 
 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

     In the late 1980s Gorbachev’s concept of a ‘Common European Home’
1
 

marked the beginning of a new era in the relations between the West and the 

East. The former Soviet Union leader used this concept, constituting a part 

of his ‘New Thinking’
2
, on several occasions

3
 with the intention to underline 

the necessity of a peaceful and cooperative existence and of a mutual secu-

rity in international relations.
4
 Although the idea of a ‘Common European 

Home’ accomplished little
5
 and disappeared altogether with the dissolution 

of the USSR, it was a signal that the relations between the West and the East 

were opening up to new possibilities of international cooperation. The col-

lapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War made this a matter of 

fact. 

     This particular historical moment and the changes it brought about in the 

international system have been the object of study of a growing body of lit-

erature analysing how the relations among the states have been rethought 

and reorganized. The passage from a bipolar system to a multipolar one after 

the end of the Cold War has determined the emergence of a phenomenon, 

namely regionalism, which is becoming increasingly important in the analy-

                                                      
1 Gorbachev’s idea was to build a new European architecture founded on four levels, namely 

collective security, a peaceful resolution of conflicts, a pan-European economic and trade 

cooperation, and a real European cultural community. Nevertheless, the expression ‘Common 

European Home’ had been previously used in 1972 by the then Soviet Foreign Minister of 

Foreign Affairs Andrei Gromyko in a meeting with the French President George Pompidou to 

convince him of the necessity of supporting the proposal for a Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in Europe. 

Rey, Marie-Pierre, ‘Europe is our Common Home’: A Study of Gorbachev’s Diplomatic 

Concept, in Cold War History, vol. 4, n. 2, Frank Cass, London, 2004, pp. 34-39 
2 The concept of ‘Common European Home’ was part of the ‘New Political Thinking’, later 

known just as the ‘New Thinking’, which Gorbachev set out during his speech at the United 

Nations in 1988. It was founded on some key propositions affirming the importance that 

international relations should be based on the primacy of human interests, security and inter-

dependence. 

Holloway, David, Gorbachev’s New Thinking, in Foreign Affairs, vol. 67, issue 2, Council on 

foreign relations, New York, 1989, p. 67 
3 Gorbachev illustrated the concept of a ‘Common European Home’ in his speeches in 1987 in 

Prague and Murmansk, in1988 in Belgrade, in 1989 in Strasbourg. 

Rey, Marie-Pierre, op.cit., p. 39 
4 Holloway, David, op.cit., p. 37 
5 The agreements on disarmament made in 1987 and 1990 were the only concrete accom-

plishments achieved. 

Rey, Marie-Pierre, op.cit., p. 59 
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sis of the international system due to its geopolitical and economic conse-

quences on the relations among the states. 

     Regionalism is, however, not a new phenomenon. It emerged around the 

1960s, but at that time its scope was limited because the division of the 

world in two blocs represented an obstacle to the free development of re-

gional arrangements. At the same time, states were not disposed to give up 

part of their sovereignty in the case of both high and low politics.
6
 

     The end of the Cold War in the late 1980s changed this situation. The 

shifts in the distribution of power among the big states in the international 

system have brought about a different polarity which has led to a reformula-

tion of the interaction among states. As neorealist Kenneth Waltz argues, 

“changes in polarity also affect how states provide for their security. Signifi-

cant changes take place when the number of great powers reduces to two or 

one. With more than two, states rely for their security both on their own in-

ternal efforts and on alliances they may make with others. Competition in 

multipolar systems is more complicated than competition in bipolar ones 

because uncertainties about the comparative capabilities of states multiply as 

numbers grow, and because estimates of the cohesiveness and strength of 

coalitions are hard to make”.
7
 

     It is in this context that regionalism flourished in the late 1980s. The rea-

son is twofold. On the one hand, multipolarism encouraged the formation of 

regional arrangements as an effect of the assertion of some states as regional 

powers. On the other hand, the end of the Cold War promoted a sense of 

independence but also of great vulnerability. This was generated by a sense 

of isolation that states could fill in through more interdependence.
8
 Conse-

quently, regional cooperation emerged as an important means of securing 

stability.
9
 In spite of this, the end of the Cold War has not meant the end of 

the competition among the big powers. Neorealist John Mearsheimer states 

in fact that “the sad fact is that international politics has always been a ruth-

less and dangerous business, and it is likely to remain that way. Although the 

intensity of competition waxes and wanes, great powers fear each other and 

always compete with each other for power”.
10

 Another neorealist, Robert 

Gilpin, argues likewise that the international system's competitiveness 

“stimulates, and may compel, a state to increase its power; at the least, it 

                                                      
6 Fawcett, Louise, Hurrell, Andrew, Regionalism in World politics, Regional organization and 

international order, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1995, p. 16 
7 Kenneth, Waltz, Structural Realism After the Cold War, in International Security, vol.25, 

n.1, 2000, pp.5-6 
8 Ibidem, p. 22 
9 Celac, Sergiu, Manoli, Panagiota, Towards a New Model of Comprehensive Regionalism in 

the Black Sea Area, in Southeast European and Black Sea Studies, vol. 6, n. 2, Routledge, 

London, 2006, p. 193 
10 Mearsheimer, John, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, Norton & Company, New York, 

2001, p.2 
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necessitates that the prudent state prevent relative increase in the powers of 

competitor states”.
11

 

     In order to analyse why and how the changes in the distribution of power 

among the big states have paved the way to the emergence of regional ar-

rangements at the end of the Cold War, this study uses neorealism as the 

analytical point of departure. However, it is necessary to underline that this 

study breaks away from neorealism mainly in three ways. Firstly, while neo-

realism only focuses on the international level, this study also and especially 

takes into consideration the regional level. Neorealism is essentially based 

on the global level, while regions are strictly connected to the notion of terri-

toriality. Secondly, in order to link the international/global level and the 

regional level this study uses geopolitics. This is defined in materialist terms 

according to the neorealist approach consisting in three levels: the interna-

tional, the regional and the nation-state. Geopolitics is rarely used by neore-

alists in their analysis because of its focus on territory, but is nevertheless a 

useful tool to fill in the gaps of the neorealist approach explaining the emer-

gence of the phenomenon of regionalism. Thirdly, though neorealism does 

not consider history as relevant to the study of the international system, the 

historical legacy of connections among the states in a particular region is 

taken into account in the analysis. Barring these gaps, the neorealism ap-

proach is valid when analysing the relations among the states in the two re-

gions as they are here based on the concept of power. 

     Scholars analysing the phenomenon of regionalism and the process of 

region-building have stressed the relevance of regions in world politics. In 

this context, regional institutions play a fundamental role because they are a 

link between the regional and the international level. They are sometimes 

accompanied by regional organizations, which reflect and put in practice the 

measures adopted by regional institutions.  

     This is the case of the Baltic and the Black Sea region. The two regions 

are considered in this study as two international regimes accompanied by 

two organizations, namely the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) and 

the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC), which belong to the Baltic 

Sea and the Black Sea region respectively. The CBSS and the BSEC act in 

two very different contexts each with its own characteristics and peculiari-

ties.  

     Some researchers argue that the different nature of the two regions, de-

fined by their historical, political, social and economic peculiarities, makes 

any kind of comparisons very difficult and even unnecessary. On the con-

trary, I argue that it is possible and even relevant to compare the two regions 

essentially for two reasons. Firstly, the region-building process and the phe-

nomenon of regional cooperation in the European context have specific 

characteristics which it is possible to find in whatever region on the conti-

                                                      
11 Gilpin, Robert, War and Change in World Politics, Cambridge University Press, Cam-

bridge, 1981, pp.87-88 
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nent and others which differentiate it from this phenomenon in other parts of 

the world (e.g. Asia). Secondly, the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region are 

different but also have some peculiarities in common which it is interesting 

to analyse.  

     The departure point of this study is that since the establishment of the 

CBSS and of the BSEC in 1992, the two organizations have acquired more 

importance on the international arena as actors promoting a new way of con-

necting states at the regional level. The CBSS and the BSEC provide new 

possibilities for politicians and experts to meet and exchange information 

with the aim to guide and improve the cooperation among the member states 

in the sectors of their competence. At the same time, they represent a good 

opportunity for regional powers as well as for external actors to try to influ-

ence the cooperation in the region in order to pursue their own interests. This 

study analyses the phenomenon of regionalism around the Baltic and the 

Black Sea with a comparative perspective by trying to evaluate whether and 

in which way the CBSS and the BSEC have developed cooperation in their 

respective region as well as whether and to what extent they can be consid-

ered an instrument in the framework of the policies and the strategies of 

regional powers (Russia and Turkey) and of external actors (EU and 

US/NATO).  

     Given these premises and with the aim of extending the neorealist ap-

proach by including the three elements mentioned above, this study assumes 

that regional powers (Russia and Turkey), great powers (Russia) and exter-

nal actors (the EU, the US and NATO) are the main elements that define the 

geopolitical characteristics of the system analysed. Russia, Turkey, the EU 

and the US/NATO have in fact very strong geopolitical and economic inter-

ests in the two areas and therefore consider an active involvement in the 

cooperation within each region as fundamental to achieve their objectives in 

their neighbourhood. It will be investigated whether they exploit their mem-

bership in the CBSS and the BSEC to achieve goals which have an impact 

on both the international and the regional level. At the same time, it will be 

discussed whether smaller states can also take advantage of their member-

ship in regional institutions for different purposes and especially in relation 

to the regional space.  

     The geographical space where they act is Europe. Geographical space is 

treated as a set of actors that interact with each other on the same streach of 

land with specific historical, political, economic and social characteristics. 

Of course, the issue is much more complicated and complex because of two 

sets of considerations. While on the one hand Europe is an enormous geo-

graphical space where peoples, countries and regions are extremely different, 

on the other hand, Europe is inserted in the international system as a whole 

entity, which means that what happens in other parts of the world inevitably 

has consequences on the entity. Thus, in this sense Europe can be considered 

as belonging to the world geopolitical system. In spite of this, it is possible 

to consider Europe as a unit of analysis for reasons explained above. Fur-
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thermore, it is necessary to stress that this thesis considers the geographical 

borders of Europe as extended on the basis of the political ones since they 

are defined by the CBSS and the BSEC membership. 

 

 

Aims of the thesis 

 

     Against the background provided above, there are two research questions 

that this study will try to answer:  

 

1) is the neorealist theory a convincing tool to explain the phenomenon 

of regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea? 

 

2) can the emergence of regional organizations be explained from the 

perspective of big powers competition? What is the role of small 

powers in this context? 

 

 

     The analysis has as main focus regional organizations, the CBSS and the 

BSEC, which, stemming from two regimes corresponding to the Baltic and 

the Black Sea region, can be considered a product of the geopolitical dynam-

ics characterizing the international order after the collapse of the world sys-

tem.  

     The aim of this study is to investigate whether the neorealist theory, 

which is a power-based theory, is a good tool to explain the phenomenon of 

regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea. In order to accomplish this 

task, neorealism will be applied to four sectors in each region. They are en-

ergy, environment, economic development, and hard security. This choice 

has been made on the basis of two considerations. Firstly, energy, economic 

development and environment are important areas of cooperation within 

both the CBSS and the BSEC. To analyse common areas of activity of the 

two organizations makes the comparison between them and their respective 

region more coherent and understandable. Additionally, they are strictly 

intertwined and they involve issues which are currently very much debated 

over the present moment for the serious implications that they have for states 

both at the regional and at the international level. Of course, the two organi-

zations also deal with other areas. While the CBSS has established two other 

areas of cooperation, namely ‘civil security and human dimension’ and ‘edu-

cation and culture’, the BSEC has established a number of areas
12

 some of 

                                                      
12 The areas of cooperation established in the context of the BSEC are: agriculture, banking 

and finance, combating crime, culture, customs matters, emergency assistance, education, 

energy, environmental protection, exchange of statistical data and information, healthcare and 

pharmaceutics, information and communication technologies, institutional renewal and good 

governance, science and technology, SMEs, tourism, trade and economic development, trans-

port. 
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which are part of the ‘economic development’ in the case of the CBSS. 

Thus, for a matter of comprehensiveness and simplicity at the same time, 

they have been included in the ‘economic development’ sector in the case of 

the BSEC. They are Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), Banking and 

Finance, Tourism, and Transport. Another important sector, trade, is instead 

included in the ‘economic development’ sector like in the case of the CBSS. 

Secondly, hard security, which is the first sector analysed in this monograph, 

is not a field of cooperation neither in the CBSS nor in the BSEC. The rea-

son why it has been included in the analysis is that it strongly affects the 

power relations among the states in the two regions. Moreover, it is strictly 

linked to the other three sectors, as this study will show. 

     In this context, geopolitics is the tool used to fill in the gaps of neorealism 

in the explanation of the phenomenon of regionalism around the Baltic and 

the Black Sea. It is indeed the tool to analyse and compare the role of the 

CBSS and the BSEC as organizations guiding cooperation in their respective 

region. The results obtained in the various fields of activity (energy, envi-

ronment, and economic development) are the measure of the success of co-

operation as well as the product of the geopolitical calculations and strate-

gies of the regional actors which are also reflected in the hard security sec-

tor. The end of the Cold War has changed the geopolitical context in which 

states act by leading them to rethink their relations and by creating new op-

portunities for cooperation and conflict at the same time. Particular attention 

will be devoted to the presence of regional powers such as Russia and Tur-

key and of external actors such as the EU, the US and NATO that have a 

strong influence on the two region’s geopolitical dynamics. This helps inves-

tigate whether the CBSS and the BSEC play a role in the policies and strate-

gies of the big actors, namely regional and great powers as well as external 

actors. In this context, it is necessary to underline that Russia, the EU, and 

US, that are often considered great powers, represent the main link between 

the regional and the international level.  

     Finally, the ultimate goal of the analysis is to find out the peculiarities of 

each case and their similarities as well. In relation to this, the different politi-

cal, historical and geographical conditions that have led to the creation of the 

Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region and their organizations are discussed. 

Also, the comparison of the implications that the four factors have for the 

relations among states in the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region will give a 

better understanding of their internal dynamics as well as of the differences 

between them. 

                                                                                                                             
See the Black Sea Economic Cooperation homepage at  

http://www.bsec-organization.org/Pages/homepage.aspx 
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Theoretical approach 
 

     The number of theories on regionalism has enormously increased since 

the late 1980s. A researcher can get lost in choosing an appropriate theoreti-

cal approach in the issue. The solution lies on the path that the researcher 

wants to follow, that is to say which aspects of the issue are put at the centre 

of the study and from which point of view the analysis should be conducted. 

As Philippe De Lombaerde, Fredrik Söderbaum, Luk Van Langenhove and 

Francis Baert argue, “(…) most of these theories are not ‘competing’ in the 

sense that they do not try to ‘explain’ identical phenomena in different ways; 

rather, they tend to focus on different or related aspects of the broader re-

gional phenomenon”.
13

 

     As emphasized earlier, this thesis follows an extended neorealist ap-

proach that is the theoretical tool that is used to conduct the analysis of the 

phenomenon of regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea. The author 

is aware of the limits of the neorealist theory especially when analysing the 

phenomenon of regionalism in which it has so little interest. According to 

the neorealist, Glenn Snyder, the main rap against the neorealist theory is 

that it does not explain enough. Critics admit that polarity and anarchy are 

two important constrains on the behaviour of states, but they argue that there 

are other causal factors that the theory omits, both at the systemic and at the 

domestic level. As a consequence, neorealism paints a partial and a mislead-

ing picture of international politics. However, Snyder correctly points out 

that “this criticism betrays a misunderstanding of what might be called the 

theoretical dilemma of the social sciences. There are so many causal vari-

ables operating in the empirical world that no theory can embrace more than 

a fraction of them; consequently every theoretical explanation, strictly 

speaking, is ‘false’. No theory can give a full explanation of reality; it can 

only spell out the logical relations of the variables within its purview. This 

means, first, that all theories must fail a strict empirical test; at best they can 

only be tentatively confirmed by observing parallel tendencies in reality. 

Second, it means that any purportedly complete explanation of reality must 

draw on several theories. It may be possible to locate connections between 

the theories at certain logical nodes, but any attempt to meld them into an 

integrated whole, taking account of all relevant variables, risks degenerating 

into mere case-by-case description. For any single theory, it is enough that it 

highlight ‘a small number of big and important things’; that is all that Ken-

neth Waltz, the founder of neorealism, claims for his theory”.
14

 

Starting from this awareness, the ensuing sections will explanain how neore-

alism is used to define the theoretical concepts on which this study is based. 

                                                      
13 De Lombaerde, Philippe, Söderbaum, Fredrik, Van Langenhove, Luk, Baert, Francis, Prob-

lems and Divides in Comparative Regionalism, in Laursen, Finn, Comparative Regional 

Integration, Europe and beyond, Ashgate, Farnham, 2010, p. 27 
14 Snyder, Glenn, Process Variables in Neorealist Theory, in Security Studies, vol.5, n.3, 

1996, p.167 
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For this reason, an overview of the neorealist paradigm is firstly provided. 

The concepts of geopolitics and of region come immediately after as they are 

the basis of the discussion together with neorealism. Additionally, a section 

is devoted to the application of the theoretical concepts to the Baltic and the 

Black Sea region. As these latter are defined as international regimes, two 

other sections follow. The first one discusses international regimes from the 

point of view of neorealism, while the second one applies them to the two 

regions. 

 

 

An overview of neorealism  

 

     The starting point of this study, based on the neorealist theoretical ap-

proach, is that states do cooperate with each other, but their survival is their 

main objective and is at the basis of their behaviour. As neorealism argues, 

this is due to the fact that the structure of the international system (a ‘self-

help’ one), which constrains states, leaves to cooperation less room for ma-

noeuvre. Cooperation can be possible, but states will always strive to pre-

serve their autonomy by maximizing their relative power or by maintaining 

the status quo. These two strategies correspond to the defensive and the of-

fensive realism respectively, which will be discussed more in detail later. 

     The states or units interact with each other but they also interact with the 

structure which Waltz defines as one of the two components (i.e. together 

with the units) of the international system. The structure, according to Waltz, 

allows conceptualizing the units as a distinct set from the sum of all the parts 

of the system.
15

 This means that the structure is the component of the system 

which is extended to the entire system and this characteristic makes it possi-

ble to conceive the system as a whole.
16

 The structure is defined by the prin-

ciple by which it is ordered (anarchic order), by the differentiation and speci-

fication of its units (which do not differ for their functions, but for their ca-

pacity of fulfilling them) and by the distribution of capabilities (which are 

measured on the basis of the number of great powers within the international 

system). The international system is based on an anarchic order which, as 

John Mearsheimer puts it, “does not mean chaos and violence, but simply 

that states are sovereign political entities”.
17

 Their thinking is dominated by 

power calculations
18

 and focuses exclusively on their interests and on their 

survival as independent actors. This implies a zero-sum game as any unit’s 

gain must be calculated against other units’ gains and not in absolute terms.
19
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This means, as Grieco argues, that “international anarchy fosters competition 

and conflict among states and inhibits their willingness to cooperate even 

when they share common interests”
20

 because states fear that joint gains can 

produce potential future enemies. For this reason states must pay much at-

tention to the gains of their partners.
21

 Thus, for the neorealists, the critics 

levelled against them by institutional neoliberals don’t take into considera-

tion the continuous threat of conflict between states. The reason for this is 

that institutional neoliberals’ thinking is founded on the proposition that 

states try to maximize their gains in absolute terms without taking into con-

sideration the other’s gains.  

     Although the neorealists acknowledge that international institutions can 

help promote cooperation, they are not convinced that institutions would 

guarantee improved relations between states. For neorealists “international 

institutions are unable to mitigate anarchy’s constraining effects on inter-

states cooperation”.
22

 The reason for this lies in the different way they con-

ceive states. While institutional neoliberals consider states as ‘atomistic in 

character’, neorealists consider them ‘positional in character’.
23

 In fact, as 

said above, for neorealists states are worried about relative gains and conse-

quently about potential future enemies, whereas institutional neoliberals are 

preoccupied with absolute gains. This point is very well explained by Waltz 

who argues that “when faced with the possibility of cooperating for mutual 

gain, states that feel insecure must ask how the gain will be divided. They 

are compelled to ask not "Will both of us gain?" but "Who will gain more?". 

If an expected gain is to be divided, say, in the ratio of two to one, one state 

may use its disproportionate gain to implement a policy intended to damage 

or destroy the other. Even the prospect of large absolute gains for both par-

ties does not elicit their cooperation as long as each fears how the other will 

use its increased capabilities. Notice that the impediments to collaboration 

may not lie in the character and the immediate intention of either party. In-

stead, the condition of insecurity-at the least, the uncertainty of each about 

the other's future intentions and actions-works against their cooperation”.
24

 

Another neorealist, Robert Powell, explains the point quite lucidly. He ar-

gues that in international politics relative gain is more important than abso-

lute gains and that “the more states care about relative gains, the more a gain 

for one state will tend to be seen as a loss by another and the more difficult, 

it seems, cooperation will be”.
25

 The strong interest of states in relative gains 
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is explained with the ultimate aim of states, namely survival. Grieco argues 

in fact that “driven by an interest in survival, states are acutely sensitive to 

any erosion of their relative capabilities, which are the ultimate basis for 

their security and independence in an anarchical, self-help international con-

text”.
26

 Thus, the major aim of states is not to obtain the highest possible 

individual gain or payoff. By contrast, “the fundamental goal of states in any 

relationship is to prevent others from achieving advances in their relative 

capabilities”.
27

 As Grieco argues, realist Edward Carr and neorealist Robert 

Gilpin support this idea. Carr suggests for instance that “the most serious 

wars are fought in order to make one’s own country militarily stronger, or, 

more often, to prevent another from becoming militarily stronger”.
28

 Gilpin, 

on his part, argues that the international system “stimulates, and may com-

pel, a state to increase its power; at the least it necessitates that the prudent 

state prevent relative increases in the power of competitor states”.
29

 

     For neorealists there are two obstacles to cooperation, namely the fear of 

states being cheated and their concerns about relative gains. The latter in 

particular is engendered by the positionality of states mentioned above. Neo-

realists believe that states are uncertain about one another’s future intentions. 

They must pay attention to how cooperation might affect relative capabilities 

in the future. Consequently, “a state will decline to join, will leave, or will 

sharply limit its commitment to a cooperative arrangement if it believes that 

partners are achieving, or are likely to achieve, relatively greater gains. It 

will eschew cooperation even though participation in the arrangement was 

providing it, or would have provided it, with large absolute gains”
30

. Faced 

with both problems (cheating and relative gains), states cooperate to ensure 

that their partners comply with their promises and that their cooperation 

produces ‘balanced’ and ‘equitable’ achievements of gains. These are de-

fined as “distributions of gains that roughly maintain precooperation bal-

ances of capabilities”.
31

 

     In this context, institutions can help overcome the barrier of cheating, but 

not the relative gains problem. The reason is the neorealist conception of the 

international anarchy. They consider anarchy being the absence of an inter-

state government in the international system. There is no supra-national 

agency to enforce rules or to force states to cooperate.
32

 According to neore-

alists, anarchy places severe constraints on state behaviour. Grieco argues in 

fact that this is the reason why “realism, then, presents a pessimistic analysis 
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of the prospects for international cooperation and of the capabilities of inter-

national institutions”.
33

 

     Therefore, the problem of cheating can’t be solved through the establish-

ment of institutions like institutional neoliberals state. These latter argue that 

the rules at the basis of institutions make cheating useless and disadvanta-

geous, while neorealists posit that institutions can mitigate this problem 

when states manage to cooperate, but they really cannot solve it. Institutional 

neoliberals accuse neorealists of stressing the marginal role of institutions. 

Waltz points out that neorealists argue that the strong or weak effect of insti-

tutions depends on what states intend. For instance, strong states use institu-

tions on the basis of their needs and interests.
34

 

     The neorealist approach has been strongly criticized by many scholars 

when the Cold War ended up. The main argument is that the deep changes 

occurred in the international system have made it obsolete. The end of bipo-

larism and the transition of many countries towards democracy have led 

many international relations scholars to argue that neorealism is no longer 

useful to explain international politics any more. They argue that multipolar-

ity has very much reduced the competition among the great powers. Conse-

quently, the risk of war has become minimal compared to the era of the bipo-

lar confrontation.  

     Neorealists reject such arguments. Waltz and Mearsheimer argue that 

although it is true that international politics has changed, the international 

system has not changed as anarchy is always there. Mearscheimer for in-

stance states that “despite the end of the cold war, the basic structure of the 

international system remains largely unchanged. States are still the key ac-

tors in world politics, and they continue to operate in an anarchic system”.
35

 

Waltz gives a very similar explanation because he says that what has hap-

pened concerns the changes in the system, not of the system. He points out 

that “international politics still remains a self-help arena”
36

 and that there is 

still competition among states for power. He further qualifies that “competi-

tion in multipolar systems is more complicated than competition in bipolar 

ones because uncertainties about the comparative capabilities of states mul-

tiply as numbers grow, and because estimates of the cohesiveness and 

strength of coalitions are hard to make”
37

. Following this line neorealist 

Stephen Walt argues that “by definition, the end of the Cold War implies a 

diffusion of threats”.
38

 

     Neorealists do not share the neoliberal idea that liberal democratic states 

behave in a peaceful way like Michael Doyle for instance argues. Waltz for 

instance states that “democracies promote war because they at times decide 
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that the way to preserve peace is to defeat nondemocratic states and make 

them democratic”.
39

 He also says that peace is the result of a very delicate 

balance between external and internal restraints and that states with more 

power are always tempted to use it against weaker states.
40

 Waltz also points 

out that peace could be facilitated from interdependence because it increases 

contacts among states and mutual understanding among them. At the same 

time, it also increases occasions for conflicts that can escalate resentment 

and even lead to war.
41

 Waltz emphasizes that “among the forces that shape 

international politics, interdependence is a weak one”.
42

 Waltz applies the 

concept of interdependence to the economic field. He argues that states are 

functionally similar, but different in their potentials. This differences cause 

the division of labour between states. The more states specialize on the pro-

duction of a particular good, the more they depend on each other. States 

usually avoid a high degree of interdependence, but small states can’t avoid 

it because they have little resources at their disposal.
43

 

     The concept of interdependence is strictly linked to the one of coopera-

tion, though they are obviously different as the latter does not implies de-

pendence. The structure of international politics limits cooperation among 

states, as already argued, and consequently also interdependence. Neverthe-

less, it is necessary to underline that the end of the Cold War and the phe-

nomenon of globalization have increased the connections among states, but 

according to the neorealist approach this has not changed the anarchical 

structure of the international system.  

     Furthermore, neorealists criticize institutional neoliberals for having un-

derestimated the importance of institutions designed to strengthen security of 

states. Both Waltz and Mearsheimer take NATO as an example. They under-

line that NATO has survived after the end of the Cold War.
44

 According to 

Mearsheimer, this is due essentially to the fact that the relationship between 

Europe and the USA has not changed after the end of the Cold War and 

NATO still provides stability on the European Continent.
45

 The reason is 

twofold. On the one hand, “America has continued to serve as Europe’s 

pacifier by maintaining a significant military presence on the continent and 

keeping NATO intact”.
46

 On the other one, “most Europeans have not only 

welcomed America’s continued presence in their midst, but they have 

largely accepted the idea that the United States has a moral and strategic 
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responsibility to run the world”.
47

 Like Mearsheimer, Waltz argues that one 

of the reasons explaining the survival of NATO is the willingness of its 

members to continue supporting their common values. Waltz also states that 

the most important reason of NATO’s survival is that the United States 

wants it.
48

 He recognizes the failure of neorealists in thinking that NATO 

would have disappeared with the end of the Cold War. This was due to the 

neorealist underestimation of United States’ folly. At the same time, he 

states that neorealists are correct when saying that institutions exist to serve 

the interests of states. In the case of NATO the interests at stake are the 

United States’ ones. Thus, in his view, institutional neoliberals are com-

pletely wrong in arguing that the survival of NATO is a proof of the vitality 

and autonomy of institutions.
49

 

     Waltz also stresses another interesting point. According to him the case of 

NATO illustrates an interesting aspect of the balance of power theory. In an 

anarchic system states avoid being dragged into belligerant situations. The 

possible consequences push them to create equilibria and stability in the 

system.
50

 The case of the presence of NATO in Europe is different because 

the presence of a superpower, namely the United States, prevents a balance 

of power from emerging in Europe.
51

 Waltz argues that what is true for 

NATO is also generally true for the other international institutions generally. 

They are created by the most powerful states and last as long as they serve 

the interests of their creators.
52

 Walt, for instance, argues that NATO expan-

sion is the “effort to extend Western influence - well beyond the traditional 

sphere of U.S. vital interests - during a period of Russian weakness and is 

likely to provoke a harsh response from Moscow”.
53

                     

     Finally, neorealists have their own conception of history.  They have a 

non progressive view of history. Neorealist Christopher Layne argues that “if 

history is ‘just one damn thing after another’, then for realists international 

politics is the same damn things over and over again: war, great power secu-

rity and economic competitions, the rise and fall of great powers, and the 

formation and dissolution of alliances. International political behaviour is 

characterized by continuity, regularity, and repetition because states are con-

strained by the international system's unchanging (and probably unchange-

able) structure”.
54

 This is because of the anarchic feature of the international 

system. 
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Geopolitics 

 

     The term ‘geopolitics’ is composed of two words, namely geography and 

politics. Geography is literally ‘the writing of the Earth’
55

, politics refers to 

the art of governing. Like the notion of region, geopolitics is a dynamic one 

as its meaning changes over time. Gearóid Ó Tuathail argues for instance 

that “geopolitics is best understood in its historical and discursive context of 

use”.
56

 He states in fact that during the Cold War geopolitics was conceived 

differently than after it ended and a ‘new world order’ appeared. When bipo-

larism dominated the international system, geopolitics was used to describe 

the competition between the Soviet Union and the United States in the inter-

national arena. In contrast, since the end of the Cold War geopolitics’ task 

has consisted of “addressing the ‘big picture’ and in offering a way of relat-

ing local and regional dynamics to the global system as a whole”.
57

 Carlo 

Jean agrees with Ó Tuathail on the changes over time in the way geopolitics 

has been conceived and studied. According to Jean at the beginning of the 

20th century geopolitics was descriptive and centred on states and territories, 

while at the present time it is more analytical as it stresses the importance of 

human decisions, it considers not only states but all the actors playing within 

the international system, and it is strongly influenced by technological de-

velopment.
58

 Carlo Jean defines geopolitics as “a method and a technique of 

analysis and reasoning”.
59

 To the question ‘what is geopolitics for?’ he an-

swers that geopolitics is useful to better understand the events by inserting 

them in their historical and geographic context, to classify and analyse geo-

political representations which influence political actions, and as a methodo-

logical support to study global, regional and local events.
60

 

     Geopolitics is linked to history. It has been conceived differently accord-

ing to the historical period when it has been studied. Saul Bernard Cohen 

states that geopolitics can be traced back to Aristotle, Strabo, Bodin, Mon-

tesquieu, Kant, and Hegel. However modern geopolitics has developed 

through five stages. The first one is the ‘race for the imperial hegemony’ 

reflecting the era of intense nationalism, state expansionism and overseas 

empire building. The second one is the ‘German Geopolitik’ that emerged as 

reaction to Germany’s defeat in World War I. The Treaty of Versailles im-

posed to Germany the loss of its overseas empire and important parts of its 

national territory. This was the basis of the Nazi principles of Geopolitik 

aiming to restoring Germany as one of the most powerful states in Europe. 
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The third stage is the ‘geopolitics in the United States’ which was based on 

the view of most American geographers that repudiated German Geopolitik. 

Nicholas Spykman, a US scholar of international relations, argued for in-

stance that only an alliance of Anglo-American sea power and Soviet land 

power could prevent Germany from expanding its power. The fourth stage is 

the ‘Cold War-State-Centred versus universalistic approaches’. While at the 

onset of the Cold War Western geopolitics was the basis for national policy 

aimed at confronting the Soviet Union and international communism, in the 

1960s and the 1970s geographers introduced theories based upon universal-

istic/holistic views of the world and the dynamic nature of geographical 

space. Three approaches predominated: 1) a polycentric, international power 

system; 2) a unitary, economically based world system; 3) an environmental 

and socially ordered geopolitics. The fifth stage is the “post-Cold War era: 

competition or accommodation’. Despite the fact that a number of new ap-

proaches to geopolitics have appeared in this period, the main thrust of post-

Cold War geopolitics continues to follow the two streams of the previous 

era.
61

 

     Cohen’s conception of geopolitics is based on polycentrism and “builds 

from the continuous proliferation of the various parts and levels of the 

world”.
62

 He defines geopolitics as “the analysis of the interaction between, 

on the one hand, geographical settings and perspectives and, on the other, 

political processes. The settings are composed of geographical features and 

patterns and the multilayered regions that they form. The political processes 

include forces that operate at the international level and on the domestic 

scene that influence international behaviour. Both geographical settings and 

political processes are dynamic, and each influences and is influenced by the 

other. Geopolitics addresses the consequences of this interaction”.
63

 

     The notion of geopolitics that this study applies stems from Cohen’s one 

and is consequently conceived in material terms. As understood in this study, 

geopolitics is defined as the interplay between power politics and territorial-

ity. Power politics refers to the interaction between the forces operating at 

the international level and those operating at the state level. Territoriality 

refers to the geographical settings that can be Maritime or Continental (fol-

lowing Cohen’s division) and more specifically to the geographical con-

strains that influence power politics. The Maritime setting is exposed to the 

sea, either from coastal reaches or from inland areas with access to the sea. 

The Continental setting is instead characterized by vast distances from the 

sea. This study obviously takes into consideration the Maritime setting. 

     It is possible to identify three geopolitical levels: 1) the international 

(global) system; 2) the region; 3) the state. This research focuses on the re-
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gional level, but it takes into consideration also the international level espe-

cially with reference to the external actors and the state level with reference 

to the foreign policy of the regional actors (or states). The next sections ex-

plain how the three levels are intertwined. 

 

 

The ‘region’ and its related concepts 

 

     In order to understand the phenomenon of regionalism in the Baltic and 

on the Black Sea region analysed from a neorealist perspective, it is neces-

sary to clarify what a region is and how it is here defined.  

     The definition that this study applies is as follows: A region is a power 

complex where the relations among the states are shaped by the political, the 

economic and the security links among them and defined by geographical 

boundaries. The region is the second of the three levels in which geopolitics 

can be divided, as it has been argued above.  

     However, a unanimous and consensual definition of the term ‘region’ 

does not exist. Although the notion of ‘region’ has attracted the interest of a 

number of scholars, little of it has been studied from an international per-

spective, as Karoline Postel-Vinay argues.
64

 According to her, “the region 

constitutes a ‘relevant space’ for both international action and the analysis of 

international relations, and is indeed a spatial entity that is ‘laden with socio-

political significance’, constructed within a specific historical framework”.
65

 

Following the same path, Charles King argues that “what counts as a region 

depends very much on the particular lenses we are wearing when we ask the 

question, as well as the historical period on which we are concentrating. 

Rather than asking what a region is, it might actually be more appropriate to 

ask when it is”.
66

 This means that regions are dynamic. As King states, re-

gions are not so much about a commonality of language, culture or religion, 

but they are about connections.
67

 And connections can change over the time. 

     Furthermore, many scholars define regions as ‘constructed political de-

signs’. As Barry Buzan puts it, “defining who is inside and outside a region 

is an essentially political process involving systemic constraints, the goals of 

political elites, domestic institutions, international organizations, and trans-

border communities, none of which may have exactly the same vision of 

what constitutes the legitimate boundaries of the region in question”.
68
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     The construction of a region increases the level of interdependence 

among its constituting states. As Oleksandr Pavliuk argues, the consequence 

is that “what happens to one part or state of the region has more profound 

implications for other parts or states than similar developments outside the 

region have”,
69

 Similarly, Barry Buzan defines a region as “a group of states 

whose primary security concerns link together sufficiently closely that their 

national securities cannot realistically be considered apart from one another 

(…). This security interdependence results in a region becoming a ‘security 

complex’”.
70

 The interdependence factor is also used also by Joseph Nye that 

defines the region as “a limited number of states linked together by a geo-

graphical relationship and by a degree of mutual interdependence”.
71

 By 

contrast, neorealists downplay interdependence and focus instead on power-

political pressures. In this perspective, regions have much in common with 

the politics of alliance formation and are analysed on the base of their place 

in the broader international system.
72

 

     Geography is another fundamental factor and the most obvious criterion 

chosen by scholars to define a region. Daniel Flemes and Detlef Nolte for 

instance argue that “the concept of region refers to a geographically deline-

ated subsystem of the global system which is composed of adjacent states”
73

. 

They also add a political component to the geographical one. In fact, they 

say that “Hemmer and Katzenstein are right when they argue ‘(although) 

often described in geographical terms, regions are political creations and not 

fixed by geography’”.
74

 

     Additionally, the notion of region is used by many scholars, especially by 

those belonging to the constructivist strand of the international relations the-

ory camp, as ‘imagined communities’. This expression refers to the fact that 

the actors of a well determined geographical area perceive themselves and 

are perceived from the rest of the world as constituting a region. Rick Fawn 

for instance argues that a region exists only when the actors involved “define 

and promulgate to others a specific identity”.
75

 In this case the elements 

taken into consideration to define a region are historical similarities and cul-

tural affinities which are part of identity. This aspect will be very marginal in 

this study as it focuses on a material approach to the formation of regions. 

Nevertheless, it will be mentioned in relation to the two regional institutions 

to provide a complete picture of the region-building process which in both 

cases stresses the identity component though not always with success. 
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     Furthermore, the concept of region is strictly linked to two other concepts 

that are essential in this thesis, namely ‘regional institution’ and ‘regional 

organization’. Defining the term ‘regional institution’ implies two tasks. The 

first one is to discuss what an institution is by giving it a precise meaning. 

Like in the case of the notion of region, a unanimous definition of institu-

tions in international relations does not exist. As Keohane argues, “institu-

tions are often discussed without being defined at all, or after having been 

defined only casually”.
76

 In effect, as Mearsheimer puts it, “the concept is 

sometimes defined so broadly as to encompass all of international relations, 

which gives it little analytical bite. For example, defining institutions as 

‘recognized patterns of behaviour or practice around which expectations 

converge’ allows the concept to cover almost every regularized pattern of 

activity between states (…)”.
77

 Nevertheless, the solution lies on the context 

where the institution is inserted. As mentioned earlier this research adopts a 

materialist approach. According to Mearsheimer for instance “institutions 

are a set of rules that stipulate the ways in which states should cooperate and 

compete with each other. They prescribe acceptable forms of state behav-

iour, proscribe unacceptable kinds of behaviour. These rules are negotiated 

by states and (…) they entail the mutual acceptance of higher norms, which 

are ‘standards of behaviour defined in terms of rights and obligations”.
78

 In 

this context ‘regional institution’ and ‘international regime’ can be consid-

ered synonyms. 

     Nevertheless, it is necessary to underline that Mearsheimer’s definition is 

not really different from Keohane’s one. In fact, according to the latter, “an 

institution can be identified as related complexes of rules and norms, identi-

fiable in space and time (…). The rules must be durable, and must prescribe 

behavioural roles for actors, besides constraining activity and shaping expec-

tations”
79

. The very difference between the two lies on the different approach 

they adopt to study international relations, which will be discussed later in 

the paragraph on the theoretical approach of this thesis with a particular em-

phasis on neorealism. It is sufficient to state here that while neorealist see 

institutions as a reflection of the distribution of power in the world, institu-

tional neoliberals consider them as independent variables in the international 

system able to influence the behaviour of states and move them away from 

war.
80
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     Once the term ‘institution’ is defined, it is necessary to specify what a 

‘regional institution’ is. This study considers it as an institution acting on a 

specific territory, that is to say an international region as defined in the pre-

vious paragraph. Thus, the element distinguishing an international institution 

from a regional one is territory. Given that this study considers the Baltic 

and the Black Sea region as two regimes as previously stated, the concepts 

of ‘regional institution’ and ‘regime’ are here synonymous. 

     The importance of regional institutions lies on the fact that “the ‘actor-

ness’ of a region depends on its institutional architecture; and the analysis of 

these institutions helps to decode the region”.
81

 In fact, institutions represent 

the intense interaction between the regional players. This allows distinguish-

ing a region from the surrounding system.
82

 Thus, “a region without institu-

tions is no actor in international politics”.
83

 

     It is also necessary to point out that ‘regional institution’ and ‘regional 

organization’ are two different concepts. While the former is a set of pre-

scriptions for action and procedures, the latter is the structure providing ac-

tors a physical space where to act and in charge of ensuring the respect of 

those procedures. A regional organization possesses offices, personnel, 

budget, and equipment. Its importance also lies on the opportunities it cre-

ates for politicians and experts to meet in order to exchange information and 

ideas for cooperation. 

     Finally, the concept of region has some derivatives that are often used by 

researchers but are not really essential to understand the very reasons of the 

formation of the region. The only concept that it is necessary to define in this 

study is the one of regionalism. However, it is not defined in materialist 

terms as power-based theories do not deal with them in their analysis. This 

demonstrates that neorealism has many difficulties in explaining the phe-

nomenon of regionalism. In spite of this, it is useful to briefly discuss them 

because they are useful for a more comprehensive treatment of the discus-

sion on the concept of region as well as of the existing literature on it.  

     Regionalism, which is here a synonym of regional cooperation, is defined 

by Fawcette as “a policy and project whereby states and non-states actors 

cooperate and coordinate strategy within a given region”.
84

 Rick Fawn gives 

a similar definition arguing that regionalism is “a policy of cooperation and 

coordination among actors within a given region, whereby this coordination 

in itself can further define the region”.
85

 In this context it is necessary to 

distinguish between New and Old regionalism. The New regionalism which 
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refers to the second wave of regional cooperation starting in the 1980s dif-

fers from the old regionalism for some important factors: 1) the old regional-

ism was formed in a bipolar context, while the new is taking shape in a more 

multipolar world order; 2) the old regionalism was created from outside and 

from above (e.g. by the superpowers), while the new is a more spontaneous 

process from within and from below; 3) the old regionalism was specific 

with regard to objectives while the new is more comprehensive, the actors 

are not only states, but also other kinds of institutions, organizations and 

movements.
86

 

 

 

Neorealism, regionalism and geopolitics around the Baltic and the Black 

Sea 

 

     Neorealism has little interest in the phenomenon of regionalism because it 

believes that international politics is determined by the structure of the inter-

national political system and by the most powerful states. In spite of this, it 

is possible to point out the main elements of the neorealist approach to the 

phenomenon of regionalism. First of all, neorealism understands regionalism 

“by looking at the region from the outside in and by analysing the place of 

the region in the broader international system. Regional groupings form in 

response to external challenges and there is no essential difference between 

economic and political regionalism”.
87

 Secondly, neorealism puts the accent 

on power-political pressures and on the dynamics of mercantilist economic 

competition. This latter is based on mercantilism, which is “economic na-

tionalism for the purpose of building a wealthy and powerful state”.
88

 Con-

sequently, the economic objectives of regionalism don’t stem from the pur-

suit of welfare, but from the close relationship existing between economic 

wealth and political power as well as from the concern of states with relative 

gains and losses.
89

 Thirdly, small states can get involved in regionalist 

groupings to face the threat coming from the presence of stronger states. 

This view is shared also by Joseph Grieco who states that “relatively weaker 

states may choose to cooperate through an institution in order to attain ‘voice 

opportunities’ with regard to their stronger partners”.
90

 Fourthly, neorealism 

does not believe in regional economic integration since “the autonomous 
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market processes are ultimately determined by the structures of the interna-

tional political system and the policies of major states”.
91

 Regional cohesion 

is possible but as a result of the power that is exerted by a regional hegemon 

or of the convergence of material interests. In presence of a hegemonic 

power a regional grouping can be constituted as a response to it. In the same 

way, the creation of regional institutions can be seen from the same perspec-

tive as the attempt to restrict the room of manoeuvre of the hegemonic 

power. Nevertheless, the hegemon itself could be the promoter of regional 

institutions which in this case can be the expression of the hegemonic ascen-

dancy.
92

 According to Grieco, stronger states accept institutionalization be-

cause it allows them to exercise their hegemony efficiently and “under a 

cover of legal equality such that there is less resistance to its preferences and 

proposals”.
93

 

     The cases of the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region are very different 

because of many factors such as geopolitics, economics, history, and of 

course they are also dissimilar internally, but they can be analysed through 

the same theoretical approach after having determined the criteria to use. 

This research will take into consideration the following ones. The outside-in 

and inside-out approach to the region-building process is the first one. It is 

very useful to define which states can be considered as part of the region. 

The difference is very well pointed out by Iver Neumann who states that 

“where the ‘inside-out’ approaches concentrate on the naturalness of cultural 

criteria in delineating a region’s borders, the ‘outside-in’ discard these in 

favour of natural geopolitical or strategic landmarks such as mountain 

ranges, rivers and stretches of waters”.
94

 Another difference that Neumann 

stresses is the fact that “whereas the ‘inside-out’ approaches embrace a 

plethora of regional actors-INGOs, nations, states, burocracies, parties, 

commercial enterprises, trade unions, cultural personalities- the outside-in 

literature tends to stress systemic factors, states and geography”.
95

 In short, 

an ‘inside-out’ approach focuses on cultural integration, while the ‘outside-

in’ on geopolitics.  

     The present study uses the ‘outside-in’ approach because the focus is on 

geopolitics and the power relations between regional actors. Another reason 

for using this approach is that it would be quite tricky to support the idea that 

there is a cultural commonality in the two regions which this research con-

siders as constituted by the members of the CBSS and BSEC.
96

 Their politi-
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cal, economic, historical and cultural characteristics are so different that 

finding some elements proving that they have a common cultural back-

ground would be very difficult. Also, the ‘inside-out’ approach supports the 

idea of an identity among the actors of a region. Although the CBSS and the 

BSEC try to build one in their region, the reality is that a regional identity 

does not exist. Like the region itself, regional identity is something stem-

ming from a political will. Therefore, it is not natural, but something which 

is built on the basis of some kinds of political calculations. Joseph Nye states 

in fact that “regions lie where politicians want them to lie”.
97

 This is true 

also in other cases like for instance in the Barents area which includes some 

of the CBSS countries’ regions.
98

 Here decision-makers aim at creating a 

regional identity by “making the populations of the different states in the 

region feel that they have something in common with their neighbours across 

the borders”.
99

 The creation of a Barents identity can be viewed “as an in-

strument for encouraging functional economic cooperation as well as fur-

thering the superior goals of peace and stability in the area”.
100

 Thus, at the 

root of the identity building there is always a materialist reason. 

     The second criterion that this study will use to analyse the Baltic Sea and 

the Black Sea region is the concept of ‘regional power’. This concept is 

strictly connected to the notion of geopolitics as defined in this study as it 

contains the reference to both territory and distribution of power. It involves 

two fundamental terms, namely ‘region’ and ‘power’. The former has al-

ready been explained earlier. Here it is sufficient to recall that the notion of 

region is strictly connected to the one of territory and power, as already ar-

gued. It is consequently evident that these two concepts are the strong link 

between ‘region’ and ‘geopolitics’. 

As for the term ‘power’ Waltz states that “an agent is powerful if he affects 

others more than they affect him”.
101

 Consequently, the units with more ca-

pabilities define the international structure. The power of a unit can be 

measured in terms of its territory, its population, its human resources, eco-

nomic capability, military power, political stability and political compe-

tence.
102

 These characteristics are useful to identify superpowers, great pow-
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ers, middle powers and regional powers. However, Barry Buzan argues that 

Waltz’s definition present a problem in the fact that it does not say how to 

calculate the relative weight of each element.
103

 According to Buzan, this 

problem could be solved by complementing Waltz’s definition with Hedley 

Bull’s one. Bull’s definition is not only materialist, but also stresses the rele-

vance of the social role played by powers in the international system. In fact, 

it says that a unit can be defined as a great power if it has rights and duties 

recognized by the others in the system.
104

 Similarly to Waltz, Mearsheimer 

argues that “power lies at the heart of international politics”
105

 and that 

“power is based on the particular material capabilities that a state pos-

sesses”.
106

 In contrast to Waltz Mearsheimer does not define power in terms 

of the outcomes of interactions between states. According to him, states have 

two kinds of power: latent power and military power. Latent power refers to 

the socio-economic ingredients that constitute the military power and it is 

largely based on a state’s wealth and the size of its population. Military 

power, which is based largely on the size and the strength of a state’s army 

and its supporting naval and air forces, is privileged over latent power. How-

ever, states care greatly about the latter because abundant wealth and a large 

population are necessary for building formidable military forces.
107

 

     Furthermore, it is necessary to make another important distinction, 

namely the one between hard and soft power. They can be regarded as two 

poles on a continuum of power.
108

 It is however possible to make a clear 

distinction between them. For instance, the institutional neoliberal Joseph 

Nye, for instance, distinguishes soft from hard power by stating that the for-

mer is the ability to reach its own goal through attraction instead of through 

coercion or payments.
109

 He states that “soft power […] co-opts peoples 

rather than coerces them. Soft power rests on the ability to shape the prefer-

ences of others. […]. Simply put, into behavioural terms soft power is attrac-

tive power”.
110

 In contrast, the neorealist approaches emphasize the hard 

power capacities of states, in particular their military capabilities and eco-

nomic strength. Hard power focuses on “military intervention, coercive di-
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plomacy and economic sanctions in order to enforce national interests result-

ing in confrontational policies vis-à-vis neighbouring countries”.
111

 

     By accepting this distinction, this study defines power as such as the ma-

terial capabilities that a state possesses. Thus, it is possible to say that super-

powers are those units whose material capabilities are definitely superior to 

the ones of other powers.
112

 Great powers are those states that “through their 

great economic, political and military strength, are able to exert power over 

world diplomacy”.
113

 Middle powers are those states that are neither super-

power nor great power, but wield international influence.
114

 Regional powers 

are states with a large population and a high GDP
115

 and/or that are eco-

nomically stronger in the region. In this last case, most scholars agree on the 

following criteria to identify a regional power: “1) it is part of a geographi-

cally delimited region; 2) it is ready to assume leadership; 3) displays the 

necessary material and ideational capabilities for regional power projec-

tion”.
116

 Small powers are those states that do not have a large population 

and/or that have a low GDP. Furthermore, this thesis introduces another kind 

of power which will be called ‘atypical powers’. They are characterized by a 

small population and high GDP.  

     Another concept which has been mentioned before but needs a more pre-

cise definition is hegemonic power. This study defines a hegemon as a state 

that “uses multiple dimensions of power in order to create and manage a 

system’s order in favour of its own preferences, values and norms”.
117

 Most 

of the existing literature considers a hegemonic state as the only one domi-

nating the system. Here the hegemonic status can be attributed to more than 

one state, i.e. those ones that possess the capabilities necessary to influence 

the system. This study obviously focuses on the regional system. Table 1 

summarizes the distribution of power in the Baltic and the Black Sea region. 
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Table 1. Distribution of power in the Baltic and the Black Sea region 

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Kinds of powers 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Superpowers - - 

Great powers Russia Russia 

Middle powers  Turkey 

Small powers Estonia, Latvia, Lithu-

ania 

Albania, Armenia, A-

zerbaijan, Bulgaria, 

Georgia, Greece, Mol-

dova, Romania, Serbia, 

and Ukraine 

Atypical powers Denmark, Iceland, 

Finland, Norway, 

Sweden 

- 

 

Regional powers Germany, Russia Russia, Turkey 

Hegemonic powers - Russia, Turkey 

External actors EU, US/NATO EU, US/NATO 

 

 

If these definitions are applied to the EU, Russia and Turkey in the Baltic 

Sea and the Black Sea region, it is immediately evident that the EU cannott 

be considered a regional power, but an external actor - i.e. a state that is not 

part of the region but that tries to exert its influence on it. The European 

Commission is a member of the CBSS, but this does not mean that the EU 

should be considered a regional actor. This should be seen instead as the 

willingness of the CBSS founders to include the European Commission and 

not the EU as a whole in a cooperative scheme in the region for financial and 

political reasons.
118

 Although some of the EU members are part of the two 

areas, it would be impossible to include the whole EU in the Baltic Sea and 

the Black Sea region from a geographical point of view. The case of Russia 

is more complex as it is a regional and an external actor at the same time, as 

most scholars argue. Russia is undoubtedly part of both the Baltic Sea and 

the Black Sea region; it is also a full-fledged member of the CBSS and the 

BSEC). The fact that Russia can be considered as belonging to two regions 

at the same time makes it more appropriate to define it both as a regional and 

an external actor. This is true from a geographical point of view as its terri-
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tory extends from the Baltic to the Black Sea and even to Asia. In addition, 

the EU and Russia are also great powers acting at the European and interna-

tional level. This aspect cannot be excluded as it is important to better under-

stand the regional dynamics in the Baltic and the Black Sea region.  

     It is necessary to underline that whether the EU and Russia are great 

powers - a question that is widely debated in international relations. As 

Barry Buzan puts it, the EU does not possess the properties of a nation-state 

(according to Waltz a great power can be only a state) and it is politically 

weak, but it is very often defined as a great power because it has the neces-

sary material capabilities. He also states that “if one accepts the behavioural 

approach to determining status, this problem disappears. The EU can be 

judged by how others respond to it. If others treat it as a great power, then it 

qualifies as such regardless of its ambiguous, sui generis political status. The 

English School understanding that international systems could be seen as ‘a 

group of independent political communities’ makes entities such as the EU 

easier to incorporate”.
119

 

     Buzan argues that Russia is usually considered as a great power (it has 

passed from being a superpower during the Cold War to becoming a great 

power), albeit many scholars argue that it does not possess all the character-

istics to be defined as such.
120

 Barry Buzan argues that the status of a great 

power differs from the regional power one in the way the other states re-

spond to them on the basis of calculations made at the level of the interna-

tional or the regional system in relation to the distribution of power. The 

capabilities of regional powers concern the whole region, but they do not 

have much weight at the global level. The states that are great powers in the 

international system interact with them on the basis of the consideration that 

their influence is relevant only for the security of the region.
121

 In effect, 

regional powers define not only the polarity of the regional system but also 

the characteristics of the interaction between the security dynamics at the 

level of the region and the ones at the level of the global system. As Daniel 

Flemes and Detlef Nolte put it, “regional powers are the nexus of an emerg-

ing multipolar world order, in which they aspire to play an important role, 

and a regional order, in which their leadership may be contested. The re-

gional powers have to synchronize their global and regional strategies, which 

is often quite challenging”.
122

 Furthermore, according to Buzan, the simplest 

way to become a great power is not to be involved in a region. If this is not 

possible because of the geographical position, the other way is to become a 

regional hegemon, but this is no guarantee of success.
123

 

     Russia can be defined as a regional hegemon in the Black Sea region 

where it shares this role together with Turkey, the initiator of the BSEC pro-
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ject, which can be considered as both a regional power and a middle power. 

Turkey, like Russia, has a very unique geographical position making it a part 

of different regions and as a strategic state from a geopolitical point of view. 

As Barry Buzan puts it, since the end of the Cold War “Turkey has started to 

explore ‘regionalism’ which is to a large extent a Turkish adaptation to the 

actuality that it is part of several ‘regions’ and needs to think of the inner 

dynamic of each of them separately”.
124

  

     Although Russia and Turkey could be considered as competitors in the 

Black Sea region, their relations have improved especially in the context of 

the energy sector. This has obviously implications for the relations of the 

two countries with the EU as energy is a very sensitive issue. On the con-

trary, Russia is not a hegemon in the Baltic Sea region where the balance of 

power and the geopolitical situation are completely different for historical, 

political and economic reasons. Consequently, the nature of the relationship 

among the countries in the two areas differs substantially. While in the Black 

Sea region they are characterized by tensions and conflicts, in the Baltic Sea 

area they are based essentially on peace and friendship even though some 

tensions are present also here. This is the case of the relations between Rus-

sia and Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. The peculiarities of the two regions 

make the role played by the EU consequently different. The EU’s room for 

manoeuvre is larger in the case of its member countries in the Baltic Sea. 

EU’s policies are here more coherent and clear and its membership in the 

CBSS gives it an equal voice with the other members. By contrast, the ob-

server status in the BSEC does not give the EU the opportunity to exert its 

influence on the decisions taken within this institution. This is the reason 

why the EU is trying to establish closer relations with the BSEC through the 

Black Sea Synergy. However, “the EU’s activities on post-Soviet space are 

seen in Moscow in geopolitical terms, as a struggle over spheres of influence 

where ‘power vacuums’ cannot exist for long and attention needs to be paid 

to the ‘balance of power’. To put it in political science language, contrary to 

more recent assertions, Kremlin officials perceive EU-Russian relations in 

the common neighbourhood as a zero-sum game, where the gain of one side 

is the loss of the other”.
125

 

     Geopolitics pushes small countries preferring cooperation with stronger 

states or with each other. This is the case both in the Baltic Sea and in the 

Black Sea region where the CBSS and the BSEC are the clearest examples. 

In effect, as Waltz argues, the choice of independence is too costly for small 

states with few resources.
126

 In the case of the Baltic Sea region, for instance, 

the involvement of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in the CBSS project (initi-

ated by Denmark and Sweden) has provided them with better opportunities 

                                                      
124 Buzan, Barry, Regions and Powers, op.cit., p. 486 
125 Adomeit, Hannes, Russia and its Near Neighbourhood: Competition and Conflict with the 

EU, Natolin Research Papers, 04/2011, College of Europe, Natolin, 2011, p. 7 
126 Waltz, Kenneth, Teoria della politica internazionale, op.cit., p. 206 



 39 

of receiving a very valuable help from the Nordic countries (considered here 

atypical states) in their modernization and democratization. Increasing trade 

and financial flows among the BSEC members has meant relevant economi-

cally benefited the small states. Nevertheless, as pointed out earlier, coopera-

tion is also in the interests of stronger states that can exert their influence on 

small states within an institutional context.  

     The case of the Black Sea region is indeed more complex than the Baltic 

Sea one. This is due not only to the conflicting and tense relations among the 

regional countries which make the area very fragmented, but also to the 

presence of some organizations which compete with the main institution 

guiding the cooperation in the region, namely the BSEC. The establishment 

of GUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova) in 2001 has been a 

source of tension in the area because it is mistrusted by Russia that considers 

it a threat to its interests in the Black Sea region. Another reason is that the 

BSEC sees GUAM’s projects in the energy sector as competing with its own 

policies in this field
127

. Energy is indeed the sector where cooperation is less 

successful in the BSEC. The CBSS also encounters serious difficulties to 

establish appropriate energy policies because of the strong interests of the 

regional states.  

     Finally, it is necessary to make another consideration in this theretical 

part that provides a better understanding of the different dynamics in the 

Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region. While regionalism is comprehensive in 

both areas, it is evident that the so-called New regionalism cannot be applied 

to the Black Sea region especially in relation to the second and the third 

point mentioned above. In fact, in this area the actors are essentially states 

that guide and shape cooperation. On the contrary, in the Baltic Sea region 

local bodies in addition to states play an important role. This is the case of 

the Baltic Sea Commission that “brings together 23 regions in six countries 

around the Baltic Sea. The BSC includes several national capitals as mem-

bers and the organisation also has the majority of the Baltic Sea Islands as 

members. The BSC voices the word of approximately 15 million inhabi-

tants”.
128

 Local bodies usually cooperate with the CBSS which is the institu-

tion coordinating the activities in the region. This will be discussed later on 

in this study. 

 

 

International regimes theory 

 

The previous section has given an overview of the main elements constitut-

ing the neorealist theory which is at the basis of the discussion on interna-
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tional regimes briefly presented here. However, before proceeding with it, it 

is necessary to clarify the link between the concept of ‘international region’ 

and ‘international regime’. This is important in order to understand why the 

Baltic and the Black Sea region are considered regimes. Both concepts are 

based on the idea of cooperation among actors, but there is a crucial differ-

ence between them because a region is strictly linked to the notion of terri-

tory as already argued, whereas it is not necessarily so in the case of an in-

ternational regime. Nevertheless, taking into consideration the ‘consensus 

definition’ that is explained in the next paragraph leads to define the Baltic 

Sea and the Black Sea region as international regimes. Indeed, the four com-

ponents of regimes are all present in the cooperation established in the two 

regions. In this context the role played by the CBSS and the BSEC is crucial 

as they have strongly contributed to the region-building process of the two 

regions. Principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures are con-

tained in the documents of the two organizations and serve as the basis of the 

cooperation in the two regions. 

     The term ‘international regime’ was introduced for the first time in 1975 

by John Ruggie, who defined it as “a set of mutual expectations, rules and 

regulations, plans, organizational energies and financial commitments, 

which have been accepted by a group of states”.
129

 Nevertheless, this study 

takes into consideration the ‘consensus definition’ proposed by neorealist 

Stephen Krasner: regimes are “implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, 

and decision-making procedures around which actors' expectations converge 

in a given area of international relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, causa-

tion, and rectitude. Norms are standards of behaviour defined in terms of 

rights and obligations. Rules are specific prescriptions or proscriptions for 

action. Decision-making procedures are prevailing practices for making and 

implementing collective choice”.
130

 

     Krasner distinguishes between norms and principles on the one hand, and 

rules and procedures on the other one. “Principles and norms provide the 

basic defining characteristics of a regime. There may be many rules and 

decision-making procedures that are consistent with the same principles and 

norms”.
131

 While a change of principles and norms is a change of the regime 

itself, a change of rules and decision-making procedures means a change 

within the regime
132

. Furthermore, a weakness of the regime occurs when 

principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures become less coher-

ent or if actual practice is increasingly inconsistent with them.
133
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Krasner’s definition of regimes has been criticized by other neorealist schol-

ars like Susan Strange that states that the concept is “obfuscating and confus-

ing instead of illuminating”
134

 because of its ‘woolliness’ and ‘imprecision’. 

The same criticsisms have been made by another prominent constructivist 

scholar, Friedrich Kratochwil, who argues that the vagueness of the concept 

“cries out for conceptual development”.
135

 Even scholars sympathetic to the 

study of international regimes admit to the problems with the definition. The 

neoliberal institutionalist Oran Young, for instance, argues that “this appar-

ent definitional consensus is a remarkable achievement in a field of study 

that is as anarchical as international relations has been over the last genera-

tion. But it is not sufficient to suppress insistent criticisms regarding the 

clarity, and, therefore, the utility of the concept of international regimes”.
136

 

He also adds that “part of the problem with Krasner’s definition is that it 

does not allow us to identify regimes with precision or to separate regimes 

easily from the rest of international relations. The common definition is 

really only a list of elements that are hard to differentiate conceptually and 

that often overlap in real-world situations”.
137

 Another criticism has been 

raised against the four elements constituting international regimes which are 

‘indistinguishable components’ and consequently very difficult to recog-

nize.
138

 Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger are right when they say that this 

problem raises the two following questions: “what criteria do students of 

regimes have for distinguishing principles, norms, rules, and procedures of a 

regime reliably? And why is it that we need such a relatively complex con-

struct at all? The second, more fundamental, problem of interpretation arises 

from the phrase ‘around which actors’ expectations converge’ and amounts 

to the question of when we may say that a rule (or any other regime compo-

nent) exists in a given issue-area”.
139

 The neoliberal institutionalist Keohane 

has tried to resolve these problems by defining international regimes as “in-

stitutions with explicit rules, agreed upon by governments that pertain to 

particular sets of issues in international relations”.
140

 Thus, Keohane summa-

rizes the four components of international regimes in the concept of 

‘rules’.
141
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     Keohane is the author of the most discussed theory on international re-

gimes, which is called functional or contractualist theory of regimes. This 

approach starts from four neorealist assumptions. States are ‘crucial actors’ 

in world politics. Anarchy has relevant repercussions on states’ interactions 

and on their ability to cooperate. States are rational actors acting to satisfy 

their interests. Like Waltz, Keohane adopt a systemic approach according to 

which the external structural conditions (distribution of wealth and power) in 

the international system strongly influence the behaviour of states
142

. Never-

theless, neorealists make a distinction in their conception of states’ rational-

ity. According to neoliberal institutionalists, states worry about relative 

gains, whereas the neorealists argue that states are concerned only with abso-

lute gains, as noted in the previous section. Nevertheless, when criticizing 

institutional neoliberals on the regimes issue, Grieco argues that absolute 

gains are important as well because defending its own position in the inter-

national system is fundamental for states. He argues that losing a relative 

gain does not mean necessarily that a state renounces to cooperate if it deems 

absolute gains as bigger than the relative ones.
143

 This means that states will 

cooperate only if the distribution of gains after cooperation is balanced, that 

is to say if the agreement "roughly maintains pre-co-operation balances of 

capabilities".
144

 

     Furthermore, neorealists have strongly criticized institutional neoliberals 

for misunderstanding the meaning of international anarchy. Institutional 

neoliberals consider international anarchy simply as the absence of a central 

agency able to make states respect their obligations. For neorealists, the most 

important characteristic of anarchy is that the lack of a central government 

leads states to be constantly worried about their survival. For this reason 

self-help is the most important concern of states.
145

  

     In this context, the issue that is very much discussed in International Re-

lations Theory is the following: do regimes matter? According to the con-

tractualist theory, regimes facilitate cooperation because they make the ex-

change of information easier and reduce the costs to obtain them. As Keo-

hane puts it, “the international regimes are useful to governments (in which 

case it would be hard to understand why they exist at all), they permit gov-

ernments to attain objectives that would otherwise be unattainable”
146

. He 

argues that “regimes are relatively efficient institutions, compared with the 

alternative of having a myriad of unrelated agreements, since their princi-
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ples, rules, and institutions create linkages among issues that give actors 

incentives to reach mutually beneficial agreements”.
147

 Keohane also ex-

plains that regimes facilitate intergovernmental agreements
148

 by raising the 

costs of violating the others’ property rights, by reducing transaction costs 

and by providing reliable information to members.
149

 The international re-

gimes are created by states to pursue their egoistic goals and are the result of 

multilateral negotiates. The fundamental benefit of regimes is giving the 

states involved the possibility of cooperating through agreements. Thus, 

states create a regime if the benefits are potentially large for all states in-

volved
150

. Whereas the neorealist view gives international institutions very 

little scope and “affect the prospects for cooperation only marginally”.
151

 

     Within the neorealist approach, Grieco’s position has positive implica-

tions for institutions albeit being considered as anti-institutionalist. He ar-

gues that “international institutions do matter for states as they attempt to 

cooperate. Indeed realists would argue that the problem with neoliberal insti-

tutionalism is not that it stresses the importance of institutions but that it 

understates the range of functions that institutions must perform to help 

states work together. Realists would agree that international institutions are 

important because they reduce cheating; yet, realists would also argue, they 

must do much more than that if cooperation is to be achieved”.
152

  He further 

adds that if regimes do not produce unbalanced gains, they can be useful by 

reducing the concern about relative gains, as also institutional neoliberalism 

states.  

     Krasner argues that “regimes are necessary to resolve coordination prob-

lems and to establish stability”.
153

 By using the example of global communi-

cations, Krasner shows that the creation of a regime has brought about bene-

fits to all parties. He also demonstrates that relative power capabilities have a 

stronger impact than information flows and knowledge. In fact, he states that 

“where there have been disagreements about basic principles and norms and 

where the distribution of power has been highly asymmetrical, international 

regimes have not developed. Stronger states have simply done what they 
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pleased. (…) Where there are coordination problems and the distribution of 

power has been more symmetrical, however, regimes have been established. 

The level of conflict has varied according to whether states were dealing 

with pure coordination problems or with coordination problems that had 

distributional consequences. The resolution of the former has caused little 

conflict because the purpose of the regime has been to avoid mutually unde-

sirable outcomes. (…) By contrast, in cases that have had distributional con-

sequences, conflict has been more intense: though the states agreed on mutu-

ally undesirable outcomes, they disagreed on their preferred outcome. Con-

troversies were triggered by changes in power, usually resulting from the 

development of new technologies”.
154

 

     Other neorealists such as Susan Strange and Kenneth Waltz state that 

regimes are mere epiphenomena.
155

 According to Susan Strange, “all those 

international arrangements dignified by the label regime are only too easily 

upset when either the balance of bargaining power or the perception of na-

tional interest (or both together) change among those states who negotiate 

them”.
156

 Waltz argues that “regimes can only be one small step removed 

from the underlying power capabilities that sustain them”.
157

 This point of 

view is not shared by institutionalist neoliberals such as Keohane, who con-

tends that “we study international regimes because we are interested in un-

derstanding order in world politics. Conflict may be the rule; if so, institu-

tionalized patterns of cooperation are particularly in need of explanation”.
158

 

     Neorealists and neoliberals have indeed been involved in a deep discus-

sion about which one of the two schools explains international regimes bet-

ter. As Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger put it, “each school focuses on a 

specific variable. Neoliberals stress self-interest as a motive for cooperation 

among states and for the creation of, and compliance with, international re-

gimes. Realists emphasize that considerations of relative power affect the 

substance of international regimes and circumscribe their effectiveness and 

robustness”.
159

 Nevertheless, neorealists and neoliberals are aware that their 

positions are strictly interconnected. Both of them admit that the points of 

view of the other could be included in its own account of international poli-

tics provided that some specific conditions are hold.
160

 As Krasner puts it, 

“the issue is not so much whether one accepts the possibility of principles, 

norms, rules, and decision-making procedures affecting outcomes and be-
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haviour, as what one’s basic assumption is about the normal state of interna-

tional affairs”.
161

 

     To recall what was earlier stated, this study adopts the neorealist ap-

proach to the study of international affairs. Therefore, international regimes 

are seen as institutions which are created by states when certain conditions 

are satisfied. These conditions pertain to the agreement on norms and princi-

ples, and the maintenance of the distribution of power among states after the 

establishment of the regime. Furthermore, the two problems of relative gains 

and of cheating are also relevant in the creation of international regimes. 

This study will try to show that the neorealist approach can better explain 

why the Baltic and the Black Sea region are ineffective international regimes 

especially in certain sectors (e.g. energy) where the two conditions are not 

satisfied and where the relevance of the two problems (the relative gains and 

the cheating one) cannot be downplayed. According to the same logic, the 

neorealist approach will be applied to try to explain why international re-

gimes fail in some particular issue-areas (e.g. energy and environment) while 

they are more successful in some other ones (e.g. economic development). 

 

 

The Baltic Sea and the Black Sea regions and the international regimes 

theory 

 

     In this section, I will try to answer two questions by casting them against 

the discussion in the preceding section. The first one concerns the perspec-

tive this study adopts in order to apply the international regimes theory to the 

two regions of this research. The second question concerns the choice of a 

theoretical model to use in order to describe the regime formation in the two 

cases. 

     The neorealist perspective is applied to the international regimes theory in 

the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea regions. What is interesting is that each of 

the two different strands of neorealism can explain each of the two cases 

studied. While defensive realism can be used to analyse cooperation in the 

Baltic Sea region, offensive realism better suits the Black Sea region case. 

The reason is that while geopolitics in the Baltic Sea region can be described 

through the balance of power among its actors, in the Black Sea region the 

geopolitical situation is characterized by two elements. The first one is the 

‘security dilemma’ which “reflects the basic logic of offensive realism”
162

, as 

Mearsheimer argues. The concept was introduced by John Herz in 1950 who 

explains it by stating that groups and individuals are concerned about their 

security from being attacked or annihilated by some other groups or indi-

viduals. In order to escape the power of the others, they acquire more and 
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more power. This makes the others insecure and pushes them to prepare for 

the worst. Consequently, nobody can feel entirely secure and the competition 

for power goes on in a vicious circle for security and power accumulation.
163

 

     The second element is the presence of two hegemons, namely Russia and 

Turkey. This difference has important implications for the internal dynamics 

of the two regions. According to defensive realists such as Waltz and Grieco, 

states aim at defending their position in the international system. Conse-

quently, states cooperate only if the agreement at the basis of the cooperation 

"roughly maintains pre-co-operation balances of capabilities"
164

, which 

means that states cooperate only if there is a balanced distribution of 

gains.
165

 By contrast, for offensive realists such as Mearsheimer and Gilpin 

this is not the case as states are power-maximizers revisionists. Referring in 

particular to great powers, Mearsheimer argues that “there are no status quo 

powers in the system, save for the occasional hegemon that wants to main-

tain its dominating position over potential rivals”
166

 because the international 

structure forces states to act aggressively in the interest of their own security. 

He also says that “the best guarantee of survival is to be a hegemon, because 

no other state can seriously threaten such a mighty power”.
167

 Nevertheless, 

Mearsheimer considers it ‘virtually impossible’ to be a global hegemon be-

cause it is very difficult to project power on the territory of a rival great 

power. Thus, “the best outcome a great power can hope for is to be a re-

gional hegemon and possibly control another region that is nearby and ac-

cessible over land”.
168

 This is for instance the case in the Black Sea region 

where, as argued above, both Russia as well as Turkey aim at becoming a 

hegemon. Therefore, it is possible to talk about ‘hegemonic regionalism’. 

Furthermore, the relevance of state location in Mearsheimer’s theory is an 

important departure from Waltz. Geography is thus a very important variable 

(a non-structural systemic variable) together with the international distribu-

tion of power capabilities. At the same time, though location is relevant, 

Mearsheimer, like Waltz, insists that world politics can be understood pri-

marily by looking at the causes at the structural level rather than at the unit-

level. As Peter Toft argues, in Mearsheimer’s thought location “is wholly 

subordinated to the structural balance of power variable since different 

power constellations determine the impact of location on state behaviour”.
169
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     As for the second question, this study will use the ‘model of regime for-

mation’ proposed by Oran Young. His model is based on the concept of in-

terest because he considers states as selfish worried about obtaining benefits 

from cooperation together with the other actors as well as about the diffi-

culty of agreeing on rules
170

. Young’s model is used only as a point of refer-

ence to explain regime formation in the two cases by placing power analysis 

at the centre.  

     Young’s model divides the process of regime formation in three stages, 

namely ‘agenda formation, negotiation, and operationalization’.
171

 As Young 

puts it, the three stages often overlap so that it is difficult to distinguish them 

chronologically.
172

 He defines the agenda formation as a political process 

involving “pragmatic matters like the identification of players to be invited 

to participate, the setting in which negotiations will occur, the timing of the 

first round of negotiations, and remaining conceptual questions, like the 

breadth or narrowness of the items to be considered by the negotiators”.
173

 

Young also says that “agendas not only define options and, in the process, 

limit the range of results that can emerge from interactive decisionmaking 

but they also determine whether issues come to the attention of the members 

of a social group in a timely manner and how issues are framed for purposes 

of collective choice”.
174

  

     It is not easy to distinguish agenda formation from negotiation as the 

matters arisen in the former will be of interest also during the latter. Negotia-

tion is characterized by a deep discussion between two or more actors on the 

provisions contained in a document which is the ‘constituting contract’ of 

the international regime. Young argues that “success in the negotiation stage 

requires an ability to maintain political momentum in the face of misunder-

standings or disagreements (…)”.
175

 In this context, the types of problems to 

face determine the success or the failure of the negotiation. Young under-

lines that the institutional bargaining in the negotiation stage is different 

from the one analysed by many studies on bargaining for three reasons. It is 

not a simple means to reach an agreement acceptable for the parties at stake 

or a case of pure cooperation, but it implies a “very hard bargaining in which 

participants do their best to exploit whatever bargaining leverage is available 

to them”.
176

 The aim is to achieve a consensus among as many participants 

as possible instead of assembling winning coalitions. The third difference 

concerns the nature of participants. Governments tend to espouse a cause, 
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the establishment of a regime for instance, and then “advocate these causes 

in a determined manner in their dealings with others”.
177

 As the factions 

within governments have different visions of the provisions included in the 

agreement, there are two levels of the bargaining game, one internal to states 

and one external.
178

 Young also argues that the negotiation stage is well 

structured. Indeed, much is known about the identity of the players though 

some others can be included during the process, the issues to be addressed 

are quite well defined though a reformulation is always possible, and in most 

cases the bargaining focuses on the development of a negotiating text.
179

 

     An important element pointed out by Young is that the success or failure 

of institutional bargaining depends on the presence of an effective leader-

ship. He argues that it is possible to find three types of leaders. Structural 

leaders translate their power based on material resources into bargaining 

leverage. Entrepreneurial leaders use their bargaining skills to present issues 

and to come up with institutional options. Intellectual leaders use the force of 

ideas in order to influence the way the participants in the institutional bar-

gaining understand issues and orient their preference towards some of the 

available options.
180

 In contrast to the international relations theory, Young 

assumes that these leaders are individuals and that there must be at least two 

types of leaders for building a successful regime.
181

 

     The last stage of the regime formation is operationalization which has 

two components, the domestic and the international one. This latter consists 

of the ratification of a convention or a treaty, the implementation of legisla-

tion or the promulgation of regulations. The international component, which 

is the focus of this study, implies the establishment of an apparatus which 

serves to administer or manage a regime on a regular basis. It is in this con-

text that the CBSS and the BSEC play a fundamental role as organizations 

giving a practical support by carrying out the tasks envisioned by the creator 

of the regime.
182

 

     When is it possible to define a regime as resilient and when is it deemed 

to be effective? As Hasenclever, Mayer, and Rittberger argue, “regime resil-

ience (robustness) refers to the staying power of international institutions in 

the face of exogenous challenges. By implication, it also comprises the ex-

tent to which prior institutional choices constrain collective decisions and 

behaviour in later periods, that is, the extent to which "institutional history 

matters"”.
183

 According to them, the term ‘effectiveness’ refers to two over-
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lapping ideas. The first one is that “a regime is effective to the extent that its 

members abide by its norms and rules”.
184

 The second idea is that “a regime 

is effective to the extent that it achieves the objectives or purposes for which 

it was intended”.
185

 Many studies have tried to measure the effectiveness of 

regime. This study will try to do the same following the method explained in 

the next section. The aim is to compare the two cases taken into considera-

tion by identifying a specific strategy of evaluation. 

     In conclusion, the Baltic and the Black Sea region are considered two 

international regimes whose formation is analysed through the ‘model of 

regime formation’ proposed by Oran Young. But, as argued above, the 

analysis has at its centre the concept of power instead of interest since this 

thesis is based on the neorealist theoretical approach. Furthermore, the two 

regions are compared by taking into consideration two strands of the neore-

alist approach since the geopolitical situation is different in the two cases.  

 

 

Method 

 

     When examining the phenomenon of regionalism and in particular the 

role of the CBSS and of the BSEC in their respective region in neorealist 

terms, this study applies the following model as a conceptual framework of 

analysis. The aim is to explain from a comparative perspective why and how 

the end of the Cold War has led to the phenomenon of regionalism around 

the Baltic and the Black Sea and, consequently, to the building up of the two 

regions or regimes, which have been developing until the present time. In 

order to do so, the starting point is geopolitics defined as the interplay be-

tween power politics and territoriality and which is the link between neoreal-

ism and regionalism. Thus, the following independent variables (whose ap-

plication to the two regions is illustrated in table 2) are taken into considera-

tion: 

 

1) the distribution of power among the big states refers to how the changes 

that have occurred in the international system (the end of the Cold War) have 

affected the power relations among the states by modifying their relative 

power (the structure of the international system has passed from being bipo-

lar to be multipolar and the capabilities of the states have changed). Small 

powers are also taken into consideration. They are important because both 

big and small powers play a role in the making of the two regions though 

great powers are the ones that define the structure of the system, as neoreal-

ists argue. 
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      2) the geographical location refers to the geopolitical boundaries of the two 

regions (a non-structural systemic variable). In this context, the geographical 

position of big and small powers will be taken into consideration in the 

analysis. This element influences the relations between big and small powers 

and consequently their geopolitical strategies towards each other and to-

wards the region as a whole. 

 

3) the historical legacy of the regional actors or established patterns of in-

teraction is intended as the history of the connections among the states in a 

particular region as defined in this study. It is strictly linked to the notion of 

geopolitics and plays a role in determining the features of regional coopera-

tion because it has an impact on the relations among the regional actors. 

Historical legacy is intended as starting at the end of the Cold War, but some 

references to previous periods are inevitable for a better understanding. The 

sequence and connection of events is a useful element that clarifies causality 

leading to the present state of the art in the Baltic and in the Black Sea re-

gion. Historical legacy will show that the past influences the present along a 

causal logic.  

 

     On the basis of the reasoning made above, the dependent variable that 

this study tries to explain is the role of the CBSS and of the BSEC both at the 

regional and at the international level. Apart from the independent and de-

pendent variables, this model also introduces the following intervening vari-

ables linking the cause to the effect: 

 

a) the involvement of external actors in the two regions that refers to the 

powers and/or organizations  which penetrate the two regions influencing 

their geopolitical dynamics (the EU, the US and NATO) 

 

b) the international regimes that “stand between basic causal factors on the 

one hand and outcomes and behaviour on the other”.
186

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
186

 Krasner, Stephen, Structural causes and regime consequences: regimes as inter-
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Table 2. Illustration of the variables applied to the regional arrange-

ments 

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Variables 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Distribution of power 

among the big states 

Balance of power Security dilemma 

Geographical location Big and small states Big and small states 

Historical legacy of the 

regional actors 

Connection among the 

states in the region 

Connection among the 

states in the region 

Involvement of external 

actors 

Powers and/or organi-

zations influencing the 

geopolitical dynamics 

in the region 

Powers and/or organi-

zations influencing the 

geopolitical dynamics 

in the region 

International regimes Connection between 

causal factors and out-

comes 

Connection between 

causal factors and out-

comes 

 

 

     There are essentially four reasons for choosing this model. First, the neo-

realist paradigm is the basis of this study. The choice of a neorealist ap-

proach is supported by the argument that this study aims at investigating 

whether the changes in the distribution of power among the big states at the 

end of the Cold War can give a good explanation of the phenomenon of re-

gionalism on the Baltic and on the Black Sea. The relations among states are 

here studied on the base of the concept of power. Second, geopolitics is the 

point of departure for the discussion. This is why the distribution of power 

and the geographical location are inevitably the independent variables. His-

torical legacy, which is also a break from the neorealist theory considering it 

‘just one damn thing after another’, has been introduced for two reasons. 

Firstly, it is closely related to geopolitics. Secondly, it helps clarify the rela-

tions among the regional actors. The past events give a better understanding 

of the present ones. 

     Neorealism is essentially based on the global level, while regions are 

strictly connected to the notion of territoriality. As Barry Buzan puts it “neo-

realist is built around two levels, system and unit, and is principally con-

cerned to define and operationalise the system level. Neorealists either 

downplay or ignore all levels except the system one (…)”.
187

 By contrast, 

this research takes into consideration both the international or global level 

and the regional one. The link between the two is geopolitics, which can be 

used for both levels and which puts the accent on the concept of geography 
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and consequently on the one of territory. Additionally, the choice of the ‘dis-

tribution of power’ as an independent variable also breaks from neorealism 

that considers the international political system the independent variable. In 

spite of this, the ‘distribution of power’ is a structural systemic variable as 

the structure of the international system changes if the distribution of power 

among states changes, as neorealism argues.
188

 Third, as this study takes into 

consideration three geopolitical levels (international system, region and 

state), the interplay between them cannot be ignored. This explains the 

choice of the two intervening variables (the involvement of external actors in 

the two regions and international regimes). Thus, this model aims at analys-

ing how and to what extent the distribution of power resulting from the end 

of the Cold War has affected the relations of power among the states in the 

two regions by leading to the region-building process on the Baltic and on 

the Black Sea. The involvement of external actors in the two regions and the 

regime creation link the cause (independent variable) to the effect (region-

building process).  

     This model will be used to compare the two case studies taken into con-

sideration in this study, the CBSS and the BSEC. But at this point a question 

must be answered. But why compare them? The two regions, both belonging 

to the European geographical space, are different politically, economically, 

historically, and geographically, but they have some elements in common 

that make the comparison interesting. These are the institutionalisation proc-

ess leading to the establishment of a regional organization (the CBSS and the 

BSEC), the presence of European big powers such as the EU and Russia, of 

the US/NATO, of former Soviet countries and of both EU and non-EU 

members. But, more generally, why compare? The easiest answer is that 

comparing is a natural ability of human beings since childhood as it helps to 

better understand the world where we live. As interconnections among the 

various parts of the world are becoming increasingly stronger, man continu-

ously comes into contact with a growing number of events which he needs to 

categorize and compare in order to understand the reality in which he lives. 

From the comparative politics point of view, Giovanni Sartori’s explanation 

is particularly interesting. He argues that “the reason for world-wide com-

parisons is not only that we live in a wider world; it is also a methodological 

reason”.
189

  As he puts it, “it is not intuitively evident that to compare is to 

control, and that the novelty, distinctiveness and importance of comparative 

politics consists of a systemic testing, against as many cases, of sets of hy-

potheses, generalizations and laws of ‘if…then’ type”.
190

 

     A comparison made in a systematic and conscious manner by finding the 

similarities and the differences between the objects taken into consideration 

                                                      
188 Waltz, Kenneth, Teoria della politica internazionale, op.cit., p.243 
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helps understand them better. This happens in two ways. The first one is to 

compare them according to specific variables of analysis by taking them out 

of the context in which they belong. The second one is to insert them again 

in the broader context from where they have been taken in order to have a 

complete overview of the picture. These two actions happen simultaneously 

because it is not possible to analyse something without considering the con-

text where it comes from. 

     Furthermore, it is interesting to note that Sartori makes specific reference 

to the comparative method, which is the one chosen in this thesis. He con-

curs with Lijphart that defines the comparative method as “the method of 

testing hypothesized empirical relationships among variables on the basis of 

the same logic that guides the statistical method, but in which the cases are 

selected in such a way as to maximize the variance of the independent vari-

ables and to minimize the variance of the control variables”.
191

 Lijphart’s 

conception of the comparative method reflects Smelser’s usage, as he him-

self admits stating that “the more similar two or more (cases) are with re-

spect to crucial variables…the better able is the investigator to isolate and 

analyze the influence of other variables that might account for the differ-

ences he wishes to explain”.
192

 

     According to Charles Ragin and Claude Rubinson the comparative 

method is “well-suited for the study of how combinations of causal condi-

tions produce particular outcomes”.
193

 Nevertheless, researchers unani-

mously agree that the comparative method poses a big problem for the re-

searcher, i.e. ‘many variables and small N’ (which means a small number of 

cases). The ‘many variables’ issue prevents the researcher from systemati-

cally controlling the correlation between the variables. Lijphart argues that 

this problem occurs also in the statistical method. Statistics and the compara-

tive method are considered by many authors as ‘two aspects of the same 

method’ as they differ only for the number of cases. In fact, the comparative 

method is used to study a few number of events. By contrast, Lijphart con-

curs that this distinction lies on weak basis (small N) and that the two meth-

ods are indeed “truly divergent methodological designs”.
194

 Here the ‘many 
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variables and small N’ problem has been solved as followed. As this study 

uses a comparative method, it is based on only two cases. They have been 

chosen on the basis of the specific criteria mentioned on page 38. The simi-

larities more than the differences have allowed the author to identify the 

variables to include in the study. Of course, the combination of variables in 

each of the two regions gives a different outcome. The reason lies on their 

respective specific geopolitical dynamics. 

     Another problem connected with the comparative method is addressed by 

Sartori who warns about the risk of ‘conceptual stretching’, which he defines 

as “amorphous conceptualizations”.
195

 It means that the meaning of some 

concepts could be enlarged or ‘stretched’ to lose its value. Consequently, 

defining concepts very precisely is important. This has been done in the pre-

vious sections according to a specific logic with the centrality of geopolitics 

in every theoretical concept. 

     Furthermore, the comparative method is often considered complementary 

to the case study method. This latter is defined as “the detailed examination 

of an aspect of a historical episode to develop or test historical explanations 

that may be generalizable to other events”.
196

 The two methods are obviously 

different and entail different research analyses. Nevertheless, “within-case 

analysis is an essential component of good cross-case, comparative research. 

It is for this reason that some researchers subsume comparative research 

under the moniker of ‘case study’. Good cross-case comparison necessarily 

involves the investigation of individual cases on their own terms”.
197

 In addi-

tion, the case study method is not necessarily non-comparative as it often 

happens that some elements within the studied case are compared. In this 

context, George and Bennett emphasize on the potential confusion between 

the terms ‘comparative methods’, ‘case study methods’, and ‘qualitative 

methods’. They use the term ‘case study’ to indicate both “within-case 

analysis of single cases and comparisons of a small number of cases, since 

there is a growing consensus that the strongest means of drawing inferences 

from case studies is the use of a combination of within-case analysis and 

cross-case comparisons within a single study or research program”
198

. The 

term ‘qualitative method’ obviously refers to both methods. 

     The case study method uses the process-tracing method, which links pos-

sible causes and observed outcomes.
199

 It reveals and explains the causal 

                                                                                                                             
cal-cultural area, by analyzing the same case (nation) diachronically, by selecting intranation 

cases, or by focusing on intranation sectors in two or more different countries; 4) restricting 
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mechanisms leading to a certain result. In so doing, it helps to eliminate 

those causes that the research had previously taken into consideration and 

focus only on the right ones. Process-tracing also takes into account the 

problem of equifinality, namely “to consider the alternative paths through 

which the outcome could have occurred, and if offers the possibility of map-

ping out one or more potential causal paths that are consistent with the out-

come and the process-tracing evidence in a single case”.
200

 George and Ben-

nett argue that process-tracing is very useful both for theory testing and the-

ory development because it helps to understand better the causal mecha-

nisms by increasing the number of observations and linking them clearly
201

. 

Process-tracing is not used only in the case study method, but it comple-

ments other methods such as the comparative one. In effect, it can be used 

“to test whether the residual differences between two similar cases were 

causal or spurious in producing a difference in these cases’ outcomes”.
202

 

     The method chosen in this thesis combines the qualitative comparative 

method and the case study approach with the help of process-tracing. The 

aim is to analyse each case in order to have a better understanding of each 

when comparing them. This is why each sector (hard security, energy, eco-

nomic development, and environment) has been analysed separately and for 

each region. The comparison between the two cases study has been done 

only later for every sector. 

     This research uses Mill’s comparative method of concomitant variations 

which “is often claimed to be the first systematic formulation of the modern 

comparative method”.
203

 It is considered ‘a more sophisticated version of the 

method of difference’. Mill explains the latter with the following words: “if 

an instance in which the phenomenon under investigation occurs, and an 

instance in which it does not occur, have every circumstance in common 

save one, that one occurring only in the former; the circumstance in which 

alone the two instances differ, is the effect, or the cause, or an indispensable 

part of the cause, of the phenomenon”.
204

 By contrast, the method of con-

comitant variations does not merely observe the presence or absence of the 

operative variables, but “it observes and measures the quantitative variations 

of the operative variables and relates these to each other”.
205

 In Mill’s words, 

“whatever phenomenon varies in any manner whenever another phenome-

non varies in some particular manner, is either a cause or an effect of that 

phenomenon, or is connected with it through some fact of causation”.
206

 Mill 
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makes his statement clear by using the example of the pendulum. He argues 

that “that the oscillations of the pendulum are caused by the earth, is proved 

by similar evidence. Those oscillations take place between equidistant points 

on the two sides of a line, which, being perpendicular to the earth, varies 

with every variation in the earth's position, either in space or relatively to the 

object”.
207

 

     In this study Mill’s comparative method is combined with the within-case 

study to conduct an exhaustive analysis of the cases considered here. The 

former is used to conduct a deep analysis of each of the two case studies, 

namely the two regions or regimes. In order to accomplish this task it is nec-

essary to measure the effectiveness of the two regimes. Several solutions 

have been proposed.
208

 The one chosen in this study consists of analysing the 

evolution of cooperation from the end of the Cold War until present in four 

sectors, namely hard security, energy, economic development and environ-

ment. The present state of the art in each sector is analysed over time since 

the end of the Cold War. Thus, the measurement of the effectiveness of the 

two regimes is a qualitative one. In this context, process-tracing is very use-

ful to explain the causal relationship between the dependent (the outcome to 

be explained) and the independent (the alternative explanation) variables 

with the help of intervening variables (the mechanisms that might link cause 

and effect). By doing so, the analysis of the two regimes reveals how and to 

what extent their level of effectiveness is a result of the geopolitical dynam-

ics internal to the two regions stemming from the end of the Cold War.  

     More concretely and with reference to the empirical chapters, the model 

discussed above will be applied to each sector. Geopolitics is at the centre of 

the analysis and is the starting point from which cooperation in each sector 

will be discussed. Indeed, the geopolitical strategies of the big powers and 

their effects on the small powers in each sector will be the guidelines to as-

sess the effectiveness of the two regimes. At the same time, the role played 

by the small powers in the definition of the geopolitical dynamics in the two 

regions will also be taken into account. It is from this perspective that the 

analysis of the cooperation in the hard security, energy, economic develop-

ment and environment sector is made. The investigation will focus on how 

the changes in the distribution of power among the big powers and the geo-

graphical location of both the big and the small powers influence the coop-

eration in each sector. Historical legacy also plays a role in the way big and 

small powers put into practice their interaction in the four sectors. It defines 

the geopolitical perspectives and strategies of both big and small powers. In 
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this way, this study will try to understand why and to what extent coopera-

tion in a sector is more or less effective than in the other ones.  

     Furthermore, the involvement of external actors in the two regions and 

the creation of international regimes help link the cause to the effect, namely 

the independent to the dependent variables. The involvement of external 

actors has a huge impact on the geopolitical dynamics in the two regions as 

they interfere with the strategies of both big and small powers towards each 

other. Additionally, they represent the link between the international and the 

regional level. The creation of international regimes, which correspond to 

the Baltic and to the Black Sea region in this study, defines the measures 

adopted by the countries involved to cooperate in each sector. Thus, they 

affect the way cooperation is implemented though their effectiveness is 

strongly influenced by the geopolitical dynamics internal to the two regions. 

In spite of this, they help explain the link between the changes in the distri-

bution of power among the big states, the geographical location of big and 

small powers and the historical legacy as defined in this monograph on the 

one hand and the role of the CBSS and of the BSEC in their regional context 

on the other one.  

     Finally, this reasoning will be applied to each region with a comparative 

perspective from the theoretical position. The comparison will be made on 

the basis of the methods outlined above and essentially from a theoretical 

point view. The aim is to apply neorealism to the two regions through the 

model explained above in order to discuss which of the two cases this ap-

proach suits better. 

     On the basis of the theoretical and the methodological discussion that has 

been made here, the following five arguments will be raised throughout the 

thesis. Firstly, the CBSS and the BSEC do not have the same room for ma-

noeuvre in the respective regions because of the different geopolitical dy-

namics of the Baltic and of the Black Sea region. Secondly, the CBSS and 

the BSEC are used as instruments by regional powers (Russia and Turkey) 

and the external actors (EU, US and NATO) to assert their interests and their 

power. Thirdly, historical legacy influences the power relations among the 

states in the two regions. Fourthly, the regimes established on the Baltic and 

on the Black Sea are ineffective. Finally, although neorealism is a well 

suited theoretical approach for analysing the changes in the distribution of 

power within the international system at the end of the Cold War as well as 

the power relations among the states on the Baltic and on the Black Sea, it 

cannot convincingly explain the phenomenon of regionalism in the two re-

gions. 
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Delimitations 

 

     The term ‘delimitation’ refers to the limits within which something is 

restrained and framed. They are important to better define and clarify the 

object of study. 

     The scope of this thesis is quite wide. This awareness makes me particu-

larly careful to define concepts and limits in order to describe as meticu-

lously as possible how this study will be developed. For this reason this 

paragraph is devoted to present the delimitations of the discussion. 

     This thesis has two kinds of delimitations. The first one concerns the tim-

ing. As mentioned in the Introduction, this study will take into consideration 

the period starting at the end of the Cold War. The phenomenon of regional-

ism flourished in the years following the collapse of the Soviet Union and 

the end of communism. More political, economic and social interactions 

between states were possible now. The world became suddenly smaller and 

bigger at the same time. On the one hand the end of the confrontation be-

tween the United States and the Soviet Union made the world freer as the 

two superpowers ceased to compete in other parts of the world. States had 

the feeling of more space where to act without the influence of external ac-

tors. On the other hand, states understood that creating closer connections 

with neighbours was possible and even more convenient to face threats and 

challenges. This led to the emergence of the phenomenon of regional coop-

eration and to the creation of regions all over the world. As already argued, 

this phenomenon was not new. It had previously emerged during the 1960s, 

but it was only after the end of the Cold War that it became a fundamental 

object of study in the field of international relations. Furthermore, in that 

period a new form of regionalism emerged, namely the ‘new regionalism’ 

discussed above.  

     The other delimitation is geography, but it is extended on the basis of 

politics. The European space is the geopolitical system considered, as also 

mentioned in the Introduction. Its geographical delimitation is defined pri-

marily by the EU, Russia and Turkey. The EU and Russia are the two great 

powers studied here. Each of them occupies a very wide space. The EU ex-

tends from the west to the centre of the continent, while Russia occupies the 

extreme east part of Europe and part of Asia. This would give the opportu-

nity to open another very interesting discussion concerning the question 

whether Russia can be considered European or not, but this issue will not be 

discussed. The same could be said about Turkey which also plays a relevant 

role in this thesis as it is a regional power, but neither this interesting prob-

lem will be discussed. Furthermore, in both cases there are countries that 

belong to the European continent, but not to the EU and that are part of one 

of the two regions. This is the case of Iceland and Norway in the Baltic Sea 

region and Albania in the Black Sea region where Azerbaijan extends the 

region into Asia. Nevertheless, as already argued above, the only geopoliti-

cal system considered in this study is the European continent. 
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     Furthermore, the two regions taken into consideration in this thesis repre-

sent the other delimitation concerning geography. The Baltic Sea and the 

Black Sea region have been defined in the previous part. Both of them over-

lap with the EU as they contain some of its members. Both of them also con-

tain Russia.  

 

 

Sources 

 

     The research is based on three kinds of sources: printed material, inter-

views and internet websites. The data so collected have been integrated and 

compared with the aim to obtain a very precise picture of the issues analysed 

in this thesis. 

 

Printed material 

     The printed material has been collected from libraries in Stockholm, Paris 

and Istanbul and could be divided into four parts. The first one consists of an 

extensive literature on International Relations Theory which has been essen-

tial to construct the theoretical framework of this study. The literature on 

neorealism has obviously been singled out. Needless to say, the other con-

tending of IR theory of neoliberal institutionalism has also been relevant for 

a better appreciation of neorealism itself and has contributed to capturing the 

main aspects emphasized in the theoretical framework. The second part con-

cerns the theories about regionalism. A number of articles and books has 

been used to study the two regions theoretically. Theories on regionalism 

have been consistently applied in this study in a precise way to each sector. 

The third part focuses exclusively on studies concerning the Baltic Sea and 

the Black Sea region. In this context the literature has been divided in five 

sections. A general section concerning each of the two regions as a whole 

has been the first step for an overall deeper understanding of each region. 

Studying the relations among the actors of the two areas, their history as well 

as their economy and their geography has strongly contributed to the under-

standing of the two regions. Each of the other sections has focused on the 

four sectors analysed in this monograph. The aim was to have a specific in-

depth knowledge of the state of the art of the relations among the regional 

states in each sector. Furthermore, the literature concerning the external rela-

tions of the Russia and Turkey as well as the relations among them has obvi-

ously been important, too. The geopolitical strategies of external actors (EU, 

US/NATO) towards the two regions have also been studied. This has been 

very useful for the geopolitical analysis of the two regions. Also in this case 

a general overview of their geopolitical strategies is followed by a deep 

study of their involvement in the cooperation in the four sectors in each re-

gion.  

     The fourth part consists of material collected from the CBSS and the 

BSEC, such as documents and brochures. This part has been useful to pro-
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vide a better understanding of the functioning of the two organizations as 

well as of their activities and main goals. However, it is important to under-

line that this kind of the material available from the two organizations 

mainly reflects the guidelines of their work more than the evaluation and the 

report of their activities. Consequently, the discussion on the progress of the 

work of the CBSS and of the BSEC has been essentially conducted on the 

basis of the interviews, of the material collected in the libraries as well as of 

the information available on internet. 

 

Interviews 

     Interviews are a very useful and interesting part of this research. A semi-

structured interview method has been applied to tease out new ideas and 

information from the informant. This technique implies the partial pre-

planning of the questions. A list of topics is instead carefully prepared allow-

ing interviewer to deal with them in any order.
209

 

     Interviews have been conducted in Stockholm and in Istanbul where the 

CBSS and the BSEC are located as well as in Brussels, in Riga, and in Paris. 

The highest levels directing the work of the two institutions have been inter-

viewed according to a very precise scheme to provide the informant liberty 

to outline new concepts and ideas at the same time. The questionnaires and 

questions can be divided in two parts. The first part consists of the same 

questions for both the institutions. The aim is to compare the perspectives on 

regional cooperation in general and in particular on the region to which each 

institution belongs. Comparing the answers provide a direct impression of 

the differences or similarities in views about regional cooperation and of the 

institution in the two regions. The second part is instead based on very spe-

cific questions concerning the institution, its functioning and its meaning for 

the cooperation in the region. Experts, professors and researchers on the 

Baltic Sea and on the Black Sea region were interviewed with the same 

method and for the same reasons. In Brussels civil servants dealing with the 

relationship between the European Commission and the two regional organi-

zations have been asked specific questions about the involvement of the EU 

in the two regions and the procedures concerning its cooperation with the 

CBSS and the BSEC. Also in this case the questionnaires were constituted of 

two parts: a general part for both institutions and a specific part for each of 

them. In Riga I had the chance to interview a member of the CBSS Commit-

tee of Senior Officials that helped me to understand the role and the work of 

this body. In Paris my interviews were conducted with experts and profes-

sors especially in relation to the Black Sea region, since most of their re-

search focus on this area. Through these interviews the author was provided 

with direct access to the work of the two institutions that have generated 

deeper insights into the two regions. 
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     However, it needs mention that only a few interviews will be openly dis-

cussed in this thesis. There are two important reasons for this. First, most of 

the interviews were conducted in an informal way to capture as much infor-

mation as possible. The other reason is that informants wished to be anony-

mous, but pseudo names have been given to those informants who have sig-

nificantly contributed to this investigation.   

 

Internet websites 

     The use of this kind of sources has been very relevant because it has 

served for two purposes. The first one is to find updated information and 

data. The second one is access to a number of public speeches and inter-

views. The CBSS and the BSEC websites provide a good overview of their 

organizational character, their aims and activities. These websites have been 

compared to identify the similarities and the differences between the two 

institutions. Some of the information on these websites are not found in the 

printed source. Additionally, through frequent and regular visits to the two 

websites the changes in the activities and in the goals of the two organiza-

tions over time could be discerned. 

     Furthermore, the websites of the two organizations have been useful to 

have access to additional primary sources such as statements, press releases, 

action plans and reports. The BSEC website has a larger volume of docu-

ments than the one of the CBSS. This is not only due to the more numerous 

areas of cooperation, but also to the more numerous sections dedicated to 

documents. In general, the websites of the two organizations have allowed 

the author to have a clear idea of their functioning and of their activities as 

well as of their main objectives over a period of time. 

     The EU and of NATO websites have also been extensively used as they 

have a strong influence of the geopolitical dynamics in the two regions. They 

have been useful to better understand their strategies and their policies to-

wards the Baltic and the Black Sea region as a whole as well as towards their 

respective member countries. Other websites have also been accessed where 

relevant for the analysis, especially in the case of other local organizations 

operating in the sectors studied. They have complemented the information 

available on the CBSS and BSEC websites and have given a better idea of 

the interaction between them. This also served the purpose of double check-

ing the material available on the CBSS and BSEC websites. Thus, internet 

has been an important and complementing data source.  

 

 

Structure of the thesis 

 

     Excluding the current chapter, the rest of the thesis consists of five chap-

ters. While chapter two discusses the formation of regime in the regions after 

the end of the Cold War, the ensuing four chapters focus on the sectors in-

vestigated in this thesis. All chapters compare the two organizations and the 
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regions they belong to through a theoretical analysis. Geopolitics is the red 

line that runs throughout the thesis. 

     Chapter two examines the region-building process around the Baltic and 

the Black Sea by focusing on the establishment of the CBSS and of the 

BSEC, the two organizations guiding the cooperation process in the two 

regions. It analyses the geopolitical elements and the historical connections 

that constitute the basis of the two projects and that have pushed the states in 

the two regions to join them. It also discusses the involvement of the exter-

nal actors in the two projects. By doing so, this chapter discusses how the 

two regions or regimes have been created. 

     The Chapter 3 deals with cooperation around the Baltic and the Black Sea 

region in the hard security sector. This is not among the fields of activity of 

the CBSS and of the BSEC, but it is important both because it defines the 

relations among the states in the two regions and because it affects the other 

sectors taken into consideration in this study. This chapter investigates 

whether the CBSS and the BSEC play a role in shaping the hard security 

scenario in the region and how the distribution of power after the end of the 

Cold War and the geographical location affecting the relations among states 

in this field and their cooperation within the two regimes.  

     The Chapter 4 analyzes regional cooperation in the sector of energy. This 

latter is one of the most important issues in the post-Cold War world that 

strongly affects the relations among states linking the international and the 

regional level. This aspect is investigated by explaining how the Baltic and 

the Black Sea regime implement cooperation in the energy sector though 

constrained by geopolitical factors. 

     Chapter 5 concerns the economic development sector. While the financial 

and economic crisis of 2008 has halted the economic growth of the states of 

the two regions, several measures have been put into place as response to the 

recession both at the state and at the regional level. Russia and Turkey are 

the main trade partners in the region, but the strong economic relations of the 

regional states with the external actors, in particular the EU, makes the eco-

nomic framework of the region more complicated. This chapter analyses 

these aspects by emphasizing on the geopolitical strategies of the actors and 

their historical links which influence the economic dynamics within the re-

gions. 

     Chapter 6 analyses regional cooperation in the environmental sector. The 

measures adopted to coordinate the activities of the regional states are dis-

cussed with the aim to find out how and to what extent geopolitics and his-

torical legacy influence cooperation in this field. This chapter discusses the 

cooperative framework put in place by the CBSS and by the BSEC and 

shows that cooperation also occurs outside their structures more than in the 

other sectors. 

     From a theoretical point of view, Krasner’s ‘consensual definition’ and 

Young’s model of international regimes are applied to the Baltic and the 

Black Sea region. Two stages of Young’s model (agenda formation and ne-
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gotiation) are discussed only in the first chapter as they concern the very 

early phases of the regime formation. By contrast, the third phase (opera-

tionalization) is applied to the two regimes in the other four chapters. The 

theoretical comparison between the CBSS and the BSEC and their region is 

developed in the third part of each chapter and is based on a neorealist ap-

proach. 
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Chapter 2 

 Council of the Baltic Sea States and Black Sea Economic  

Cooperation: a historical and geopolitical analysis 
 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

     This chapter has a special place in the thesis since it deals with the emer-

gence of the two regions as they are defined here. It can be considered the 

basic explanation for the analysis of the areas of cooperation that follows in 

the ensuing chapters. The aim of this section is to discuss the phenomenon of 

regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea by focusing on the estab-

lishment of the two regions or regimes in the period immediately after the 

end of the Cold War. It discusses how and why they have emerged and 

whether the CBSS and the BSEC have had a role in the region-building 

process.  

     The analysis will particularly focus on the historical and on the geopoliti-

cal reasons that have pushed the biggest regional powers to establish coop-

eration with both great powers (e.g. Russia) and other smaller powers in an 

institutionalized context. The intervention of external actors in the process 

has also played a role in the regional dynamics. It will be shown that the 

creation of the two regions as defined in this study is essentially due to mate-

rialist calculations while the existence of a regional identity as the founding 

idea for the region-building process, which is a debated issue in the literature 

about regionalism, is questionable. It is through perspective that the two 

cases are compared and analysed through the neorealist lenses.  

     Thus, this chapter tries to answer the following questions. How and why 

have the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region been created? Which tasks are 

the CBSS and the BSEC supposed to accomplish in the regional context? 

Can the two regions be considered international regimes? How does neoreal-

ism explain the creation of the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region? 

     Accordingly, the chapter is divided in four parts. The first part is a brief 

historical and geographical background of the Baltic and of the Black Sea 

from a comparative perspective. The second and the third section are dedi-

cated to the phenomenon of regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea 

in the period immediately after the end of the Cold War and to the role 

played by the CBSS and by the BSEC in the region-building process. The 

fourth section focuses on a comparison of the two cases from a neorealist 

point of view and tries to explain whether the two regions can be defined as 

two international regimes. To this end, Oran Young’s model of the regime 

formation has been used even though it is based on the concept of power. 
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The Baltic and the Black Sea between history and geography 

 

     In his book entitled Europe and the Sea, Michel Mollat du Jourdin, one of 

Europe’s most distinguished scholars in the realm of maritime history, re-

traces the relationship between Europe and the sea. He writes that every 

depiction of the Earth’s surface clearly shows the intimate relationship be-

tween the European continent and the marine element: Europe is a small 

peninsula encircled by the sea. The Northern and Southern parts of Europe 

are surrounded by seas which are prone to a symmetrical arc of circle. The 

Mediterranean arc varies from 6,5° to the West, up to 41° to the East (includ-

ing the Black Sea) and it extends between 31° and 47° to the North (includ-

ing the Azov Sea), making it close to the polar circle and its longitude covers 

19°. Mollat du Jourdin describes the seas around Europe by relating the his-

tories of the peoples that have been living on their shores. He tells stories, 

legends and myths of those people as well as their interactions and their in-

terconnections.
210

 

     Like Mollat du Jourdin, Charles King considers the sea as a fundamental 

factor in human life. According to him, “what happens on the water -during 

a sea voyage or a cruise down a river, say- is just the scene setter for the real 

action when the actors get where they are going. But oceans, seas, and rivers 

have a history of their own, not merely as highways or boundaries but as 

central players in distinct stories of human interaction and exchange”.
211

  

     The Baltic and the Black Sea, which give the name to the two regions that 

are at the centre of this research, have been extraordinary players in history 

dividing or uniting peoples depending on the succession of events. As Ole 

Wæver points out, “for many centuries the sea was a natural connecting fac-

tor, because it was the most efficient means of transport (think of the Han-

seatic League, but also of the North Sea and the Mediterranean Sea). Gener-

ally the seas and the big European rivers connected, while landmasses sepa-

rated. Political developments began to undermine this when the unified terri-

torial state from the sixteenth century pushed in the direction of the land as 

unifier and the sea as a separator. With the onset of romanticism, a symbolic 

value was added in the nineteenth century (…). With the railways (…) land 

distance became decisive. Seas became walls, rather than connections”.
212

 

Wæver also adds that “today the evolution of technology and transportation 

has reached the stage where neither land nor sea is a significant barrier. With 

information technology, everything is connected instantly (…)”.
213

 

     The Baltic and the Black Sea are not an exception to this. Nevertheless, 

they have a historical value as many important events have occurred on their 
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shores and the lives of the peoples living there have been deeply intertwined 

with the sea since the ancient times. In his work Germania, the Latin histo-

rian Tacitus describes the Baltic Sea or Mare Suebicum in the following 

words: “beyond the country of the Swedes there is another sea, sluggish and 

well-nigh motionless, which is believed to be the boundary and limit of the 

world, because here the last glow of the setting sun shines on into the follow-

ing dawn, so as to dim the brightness of the stars. Nay, further, we are in-

duced to credit the fact that the noise of the sun rising out of the waters is 

heard, and that his attendant deities are seen and his crown of rays. Thus far, 

and no further (and in this report speaks truly), does nature go”.
214

 

 

           Figure 1. The Baltic Sea region 

 
Source: Wikipedia,  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Council_of_the_Baltic_Sea_States 

 

 

     Like the Baltic Sea, the Black Sea was given a different name by the an-

cient peoples. However, while the name Mare Suebicum stemmed from the 

Germanic people of the Suebi living on its coasts, the Black Sea received a 

name reflecting its physical characteristics. The Greeks called it Axeinos, 

which means ‘dark’ or ‘somber’. The name was probably transformed into 

Axenos, ‘unwelcoming’, which fitted with the experience of sailors on its 

waters. Some time later the Greeks and the Romans renamed the sea Pontus 

Euximus, ‘hospitable sea’, as an attempt to ward off the wrath of the gods.
215

 

     In Constantinople the Black Sea was called “the Bad Black Sea”. As 

Robert Curzon puts it, “this is the character that stormy lake has acquired in 

the estimation of its neighbours at Constantinople. (…) In short, at Constan-
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tinople they say that every thing that is bad comes from the Black Sea: the 

plague, the Russians, the fogs, and the cold, all come from Black Sea”.
216

 

 

Figure 2. The Black Sea region 

 
Source: Going Global East meets West,   

http://goingglobaleastmeetswest.blogspot.it/2014/03/us-warship-truxtun-

begins-naval.html 

                 

 

     These descriptions show that the Baltic and the Black Sea have specific 

characteristics due to different elements such as geology, climate and geog-

raphy which make them very different. At the same time, in both cases the 

geographical peculiarities of the region where the seas are located have 

deeply interacted with the history of the peoples living on their coasts con-

tributing in this way to define the geopolitics of the two regions.  
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The Baltic Sea region 

The premises for region-building on the Baltic Sea 

 

     Cooperation in the Baltic Sea region has ancient roots. At the end of the 

Iron Age a network of trade routes had already been established.
217

 Later on, 

in the 13
th
 century the Hanseatic League was created. It united about one 

hundred towns from London in the west to Novgorod in the east. Its aim was 

to link the raw materials suppliers in Eastern Europe to the markets in the 

west.
218

 The experience of the Hanseatic League was rediscovered at the 

beginning of the 1990s, when intellectuals and experts used the metaphor of 

the ‘New Hansa’ to foster the image of a region which could be revitalized 

by strengthening the ties among the actors belonging to it.
219

 The idea 

stemmed from a high-level seminar under the heading ‘The new Hansa” hold 

in Kotka in Finland in 1990. The significance of that seminar was enormous 

because it paved the way to the construction of a new Europe without divid-

ing the lines that Gorbachev had spoken about in his speeches only a few 

years before. Since then a number of conferences, meetings and seminars 

were held to discuss the possibility of revitalizing cooperation around the 

Baltic Sea.
220

 During the Copenhagen meeting in 1991, when the CBSS was 

established, former Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher of the Federal 

Republic of Germany stressed the need for the states on the Baltic Sea to be 

closely interconnected similar to the period of the Hanseatic League.
221

 A 

similar idea was expressed in 1992 by vice-President of the State Parliament 

of Schleswig-Holstein Alfred Schultz at the Second Parliamentary Confer-

ence on Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Area. He said that “the idea of re-

gional and reciprocating cooperation should be combined with the concept 

of a new Hanseatic League”.
222

 As Tassinari puts it, “just as the first ‘old’ 

Hansa promoted the social and cultural interaction around the Baltic Sea 

without being tied to any of the great powers of the region, so also was the 

post-Cold War BSR supposed to nurture a sense of ‘we-feeling’ without 

necessarily being attached to states”.
223
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     While cooperation on the Baltic Sea has been crucial for the creation of 

the region as it currently is, the existence of a ‘we-feeling’ is questionable. 

The CBSS tries to play a leading role in the region as promoter of a regional 

identity though this aim is not explicitly formulated. Mr EUBaltic 1 denies 

that the CBSS has this role though he states that many discussions on this 

issue are still ongoing. From his point of view, a Baltic identity does not 

exist since for instance a Finnish could not say to have the same identity as 

Russia.
224

 By contrast, Director of the CBSS Jan Lundin says that a Baltic 

identity does exist, but he admits that it is not as strong as the Nordic one 

and that it will take long time to have a well defined and shared Baltic iden-

tity.
225

 

     I contend that a Baltic identity involving all the CBSS members does not 

exist. Two arguments support this statement. The first one is that the term 

‘Baltic’ itself is not without problems as it has different connotations in dif-

ferent languages and cultures. The term can refer to the countries on the Bal-

tic Sea shores like in Swedish (Baltikum) or just to Estonia, Latvia and 

Lithuania that are often called the Baltic States.
226

 The second argument is 

that among experts and intellectuals there is no consensus about the meaning 

of the expression ‘Baltic region’ as some of them prefer to speak about a 

Nordic-Baltic region. Mr EUBaltic 1, for instance, states that the two expres-

sions refer to different areas since the latter excludes Russia, Poland and 

Germany, while the former includes all the CBSS countries.
227

 Additionally, 

a special edition of the CBSS Monitor, produced by the Estonian foreign 

ministry for the Tallinn ministerial session of the organization in 1994, un-

derlined the absence of a regional identity. Indeed, it suggested the existence 

of a variety of ‘identity groups’ around the Baltic Sea. The Nordic and the 

Baltic identity groups which are distinguished by ‘close historical, cultural or 

linguistic ties linking their respective members’ are two of them
228

. The 

presence of different ‘identity groups’ was seen as one of the geopolitical 

factors pushing towards cooperation in the region.
229

  

A distinction between Nordic and Baltic identity is also made by scholars, 

too. Olav Knudsen, for instance, uses the expression ‘Baltic region’ to refer 

to “all littoral states of that sea”
230

 and “Nordic-Baltic region” to designate 

the five Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden) 

plus the three Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania).
231

 Annika Berg-
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man also distinguishes between the Baltic States and the Nordic countries 

but unlike Knudsen does not include Iceland among them.
232

 Nevertheless, 

the distinction between Nordic and Baltic countries is not consensual among 

scholars. Uffe Østergård states for instance that “seen from a geographical 

and geopolitical point of view the majority of the Nordic countries undenia-

bly belong to the Baltic area. At the same time they are undeniably situated 

in the Northern part of Europe. Nevertheless, over the last hundred and fifty 

years the three Scandinavian countries, Denmark, Norway and Sweden have 

tended to downplay the Baltic and the European component of their national 

identifications”.
233

 According to Østergård, within the Baltic region Norden 

is a particular case. He defines it as “a concept that evokes unequivocally 

positive associations for almost everyone in the Nordic countries, connoting 

notions of a community of values that transcends boundaries of language and 

culture”.
234

 He describes the essence of Norden as the fact that “today, the 

five independent Nordic nation-states Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland 

and Iceland, together with the autonomous regions, the Aaland Islands, the 

Faroe Islands, Greenland and soon the Sami nation in northern Sweden and 

Norway perceive themselves as small, peace-loving and solidly democratic 

countries”.
235

 From the Second World War until the late 1980s northern 

Europe was synonymous with the Nordic states that were considered as “a 

grouping located between the then dominant geopolitical categories of East 

and West”.
236

 Nevertheless, after the end of the Cold War “the meaning of 

Norden has become unclear”
237

, as Wæver points out. Norden could not be 

considered as a ‘low tension area’ anymore or an anti-militaristic society and 

its social model lost its distinctiveness as ‘a third way’ to communism and 

capitalism.
238

 In spite of this, the idea of Norden has never waned. In No-

vember 2010 in Reykjavik the Swedish historian Gunnar Wetterberg pre-

sented his proposal to establish a United Nordic Federation composed of the 

five Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden and Iceland). 

The Federation would take responsibility in sectors such as defence, foreign 

policy and fiscal policy with the aim to reinforce the position of the five 

states on the international scene because it would become the 10
th
 biggest 

economy in the world.
239

 Wetterberg’s idea stemmed from the Kalmar Union 
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experience which linked the kingdoms of Norway, Denmark and Sweden-

Finland between 1397 and 1521.
240

 It is not probable that Wetterberg’s pro-

posal materializes both for political and economic reasons, but it is interest-

ing as it demonstrates that it is not possible to speak about the Baltic Sea 

region as a region with a unique identity linking all the countries belonging 

to it. Furthermore, as stated in the Introduction, this study defines the Baltic 

Sea region as being composed of not only the Nordic and the Baltic coun-

tries but also the eleven states constituting the CBSS. They are very different 

countries from a political, economic, historical and social point of view. 

     Wæver’s prediction in 1992 that the Baltic Sea region would grow in 

importance in the North was correct. The five Nordic countries have estab-

lished very strong cooperative links among themselves since long time. Dur-

ing the Cold War they had already created the Nordic Council and the Nor-

dic Council of Ministers in 1952 and 1971 respectively with the aim to 

“work toward joint Nordic solutions that have tangible, positive effects – 

known as Nordic synergies – for the citizens of the individual Nordic coun-

tries”.
241

 In spite of this, it is the Baltic Sea region and not the Nordic one (if 

the five Nordic states can be considered as grouped in a region) that is grow-

ing in importance since the end of the Cold War. As Wæver puts it, the Bal-

tic Sea region is not more real than the Nordic one as, for instance, Swedes 

and Lithuanians have very little in common.
242

 Nevertheless, “the Baltic Sea 

project has more impetus than the Nordic one”.
243

 The former is new while 

the latter belongs to the old Europe
244

, which disappeared with the end of the 

Cold War. As David Smith points out, “in the immediate term, the end of the 

Cold War bi-polarity diminished the status of Norden as an inter-state group-

ing between the hitherto dominant categories of East and West, paving the 

way for enlargement of the European Union to Sweden and Finland”.
245

 This 

meant the end of Nordic ‘exceptionalism’.
246

 Thus, most people in the Nor-
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dic countries looked at the end of the Cold War with frustration and scepti-

cism.
247

 

     At the same time, new perspectives and opportunities to establish new 

links with neighbours were possible now. The reunification of Germany in 

1989, and the regained independence of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and 

the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 up opened the way to new ways of 

making the geopolitical puzzle in the region. It was a great opportunity not 

only for the Nordic states, but also for all the other countries of the area. The 

three Baltic States, for instance, took the chance to exploit the ‘world disor-

der’ stemming from the end of the Cold War to adopt a Western orientation. 

Thus, being involved in Western projects such as the EU, NATO and re-

gional organizations such as the CBSS was an excellent means to leave be-

hind their past and their legacy as former Soviet Republics. As Legerspetz 

puts it, “for the Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, it has be-

come important to stress their difference both from Russia and from other 

parts of the previous Soviet Union, and-perhaps increasingly- also from each 

other”.
248

 The Nordic countries represented an “alternative group of refer-

ence”
249

 especially for Estonia. Two Estonian leaders, the former President 

Lennart Meri (1992-2001) and the former Foreign Minister and present 

President Toomas Hendrik Ilves launched the concept of the ‘Yule coun-

tries’. It includes the five Nordic countries plus Britain and Estonia that use 

the same word for Christmas, as Ilves pointed out in Stockholm in 1999: 

“Jõul in Estonian, Joulu in Finland, Jul in Sweden, Norway, Denmark and 

Jol in Iceland”.
250

 In his speech Ilves underlined that the three Baltic States 

are very different from each other and that they do not share a common iden-

tity. By contrast, “what the three Baltic States have in common derives al-

most entirely from shared unhappy experiences imposed upon them from 

outside: occupations, deportations, annexation, sovietisation, collectiviza-

tion, russification”.
251

 He also stressed that a Baltic identity does not exist as 

in the Baltic area there is not a group of countries with a common culture, 

language and religion.
252

 He considered the association which many people 

do of Estonia with Latvia and Lithuania as “a ballast impeding its Western 

integration”.
253

 Ilves stressed the economic differences between Estonia on 

the one hand and the other two Baltic countries on the other hand. Estonia 

has always been economically stronger than the others. That’s the reason 
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why it was singled out as a EU candidate member before Latvia and Lithua-

nia.
254

 

     Nevertheless, as soon as they regained the independence, the Baltic States 

strengthened their relationship by establishing organizations such as the Bal-

tic Assembly. Its aim is to “coordinate parliamentary cooperation among the 

Baltic States, to discuss matters and projects of common interest, to address 

joint problems and to express a joint position regarding international, eco-

nomic, political and cultural issues”.
255

 At the same time, the relationship 

with the Nordic states was crucial. The latters were among the first countries 

to recognize their statehood and made huge investments in the Baltic States 

with the aim of pushing the modernization and democratization processes 

there. Of course, geography and history also represented a strong link with 

the Nordic countries.  

     Furthermore, the presence of Russia in the region played a fundamental 

role in pushing the other states to involve it in the cooperation. Russia is 

indeed a great power and a key player in the area. In this context Mr EUBal-

tic 1 argues that one of the reasons why the CBSS was established was the 

necessity of creating a dialogue between Russia and the three Baltic 

States.
256

 

     When high-level debates about the possibility of establishing close coop-

erative ties in the region came up, Russia showed its interest in it. Thus, 

when the CBSS was formed in March 1992 the foreign ministry in Moscow 

declared that the Russians desired “close and mutual ties with other countries 

in the region”.
257

 One month later, Yeltsin signed a presidential document 

concerning the relationship between Russia and the Nordic countries which 

stressed the importance of cooperation in the Baltic Sea region. The docu-

ment contained sections on cooperation in the field of politics, economics 

and environment, and emphasised the necessity of solving the issues which 

had been matters of disputes.
258

 Some Russian experts criticized the govern-
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ment because it just provided instructions for the work in progress, not well 

defined policies based on a deep analysis of the political situation in the 

North.
259

 In spite of this, Russia showed a great interest in the establishment 

of the CBSS. Anatoly Sobchak, mayor of Saint Petersburg, for instance pro-

posed to set up some CBSS organs in his city. The participation in the Baltic 

Sea project was a great opportunity for Russia. Indeed, Viatcheslav Morozov 

argues that “the unique situation in the Baltic region can provide Russia and 

Europe with an opportunity to overcome the legacy of the Cold War (…) to 

the benefit of both sides”.
260

 The former Russian Prime Minister Victor 

Chernomyrdin confirmed this by stating that “the Baltic Sea region has con-

siderably increased the chances of producing to the rest of Europe a unique 

21st century-oriented development model based on the logic of good 

neighbourhood. We view the co-operation in the Baltic Sea Region as an 

important single element of the process of building a new, democratic and 

stable Europe without division lines”.
261

 This idea was present in the Russian 

political elites’ statements already in 1990. In his speech in the Kokta semi-

nar Former Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze
262

 declared to see the 

Baltic Sea region as a cooperative arrangement a link between the southeast-

ern and northwestern shores of the Baltic Sea which strengthens the ties be-

tween Russia and Europe.
263

 

     The possibility of creating a unified Europe also pushed Germany to sup-

port the idea of regional cooperation on the Baltic Sea. The concept of Ost-

seeraum must be seen in this perspective. Joenniemi points out that the term 

has geopolitical connotations. He states that “the very term indicates a return 

of an aspiration to formulate policies toward the Northern part of Europe, 

Scandinavia, and the Balticum. This turning toward the north is quite natural 

in view of the German unification and Berlin becoming the capital. The 

opening up of Eastern Europe, the challenges presented by developments in 

Russia, and the warming of the relations with the Nordic countries are con-

ducive to this trend”.
264

 Furthermore, its better relations with Russia after the 

collapse of the Iron Curtain brushed away the fears that they had towards 

each other and paved the way to cooperative links between them. 

     The same enthusiasm was shared by Poland which considered regional 

cooperation as a tool to achieve national security. In early 1990s Foreign 

Minister Krzysztof Skubiszewski pointed out that regional security was es-

sential for Poland and that it had to be realized through good relations with 
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neighbours, especially in the East.
265

 The same concept was expressed by 

Secretary of State Adam Daniel Rotfeld. At the Baltic Sea Parliamentary 

Conference held in Bergen in 2004 he stated that Poland’s “main priority is 

promotion of cross-border and interregional cooperation with our eastern 

neighbours”.
266

 Like in the case of the Baltic and the Nordic countries, the 

involvement of Russia in the cooperation in the region was considered essen-

tial. Rotfeld stressed that “Europe does not end at the EU borders. (…) We 

especially count on an active participation of Russian regions – Kaliningrad 

Oblast, St. Petersburg, Pskov and others. We believe that their participation 

will enrich Russia’s partnership with the EU and will enable them to benefit 

from the EU enlargement”.
267

 

     In early 1990s the countries of the region recognized the importance of 

starting up a fruitful and profitable cooperation. The end of the Cold War 

rose new issues to confront such as dealing with Russia after the collapse of 

the Soviet Union as a new actor on the international scene, redrawing the 

geopolitical picture of the region by defining the place of all the regional 

states in it. The building of the Baltic Sea region was a good way to try to 

accomplish these tasks. The establishment of the CBSS was a very useful 

instrument to strengthen the ties among the countries in the region because it 

pushed them to make to institutionalise their relations in a multilateral con-

text.  

 

 

The CBSS 

 

     The previous section has discussed the impact that history and the end of 

the Cold War have had on the region-building process on the Baltic Sea. It 

has been argued that the regional states had a strong interest in strengthening 

cooperation within the Baltic Sea area and in the creation of such a region 

essentially for geopolitical reasons. It has also been argued that the idea was 

launched in the Kokta seminar in 1990. It was on that occasion that the for-

mer Minister for Agriculture in Sweden Mats Hellström proposed the estab-

lishment of a Baltic Council with the aim to foster cooperation in specific 

sectors such as trade, communication, tourism, culture, ecology, education, 

and research.
268

  

The result of the high-profile meetings and the conferences after the Kotka 

seminar was the establishment of the Council of the Baltic Sea States in 

1992 initiated by the Danish Foreign Minister Uffe Ellemann-Jensen and his 

German counterpart Hans-Dietrich Genscher, who organized a conference in 
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Copenhagen on 5-6 March that year. The other participants were the Minis-

ters for Foreign Affairs of the other countries of the region: Thorvald Stol-

tenberg (Norway), Lennart Meri (Estonia), Janis Jurkans (Latvia), Algirdas 

Saudargas (Lithuania), Paavo Väyrynen (Finland), Andrei Kozyrev (Russia), 

Margreta Ugglas (Sweden), Krzysztof Skubiszewski (Poland), and Elle-

mann-Jensen’s friend and EU Commissioner Henning Christophersen who 

participated on behalf of the Commission.
269

 Iceland was at first excluded 

from the discussions and was invited to join the organization only in 1996.
270

 

In reality, seven of them were friends (Margreta Ugglas and Krzysztof 

Skubiszewski were the exception). As Kristensen argues, “the creation of the 

Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) was based on the friendship be-

tween seven men bound together by long personal acquaintance established 

during the stress of the fight for Baltic freedom-living with the fear of not 

managing the process of liberation properly either by doing too little or by 

doing too much”.
271

 Geopolitical reasons also influenced the support states 

gave the project. In the case of Denmark for instance it was the attempt of 

including the EU Commission, in the Baltic Sea area.
272

 

     Despite the enthusiasm shown by the regional states for the strengthening 

of cooperation among them, the creation of the CBSS was not without prob-

lems. The first observation is that the early proposals of a ‘New Hansa’ im-

plied the creation of a non-statist body where actors representing territories 

and units on the Baltic Sea could meet rather than a statist one.
273

 Indeed, 

several actors representing elected assemblies participated in the first Baltic 

Sea parliamentary conference in 1990.
274

 This is the reason why Hans-

Dietrich Genscher sent a letter to the Head of Government of the German 

lander Schleswig-Holstein and Minister-President Bjorn Engholm. He was 

one of the first politicians to address the necessity of such a project, to com-

plain that it infringed on the prerogatives of the Bund.
275

 Another observa-

tion concerns the fact the Russia accepted that proposal only after the disso-

lution of the Soviet Union. Until then the Nordic states were hesitant about 

involving it in the cooperation in the Nordic area because of its preponderant 
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size. The breakdown of the Soviet Union and the inclusion of Russia and of 

all the independent states in the region was a reassurance for them.
276

 

     The motivations for the establishment of the CBSS are contained in the 

Declaration of the Conference of Foreign Ministers of the Baltic Sea States 

on 5-6 March 1992. It states that “the Ministers agreed that the recent dra-

matic changes in Europe herald a new era of European relations where the 

confrontation and division of the past is replaced by partnership and coop-

eration. An enhanced and strengthened Baltic cooperation is a natural and 

logical consequence of these events. The Ministers therefore welcomed the 

revival of close cooperation among the Baltic Sea States and the strengthen-

ing of the ties between them. A number of new and important initiatives 

taken over the past two years is a clear sign of the willingness to recreate a 

genuine democratic community around the Baltic Sea”.
277

 The Declaration 

also stresses that the Ministers attached a great importance to cooperation in 

the region: “a successful cooperation around the Baltic Sea area needs active 

participation of political decision-makers at all levels. There are many ways 

to realize regional cooperation, depending on the various issues and the part-

ners involved. The Council of the Baltic Sea States will encourage regional 

initiatives, public or private, as long as they contribute to the general aim of 

this cooperation”.
278

 This statement makes clear the coexistence of the statist 

and the non-statist character of the organization. Although it was made at the 

ministerial level, the declaration envisages an ‘active participation of politi-

cal decision-makers at all levels’. Public and private initiatives which can 

foster cooperation are also encouraged by the CBSS. Already in 1991, for 

instance, the Union of Baltic Cities (UBC) was established. 45 cities partici-

pated in the inaugural meeting in Gdańsk. The same year the Baltic Sea Par-

liamentary Conference (BSPC) was established “as a forum for political 

dialogue between parliamentarians from the Baltic Sea Region”.
279

 In 1993 

the Baltic Sea States Sub-regional Cooperation (BSSSC) was created. It is a 

network for decentralised authorities.
280

 As Carl-Einar Stalvant puts it, 

“much cooperation within the Baltic subregion is based on non-state ideas, 

where the foundation for action and organization is a community of interests 

between sub-state regions, municipalities and islands. The intergovernmental 

aspect, however, is also secured through the CBSS. Compared to other 

subregions in Europe, the Baltic Sea area has within a short period of time 

developed a rich and distinct transnational infrastructure conducive to com-

munity building and stability”.
281

 In spite of this, the Terms of Reference for 
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the CBSS adopted during the conference in Copenhagen stress the intergov-

ernmental character of the organization stating that “the envisaged coopera-

tion among the countries in question should be of a traditional intergovern-

mental nature, where the host country of each session assumes responsibility 

for providing secretariat services”.
282

 The same document states the charac-

teristics of the Council in negative terms, as Carl-Einar Stalvant points out: 

“this new Council should not be seen as a new formalized institutional 

framework with a permanent secretariat”.
283

 The purpose of the organization 

is defined in broad terms: “to serve as a forum for guidance and overall co-

ordination among the participating states”.
284

 The reasons underlying this are 

well explained by Carl-Einar Stalvant. According to him, the Foreign Minis-

ters feared loss of control as cooperation concerned issues which were pre-

rogatives of other ministries and which involved many other actors.
285

 In-

deed, the Terms of Reference 2009, which is the last one available at the 

moment of writing, makes clear that the coordination of activities provided 

by the organization must not interfere with other ministries’ prerogatives. It 

explicitly states that “the CBSS encompasses all multilateral intergovern-

mental regional cooperation in areas agreed by its Members and serves as a 

forum for political dialogue. It also acts as a focal point of information and 

coordination. The co-ordination shall not infringe on the responsibilities of 

other Ministers within their respective competence and expertise”.
286

 

     The Terms of Reference 1992 outlines the sectors of cooperation, which 

were Assistance to new democratic institutions, Economic and technological 

assistance and cooperation, Humanitarian matters and health, Protection of 

the environment and energy, Cooperation in the field of culture, education, 

tourism and information, Transport and communication. These sectors have 

been reformulated in the following five areas of cooperation: Environment, 

Economic development, Energy, Education and culture, Civil security and 

the Human Dimension.
287

 Thus, the CBSS deals only with soft security is-

sues. Nevertheless, in 1994 Poland proposed to introduce hard security is-

sues onto the CBSS agenda and the same was tried by the three Baltic States, 

but they changed their mind in 1996-1997. The reason is that they feared that 

this would have been an obstacle to their integration with NATO. The Nor-

dic countries and Germany have not supported the idea of discussing hard 

security matters within the CBSS because it would have influenced nega-

tively the cooperation in the other sectors. In addition to this, the divisions 

among the Nordic countries in the hard security sector would have made 
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their positions even deeper. As a consequence, their willingness to undertake 

joint commitments to improve regional cooperation would have been un-

dermined.
288

 Nevertheless, Carl-Einar Stalvant underlines that “the omission 

of certain sensitive subjects from the Council’s competence by defining 

them as falling outside its remit did not prevent the Council from noting and 

even evaluating certain security relevant subregional events in the statements 

from the annual Foreign Ministers meetings. As a rule, however, interven-

tions by ministers have respected the confines of the Council’s mandate. 

Russian’s criticism of the Baltic states desire to join NATO, for example, 

has been forwarded at press conferences and outside of the discussions 

proper”.
289

 

     Carl-Einar Stalvant stresses that the CBSS kept a low profile during the 

first years of its existence for several reasons. The difficult relations between 

Russia and the Baltic States, the worries of the Nordic states for the EU 

membership and the expansion of intergovernmental contacts outside the 

Council prevented it from developing as a leading actor in the region. He 

also argues that the CBSS was just a symbol more than an engine.
290

 Carl-

Einar Stalvant’s interpretation is meaningful as a structured body was estab-

lished only in 1998 and, as it will be explained later, the 1992 document 

establishing the Council explicitly excluded the possibility of the creation of 

a Permanent Secretariat. It was only in the very late 1990s that the CBSS 

strengthened its role both in the region and on the international arena. It be-

came part of the Northern Dimension (ND) which at the beginning was a EU 

policy, but which has recently become an important tool for the relations 

among the states in the Northern part of the European continent. The CBSS 

has also intensified its ties with the other regional organizations of the area 

such as the Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC), but it has also started up 

cooperation with some other organizations such as the BSEC. This growing 

network is making the role of the CBSS increasingly necessary for the aims 

of the regional actors. 

 

 

The structure of the CBSS 

 

     The apex body of the CBSS is the Council of Ministers for Foreign Af-

fairs from each Member State and a member of the European Commission. 

The Presidency rotates on an annual basis from July 1
st
 to June 30

th
 so that 

all the member states are appointed to that position. It is responsible for the 

preparation of the Baltic Sea States Summits gathering the Heads of Gov-

ernment and the President of the European Commission. As each Presidency 

has its own priorities, the Council adopts its agenda upon the proposal of the 
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Presidency in charge. The Chairman of the Council is the Foreign Minister 

of the country holding the Presidency.
291

  

     The Presidency is assisted in his functions from the Committee of Senior 

Officials (CSO) that is composed of “high ranking representatives of the 

Ministries of Foreign Affairs of the 11 CBSS Member States as well as of 

the European Commission”.
292

 It is a decision-making body and a forum for 

discussing the matters related to the work of the Council at the Ministerial 

Sessions level. It controls and monitors the work of all the CBSS struc-

tures.
293

 

     The CSO members of the former, incumbent and incoming CBSS Presi-

dencies constitute the Troika. They meet to ensure the work of the CBSS and 

the smooth transition of the Presidencies. The incumbent Presidency organ-

izes and chairs the Troika meetings, which are attended also by the Director 

General of the CBSS Secretariat.
294

 Decisions within the CBSS are taken by 

consensus. 

     Furthermore, the Principles and Guidelines for 3
rd

 party participation in 

CBSS activities and meetings envisage the possibility for a third party to 

apply for the status of Observer in the case of states and Strategic Partner in 

the case of organizations. Participation of third parties is considered as a 

means to spread information about cooperation in the Baltic Sea region. The 

document also states that “Observers, Strategic Partners and other third par-

ties may be invited to take part in CBSS meetings at all levels for one or 

more specified agenda points or for an entire meeting. They may be given 

the right to speak but they do not participate in decision making. (…) The 

Council decides on the acceptance of a new Observer, while the Committee 

of Senior Officials (CSO) decides on that of a new Strategic Partner. The 

status of Observer and Strategic Partner is subject to review”.
295
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The Council does not have a general budget or project fund. The common 

activities are funded by Members who are also
296

 responsible for seeking and 

coordinating financing from other sources.
297

 

 

 

The CBSS Permanent Secretariat 

 

     In 1998 an important change occurred in the organizational structure of 

the CBSS. A Permanent Secretariat with legal capacity for the exercise of its 

functions located in Stockholm was established.
298

 It started to operate on 1
st
 

April that year. Its mandate includes several tasks which are defined as fol-

lows:  

 “to provide technical, organisational and analytical support to the 

CBSS Presidency, the  CBSS Committee of Senior Officials (CSO) 

and the CBSS expert groups and other structures, as decided by the 

CSO; 

 to ensure continuity and coordination of CBSS work, to implement 

the CBSS information strategy, to act as a focal point of information 

on regional co-operation within the Baltic Sea Region on approval 

of the CSO; 

 to assist, in accordance with CSO decisions, relevant structures, such 

as expert groups, in initiating, developing and implementing region-

ally important, strategic projects in line with the agreed CBSS long-

term priorities and involving as many CBSS Members as possible, 

and to explore the financing of these projects”.
299

 

     The document establishing the Permanent Secretariat also states that “it 

shall also - in the context of an information policy to be decided upon - pro-
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vide support to the efforts of the presidency to increase public awareness of 

the significance and activities of the CBSS, increase the visibility of the Bal-

tic Sea States co-operation, support the Council Presidency in its role as 

spokesman and inform, under the guidance of the presidency, the public, 

media and other bodies in this region about the Council's activities”.
300

 The 

Secretariat shall also assist the troika in ensuring continuity between rotating 

presidencies. 

     The Secretariat shares tasks and responsibilities with the Presidency. The 

division is formalized in an agreement between them. The Secretariat is 

headed by a Director General that is appointed by the Members of the Coun-

cil by consensus. He is the chief of the staff, he coordinates the work of the 

Secretariat and defines its substructure. He also reports to the CSO through 

the Presidency and supervises the work of Specialised Units that are estab-

lished within the Secretariat if decided by the CSO.
301

 The Director General 

is assisted in his work by a Deputy Director General who, together with the 

Senior Advisers and other professional staff, is appointed by the former.
302

 

The Director General is also responsible for financial matters and for prepar-

ing a draft budget for the Secretariat to the CSO
303

.  Each member state fi-

nancially contributes to the Secretariat’s expenses according to the following 

scale: Denmark 12%, Estonia 4%, Finland 12%, Germany 12%, Iceland 4%, 

Latvia 4%, Lithuania 4%, Norway 12%, Poland 12%, Russia 12%, Sweden 

12%.
304

  

     The working language of the Secretariat is English, but meetings are con-

ducted also in German and Russian.
305

 

     The Secretariat has Expert Groups working on different issues such as 

sustainable environment, maritime policy, nuclear and radiation safety, 

youth affair and cooperation on children at risk and others. The Expert 

Groups are established by the CSO that monitors their work. 
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The Black Sea region 

The premises for region-building on the Black Sea 

 

     In ancient times relations among the peoples living along the shores of 

the Black Sea shores were essentially based on commerce which was vibrant 

and flourishing. The poet Virgil wrote panegyrics to the strong smelling oils 

and pine timber that the Romans imported from those areas. The Greek 

colonies grew in fame and wealth thanks to grain exports and to good rela-

tions with the non-Greeks neighbours.
306

 The Greek colonies’ growth 

brought them into contact with the Mediterranean world. During the first 

millennium AD, the importance of the Black Sea ports declined because of 

the opening up of new sources of wealth like Egypt for grain and of new 

transportation routes to the east through the Indian Ocean. It was only in the 

13
th
 and 14

th
 century that the Black Sea regained its ancient glory as it once 

again became the centre of a global economic and social system which was 

strongly linked to the Italian city-states at that time. The Ottomans exploited 

the resources of the Black Sea to build their empire and controlled most of 

its coasts. In the 18
th
 century the commerce was open to European mer-

chants. From the late 18
th
 century onward the shores of the sea were carved 

up by newly formed nation-states staking claimed not only a piece of land on 

the sea but also a section off the coastal waters.
307

 The peoples living along 

the Black Sea coasts were very diverse in ethnicity, history, culture and lan-

guage. Charles King argues that traders’ transactions were said to require 

130 interpreters. It surely is an exaggeration, but it gives an idea of the di-

versity of the number of peoples inhabiting those areas.
308

 He also notes that 

the sea’s connections with Europe introduced two ideas which strongly in-

fluenced the remaking of identities and the redefinition of cultural and politi-

cal communities, namely the concepts of homogeneous nation and the 

hegemonic state. Religion was a cultural matter much more than language 

and ethnicity, especially in the Ottoman lands. However, those peoples in-

fluenced each other’s traditions causing identity overlapping
309

, although 

each of them kept their own uniqueness. The huge differences among them 

make the Black Sea region one of the most heterogeneous and complex in 

Europe. As Oleksandr Pavliuk states, “it encompasses countries that differ 

significantly in size, level of political and economic development, military 

potential, and geopolitical interests as well as in cultural social, and religious 

traditions (the region includes almost all countries of the Orthodox world as 
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well as Muslim Azerbaijan
310

, Albania, and Turkey) and in institutional af-

filiation with European and Euro-Atlantic integrated structures. Nine of the 

Black Sea states are former Communist countries (six are successor states of 

the Soviet Union), which have been going through a very complex process 

of transition and self-identification”.
311

 These factors together with the per-

sistence of frozen conflicts (e.g. Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia), the tensions 

and the military conflicts involving some of the states of the area (e.g. Geor-

gia and Russia, Caucasus, Ukraine and Russia) make the creation of a re-

gional identity a very difficult task. As Pavliuk puts it, “it is questionable to 

what degree the Black Sea identity is viewed as a primary one by the Black 

Sea countries themselves: rather it is seen as a complementary to something 

else (in most cases to these countries’ European  and Euro-Atlantic aspira-

tions), making uncertain their commitment to sustainable regional build-

ing”.
312

 In this regard, Tsantoulis’ explanation on the lack of an identity in 

the region is very interesting and pertinent. He argues that in the period im-

mediately after the end of the Cold War most of the states of the region were 

confronted with the need to reject the socialist ideology and to adopt a new 

one with the aim to distinguish themselves from the others by creating a 

sense of belonging. In the case of the Black Sea region “it seems that the 

countries may have not been able to construct their particular identities with-

out resorting to constant – even highly conflictual – references to their 

neighbours. It is indeed rivalries such as those between Armenia and Azer-

baijan, Russia and Ukraine, Georgia and Abkhazia and South Ossetia that 

have raised identity issues, turning the Black Sea region into what is termed 

‘conflict formation’. Lastly, one could also say that a direct effect of the 

August 2008 war between Russia and Georgia has been the hardening of the 

national identities of the conflicting parties”.
313

 King notes that “there are 

few European regions in which school children know less about their 

neighbours than around the Black Sea: Romania, Bulgarian, Ukrainian, 

Georgian and Turkish pupils have far more knowledge about the history, 

culture and language of France, Germany and the United States than about 

their own neighbours”.
314

 

     Although a regional identity is not present on the Black Sea as even Am-

bassador Traian Chebeleu
 
admits

315
, a region does exist. As Pavliuk puts it, 
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“historically the Black Sea basin has been known for efforts to build bridges, 

establish rapprochement among neighbouring nations, and develop mutually 

beneficial trade relations and contacts”.
316

 According to him, the Black Sea 

basin has never constituted a coherent political and economic entity, but it 

has been a distinct region with its dynamics of interaction, conflict and coex-

istence. He states that today the Black Sea basin is a region much more than 

some years ago because of geographical proximity, shared interests and con-

cerns such as economic development, environmental protection and security 

threats. All these factors make them natural partners.
317

 

     During the Cold War the connections between the various parts of the 

region were very difficult because the relations among the states of the re-

gion were characterized by mutual suspicion and mistrust. The iron curtain 

that divided the two opposing political and military blocs, also passed 

through the Black Sea region cutting off the connections among the regional 

actors and separating the northern and southern shores of the sea. It was only 

after the end of the Cold war that the Black Sea region states “won a new 

chance to revive the cooperative spirit of the area”
318

 which was historically 

based on trade, as it has been argued above. 

     From this perspective, the establishment of the BSEC must be seen as 

instrument to mitigate the tensions among the countries of the area and to 

overcome the Cold War divisions. According to Ivanna Klympush-

Tsintsaze, the potential of the BSEC to overcome new divisions is becoming 

increasingly important because some of the regional countries will be left 

outside the EU for long time to come.
319

 Consequently, for them it is very 

important to be part of a multilateral organization in terms of security and 

economic advantages.  

     The BSEC was created by the Turkish initiative based on geopolitical 

calculations and national interests. The end of the Cold War gave powerful 

states the possibility of finding new and more efficient ways of exerting their 

power in their area. Turkey didn’t lose the chance to become a regional 

power. To achieve this aim, it was necessary to strengthen its economic rela-

tions with the neighbours.  
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      The end of the Cold War coincided with the term in office of Turgut 

Özal as President (1989-1993). Philip Robins defines him as “a man of 

vision and quick wits as its helm”.
320

 The journal The Economist also 

described him in enthusiastic terms saying that “as prime minister since 1983 

[until 1989], and steersman of the economy for most of the three years under 

military rule before that, he has done more than any other man in 50 years 

(…) to shape the Turkey of today and make it ready for Europe 

tomorrow”.
321

 The Economist also described Özal’s foreign policy recipe in a 

few words: “free the economy, and force it to compete”.
322

 Nicholas 

Danforth outlines the two main features of Özal’s foreign policy. The first 

was the exploitation of the opportunities coming out from the end of the 

Cold War to advance Turkish interests by enhancing the Turkey’s regional 

influence and economic position. The second one was the importance of the 

US and NATO for Turkey that Özal sought to demonstrate in spite of the 

diminishing of the Soviet threat. Danforth explains Özal’s activism with the 

need to take advantage of the new possibilities brought by the Soviet 

collapse and to minimize the negative consequences which this could also 

bring.
323

 

     As Danforth puts it, “the BSEC stands out as a prime example of Özal’s 

desire to seize new political and economic opportunities. Founded in 1992 at 

Özal’s initiative, it was an attempt to institutionalize a new and profitable 

relationship with countries that had almost all previously been trapped be-

hind the iron curtain”.
324

 Danforth explains that Özal adopted the same strat-

egy towards Central Asia. Indeed, he says that “in reaching out to the Turkic 

republics of Central Asia, Özal was making contact with an area that had 

previously been off-limits to Turkish diplomacy. In both cases, there was a 

powerful economic incentive driving Özal’s policy. Özal’s term as president 

saw the fruition of the economic reforms he had instituted while prime min-

ister. As a result, by the late 1980s, the Turkish economy was not only in-

creasingly dynamic, but also increasingly export-oriented and more deeply 

integrated into the world economy. Özal was quick to see that many of Tur-

key’s neighbours could serve as much needed markets for Turkish goods, 

and that enhancing political ties would be the natural first step toward con-

solidating a profitable economic relationship. By bringing a sizable delega-

tion of businessmen along with him whenever he travelled abroad, Özal 
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showed his commitment to putting Turkey’s regional relations in the service 

of its economic interests”.
325

 

     It is in this perspective that in November-December 1990 Özal organized 

in Ankara several meetings of delegations from four countries along the 

Black Sea’s shores, namely Turkey, Romania, Bulgaria and the Soviet Un-

ion. These meetings revealed the existence of a political support for the es-

tablishment of cooperation among the four countries especially in the social, 

economic and environmental sectors. The result of those meetings was a 

draft document on the BSEC signed in 1991.
326

 Turkey proposed that Yugo-

slavia should also be included in the project of the BSEC, too. National in-

terests prevailed also in this case. Turkey was well disposed towards Yugo-

slavia especially because of its criticisms towards Zhivkov’s policy towards 

the Turkish minority in Bulgaria.
327

 During their meetings Özal and Zhivkov 

discussed about both controversial and cooperative issues. The dialogue 

among them was particularly fruitful in the case of the economic sector 

where the two countries were more willing to cooperate.
328

 In addition, Tur-

key had strong interests in the stability in the Balkans because a protracting 

war in Bosnia-Herzegovina could have serious consequences near its borders 

as it could spread to Macedonia which Greece and Bulgaria, Turkey’s Bal-

kans neighbours, had very bad relations with.
329

  

     The collapse of the Soviet Union brought about enormous changes in the 

international system and opened up the way to new options for rethinking 

the relations among states. In the case of the BSEC for instance the scope of 

the project changed. The newly independent states in the region quickly 

showed their great interest in the project as it was a great opportunity to fa-

cilitate their transition process to modernization and market economy as well 

as to be easily integrated in the world economy and ensure stability and se-

curity in the region.
330

 Furthermore, the BSEC offered them the possibility to 

be actively involved in international politics on a multilateral level. At the 

same time, the demise of the Soviet Union gave the former Soviet republics 

the opportunity to exploit the new political dimension represented by the 

BSEC for their national interests. Azerbaijan for instance hoped to counter-

balance the Russian influence through its participation in the BSEC project 

and the presence of Turkey. By contrast, Russia aimed at limiting the power 

of Turkey in the region.
331

 As Lenore Martin and Dimitris Keridis put it, “the 

strategic importance of Turkey’s military role in the Western camp declined 

mainly because of the Soviet threat to the west; at the same time the collapse 
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of the Soviet Union created a vacuum of power in Eurasia and offered Tur-

key an opportunity to exert its economic and political influence over the 

newly-independent post-Soviet states”.
332

 Consequently, Russia wanted to 

prevent Turkey from becoming too influential in the region. Nevertheless, 

their foreign policies orientations coincided as both of them aimed at becom-

ing ‘great powers’ in the region. In order to achieve this, they needed to es-

tablish closer ties with the Western institutions which began playing an im-

portant role in the new European architecture. Turkey and Russia shared the 

same values as the basis for their pro-Western foreign policy orientation. 

They were summarized as follows by Foreign Minister Kozyrev speaking 

about post-Soviet Russia: the new state “should transform itself into a de-

mocratic state, set up an effective economy, and guarantee the rights and 

freedoms of its citizens”.
333

 Thus, Turkey and Russia were pushed to estab-

lish friendly relations. Foreign Ministers Hikmet Çetin and Andrei Kozyrev 

exchanged official visits in Ankara and Moscow in early 1992. The official 

visit to Moscow by Prime Minister Süleyman Demirel was particularly fruit-

ful as a Turkish-Russian Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation was signed. It 

declared that the two parties based their relationship on good neighbourli-

ness, cooperation, and mutual trust.
334

 The improvement of the Ankara-

Moscow relations was clear when Russian president Boris Yeltsin visited 

Istanbul on the occasion of the first summit meeting of the BSEC organiza-

tion. As Martin and Keridis put it, “the diplomatic climate created by the 

BSEC contributed to the development of economic relations between Turkey 

and Russia”.
335

 Nevertheless, the relations between them were good in the 

economic field, but not in the political sphere as both of them sought to be-

come hegemonic powers in the region. Thus, “while the economic dimen-

sion of relations between Turkey and Russia, were framed in ‘win-win’ or 

‘non-zero-sum’ game terms, their political relations were formulated in 

‘win-lose’ or ‘zero-sum’ game terms”.
336

 

     In this context the role of the Western institutions, especially NATO and 

the EU, played an important role in the region-building process along the 

Black Sea, as it has been argued above. The end of the Cold War pushed the 

countries which had belonged to the communist bloc to strengthen their rela-

tionship with the West by applying for the EU and the NATO membership. 

Renata Dwan notes that the perspective of joining NATO, but above all the 

EU, has always been a strong motivation at the base of the cooperation 

among states in Central and Eastern Europe in order to strengthen their ef-

forts to acquire the EU and NATO membership as soon as possible. At the 

same time, the pursuit of these two memberships can in some cases (e.g. 
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Armenia) prevented states from cooperating with other countries. The reason 

was that they did not want to give the impression that they were satisfied 

with regional arrangements other than with the EU and NATO member-

ship.
337

  

     In spite of this, the former communist countries have participated in the 

establishment of some other organizations in the region such as GUAM-

ODED (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Moldova-Organization for Democ-

racy and Economic Development), CDC (Community of Democratic 

Choice), SEECP (South-East European Cooperation Process) and BSF 

(Black Sea Forum for Dialogue and Partnership). Ambassador Traian Che-

beleu argues that these organizations do not obstruct the work of the BSEC. 

According to him, they help it to implement its cooperative projects in the 

region like in the case of tourism.
338

 By contrast, the research in this study 

demonstrates that these regional schemes compete with the BSEC creating 

instability along the Black Sea. The case of GUAM-ODED is particularly 

evident in this context as it has always been perceived as anti-Russian. As a 

consequence, Russia looks at it with mistrust and hostility. This creates ten-

sion in the region. Although these organizations are quite active in the re-

gion, the BSEC remains the most important one in terms of scope and im-

pact on the regional political and economic dynamics. 

 

 

The BSEC 

 

     The BSEC was established on 25 June 1992 at the meeting of Heads of 

State and Government of eleven countries.
339

 They signed two basic docu-

ments, namely the Summit Declaration on the Black Sea Economic Coopera-

tion and the Bosphorous Statement. These two documents emphasise that the 

establishment of the BSEC is strongly bound over the Helsinki Final Act, the 

United Nations (UN) charter and the OSCE document as well as the Charter 

of Paris for a New Europe. The Summit Declaration defines the purpose of 

the BSEC as the achievement of “further development and diversification of 

both bilateral and multilateral cooperation among them [among the eleven 

member countries] as well as with other interested countries, to foster their 

economic, technological and social progress, and to encourage free enter-

prise”.
340

 On the basis of this, the BSEC aims at “creating adequate condi-
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tions for a mutually beneficial prosperity”
341

 and at transforming the Black 

Sea region “into a region of peace, freedom, stability and prosperity”.
342

 In 

this regard, the Bosphorous Statement contains the acknowledgment of the 

Heads of State and Government that recognized the presence of serious con-

flicts and the danger of new tensions arising in the region. Thus, they reiter-

ated “their commitment to act in a spirit of friendship and good neighbourli-

ness and enhance mutual respect and benefit, cooperation and dialogue in the 

relations between them”.
343

 Another important point stressed by the Heads of 

Government was their commitment to develop economic cooperation “in a 

manner not contravening their obligations and not preventing the promotion 

of the relations of the Participating States with third parties, including inter-

national organizations as well as the EC [the European Community, now 

called European Union] and the cooperation within the regional initia-

tive”.
344

 

     The Summit Declaration like the Bosphorous Statement, gives priority to 

economic cooperation and points out the areas of cooperation which are: 

“transport and communications, including their infrastructure; informatics; 

exchange of economic and commercial information, including statistics; 

standardization and certification of products; energy; mining and processing 

of mineral raw materials; tourism; agriculture and agro-industries; veterinary 

and sanitary protection; health care and pharmaceutics; science and technol-

ogy”.
345

 

     The Summit Declaration also envisages the possibility for the states ob-

serving its provisions of joining the whole process of cooperation with the 

approval of the Participating States. In addition to this, “organizations, en-

terprises and firms of third parties will also be given the possibility of indi-

cating their interests in projects of common interest and, in case of agree-

ment, of taking part in their implementation. Regional and international eco-

nomic and financial institutions may also contribute in the carrying out of 

these projects”.
346

  

     The BSEC was not a de jure organization when it was established. In 

1992 the participating states agreed that at that stage of cooperation it was 

necessary ‘to ensure institutional flexibility’ and that, consequently, deci-

sions should be only recommendatory.
347

 It was only in 1998 that the partici-

pating states decided to give the BSEC a de jure status. Indeed, the Yalta 

Summit Declaration states that “we all share the conviction that the consid-
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erable progress achieved in our multilateral economic cooperation contrib-

utes to enhancing peace, stability and security to the benefit of our peoples, 

and that time has come to consolidate the international legal personality of 

the BSEC”.
348

 To this end, they signed the Charter of the Organization of the 

Black Sea Economic Cooperation, which transformed “the existing intergov-

ernmental mechanism into a fully-fledged regional economic organiza-

tion”.
349

 The creation of the Charter was a very difficult task because of the 

huge differences among the participating states, their historical experiences, 

culture and economies.
350

 The then BSEC Secretary General Valeri Cheche-

lashvili said that “now that the difficult stage of organizing our institution is 

over, we are at a turning point, where we enter a new stage and face new 

challenges”.
351

 The Turkish Daily News wrote indeed that “Critics have ac-

cused the BSEC of slow progress and have said that the BSEC has given the 

image of a ‘sleeping beauty’. But since the organization has finally com-

pleted its conceptual and organizational structuring, BSEC leaders predict 

project oriented activities will be intensified.
352

 

     The Yalta Summit Declaration and the Charter of the Organization of the 

Black Sea Economic Cooperation outline the aim of the BSEC which was 

already contained in the founding documents signed in 1992 and mentioned 

above. Also, the new documents expressly cite the international organiza-

tions and bodies which the BSEC aims at further developing its cooperation 

with, namely the European Commission, OSCE, World Trade Organization 

(WTO), United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) and 

the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO). The 

cooperation with regional organizations is also important for the BSEC. The 

Central European Initiative (CEI), the Royaumont Process of Stability and 

Good-Neighbourliness in South-Eastern Europe, the Process on Stability, 

Security and Cooperation in South-Eastern Europe, the South-East European 

Cooperative Initiative (SECI) are explicitly mentioned in the Yalta Summit 

Declaration because they have established cooperative links with the BSEC. 

     The relationship with the EU is defined from the two documents as par-

ticularly important. The areas of cooperation are transport, energy, telecom-

munication networks, trade, ecology, sustainable development, and justice 

and home affairs. The ultimate aim of their cooperation is to progressively 

shaping the EURO-BSEC economic area.
353

 The intention of strengthening 

the relations with the EU had previously been underlined in the Moscow 

Declaration of the Heads of State or Government of the Participating States 

of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation signed in Moscow in 1996. The 
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participating states affirmed in this document the willingness to cooperate 

with the EU in the fields of common interest and to intensify contacts and 

exchange of information.
354

 The European Commission also expressed its 

strong interest in a profitable cooperation with the BSEC in a Communica-

tion in 1997, which assessed the potentials of the region and made a number 

of positive observations such as the emergence of promising synergies in the 

Black Sea region.
355

 Later, in 1999 the Platform for Cooperation between the 

BSEC and the EU was adopted by the BSEC Council of Ministers of Foreign 

Affairs (CMFA). Since then many documents were adopted and many meet-

ings between the EU and the BSEC were held, but they were not always 

fruitful.  

     The documents mentioned here are the beginning of the institutional con-

tacts between the EU and the BSEC. The historical account of the institu-

tional dimension of the EU-BSEC relations will not be made here. Although 

mentioning some of the initial documents the two bodies have adopted is 

necessary for a better understanding of their relations, the geopolitical di-

mension is much more interesting and useful to the purposes of this thesis. 

As Japaridze, Manoli, Triantaphyllou and Tsantoulis put it, “during the 

1990s the EU’s approach towards its eastern neighbourhood revolved around 

the question of membership/non-membership and was essentially limited to 

providing financial and technical assistance distributed through a range or 

programmes. In this regard, the BSEC (…) was basically ignored. The only 

reference to the Organization (…) was in the EC Communication of 

1997”.
356

 They also argue that “in the EU’s thinking, the BSEC was per-

ceived as a regional organization with a specific mandate (economic coop-

eration), limited institutional capacities and resources, located in a troubled 

region and last but not least driven primarily by the interests of the Russian 

Federation and Turkey”.
357

 It was only since the enlargement to central and 

eastern European countries in 2004 that the EU has tried to define its own 

strategy toward the region through the European Neighbourhood Policy 

(ENP-2004), the Black Sea Strategy (BSS-2007) and the Eastern Partnership 

(EaP-2008). The BSS is the only policy recognizing a great importance to 

the BSEC considering it not only a regional cooperation scheme, but also the 

engine that can make the countries of the region closer to the EU.
358

 Never-
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theless, the three policies are complementary and overlapping at the same 

time. For this reason they have been strongly criticized from those accusing 

the EU of not being able to define a clear strategy towards the region. The 

strong interest of the EU as well of outsiders in the BSEC shows that the 

attractiveness of the organization has grown. At the same time, the geopoliti-

cal developments both in the region and in the international system have 

downplayed the enthusiasm in the project, as it will be shown later. 

 

 

The structure of the BSEC 

 

     The highest decision-making body of the BSEC is the Council of Minis-

ters of Foreign Affairs of the Member States. The Council regularly holds 

two annual meetings, in May/June and November/December. They are being 

held in the Member States on a rotation basis and are regulated by the BSEC 

Chairmanship-in-Office. In particular cases special or informal meetings are 

convened upon the request of one or more Member States, subject to consen-

sus of the Member States
359

. The Chairmanship is regulated by the same 

principle of rotation and its term is six months, from January 1 and July 1.
360

 

In 1995 the mechanism of Troika, including the former, present and future 

chairman in office, was established. 

     Decisions on all key issues such as the ones concerning the BSEC’s func-

tioning, the admission of new members, the granting of an observer status, 

the creation of new bodies and the framing of the agenda of the meetings are 

taken by consensus. Other decisions can be taken by a two-thirds majority 

vote.
361

 

     The BSEC has three types of partners. The observers are: Austria, Bela-

rus, Croatia, Czech Republic, Egypt, France, Germany, Israel, Italy, Poland, 

Slovak Republic, Tunisia, USA, International Black Sea Club, Energy Char-

ter Secretariat, Black Sea Commission, EU. The membership of the EU is 

opposed by Turkey and Russia that do not want it to have an equal say in the 

organization.
362

 The Sectoral Dialogue Partners are: Hungary, Iran, Jordan, 

Japan, Korea, Montenegro, Slovenia, Great Britain, Black Sea International 

Shipowners Association (BINSA), Black & Azov Seas Ports Association 

(BRASS), Black Sea Universities Network (BSUN), Conference of Periph-

eral Maritime Regions of Europe (CPMR), Danube Commission, Interna-

tional Network for SMEs (INSME). The distinction between these two cate-

gories was made because the Member States disagreed on the countries that 
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could become observers of the organization.
363

 The Observer status may be 

granted, suspended or terminated by the Council in accordance with the 

Rules of procedure.
364

 As Pavliuk points out, “the further enlargement of the 

BSEC has, however, proved quite problematic, and the issue has become one 

of the most contentious within the group. The problems with the accession of 

new members result not so much from an exclusionary attitude toward out-

siders, but rather from the BSEC’s diversity and from the political tensions 

in the subregion”.
365

 

     The third category is composed of international organizations: UN, 

UN/ECE, UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO, UN/FAO, World Bank, WTO, Energy 

Charter Secretariat, EAEC, ICG TRACECA, CEI-ES.  

     The budget is composed of the financial contributions from the Member 

States determined by the resolutions of the Council and is decided on an 

annual basis.
366

 

     The official language of the BSEC documents is English, while the BSEC 

official meetings are conducted in English and Russian. In the case of minis-

terial meetings simultaneous translation is provided in English, French and 

Russian.
367
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Charter of the Organization of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation, 1 May 1999 
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October 2007, Kiev 



 95 

The BSEC Permanent Secretariat 

 

     In 1994 the Permanent International Secretariat (PERMIS) of the BSEC 

located in Istanbul was established. It functions under the authority of the 

Chairman-in-Office. The Secretary General of the PERMIS must execute 

that authority.
368

 The functions of the PERMIS are the following: 

“a) to prepare drafts and distribute the BSEC documents in accordance with 

the mandate given by the Chairman in Office; b) to circulate the BSEC 

documents made available by the Member States; c) to carry out correspon-

dence pertaining to secretarial services; d) to maintain the archives and 

documentation of the BSEC; e) to provide administrative support to the 

BSEC meetings; f) to attend the BSEC meetings and the BSEC events; g) to 

attend other relevant meetings with the consent of the Chairman-in-Office; 

h) to provide information regarding the BSEC, when needed, to the Member 

States and to third parties; i) to carry out administrative and technical func-

tions assigned by the Council, Chairman-in- Office, the Secretary General or 

by relevant regulations of the BSEC; j) to prepare Progress Reports on its 

activities for submission to the Council; k) to monitor and facilitate progress 

in the elaboration and implementation of projects and programs of common 

interest; l) to conduct consultations with the Member States, Observers, and 

non-governmental organizations (NGOs), involved in the BSEC activities 

and to maintain consultations and carry out coordination and cooperation 

activities with the BSEC related bodies; m) to maintain dialogue with inter-

national organizations and third countries under mandate given by the Coun-

cil and in consultation with the Chairman-in-Office; n) to recruit supportive 

staff and to hire consultants; o) other functions upon the approval by the 

Council”.
369

 

     The PERMIS has nineteen Working Groups in charge of coordinating the 

cooperation in specific sectors.
370

 Each Working Group has a Country-

Coordinator appointed for a period of two years and responsible to the CSO 

for the Plan of Action and the achievements obtained at the end of the term. 

At least one meeting per year of the Working Group must be convened an-

nually.  

 

 

                                                      
368 Charter of the Organization of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation, 1 May 1999 
369 Regulations for the staff of the Permanent International Secretariat of the Organization of 

the Black Sea Economic Cooperation, Thessaloniki, 27 October 1999 
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Energy, Task Force and Green Energy Development, Environmental Protection, Cooperation 
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Technology, SMEs, Cooperation in Tourism, Trade & Economic Development, Transport 
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BSEC related bodies 

 

     The BSEC has related bodies which have their own budgets and shall 

perform their functions in accordance with their basic instruments.
371

 

     The Parliamentary Assembly of the BSEC (PABSEC) was created in 

Istanbul in 1993 as an inter-parliamentarian consultative body with the fol-

lowing tasks: “to secure the understanding and adoption by the peoples of 

the ideals and aims of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation; 

to provide a legal basis for economic, commercial, social, cultural and politi-

cal cooperation among the member countries; to enact legislation needed for 

the implementation of decisions taken by the Heads of State or Government 

or by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs; to provide assistance to national par-

liaments so as to strengthen parliamentary democracy; to promote coopera-

tion with other international and regional organization”.
372

 

     The Black Sea Trade and Development Bank (BSTDB) was created in 

Thessaloniki in 1999 as the financial pillar of the BSEC with the following 

functions: “operate on the principles of a private bank; cooperate closely 

with EBRD, EIB, other banking and financial institutions; open to interna-

tional banking and financial institutions; co-financing in bankable projects 

aiming any group of Member States; encourage bankable projects from third 

parties targeting any group of Member State”.
373

 

The BSEC Business Council was established in Istanbul and is composed of 

the representatives from the business circles of the Member States. Its engine 

is the private sector. Indeed, “the Business Council, as a center for interac-

tion in between business circles from the BSEC Member States, will help to 

incubate joint ventures and other business-oriented initiatives. These will 

help to shape the outcome of a new multinational BSEC business world”.
374

 

 

 

BSEC Affiliated Centres 

 

     The BSEC Affiliated Centres are established upon approval of the Coun-

cil to support the Member State in specific areas of cooperation. The results 

of the centres activity only have a consultative value.  

     The International Centre for Black Sea Studies (ICBSS) was founded 

1998 as a non-profit organisation located in Athens. It is an expert on the 

                                                      
371 See the the BSECs’ website at  
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Black Sea region and has two functions: “a) as an independent research and 

training centre the ICBSS pursues applied, policy-oriented research, builds 

capacity and promotes knowledge on the Black Sea region both within and 

outside its boundaries; b) as a related body of the Organisation of the Black 

Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) it strives to fulfil in the best possible 

way its institutional role and the assignments received by carrying out stud-

ies, offering policy advice and coordinating activities”.
375

 It aims at fostering 

multilateral cooperation among the Members States by researching on spe-

cific issues such as the EU-BSEC relations, economic development, interna-

tional relations, energy and others. 

     The Centre for Statistics was established in Ankara in 1993 by the BSEC 

Working Group on Exchange of Statistical Data and Economic Information. 

It collects statistics and economic data, elaborates them and circulates them 

to the Member States.  It also aims at collecting data in order to publish main 

social and economic indicators of the Member States. This project is under 

progress because the different statistical systems in the region are an obstacle 

in the preparation of these studies.
376

 

 

 

The Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region compared 

 

     The two sections above have discussed the emergence of the phenomenon 

of regionalism on the Baltic Sea and on the Black Sea with a focus on the 

historical and the geopolitical reasons that have led to the establishment of 

the two regions. The role played by the CBSS and the BSEC within the re-

gional context has also been described. The aim of this section is to complete 

the overall analysis of the two cases through the neorealist lenses and from a 

comparative perspective. To accomplish this task, it is necessary to try to 

better understand first the impact that the changes occurred in the structure 

of the international system at the end of the Cold War had on the geopolitical 

asset in the two regions. As already stated in the Overview of the thesis, the 

redistribution of material capabilities among the big states determined the 

passage from a bipolar to a multipolar system. The collapse of the Soviet 

Union meant for Russia the passage from being part of a federation that was 

considered a super power to another one, the Russian Federation, that is a 

great power. This opened the way to new possibilities of rethinking the geo-

political equilibrium in the two regions. In the case of the Baltic Sea region, 

the smaller states, namely Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania adopted geopoliti-

cal strategies to escape from their past and to distance themselves from their 

big neighbour, the Russian Federation. For this reason, together with Poland 
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that had belonged to the communist bloc, they decided to apply for the 

Western institutions (the EU and NATO) membership and to strengthen their 

ties with the other countries in North-western Europe through the region-

building process and the establishment of the CBSS. The Black Sea region 

experienced very similar developments as a region was created and some of 

the regional states applied for the Western institution membership. This case 

is however more complex because of the historical, political, economic and 

cultural differences among the countries in the region, as it has been argued. 

Indeed, tensions and conflicts make the relations among the states very diffi-

cult and the geopolitical equilibrium in the region quite unstable and weak. 

However, the two cases have in common the fact that the smaller states who 

use the CBSS and the BSEC as an instrument to be protected from stronger 

states. In the Baltic Sea region this especially involves the three Baltic Re-

publics that perceived the threat coming from the presence of Russia since 

regaining their independence. In the Black Sea region this involves most of 

the regional states which used the formation of the BSEC to be attached to 

the hegemons (Turkey and Russia) hoping to receive special rewards. This is 

what neorealists call ‘bandwagoning’ in their jargon.
377

 

     The emergence of regional hegemons is another consequence of the redis-

tribution of material capabilities brought about by the end of the Cold War, 

but this happens only in the Black Sea region. As Tsantoulis puts it, “region-

alism in the case of the Black Sea has been closely linked to the concept of 

the regional/local hegemon(s)”.
378

 Keohane explains that a state can be a 

hegemon if it has three attributes: “the capability to enforce the rules of the 

system; the will to do so; and a commitment to a system that is perceived as 

mutually beneficial to the major states”.
379

 The conditions for ‘hegemonic 

regionalism’ are very well explained by Thomas Pedersen as summarized by 

Tsantoulis: “the regional distribution of capabilities, in the sense that multi-

polar regions lack an actor with an intrinsic interest in regional institutionali-

zation; the balance of fear from the point of view of the smaller states to-

wards the hegemon; the external constellation of power; the capacity for 

power-sharing and the willingness of the largest state to share power; the 

degree of asymmetry. On the one hand, the resources asymmetry should not 

be too big because this would prevent smaller states from cooperating, since 

they will fear the whole process being dominated by the hegemon; on the 

other hand, it should not be too small, because in order to stimulate band-

wagoning there should be a hegemon capable of commanding resources 

demanded by neighbouring states”.
380

 

     The case of the Black Sea region is unique because there are two he-

gemons, namely Turkey and Russia. As hegemony is “perceived as a situa-
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tion where a state is powerful enough to maintain the essential rules govern-

ing interstate relations and willing to do so”
381

, it is possible to assert that 

both Turkey and Russia are powerful states that are able to exert a significant 

influence on the region by maintaining the rules regulating the relations 

among the states in the area.  

     If the relations between Turkey and Russia are analysed from an institu-

tional neoliberal point of view, it could be argued that they are interdepend-

ent (especially for their trade and energy relations that will be discussed in 

later chapters). Indeed, according to Keohane, “there is nothing new about 

certain kinds of interdependence among states. Athens and Sparta were in-

terdependent in military security at the time of Thucydides. The United 

States and the Soviet Union have been similarly interdependent throughout 

the postwar period”.
382

 Compared to these two cases, the interdependence of 

Turkey and Russia is a special one because of their different status in the 

international system. Russia is a great power, while Turkey is a regional 

power. Although it is true that they have established closer relations in recent 

years, Turkey and Russia are not interdependent in the sense institutional 

neoliberals mean. Their aim is to preserve themselves within the interna-

tional system and to increase their power. It can however been argued, as 

Fatih Özbay does, that “Turkey and Russia are working to transform their 

century-long geopolitical disputes into a geo-economic partnership. From the 

2000s onwards, there have been rapid improvements in the political-

diplomatic relations between the two countries. In recent years, Turkey-

Russia relations have been gradually transforming thanks to the constructive 

approaches embraced by Ankara and Moscow”
383

. In this context, the emerg-

ing of geoeconomics postulated by Edward Luttwak is right where the shifts 

occurred in the post-Cold War period geopolitical strategy have transferred 

the competition and the conflicts among states in the economic sphere.
384

 

Table 3 evidently shows that the geopolitical situation in the Baltic Sea re-

gion is different. Here the post-Cold War changes in the distribution of ca-

pabilities among states are more balanced. Therefore, the creation of hege-

monic power has not occurred. Pertti Joenniemi argues for instance that “the 

German-Russian setting alone contains a certain guarantee that one-sided, 

hegemonic structures cannot emerge in the Baltic Sea region. Besides coop-

erating, these two powers also will balance out each other. It may seem that, 

in its present state, Russia is far too weak and fragmented to counterbalance 

the growing influence of a unified Germany”.
385

 The two countries, that have 
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historically played a significant role in the area, have established more coop-

erative ties benefitting the Baltic Sea region. Joenniemi also states that for 

Russia stronger cooperative links in the Baltic Sea region are more conven-

ient because the Baltic Sea is its main route to Europe. In addition to this, the 

presence of the Kaliningrad exclave on the Baltic Sea makes it a strategic 

area for Russian geopolitical strategies.  

     In both cases external actors, namely the EU and NATO, have exerted a 

strong influence on the geopolitical equilibria in the region. Both the Baltic 

Sea and the Black Sea region contain states that are EU and NATO members 

and states that are not. It is therefore possible to argue that this creates divid-

ing lines in the two regions. Nevertheless, the two external actors involve in 

their activities and strategies even those countries that are not their members. 

For instance, the EU has elaborated the Baltic Sea Strategy and the Northern 

Dimension for the Baltic Sea region and the Black Sea Synergy, the Eastern 

Partnership and the European Neighbourhood Policy for the Black Sea re-

gion. NATO tries to involve non member countries through some specific 

programs such as the Partnership for Peace. The relations with Russia are 

regulated separately by specific documents in the case of the EU (Partner-

ship for Modernization) and by ad-hoc bodies in the case of NATO (NATO-

Russia Council).  

 

 

Table 3. Impact of variables on the region-building process on the Baltic 

and the Black Sea 

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Variables 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Distribution of power 

among the big states 

Balance of power Security dilemma 

Geographical location Closer relations be-

tween Baltic and Nor-

dic countries 

bandwagoning 

Historical legacy of the 

regional actors 

Hanseatic league Trade 

Involvement of external 

actors 

EU and NATO mem-

bership  

EU and NATO mem-

bership 

International regimes Agenda and negotia-

tion phase developed 

according to Young’s 

model 

Agenda and negotiation 

phase developed accord-

ing to Young’s model 
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     Another feature that the two cases have in common is the formation of a 

regime which corresponds to the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region. The 

regime in both areas is obviously created through the institutionalization 

process which includes the CBSS and the BSEC. The two organizations 

reflect the geographical space of the two regimes and provide the platform 

for decision-making and defining cooperation strategy. 

     In order to explain why the two regions are considered regimes, it is nec-

essary to apply Krasner’s definition, which is the one chosen in this research, 

to the two cases. As it has been argued in Chapter 1, for Krasner regimes are 

‘implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures 

around which actors' expectations converge in a given area of international 

relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, causation, and rectitude. Norms are 

standards of behaviour defined in terms of rights and obligations. Rules are 

specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-making proce-

dures are prevailing practices for making and implementing collective 

choice’.  

     The principles of the two regimes are contained in the official documents 

of the CBSS and of the BSEC and of the bodies affiliated to them. In the 

case of the CBSS ‘dialogue’ is the key word. The Terms of Reference 2009, 

for instance, states that “the CBSS encompasses all multilateral intergov-

ernmental regional cooperation in areas agreed by its Members and serves as 

a forum for political dialogue”. The same concept is used not only for the 

principles which the ties among the regional actors shall be based on, but 

also for the relationship among the CBSS and some other bodies such as the 

BSPC. The 21
st
 BSPC Resolution calls in fact “on the governments in the 

Baltic Sea Region, the CBSS and the EU, as well as other organizations, 

civil society, private sector, communities and NGOs (…) to provide stable 

and long-term resources to CBSS, and to continue to support an ongoing 

dialogue with BSPC on political priorities as well as operational activi-

ties”.
386

 This principle vividly emerged in the early years of the existence of 

the CBSS. ‘Bringing people closer together’ through dialogue, strong ties 

and cooperation have always been key concepts in the statements of politi-

cians and experts as well as in the official documents of the organization. 

Stability, security, democracy and prosperity of the region are also funda-

mental principles stressed in the documents and speeches. At the Fourth 

Parliamentary Conference on Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Area held in 

Rønne in 1995 Sergei Krylov, former Russian Deputy Minister for Foreign 

Affairs, argued indeed that “a new situation which has arisen recently in the 

Baltic Sea region contains a considerable potential for positive development 

of international relations. The Baltic Sea region now has a historic opportu-
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nity to become a region of stability, partnership and cooperation”.
387

 He also 

added that “Russia considers independence and prosperity of its Baltic 

Neighbours as its long-term objective. (…) The value of the CBSS is that it 

embodies and concretizes regionally the uniting processes taking place on 

the continent, incarnates all-European ideals, orientates its activities towards 

reviving and capitalizing all values, that have been created by our ancestors 

during century-old history of relations”.
388

 At the 20
th
 anniversary of the 

Council in 2012 the German Presidency of the CBSS declared that “the 

Council has done a great deal towards achieving the aim it set itself: ‘to rec-

reate a genuine democratic community around the Baltic Sea’”
389

 which was 

set as a priority in 1992.
390

 

     The principles of the regime contained in the official documents and 

statements of the BSEC are very similar to the case of the CBSS. According 

to the Bosphorous Statement, for instance, “the heads of State and Govern-

ment reiterated their commitment to act in a spirit of friendship and good 

neighbourliness and enhance mutual respect and benefit, cooperation and 

dialogue in the relations between them”. The Moscow Declaration also states 

that the Heads of State and Government “will promote the development of 

the Black Sea region as an area where the principles of free international 

cooperation and partnership, democracy and market economy prevail. They 

will work to ensure that the Black region finds an appropriate place in a new 

Europe of cooperation and integration”.
391

 The commitment of the Member 

States to respect the principles of the organization was confirmed by the 

participants in the 20
th
 anniversary of the BSEC. Russia’s President, Vladi-

mir Putin, declared his conviction that “further consolidation of the BSEC 

will open up broad opportunities to make the Black Sea region stable and 

prosperous, which corresponds to the interests of our countries and na-

tions”.
392

 The importance of the cooperation and the dialogue for the stability 

of the region had been underlined by Evgenii Borisenko, former deputy sec-

retary of the BSEC, who stated that the Black Sea region was “part of the 

new twenty-first century architecture of Europe without any economic, mili-

tary, or political dividing lines”.
393

 However, a ‘mutually advantageous eco-

nomic cooperation’ is also a very important principle contemplated in some 

documents such as the Summit Declaration on Black Sea Economic Coop-

eration. This document states that “the economic cooperation will be pro-
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moted gradually and, while determining the priorities in this process, they 

will take into account the specific economic conditions, interests and con-

cerns of the countries involved, and particularly the problems of the coun-

tries in transition to market economy”. 

     The principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures, too, are all 

defined by the statutory documents of the CBSS and the BSEC and by the 

documents establishing their Permanent Secretariats. All these documents 

have been discussed above. Hence, norms, rules and decision-making proce-

dures are defined by the structure of the two organizations and their func-

tioning. Rights, obligations, action plans and decision-making processes are 

indeed regulated by the documents which the Member States of the two or-

ganizations have agreed upon in order to cooperate according to specific 

procedures under the banner of common principles and values. 

     Furthermore, the two regimes have been created through the three stages 

of Young’s ‘model of regime formation’, i.e. agenda formation, negotiation 

and operationalization. The agenda formation is very similar both in the Bal-

tic Sea and in the Black Sea region. In fact, in both cases several meetings 

were organized among the participating states in the two projects. These 

meetings defined the participants (though in the case of the Baltic Sea Ice-

land joined only some years later) and the main goals of the regimes, namely 

closer ties among the states of the region as well as stability and prosperity. 

As already stated, in the Black Sea case the economic aspect is also an es-

sential one. Although these meetings can be certainly considered as the core 

of the agenda formation, it would not be wrong to assert that Gorbachev’s 

speech in Murmansk in 1987 constitutes the beginning of this first stage of 

the regime formation, like in the case of the Barents Euro-Arctic Council 

analysed by Young.
394

 The reason is that Gorbachev’s speech was the water-

shed marking the end of an era of Cold War and the beginning of a new one 

where the relations among states were rethought and redefined and the inter-

est in international cooperation began to grow. Agenda formation and the 

regime formation as a whole are an attempt to solve the problem of redefin-

ing the relations among states which is the product of the redistribution of 

material capabilities. Agenda formation is a geopolitical issue. But it is also 

“a more open-ended process involving efforts to define the basic nature of 

the problem and to convince attentive publics of its importance”.
395

 In this 

context, distinguishing agenda formation from negotiation is difficult. If 

defining the issues to be dealt with is part of the agenda formation, then de-

ciding which issues should be chosen can also be part of the negotiation 

stage because reformulations are not out of bound. It can be argued that in 

both cases the participants decided not to include hard security and that 

when the CBSS Permanent Secretariat was established the sectors of coop-

eration were reformulated in more structured manner. As Young points out, 
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“unlike bargaining in most legislative settings, the institutional bargaining 

characteristic of the negotiation stage of regime formation aims at building 

consensus among as many participants as possible rather than putting to-

gether winning coalitions”.
396

 Young stresses that this feature of the process 

has relevant implications because it gives the participants real bargaining 

leverage.
397

 In the Black Sea and the Baltic Sea region negotiation has taken 

place among the group of states defined during the formation agenda stage. 

The results of this were the founding documents of the CBSS and of the 

BSEC whose geographical scope corresponds to the respective two regions. 

It is in this context that the region-building process has developed.  

     Furthermore, Young’s model of regime formation assumes that the suc-

cess or the failure of institutional bargaining depends on the presence of an 

effective leadership. At least two kinds of leadership must be present and 

these leaders must be individuals. In the case of the Baltic Sea region there 

were indeed two leaders, the Danish Foreign Minister Uffe Ellemann-Jensen 

and his German counterpart Hans-Dietrich Genscher, who took the initiative 

for the regime formation. In the case of the Black Sea region only one leader 

proposed the creation of the regime, namely the Turkish President Turgut 

Özal. However, the effective leadership aspect is not taken into considera-

tion in this study that is conducted from a neorealist point of view. It is in-

stead relevant to emphasize that in the CBSS case material conditions, inter-

ests and even ideas prevailed, while in the BSEC one there was the pre-

eminence of material conditions and interests. Denmark, that is a Nordic 

country, was interested in reinvigorating Norden though in a broader context 

of the Baltic. The inclusion of the EU in the project was clearly a geopoliti-

cal reason leading to the Danish proposal. At the same time, the idea of a 

New Hansa stemming from the historical Hanseaic League was also con-

templated. In the case of Germany material conditions constituted the basis 

of its initiative. Regaining power after the reunification on the international 

scene was essential for Germany. Economic reasons were obviously rele-

vant. In the case of the Black Sea region geopolitics and national interests 

were strictly intertwined, as it has been argued. 

     The last stage of the regime formation is operationalization. This research 

focuses on the international component of this stage. It “centers on the proc-

esses involved in moving from the signing of an agreement to the emergence 

of a set of procedural arrangements or programmatic activities at the interna-

tional level”.
398

 It often implies the creation of organizations “called for un-

der the provisions of a regime (…) to carry out the ongoing tasks envisioned 

by the regime’s creators”.
399

 In the case of the Baltic Sea and of the Black 
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Sea region the CBSS and the BSEC have been established with the aim of 

pursuing the goals for which the two regimes have been created.  

The regime formation ends with the completion of the operationalization 

stage. The issue concerning the effectiveness of the two regimes will be dis-

cussed in later chapters. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

This chapter has analysed the establishment of the Baltic and of the Black 

Sea regime from a geopolitical and an historical perspective. The establish-

ment of the CBSS and the BSEC has played a fundamental role in the re-

gion-building process. In both cases, they are the engines of the region-

building process in the two cases because they provide the administrative 

structure and a platform for dialogue. The scope of each organization corre-

sponds to the realities of the region where it is located. At the same time 

each region is an international regime whose elements, namely principles, 

norms, rules and decision-making procedures, have been fundamental to the 

region-building both on the Baltic and on the Black Sea. They are contained 

in the founding documents of the two organizations. Thus, the establishment 

of the CBSS and of the BSEC shapes the two regimes in terms of organiza-

tional structures and material resources fostering the regimes themselves. 

The establishment of a Permanent Secretariat has strengthened the capacity 

for action of the two organizations which at a later stage were given a legal 

status by the decision of the Member States.  

The analysis has shown that the creation of the Baltic Sea and of the Black 

Sea regions or regims can be better explained by the neorealist theory. In 

particular, three elements have emerged from the analysis: 1) the redistribu-

tion of material capabilities brought about by the end of the Cold War. It has 

been argued that end of bipolarism and the beginning of multipolarism 

where Russia was not a superpower any longer but a great power had a ma-

jor impact on the geopolitical dynamics in the two regions. New equilibria 

were established among states and new opportunities for strengthening the 

relations among them emerged. 2) Neorealist element is also linked to the 

geopolitical reasons which led the regional states to apply for EU and NATO 

membership. This created new dividing lines in the Baltic Sea and in the 

Black Sea region. 3) Both big and small states exploit the CBSS and the 

BSEC for geopolitical reasons. If the big actors such as Turkey and Russia 

consider these organizations as instruments to exert their influence on the 

two regions, the smallest states use them as instruments for bandwagoning. 

     In spite of these similarities, the two regions are very different. The his-

torical and geopolitical analysis of the region-building process has demon-

strated that the relations among the regional actors in the two cases are di-

verse. In both regions of the Baltic Sea and of the Black Sea states have tried 

to establish ties which were essentially based on commerce. Nevertheless, in 
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the Black Sea relations have always been characterized by tensions and con-

flicts, much more than on the Baltic Sea. Another difference concerns the 

presence of hegemons in the Black Sea region. This difference can be ex-

plained by referring to the two strands of the neorealist theory, namely de-

fensive and offensive realism. In the Baltic Sea region the relations among 

states and geopolitics are characterized by the balance of power because 

there is a more homogeneous distribution of power among the actors at 

stake. There is no state that is strong enough to dominate the others. Russia, 

which is a great power, is not a hegemon in the Baltic Sea region, but is a 

hegemon in the Black Sea region together with Turkey. In fact, geopolitics 

in the Black Sea is better explained through the offensive realism because 

states do not aim to defend their position like in the Baltic Sea region, but 

they are ‘power-maximizers revisionists’.  
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Chapter 3 

The Case of Hard Security 
 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

     The Baltic and of the Black Sea regions can be considered as two interna-

tional regimes dealing with specific areas of cooperation that however do not 

include hard security.
400

 Nevertheless, hard security plays a relevant role in 

the definition of the geopolitical situation in the two regions. It affects the 

relations among the regional actors and their strategies towards the region. 

This examines the main hard security issues in the Baltic and the Black Sea 

region and their geopolitical implications. It will be argued that a regime in 

the field of hard security does not exist in the two regions for historical and 

geopolitical reasons. The starting point will be Krasner’s ‘consensual defini-

tion’, but the conditions for the creation of a security regime outlined by the 

neorealist Robert Jervis will be the point of reference.  

     Despite the fact that institutions dealing with hard security issues do not 

exist either on the Baltic Sea or on the Black Sea, agreements for coopera-

tion in this area are evidently present. In both cases actors are involved in 

hard security issues according to different logics which respond to the geo-

political situations emerging after the end of the Cold War. The Baltic Sea 

region has known conflicts and war in the past, but at the present the rela-

tions among its actors are characterized by a certain level of stability al-

though some tensions and fears linger on. The geopolitical situation in the 

Black Sea region is much more complex as military conflicts have often 

exploded in the area during the time. Here the relations among the states 

have always been characterized by tensions and mutual distrust. 

     These considerations are at the basis of the following questions which 

this chapter tries to answer: how does neorealism explain the security links 

in the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region? What is the impact of security 

issues on the relations among the states in the Baltic and in the Black Sea? 

Do the CBSS and the BSEC play a role in shaping the security picture in the 

two regions? 

                                                      
400 The fields of cooperation in the BSEC are: Agriculture & Agro-industry, Banking and 

Finance, Budgetary and Financial Issues, Cooperation in Combating Crime, Culture, Customs 

Matters, Education, Energy, Task Force and Green Energy Development, Environmental 

Protection, Cooperation in Emergency Assistance, Healthcare and Pharmaceutics, Institu-

tional Renewal and Good Governance, Information and Communication Technologies, Coop-

eration in science and Technology, SMEs, Cooperation in Tourism, Trade & Economic De-

velopment, Transport. 

The areas of cooperation in the CBSS are: Environment, Economic development, Energy, 

Education and culture, Civil Security and the Human Dimension. 
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     The answers to these questions are found in the ensuing three sections. 

The first and the second section are an attempt to analyse the geopolitical 

dynamics in the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region respectively with a par-

ticular attention on hard security. The third paragraph focuses on a compari-

son between the results of the analysis obtained from the study of each re-

gion by using the neorealist approach. 

 

 

Security in the Baltic Sea region 

 

     In his statement at the Ministerial meeting of the CBSS in Riga in 1997 

former Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs Toomas Hendrik Ilves
401

 argued 

that “entering our sixth year of CBSS co-operation, we can see how much 

the region has changed, and with that, the challenges faced by the CBSS”.
402

 

His words stressed the deep changes occurred in the Baltic Sea region’ secu-

rity environment when compared to the erstwhile Cold War setting. As Re-

gina Karp puts it, “individually and collectively, states in the region have 

been challenged to reconceive the political, military and economic bounda-

ries of their respective relationships with intra-regional, European trans-

Atlantic and bilateral partners. Perhaps, the most basic change brought about 

by the end of the Cold War is one of geopolitical orientation, eroding, if not 

eliminating, a Nordic sense of separateness from the travails of European 

integration and transatlantic security building”.
403

 She continues saying that 

“as Bo Huldt explains, ‘the region is the meeting place of NATO, EU, Rus-

sian, Baltic, Nordic and Central European interests’”.
404

 This picture 

emerged in the period immediately after the end of the Cold War when the 

new geopolitical situation “enabled political actors to reduce tensions origi-

nating from concepts of sovereignty, hard security and state borders (…) 

Peace, stability, soft and comprehensive security and cooperation appeared 

at the core of the new regional entity”.
405

 

     Weak cooperative attempts in the security sector had previously been 

made from Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania during the Soviet era. It is the case, 

                                                      
401 Toomas Hendrik Ilves is the President of Estonia since 2006. He has been confirmed as the 

4th President of Estonia until 2016. 
402 In his speech, Ilves underlined in particular the fact that “when the CBSS was launched in 

1992, the states along the Baltic rim had dramatically differing economic systems, levels of 

development, qualities of democratic institutions, trade policies and orientations, as well as 

policies and attitudes toward foreign investment and the private sector”. 

See the websie of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Estonia at 

http://www.vm.ee/?q=en/node/3533 
403 Karp, Regina, The Strategic Context of the Baltic Sea Region: Prospects and Problems, in 

Knudsen, Olav, Cooperation or Competition? A juxtaposition of research Problems Regard-

ing Security in the Baltic Sea Region, Södertörns Högskola, Stockholm, 2002, p.7 
404 Ibidem, p.7 
405 Jurkynas, Mindaugas, Brotherhood reconsidered: Region-building in the Baltics, in Jour-

nal of Baltic Studies, Routledge, vol.35, n.1, 2004, p.2 



 109 

for instance, of the Baltic Entente of 1934. The three Republics signed the 

trilateral Treaty on Concord and Cooperation which foresaw cooperation of 

their foreign policies on matters of common importance and biannual con-

ferences for foreign ministers
406

. These efforts did not receive much attention 

from the international community. It was instead at the beginning of the 

1990s that they realized that cooperation would benefit them both because it 

would consolidate their position in the international arena and because it 

would help them to face political, economic and social challenges.
407

 Esto-

nia, Latvia and Lithuania had common foreign policy goals which coincided 

with the consolidation of their statehood at the beginning and later with the 

integration into the Western institutions. These goals were supported by the 

Nordic countries whose main interest was maintaining security and stability 

in the region. Clive Archer analyses the policy pursued by the Nordic coun-

tries (with the exception of Iceland that, as argued in the previous chapter, is 

not always included in the Nordic countries by researchers) towards the three 

states in the period immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union. He 

explains that “since the three Baltic states regained their independence in 

1991, the Nordic countries have, both separately and collectively, targeted 

them in their policies towards the East and Central European states. Of the 

four main Nordic countries (Iceland not being included), Sweden and Den-

mark have been the largest donors of bilateral assistance, with Finland con-

centrating much of its efforts on Estonia, and Norway showing an increased 

interest in the area”.
408

 All the four Nordic countries have helped the three 

Baltic states through a number of programmes within the Nordic Council 

context and have been very active within the CBSS. They have coordinated 

their security aid packages and have worked with other Western countries to 

give them security advice and assistance.
409

 Archer argues that the Nordic 

countries have been very committed in providing help to the Baltic states 

both by establishing themselves as important trade partners
410

 and by directly 

contributing to the security and defence policies of Estonia, Latvia and 

Lithuania with finance and in kind, in particular in projects concerning a 

Baltic peace-keeping battalion, air surveillance and control, a Baltic mine-

sweeper squadron and a defence college.
411

 

     Although the four Nordic countries cooperated to provide support to Es-

tonia, Latvia and Lithuania, each of them reacted to their independence dif-

ferently. The first two Nordic countries to recognize them were Iceland fol-

                                                      
406 Jurkynas, Mindaugas, op.cit., p.7-8 
407 Ibidem, p.9 
408 Archer, Clive, Nordic Swans and Baltic Cygnets, in Cooperation and Conflict, vol.34, n.1, 

1999, pp.47-48 
409 Archer, Clive, op.cit., p.48 
410 In 1995 the four Nordic countries were the major importers and exporters to Estonia and 

the larger importers of Latvian goods. 
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lowed immediately by Denmark. The Danish security policy towards the 

three Baltic states was essentially based on a strong support for their NATO 

and EU membership and on a deep engagement in the building up of their 

security.
412

 At the same time, Denmark supported the cooperation between 

NATO and Russia as this would bring about security benefits to the region. 

Thus, “Denmark’s Baltic policy has been embedded in its wider policy to-

wards NATO, which perceived that organization as providing residual as-

pects of collective defence for small members such as Denmark, offering 

cooperative security to other European states and promoting strong links 

between Russia and the main European institutions”.
413

  

     Swedish response was more cautious than the Danish one. The Baltic Sea 

was considered ‘as being the sea most tangibly affecting Swedish security 

interests’. That was the reason why the Swedish Ministry of Defence stated 

that it was in the interests of the country to be engaged in the regional secu-

rity policy. In spite of this, a parliamentary defence report stressed the fact 

that Sweden could not militarily guarantee the security of the Baltic States, 

though their independence was in the interests of Sweden. At the same time, 

it underlined the need to include Russia and the Western powers in any form 

of cooperation in the Baltic Sea region and that any pressure on the three 

Baltic States would affect cooperation of Sweden and other countries of the 

area with Russia.
414

 Denmark considered NATO as the main actor providing 

security in the region and as a means to deal with the hard security issues of 

the Baltic States, while it saw the EU as the main instrument to deal with 

soft security issues.
415

 

     Finland was the most conservative among the Nordic countries until 

1991. It pursued ‘Soviet first’ policy meaning that Finland was very careful 

when dealing with the emerging political structures in the Baltic States. Rus-

sia (the USSR until 1991) had always been the main worry for Finland since 

the Winter War in 1939. In 1948 Finland and Russia stipulated the Agree-

ment of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance (FCMA treaty), 

whose aim was the joint defence of the two countries from West Germany in 

case of an attack through the Finnish territory. This treaty led the Western 

powers to doubt whether Finland “should be regarded as an unqualified 

member of the Western camp”.
416

 The FCMA treaty lasted until 1992. As 

Archer argues, since then “Finland perceived its security as depending on a 

number of external factors as well as the country’s own capabilities”.
417

 

Finland considered stability in Northern Europe of overriding importance for 

its security and as depending on “Russia’s willingness to commit itself to 
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European values and norms and broad cooperation with other countries; the 

US commitment to defending Norway and Denmark; the growing impor-

tance of Germany and Poland; Sweden’s military non-alliance and strong 

defence; adjustments in Nordic cooperation; and ‘reinforcement of the Baltic 

States’ independence and capability”.
418

 The importance of cooperation in 

the Baltic Sea region was a key point also in the 1997 report setting out the 

guidelines for Finnish defence and security policy. The inclusion of the Bal-

tic states in the cooperative schemes of the region such as the CBSS was 

considered essential. The EU membership of Estonia, Latvia and Lithua-

nia
419

 was also considered as fundamental for the stability and the security of 

the region.
420

 As for NATO, the Finnish position like that of Sweden that 

preferred to stay out of the organization that according to Archer has avoided 

new security dividing lines in Europe.  

Norway’s interest in the Baltic states was the less intense. Its main priority 

was instead to engage Russia in a cooperative and constructive dialogue in 

the Barents region. This became concrete in 1993 when the Barents-Euro 

Arctic Council was established in 1993. At the same time, as Norway con-

sidered the Baltic Sea region as part of its vicinity, it applied for the CBSS 

membership in 1992. After 1994 Norwegian governments pursued a security 

policy stressing the importance of NATO, but also regional initiatives in the 

Arctic, the Barents and the Baltic region.
421

 

     Thus, the end of the Cold War deeply changed the geopolitical strategies 

pursued by the Nordic countries in the region. They understood that it was 

necessary to rethink their relations with their neighbours to ensure regional 

stability and security. The Baltic States also based their foreign policies on 

the same premises and especially in relation to the readjustment of Russia’s 

strategy in the area. As Heikka Hemikki puts it, as a whole, the reaction of 

the small democracies in the Nordic-Baltic region to Russia’s strategic read-

justment was to use the opportunity to integrate themselves into European 

and transatlantic security structures”.
422

 The EU and NATO membership 

served this purpose. Sweden and Finland joined the EU but not NATO, as it 

has been argued. Denmark, Iceland and Norway are instead among the 

founding members of NATO. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania opted for both 

the EU and the NATO membership in 2004. For the three Baltic states this 

meant not only the affirmation that they belong to the Western world, but 

also to ensure their security and protection from Russia. After presenting the 
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NATO accession documents in 2004 former Estonian Prime Minister Juhan 

Parts stated “Estonia will now feel more secure. More secure than ever be-

fore in the course of our history”.
423

 

     Thus, for the three Baltic states NATO represents the most important 

means towards security.  Consequently, integration in the European Security 

and Defence Policy (ESDP)
424

, that is to say an autonomous European de-

fence system, “has had a lukewarm reception in these states. Their Atlanti-

cisism has been strong and clear and they have viewed the ESDP as being 

more about ‘soft’ security than defence”.
425

 Indeed, the positions of the three 

Baltic states are similar. Estonia has actively participated in ESDP opera-

tions since the beginning, but considers it as primarily a crisis management 

tool, while NATO is considered as the main guarantee for national security. 

As Jaan Murumets argues, “the primary policy goal of Estonia is to pursue 

its ‘NATO first’ policy and do its utmost to avoid jeopardizing the trans-

Atlantic link”.
426

 He also states that the active Estonian participation in 

ESDP is due to its unwillingness to be marginalized within the EU. Latvia is 

interested in a strong ESDP developing in close cooperation with NATO. 

Latvia underlines that it is necessary to avoid duplication, to develop mutual 

beneficial structures and that it will not support initiatives which could un-

dermine NATO. Lithuania gives the EU and NATO two different roles. The 

EU has civil power as it is engaged in the promotion of democracy by trade, 

foreign aid and peacekeeping, while NATO provides security in terms of 

military power. The two powers complement each other in Lithuania’s 

view.
427

 

     Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden have different positions in rela-

tion to the ESDP. Denmark and Norway don’t see ESDP as fundamental in 

their national security policy discourse. By contrast, NATO is seen as essen-

tial for their security. Denmark has always been very active within the EU 

foreign policy, but has been very reluctant to participate in the ESDP. Henrik 

Larsen argues that Denmark participates in the general discussions within 

EU about security like in the case of the draft of the EU Security Strategy of 

2003, but it has a low profile in the military field.
428

 Like Denmark, Norway 

does not consider the ESDP as important for its security policy which in-

stead focuses on NATO. However the ESDP enters the political debate in 

situations where Norway claims a leading role. This reflects the way Norway 

conceives its geopolitical context, which it has formulated “in a triangular 
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fashion, with Russia, the US and Europe representing each of the three cor-

ners”.
429

 

     Finland and Sweden have a different point of view on the ESDP, which 

plays an important role in their national security ad defence policy. Neither 

is a NATO member. Finland, as Hanna Ojanen very well explains, “joined 

the EU for reasons of security, but in a rather special sense. It did not join in 

order to enhance its security; it joined because it felt safe enough to do 

so”.
430

 The White Paper of 2004 clearly recognizes the central position of the 

EU in the security and defence policy of Finland and defines it as a ‘security 

community’. Sweden is today one of the staunchest supporters of the ESDP. 

The initial reluctance to be involved was essentially due to Sweden’s secu-

rity policy tradition which was deeply rooted in non-alignment.
431

 Lars 

Wedin stresses the importance of two official documents which outline the 

main characteristics of the security and defence policy of Sweden. They are 

the Foreign Policy Declaration from the Government to Parliament of 15 

February 2006 and the Government White Paper for defence reform from 

September 2004. These two documents link Swedish security and defence to 

the EU and underline the importance of cooperation in this context. The 

Declaration states that “these threats [terrorism, natural catastrophes and 

attacks against Swedish embassies] must be met by an increased readiness to 

handle crisis and by a much broadened cooperation, as within the EU or 

UN”.
432

 The White Paper states that “Sweden supports the reinforcement of 

cooperation in the field of security and defence policy in accordance with the 

EU Security Strategy”.
433

 The White Paper also recognizes the role of the 

EU as a political alliance and as a growing global actor. Furthermore, an-

other interesting element in Sweden’s security policy is the presence of Rus-

sia in the region. As Wedin argues, this has two consequences. The first one 

is that the presence of the US in Europe and in the Nordic region makes a 

mutual friendship important. The second one is that the geographical prox-

imity to Russia suggests that the Nordic region must be understood as part of 

Europe as a whole, not as a region apart.
434

 

     The case of Iceland is very special. It has not a standing military of its 

own, but it is a founding member of NATO. In 1949 Iceland, like Denmark 

and Norway, considered the participation in NATO’s collective commit-
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ments as necessary in order to assure security in the North Atlantic region
435

. 

The military use of the area was indeed very relevant throughout Cold War, 

too, because the peculiar geographic location of Scandinavia, the Baltic and 

the Arctic makes them strategically very important as from there military 

operations could reach almost every point in the Northern regions of the 

globe.
436

 In 1989 the Kola Peninsula was the most militarized area in the 

North of Europe and contained the largest nuclear armaments in the world.
437

 

The reason was that the Soviet Union feared an attack from the NATO terri-

tories of Norway and Denmark.
438

 Naval and air bases were present also in 

the Baltic Republics, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.
439

 In the 1950s the Bal-

tic Fleet was the most powerful of the Soviet fleets
440

. However, in the 1960s 

more emphasis was put on the Northern Fleet located in Murmansk as a re-

sult of the shift within the Soviet naval strategy which passed from a coastal 

and home-water defence to global naval operations.
441

 

     The situation in Northern Europe began changing at the end of the 1980s 

when Gorbachev pursued a policy of normalizing the relations among the 

actors of the area. Gorbachev’s Murmansk Initiative in 1987 represented in 

fact the main attempt to transform the North of Europe in a ‘zone of peace’ 

through the denuclearization of the area (in particular of the Arctic).
442

 Gor-

bachev’s speech contained eight initiatives, three of which concerned mili-

tary issues and were primarily directed towards the Arctic, while the other 

five initiatives concerned the civilian sphere and had a wider geographical 

scope as they were related to the North of Europe as a whole.
443

 Gorbachev’s 

initiative, which was conceived as part of the perestojka
444

, had a strong 

effect on the geopolitics of Northern Europe for two important reasons. 

Firstly, it contributed to diffuse tensions in the area. Secondly, it has facili-
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tated the development of the cooperation in Northern Europe.
445

 In fact, 

Gorbachev’s initiative contained the idea of building a “common European 

home”
446

, which should be realized by increasing the interdependence 

among the nation states.
447

 This aim would be achieved primarily by clearing 

Europe of the confrontation between the two blocks.
448

 In spite of this, the 

Russian were troops stationed in the Baltic Republics for several years even 

after the collapse of the Soviet Union, until after 1994, when the three Baltic 

countries and Russia signed an agreement for the withdrawal of the Russian 

troops the same year. Since then the relations between the Baltic states and 

the West deepened, particularly when they entered the EU and NATO, 

which Russia hardly accepted. This is true especially in the case of NATO 

which Russia viewed as anti-Russian. Valery Loshchinin, Director of the 

Second European Department in the Russian Foreign Ministry argued that 

“the enlargement of NATO will result in the appearance of new watersheds 

and division lines in Europe. This will effect our inner-political situation as 

well. Defence expenditures will increase and the demilitarization process 

will be slowed down. This will also influence the already signed agreements 

on disarmament and those which are only being prepared at the moment. All 

this will inevitably aggravate the tension and lead to confrontation. We are 

against such a development of events”.
449

 A similar event has not happened 

and Russia established a cooperative structure with NATO, namely the 

NATO-Russia Council (NRC) in 2002, where both sides are equal and 

which no other state has. It “provides a framework for consultation on cur-

rent security issues and practical cooperation in a wide range of areas of 

common interest. Its agenda builds on the basis for bilateral cooperation that 

was set out in the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act.”.
450

 The NRC, which is 

developed through various working groups and committees, provides a 

framework for cooperation in key areas such as “the fight against terrorism, 

defence reform, military-to-military cooperation, counter-narcotics training 

of Afghan, Central Asian and Pakistani personnel, theatre missile de-

fence/missile defence, counter-piracy, crisis management, non-proliferation, 

airspace management, civil emergency planning, scientific cooperation and 
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environmental security”.
451

 In 2008 NATO condemned the Russian intrusion 

into Georgia and threatened to suspend the NRC. Russia decided to step out 

on its own accord, but the NRC began working again in 2009. 

     Despite the fact that NATO and Russia have established a cooperative 

scheme in several relevant sectors, the latter still considers the enlargement 

of NATO as a serious threat to Russian security.
452

 According to Browning, 

Russia’s mistrust of NATO is essentially due to two factors. NATO does not 

consider Russia as an equal partner despite its rhetoric. NATO has re-

formulated its role on the international scene so that it is no longer a military 

alliance but a ‘security community’. Thus, new member states are not seen 

merely as “allies in the traditional sense, but as societies which naturally 

belonged to NATO by dint of their political structure and cultural values”.
453

  

     In order to face the new geopolitical situation, in 2008 former President 

Medvedev launched the Foreign Policy Concept which contains the main 

priorities of Russian foreign policy. Among them some merit to be men-

tioned here, such as safeguarding the security and the integrity of the terri-

tory, the creation of good-neighbourly relations with adjacent states, and 

‘seeking consensus and coinciding positions with other states and interna-

tional organisations’ in relation to issues defined by Russian’s national inter-

ests’. As Oldberg states, “the Concept further describes Russian foreign pol-

icy as balanced and ‘multi-vector’ as a result of Russia being a vast Eurasian 

country. It claims Russia bears a responsibility for upholding security both 

on a global and regional level and is ready for common action”.
454

 

     Following this line of action and as a sort of counterweight to NATO, 

Russia cultivates its relations with the EU through the ‘common spaces’
455

 

and the Modernization Partnership which was launched at the Rostov-on-

Don Summit in 2010. As European Commission President José Manuel Bar-

roso remarked, “the EU-Russia Partnership for Modernisation was a com-

mon vision at the last Summit in Stockholm. Today, we launched its con-

crete priorities. This Partnership is a shared modernisation agenda to ad-

vance our economies and bring our citizens closer together. This ambitious 

venture will also contribute to the global recovery and stronger international 
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economic governance”.
456

 Like in the case of NATO, Russia prefers bilateral 

relations with the EU and to be treated as an equal partner. This is why Rus-

sia refused to participate in the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) de-

veloped in 2004.
457

 Nevertheless, Russia is actively involved in the Northern 

Dimension (ND), which is no longer an EU policy any more since 2006. It 

was proposed in 1997 by the Finnish Prime Minister Lipponen and was im-

plemented in 1999. The EU defines it as “a common policy shared by four 

equal partners: the European Union, Norway, Iceland and the Russian Fed-

eration”.
458

 Other participants are the Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC), 

the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS), the Nordic Council of Ministers 

(NCM), the Arctic Council (AC) as well as the International Financial Insti-

tutions operating in the North
459

 and the other EU institutions and bodies and 

those of the other ND partners.
460

 Its geographical coverage is very wide 

from the Arctic to the southern shores of the Baltic Sea and from north-west 

Russia to Iceland and Greenland.
461

 The main objectives of the ND are: pro-

viding a common framework for the promotion of dialogue and concrete 

cooperation, strengthening stability, wellbeing and intensified economic 

cooperation, promotion of economic integration and competitiveness and 

sustainable development in Northern Europe.
462

 

     The Northern Dimension Policy Framework Document stresses the focus 

of the ND policy on north-west Russia, which is the largest territory involv-

ing specific challenges like the Kaliningrad oblast. Also, it points out that the 

ND is “a regional expression of the Common spaces EU/Russia”
463

 that “will 
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make the ND a cross-cutting topic and a tool where appropriate for the im-

plementation of the road maps for the Common Spaces with full participa-

tion of Iceland
464

 and Norway in matters relevant to Northern Dimension”.
465

 

The ND policy is co-financed by the ND partners as well as from interna-

tional and private institutions. 

     The EU has also launched another initiative which has a narrower scope 

than the ND and which is specifically directed towards the Baltic Sea region, 

namely the Baltic Sea Strategy (BSS). It was initiated by the European Par-

liament (EP) in 2006, three years before the European Commission pre-

sented the strategy to the Council of the EU in 2009
466

, points out four main 

objectives representing four challenges for the EU. They are the improve-

ment of the environment in the area and especially of the sea, to make the 

region more prosperous, to make it more accessible and attractive not only 

for its inhabitants but also for competent labour force and tourists, to make 

the area safer and more secure.
467

 According to the Commission these goals 

will be realized through the coordination of the regional actors like organiza-

tions, states, non governmental bodies, financing institutions, etc
468

. The 

Commission’s document states that “the strategy covers the macro-region 

around the Baltic Sea”
469

, which refers to the eight countries on its shores
470

, 

but that the geographical coverage depends on the topic. For example, in the 

case of economic issues the strategy would involve the eight countries, while 

in the case of water quality issues the strategy would include only the coun-

tries concerned. In addition, the document underlines the importance of a 

close cooperation between the EU and Russia to tackle many of the regional 

challenges.
471

 Also, another important point to underline is the fact that the 

Commission’s document identifies the ND as the external dimension of the 

Baltic Sea Strategy.  
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     The two policies described above don’t refer to security even though the 

involvement of Russia in the ND as an equal partner and the need of close 

cooperation with the great power explicitly advocated by the EU in the BSS 

documents are the expression of security worries. It can also be argued that 

in the case of the ND and of the BSS it is soft security that prevails, not hard 

security, but soft security is also part of the hard security strategy. The in-

volvement of Russia in the cooperation in the region is a way to ensure sta-

bility in the area. In this context, Kaliningrad oblast is a special case. It was a 

very militarized area during the Soviet era and is still strategically important 

for Russia still today. When the USSR collapsed in 1991, Kaliningrad be-

came an exclave surrounded by Lithuania and Poland, which are both EU 

and NATO members. Thus, it has no borders in common with Russia. Thus, 

Kaliningrad is in a particular geographical location which has given it “a 

unique position as a Russian outpost near the heart of Europe, closer to Ber-

lin, Brussels, Vilnius and Warsaw than it is to Moscow”.
472

 At the same 

time, its particular geopolitical location makes Kaliningrad isolated. The 

Schengen wall and the NATO membership of the countries encircling it 

isolate Kaliningrad from its neighbours and from European integration more 

generally. In addition, the problems concerning Kaliningrad are often seen in 

terms of EU/West-Russian relations.
473

 According to Christopher S. Brown-

ing and Pertti Joenniemi, the marginality of Kaliningrad is an element that 

can influence the relationship between the EU and Russia. They argue that 

the discourse of marginality is used functionally to gain more economic and 

political advantages and to lead the EU and Russia to a vis-à-vis confronta-

tion
474

.   

     The importance of Kaliningrad has grown not only from a geopolitical 

point of view, but also from a military one. Christian Wellmann points out 

that “as a forward surveillance, air defence and naval base it compensates 

Russia somewhat for the evacuation from East-Central Europe. The Kalinin-

grad harbours in particular, are of the outmost importance to Russia as they 

provide its Baltic Fleet with the only suitable operational base remaining in 

the Baltic Sea”.
475

 He also explains that “the Kaliningrad exclave is of sig-

nificance to Russian politics as a bargaining chip and counter-position in 

arms control negotiations and the debate on how a new European security 

architecture should look”.
476

 Russia has however unilaterally reduced its 

military potential in the Kaliningrad area and already in 1994 Russia’s over-
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all forces in the exclave were below the limits Russia was allowed by the 

European arms control regime, the Treaty of Conventional Armed Forces in 

Europe (CFE)
477

, which influences the military balance in the region.
478

 

Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Germany, Poland and Russia have signed and 

ratified the treaty, while Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania decided not to join the 

CFE Treaty after they regained their independence. Despite its initial reser-

vations, Poland accepted the choice of the Baltic states
479

. The Treaty gives 

Russia the highest ceiling of military equipment as it is the largest country in 

the region. Finland, Sweden and the Baltic states have used the provisions of 

the Vienna Documents 1992, 1994 and 1999 to enhance their military secu-

rity.
480

 These documents provide the framework for confidence and security 

building in the region by reducing the dangers of conflicts and by increasing 

the military transparency. Indeed, “the most important confidence- and secu-

rity-building measures include the annual exchange of information on mili-

tary forces and major weapon systems, the annual exchange of information 

on defence planning, compliance and verification inspections and evalua-

tions, and the prior notification and observation of certain military activi-

ties”.
481

 Another important factor of the Vienna Documents is the bilateral 

framework for establishing confidence and security-building measures be-

tween the countries of the region.  

     Nevertheless, the CFE Treaty and the Vienna Documents are not the only 

provisions regulating the military situation of the region. In 1994, when Rus-

sia withdrew its troops from the Baltic states, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania 

concluded a tri-national Agreement on the establishment of a joint peace-

keeping unit. In this context, they initiated the BALTBAT (Baltic Battalion) 

project, which “was developed from a vague concept into a viable project of 

great visibility and political significance for the three Baltic countries.
482

 As 

Sapronas remarks, “The architects of the BALTBAT project fully took into 

account the context of the [NATO Partnership for Peace] PfP world of its 

early days. The BALTBAT was a multinational unit trained for UN peace-

keeping purposes and established in the former Eastern bloc”.
483

 This project 
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was supported by Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden and later on also 

by the US, Great Britain, Germany, France and a number of other Western 

nations. Their support was fundamental for the development of the BALT-

BAT.  

     Furthermore, some other projects have been developing in the context of 

the three Baltic states’ military framework. In the following years Estonia, 

Latvia and Lithuania deepened their military cooperation by initiating some 

other projects. The Baltic Air Surveillance Network (BALTNET) was cre-

ated in 1996 with the aim to gather and coordinate airspace surveillance in-

formation. The Latvian Ministry points out that “the goal of the initiative is 

to establish a unified air space surveillance system in all three Baltic coun-

tries and make it compatible with similar Western and NATO air defence 

systems”.
484

 The Baltic Naval Squadron (BALTRON) was established in 

1997 “to enhance the capabilities of the Baltic Naval Forces and coordinate 

the implementation of various naval tasks”.
485

 In particular, it “conducts 

mine clearance activities and search-and-rescue operations in the Baltic Sea, 

and seeks to bring the Baltic Navies in line with relevant NATO stan-

dards”.
486

 In 1998 Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania initiated another project 

called Baltic Defence College (BALTDEFCOL) to provide training for sen-

ior staff officers and civilians. The College, located in Tartu, prepares people 

for “work on international staffs, serve as chiefs of staff of military regions 

or at infantry brigade level, work in policy-making and long-term planning 

positions in the Ministry of Defence or on the General Staff, or train officers 

in their respective national armed forces”.
487

 Other projects have been initi-

ated. They concern the setting up a Registration and Management System for 

Persons Subject to Military Service (BALTPERS), the establishment of a 

Baltic Medical Unit (BALTMED) and a joint Baltic Logistics System 

(BALTLOG). Recently a unified Baltic information system (BALTCCIS) 

and the Baltic Distance Learning (BALTDISLEARN) have been established. 

Cooperation is being established even in the areas of military environmental 

protection and operational planning.
488

 

     Among the Baltic states, Estonia is part of the Nordic Battle Group of the 

CFSP, which Sweden, Finland, Norway and Iceland participate in. Denmark 

has opted out of the CFSP, while Norway has negotiated with the EU an opt-

in though it is not a member state. Established in 2007 the Nordic Battle 

Group operates under the auspices of Sweden that is the Framework Nation. 

As the Swedish Minister for Foreign Affairs Carl Bildt stresses, “Sweden 
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has the overall responsibility for the preparatory work involved with the 

Nordic Battle Group (NBG). This includes responsibility for both political 

and military aspects of the cooperation with the other countries. Sweden also 

contributes the main portion of the force, the core of which is a mechanised 

infantry battalion”.
489

 

     Like the Baltic States, also the Nordic states have established several 

cooperative frameworks in the field of hard security. In 1994, following 

Finland’s and Sweden’s entry into the NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP), 

the Nordic nations established the Nordic Armaments Cooperation (NOR-

DAC). Its purpose was to achieve financial, technical and/or industrial bene-

fits for all four countries within the field of defence materiel. In 1997 the 

Nordic Coordinated Arrangement for Military Peace Support (NORD-

CAPS)
490

 was created to enhance coordination and cooperation in the grow-

ing number of peace support operations. Later, in 2007 the armed forces of 

Sweden and Norway published a study which stressed the utility of a part-

nership to increase cost-efficiency and to enable their militaries to retain the 

full range of military capabilities. The cooperation would become a com-

plement to the countries’ cooperation within NATO and the EU. As a fol-

low-up on the report, the five Nordic countries in 2008 established the Nor-

dic Supportive Defence Structures (NORDSUP) whose purpose was to har-

monise the equipment and training of the Nordic armed forces. In 2009 the 

Stoltenberg Report envisaged the possibility of enhancing foreign and secu-

rity policy cooperation between the Nordic countries. It contained 13 pro-

posals among which most attention was given to the following ones: a Nor-

dic stabilization task force with a permanent command; a maritime monitor-

ing system; joint surveillance of Iceland space, a satellite system; an am-

phibious space; a Nordic ‘mutual declaration of solidarity’
491

. The last of 

these was politically the most far-reaching of Stoltenberg’s proposals which 

received positive responses in deepening cooperation was concerned, but 

with reservations in respect of the most ambitious proposals.
492

 Meanwhile, 

the Nordic states continued to take institutional steps to deepen their coop-

eration between their respective defence ministries and armed forces. Thus, 

the same year as the Stoltenberg Report the three separate structures for de-

fence cooperation (NORDCAPS, NORDAC and NORDSUP) were merged 

into Nordic Defence Cooperation (NORDEFCO). Its purpose was “to ex-

plore synergies and facilitate common solutions in a comprehensive man-
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ner”.
493

 The defence ministers and the chiefs of defence deal with political 

coordination. Table 4 illustrates the distribution of the CBSS members 

among the defence and security arrangements present in the region. 

 

 

Table 4. Illutration of the geopolitical relevance that the defence and 

security arrangements play in the foreign policy of the CBSS member 

states 
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BALTBAT, 

BALTNET, 

BALTRON, 

BALTDEF-

COL, BALT-

PERS, 

BALTMED, 

BALTLOG, 

BALTCCIS, 

BALTDIS-

LEARN 

Denmark X   X  X  

Estonia X    X  X 

Finland  X  X X   

Iceland X   X X X  

Germany X     X  

Latvia X      X 

Lithuania X  X    X 

Norway X   X X X  

Poland X     X  

Russia      X  

Sweden  X  X    

 

 

In this context the role of the CBSS is extremely marginal. As it has been 

argued in the previous chapter, this organization only deals with soft security 

issues. Indeed, the CBSS official documents contain the word ‘security’ only 

with reference to this kind of issues like in the case of civil society security. 

Nevertheless, in practice the reasons for the establishment of the CBSS are 

also rooted in hard security considerations strictly linked to geopolitics as 

argued here. The end of East-West divide and the inclusion of Russia in the 

cooperation in the region to increase the security and the stability of the re-

gion are the two main examples. The last point, which is very relevant even 

in the establishment of the ND and for the development of the BSS as it has 
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been argued, is particularly important in the work of the CBSS as an organi-

zation that can strengthen the links within all the actors of the region through 

the active involvement of a regional power which is also a great power. In 

spite of this, in 2004, in the light of the EU and NATO enlargement, a debate 

on the future of the CBSS emerged. As Browning and Joenniemi put it, “on 

the one hand, there are those arguing that the CBSS has done its work. The 

transition process is over and there is no longer any need to support the in-

troduction of democracy to the previous East and to standardize the Baltic 

Sea area through the activities of a particular institution. On the other hand, 

however, others claim that while the region-building process has so far taken 

place mainly through a variety of ad hoc processes of a bottom-up type, 

much more concerted top-down-focused measures are now required. Ac-

cording to the latter views, the institutional structures are far too haphazard, 

weak and overlapping to really enhance the position of Europe’s North in the 

overall European dialogue”.
494

 Thus, the CBSS should be strengthened by 

providing it with more decision-making power and with think-tank func-

tions.
495

 

     It can be argued that the geopolitical situation in the Baltic Sea region 

sees no potential military conflicts, except for tensions in the case of the 

relations between the Baltic states and Russia essentially due to historical 

reasons, and to the continued presence of Russian minorities in Estonia, Lat-

via and Lithuania. Russia exploits the presence of a Russian-speaking popu-

lation in those countries in exerting political pressure over them. However, 

the EU and NATO membership of the Baltic states represents a good protec-

tion from Russian military intervention.  

     Thus, though the Cold War has come to an end, Russia still remains the 

main worry for the actors in the region. This is the reason why the Nordic 

and the Baltic countries as well as the EU consider its involvement in the 

cooperation in the area as essential for the security and the stability in the 

Baltic Sea region.  

     The ‘Moscow factor’ has influenced also the German foreign and security 

policy towards the Baltic Sea region since the establishment of the CBSS in 

1992. The relations with Russia were of fundamental importance to Ger-

many that was very careful not to irritate the big neighbour for instance by 

giving strong support to the Baltic states or to become more involved in the 

Kaliningrad oblast issue.
496

 As Tobias Etzold puts it, “the country tried to 

avoid actions (…) “that could have given Russia any sense of German ambi-

tions to play a dominant role in the region, lest these reawaken the still fresh 

memories about the German past. Bearing this in mind, Germany avoided 

making the impression that it had any ‘great-power ambitions’ in or around 
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the BSR”.
497

 Etzold also explains that Germany which is in the heart of 

Europe considers the Baltic Sea region as a marginal area. Indeed, “for Ber-

lin the region was and is only one of many fields within Germany’s foreign 

relations; the country’s foreign policy priorities are different”.
498

 At the same 

time, for the states along the Baltic Sea the region is of great importance. 

Etzold argues that “even more than the German federal government, they 

played and still play a pivotal role in regional cooperation on the sub-

national level and even beyond. They may be regarded as a vital link be-

tween Bonn/Berlin and the region. Economically, Germany is deeply inte-

grated in the region and is the most prominent trading partner for most of the 

countries of the BSR. To some extent, Germany has also contributed to the 

development of the region and regional cooperation”.
499

 As it was argued, in 

the previous chapter, the establishment of the CBSS was a joint German and 

Danish initiative.
500

  

 

 

Security in the Black Sea region 

 

     In the period after the end of the Cold War and especially after 2001 the 

Black Sea region emerged as a ‘geopolitical hub’
501

 and a ‘geopolitical 

axis’.
502

 As Alexander Goncharenko points out, “from a classical geopoliti-

cal point of view, the wider Black Sea region is one of the cornerstones of 

Euro-Asian stability and security. It is part of an extremely important and 

sensitive area-with huge natural resources and major strategic transport and 

energy corridors-on the frontier between the Heartland and the Rimlands. 

Control over this region determines control of Euro-Asia both today and in 

the future. For this reason the Black Sea area…has been a centre of gravity 

for the geopolitical, political-military, financial-economic and other interests 

of the main global and regional powers”.
503

  

     Many scholars define the Black Sea region in geopolitical terms as a ‘re-

gional security complex’ (RSC). This concept was created by Barry Buzan 
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who defined it as “a group of states whose primary security concerns link 

together sufficiently closely that their national securities cannot realistically 

be considered apart from one another”.
504

 This definition was applied by 

scholars to a number of cases and the Black Sea region is one of them. Felix 

Ciutǎ, for instance, assumes that the understanding of the region as an RSC 

is clear “from the numerous formulations of the project, which underscore 

the region’s security linkages, which are taken as the starting point for the 

articulation of common policies”.
505

 Yannis Tsantoulis also defines the 

Black Sea region as a RSC because the presence of protracted conflicts in 

the area and the energy security paradigm make the security interlinkages 

between the regional actors very clear.
506

 Tsantoulis also states that the geo-

political landscape of the region was redrawn when the dissolution of the 

Soviet Union removed the ‘overlay’
507

 patterns of great power influence.
508

 

Indeed, until then the Black Sea region had been the scene of the confronta-

tion between East and West which provided some stability. When the bipolar 

system collapsed, the region became unstable because the tensions that had 

been suppressed for a long time during the Cold War thawed making the 

relations among the regional actors complicated. The picture has become 

more complex because of the conflicts in Transdnistria/Moldova, Nagorno-

karabakh/Azerbaijan, Chechnya/Russia, Abkhazia/Georgia and South 

Ossezia/Georgia as well as the war between Georgia and Russia on the one 

hand and the tensions between Ukraine and Russia on the other one. This has 

made the geopolitical situation in the area very difficult to manage and the 

prospects for cooperation rather dim.  The conflicts in the region have in-

volved not only the parts directly interested (e.g. Armenia and Azerbaijan in 

the case of Nagorno-karabakh), but also the regional powers like Turkey and 

Russia (which is also a great power) and external actors such as the EU and 

the US. Indeed, the removal of the iron curtain which divided the region into 

two blocks has made the geopolitical dynamics on the Black Sea much more 

fluid and changing. This has given powers the possibility to rethink and to 

redefine their policies and their strategies in the region. External actors have 

begun to interact both with small and big actors in the region. As a result, 

interests and policies of small and big powers are strictly intertwined creat-

ing a complex network of bilateral and multilateral relations which have an 
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impact on both the regional and the international level. As a consequence, 

the geopolitics of the region has changed. This is true especially for the pe-

riod after the war between Russia and Georgia in 2008. As Oksana Anto-

nenko puts it, in the 1990s, immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Un-

ion when the instability in the region was highest the Black Sea region did 

not existed as a clearly defined geopolitical entity. She argues that “its for-

mation coincided with an unprecedented period of stability and growing 

security throughout the past decade, when NATO and EU enlargement and 

high economic growth reinforced the false perception of stability: territorial 

and ethnic conflicts have been simmering behind the scene, while energy 

projects and the growing faith in postmodern institutionalism have claimed 

the front pages”.
509

 Antonenko also adds that “the Rose and the Orange 

Revolutions in Georgia and in Ukraine, respectively, although they provoked 

some tensions with Russia, have been portrayed as a sign that the era of 

‘democratic peace’ could soon make the regional security agenda irrelevant. 

Russia has been increasingly isolated in a region set on course to EU and 

NATO membership, where Moscow’s assertive unilateralism is effectively 

counterbalanced by a growing US presence”.
510

 Antonenko points out that 

the war in Georgia has shown that security in the region is strictly linked to 

conflicts between states and that it has had a huge impact in redefining of the 

role of ‘regional security actors’
511

 in the Black Sea region such as Turkey 

and external actors like the EU. Furthermore, another consequence of the 

war was that Russia has increased its stakes in the region. It became clear 

that the creation of the new military bases in Abkhazia and South Ossetia 

after the recognition of these territories by Georgia and the use of force by 

Russia meant that the latter had lowered its threshold to unilaterally use 

force against one of the states in the region.
512

 The war also led to a disillu-

sionment of the role of external actors such as the US which had supported 

Georgia’s NATO membership aspirations but could not prevent the Russian 

attack on South Ossetia.
513

 The presence of Russian military bases represents 

a great threat for Georgia making its striving for NATO and EU membership 

quite complicated.
514

 As Ingmar Oldberg puts it, “Georgia is clearly the 

country most exposed to Russian military activities”.
515

 This was already 

clear in early 1990s when Georgia tried to retake Abkhazia and South Os-

setia. Russian peacekeeping forces were stationed there formally as a CIS 
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force with UN observers and under an OSCE mandate. The reality was that 

the Russian forces supported the separatist regimes. To this end they en-

gaged in intermittent fighting with Georgian forces and in illicit arms trade. 

The number of incidents between them increased when the Georgian inten-

tions to join NATO became clear in 2008.
516

  

     Russia has often used its military bases in the Community of Independent 

States (CIS) countries as a potent means of pressure against them. In the case 

of Sevastopol, for instance, an agreement stipulated in 1997 allowed Russia 

to rent a part of the port to relocate the old naval headquarters of the Black 

Sea Fleet. The proposal of moving the base to Novorossisk was not accepted 

not only for economic and logistical problems but also because Russia in-

tended to use the naval base to frustrate Ukrainian President Yushchenko’s 

efforts in joining NATO.
517

 

     Although Russia dismantled its military bases in all the Warsaw Pact 

countries and in some other countries such as Cuba and Vietnam in early 

1990s, ghosts of the Cold War had returned to haunt again. This was evident 

when the US backed up Georgia and established an antiballistic missiles 

basis in Poland in 2008. Russia considered that as a real threat. In response 

to it Russia decided to strengthen its ties with Cuba, Venezuela and Libya 

that were all against the US, and obtained the access to a port in Syria. The 

CIS situation is different because Russia has retained (and stil retains) cer-

tain military bases in all countries with the exception of Uzbekistan and 

Turkmenistan.
518

  

     The CIS that includes some of the Black Sea region countries (Armenia, 

Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine), was created in 1991 “as an 

organization designed to manage the Soviet breakup and preserve many of 

the pre-existing economic, political, and military ties among the Soviet re-

publics”.
519

 The importance of the CIS for the security interests of Russia is 

emphasized in a number of decrees, leadership statements, interviews and 

articles, but the most straightforward document is the Russian President Yel-

tsin’s decree “On Affirming the Strategic Course of the Russian Federation 

with the Member States of the Commonwealth of Independent States”. This 

decree states that Russia has ‘vital interests’ in the CIS area and that “Rus-

sia’s CIS policies are inextricably linked to Russia’s effort to see itself in-

cluded in ‘world political and economic structures’”.
520

 The idea of a closer 

economic cooperation was strongly supported by the CIS members while 

Russia pushed for security cooperation. In 1992 six countries (Armenia, 
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Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyztan, Russia and Tajikistan) signed the CIS Col-

lective Security Treaty. The Russian doctrinal document ‘Basic Directions of 

Foreign Policy’ described the Russian role as the defender of the unity of the 

CIS and contained three goals of Yeltsin’s policy, namely “to strengthen the 

CIS itself, to consolidate relations with its core states, and to ‘bilateralize’ 

relations”.
521

 The strategic importance of the CIS was confirmed even later 

by Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov at the end of 2008 when he 

stressed the ‘unique relations’ bounding Russia and the post-Soviet CIS. He 

called those relations a ‘civilizational unity’ which included the territories 

belonging to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) and before that 

to the Russian empire.
522

 In addition to this, the recognition of Russia’s pri-

macy in the CIS from the US was put as a condition for contributing to ‘en-

suring order’ in Europe. For its part, Moscow would accept the West-

orientation of Central European countries, not oppose the entry of the Baltic 

States into NATO and the EU, withdraw from the Balkans and tentatively 

tolerate US military bases in Central Asia and a US military program in 

Georgia aiming to train and equip its military.
523

 

     The CIS is however considered a case of ‘failed regionalism’ and has 

often been accused of being an instrument in the hands of Russia to recreate 

the USSR.
524

 It has an elaborate institutional structure and its members have 

signed a number of agreements, but most of the problems which led to the 

establishment of the CIS have remained unresolved. In addition, two impor-

tant reasons for its failure were the fear and suspicion of Russia and the will-

ingness of privileging national interests even if it came at the expense of a 

neighbour.
525

  

     The so-called ‘splinter movements’ within the organization are another 

problem that the CIS has to cope with. The most important one is GUAM-

ODED (Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Moldova-Organization for Democ-

racy and Economic Development)
526

, established in 1998. As Bertil Nygren 

puts it, “the GUAM (…) was the driving factor behind which was a pro-

West orientation and general mistrust of Russia. In general, Russia perceived 
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GUAM as a pro-Western organization intended to undermine the CIS from 

within”.
527

 A similar opinion is expresses by Istanbul 1 who says that 

GUAM is an American game to put Russia aside and that the only element 

that its members have in common is the fact that they dislike their big 

neighbour.
528

 Ivanna Klympush-Tsintsadze argues that, unlike BSEC, 

GUAM emerged as a forum for political cooperation with some elements of 

security. She states that “to some extent it was created to address the issues 

that BSEC was either unwilling or unable to deal with”.
529

 By contrast, Ioan-

nis Stribis argues that though the BSEC has a clear economic orientation as 

an organization and “despite its explicit aim in promoting regional stability 

through economic cooperation, recent developments in the BSEC framework 

have introduced issues related to security concerns”.
530

 As Stribis points out, 

the operational part of the Charter of the Organization of the BSEC does not 

contain any reference to security issues, “which is not surprising taking into 

account the main premise on which the BSEC was established”.
531

 Ambas-

sador Chebeleu confirms that the BSEC does not deal with political issues, 

but only with economic issues since the organization has not received the 

mandate for discussing issues concerning hard security problems. At the 

same time, he stresses that these latter (e.g. war between Georgia and Rus-

sia) sometimes create problems for cooperation in the BSEC context.
532

 This 

is confirmed by Istanbul 1 who argues that the bad functioning of the BSEC 

is essentially due to the political problems affecting the region.
533

 For Istan-

bul 2 the BSEC is just a framework which do not manage to produce so 

many posivite results.
534

 

     Nevertheless, the preamble of the Charter contains some references to 

security concerns. Indeed, signatories share “the common vision of their 

regional cooperation as a part of the integration process in Europe, based on 

human rights and fundamental freedoms, prosperity through economic lib-

erty, social justice, and equal security and stability which is open for interac-

tion with other countries, regional initiatives and international organizations 

and financial institutions”.
535

 Also, they recognize “the desire of their coun-

tries and peoples for constructive and fruitful collaboration in wide ranging 

fields of economic activity with the aim of turning the BSEC Region into 
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one of peace, stability and prosperity”.
536

 However, references to security 

and stability were already present in the Summit Declaration on Black Sea 

Economic Cooperation held in Istanbul in 1992. This document affirms the 

willingness of the signatories to establish an economic cooperation with the 

aim to “shape a new era of peace and security”
537

 and to achieve “equal se-

curity in all countries”.
538

 As Stribis puts it, “in this context, security was 

therefore addressed indirectly in the sense that regional economic coopera-

tion can avert or settle conflicts, while there was by no means mention to 

fighting against an actual threat”.
539

 The importance of security is empha-

sized in the section entitled ‘regional stability’ of the Moscow Summit Dec-

laration of 1996, which states that “the Heads of State or Government view 

the economic cooperation and partnership as the cornerstone of lasting re-

gional stability”.
540

 This document also refers to ‘soft security measures’ as 

it explicitly mentions organized crime, violence, terrorism, illicit drugs, ra-

dioactive material trafficking and illegal migration.
541

 Later, the Istanbul 

Summit Declaration in 1999 emphatically noted that the BSEC members 

“share a common view that during its seven years of existence the BSEC has 

contributed substantially to the process of enhancement of peace and secu-

rity in the BSEC area by applying the pragmatic concept that economic co-

operation is an effective confidence-building measure and serves as a pillar 

in the new European architecture”.
542

 On these grounds, the BSEC members 

“solemnly reaffirm[ed their] political will to contribute to peace and security 

in the BSEC area by means of multilateral economic cooperation”.
543

 Fur-

thermore, another interesting and meaningful point which must be high-

lighted is the relevance that the signatories attribute to the cooperation be-

tween the BSEC and the OSCE. Indeed, the document states that the BSEC 

members “believe that the new Charter for European Security, to be adopted 

within the framework of the OSCE, will strengthen the non-hierarchical and 

mutually beneficial cooperation among the OSCE and other organizations 

and institutions. In that context enhanced cooperation between the BSEC and 

the OSCE in their respective fields of competence will serve the goals of a 

stable peace and prosperity in the whole of the OSCE area”.
544

 The reference 

to security is present in all summit declarations of the BSEC. In particular, 

the Istanbul Summit Declaration on the Occasion of the Twentieth Anniver-

sary of the BSEC of 2012 underlines that “share the conviction that our mul-

tilateral economic cooperation is an important contribution to enhancing 
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peace, stability, security, dialogue and prosperity in the region to the benefit 

of our peoples”.
545

 However, Stribis is right when he argues that “security 

has never been an issue of the regular business of the BSEC. This is also 

confirmed by the study of the activities of the BSEC Working Groups. This 

leads to the conclusion that since the foundation of the BSEC the focus of 

interest of the participants has been the economic aspect of the organization 

and its prospects in the context of the newly launched cooperation proc-

ess”.
546

  

     Security and stability have always been considered ‘high politics’ issues 

and have not been implemented at the operational level of the BSEC. In spite 

of this, the organization has established a cooperative scheme for security 

matters together with another regional arrangement, namely the Stability 

Pact for South Eastern Europe (SCSP).
547

 Turkey, Albania and Serbia, which 

are BSEC members, are among the SCSP signatories. Cooperation with the 

SCSP is important for the BSEC as “it can be considered as an outside 

‘push’ that triggered an internal reaction, the upshot of which has not been 

yet fully examined but has undoubtedly influenced the subsequent thinking 

on security in the BSEC”.
548

 The relevance of the BSEC in the area is explic-

itly recognized in the paragraph 35 of the SCSP Constituent Document 

signed in Cologne in 1999, stating that the signatories “note the role of the 

Organization of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation in promoting mutual 

understanding, improving the overall political climate and fostering eco-

nomic development in the Black Sea region. Welcoming its engagement to 

peace, security and stability through economic cooperation, we invite the 

BSEC to contribute to the implementation of the Stability Pact for South 

Eastern Europe”.
549

 Nevertheless, the involvement of the BSEC in the secu-

rity issues of the area raised some concerns by of its member states. The 

official view of the BSEC was the following one: “the Organization can also 

participate in the Working Tables on democratization and human rights and 

on security issues based on its overall experience in confidence-building 

through economic cooperation and in particular on the implementation of the 

Agreements of the BSEC Member States on Combating Crime and on 

Emergency Response”.
550

 The reluctance to involve the organization in secu-

rity matters was clear at the meeting of the Working Table on security issues 
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organized in 1999 when Greece, representing the BSEC, argued that “the 

BSEC participation in the said Working Table cannot find justification in the 

character of the Organization which is primarily of an economic nature and 

therefore a BSEC participation cannot take place. The fact that issues of 

BSEC concern, like Justice and Home Affairs, are included in the Draft 

Agenda of the Meeting cannot counterbalance the inclusion of items dealing 

with issues completely out of BSEC’s reach like Defence and Security”.
551

 

The Greek opinion stemmed not only from the discussions going on within 

the BSEC and the uncertainty coming out from them, but also from the 

‘principle of speciality’ which is applied to the activities of international 

organizations
552

. As Stribis puts it, “according to this principle international 

organizations exercise only the attributions conferred expressly by their con-

stituent treaties as well as implied powers to the extent they are necessary for 

the efficient performance of the statutory functions”.
553

 In this context it is 

sufficient to look at the Third Working Table of the SCSP to understand the 

doubts raised within the BSEC. It discussed three sets of issues: ‘1) justice 

and home affairs, migratory issues, combating organized crime, corruption, 

terrorism and all criminal and illegal activities, trans-boundary environ-

mental hazards; 2) transparency and confidence-building measures in the 

region (as well as arms control); 3) defence/military issues and conflict pre-

vention and management’.
554

 Applying the ‘principle of speciality’ to the 

BSEC it is immediately evident that according to its statutory documents the 

BSEC could participate only in the first set, while the third one is not in-

cluded in the attributions of the organization. The BSEC would have been 

able to participate in the cooperation involving the second set of attribution 

only after the examination of These conclusions are contained in the resolu-

tions of the 1
st
 Meeting of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs in 

Thessaloniki in 1999 concerning the contribution of the BSEC to the 

achievement of the SCSP’s goals.
555

 The Council decided that “in accor-

dance with the BSEC principles and objectives defined in the Charter, and 

with reference to the article 16 of the Stability Pact, the BSEC is ready to 

participate actively in the working table No.2 concerning the economic re-

construction, development and cooperation, as well as in the working table 

No.3 on justice and home affairs”.
556

 In spite of this, the BSEC members 

expressed their “appreciation for the role attached to the BSEC by the Stabil-

ity Pact for South Eastern Europe in promoting mutual understanding, im-

proving the overall political climate and fostering economic development in 
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the BSEC area”.
557

 They also welcomed “the fact that the Stability Pact em-

phasizes the BSEC engagement to peace, security and stability through eco-

nomic cooperation and invites our Organization to participate in its imple-

mentation”.
558

 The member states have strongly insisted on observing of the 

principles and the objectives of the BSEC in two documents adopted on the 

occasion of the Thessaloniki Council and of the Istanbul, both held in 1999. 

In particular, the latter “introduced legally binding lists of BSEC principles 

and objectives as well as areas of cooperation”.
559

 Stribis explains that “the 

implication of the transformation of the informal BSEC structure into a full-

fledged international organization both in the 1999 Istanbul Summit Declara-

tion and in the legally binding resolutions of the 1
st
 Council of Ministers of 

Foreign Affairs”.
560

 The discussion on the Stability Pact revealed how secu-

rity issues within the BSEC were difficult and complex.  

     The BSEC has established cooperative links also with some other organi-

zations operating in the area such as the Central European Initiative (CEI) 

and the Adriatic-Ionic Initiative (AII).
561

 Although the official vision of the 

BSEC is that the other organizations help cooperation in the region
562

, re-

gional arrangements such as GUAM-ODED obstruct it because of the 

grounds on which they were established. It is not a case, for instance, that 

BSEC, the most successful organization in the region, avoids dealing with 

security issues while GUAM-ODED deals with it with serious consequences 

at the political level especially in relation to Russia, as explained above. 

GUAM-ODED members see the organization’s initiatives as complementary 

with the EU’s policies, especially the Eastern Partnership (EaP) which will 

be illustrated later in this paragraph. They have declared interest in intensify-

ing their cooperation with the EU especially in the field of energy security 

and in jointly implementing “precise projects in the field of energy saving, 

the production and transportation of energy resources, the diversification of 

energy sources including development of the Southern Corridor”.
563

 

     The EU is involved in all the activities and the projects of all the ar-

rangements in the area, but the BSEC is particularly relevant for the EU’s 

strategies and policies in the region not only because it is the most important 

organization on the Black Sea, but also because Russia is a member of it.  

     The relationship between the EU and the BSEC, which dates back 1996, 

is not regulated by a former agreement but has been reflected in a number of 

documents. The EU holds an observer status through primarily the European 
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Commission and its membership within the BSEC is not an issue at the mo-

ment for the geopolitical situation in the region.  

     Geopolitical considerations have had a strong impact on the relations 

between the EU and the BSEC. In early 1990s the approach of the EU to-

wards the Black Sea region was essentially based on the membership or non-

membership question and it consisted in providing financial and technical 

assistance through specific programmes.
564

 The EU ignored the BSEC until 

1997 when the organization was mentioned in a Communication containing 

“an assessment of the region’s potential and several pertinent observations 

such as the emergence of valid and promising synergies in the Black Sea 

region as well as the possibility to identify concrete fields for constructive 

interaction between the EU and the BSEC as a regional organisation”.
565

 The 

same year the Council of the EU published its Conclusions in which it em-

phasized the importance of the BSEC for the EU from a strategic point of 

view and outlined some possible objectives for cooperation.
566

 For their part, 

the Member States of the BSEC expressed their appreciation of the EU 

Council’s Conclusions by stating: “we welcome the Conclusions of the EU 

Council of Ministers of last December as a first step in the elaboration of a 

comprehensive strategy of the EU towards the BSEC and its Participating 

States. We fully share the view that the BSEC-EU cooperation in the fields 

of transport, energy, telecommunication networks, trade, ecology, sustain-

able development, justice and home affairs has a promising future. The ulti-

mate aim is to progressively shape the EURO-BSEC economic area”.
567

 

Since then a number of documents prepared both by the EU and by the 

BSEC helped to establish a more coherent relationship. Nevertheless, “dur-

ing the 1990s the Black Sea was perceived as being too far away and too 

messy for the EU, while it was considered to be too close to and important 

for both Russia and Turkey. At the time, the Union’s priority was managing 

the war torn Balkans. The BSEC was to a certain degree trapped in the same 

logic with the same (mis)perceptions”.
568

  

     In 2004 the enlargement of the EU to ten countries called for new strate-

gies which could give the EU the possibility of a greater involvement in the 

region. The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), the Black Sea Synergy 

(BSS) and the Eastern Partnership (EaP) are the product of this reasoning.  
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     The ENP was established in 2004 “with the objective of avoiding the 

emergence of new dividing lines between the enlarged EU and our 

neighbours and instead strengthening the prosperity, stability and security of 

all”.
569

 Russia refused to participate in the ENP because it wanted to be 

treated as an equal partner by the EU and did not want to be inserted in the 

same category as Ukraine or Morocco.
570

 This is why Russia prefers estab-

lishing bilateral relations with the EU, but this can be considered as the gen-

eral rule that Russia follows to shape its own foreign policy. Panagiota 

Manoli argues that Russia “seems unwilling to nourish multilateralism and 

regionalism in its common neighbourhood with the EU, advancing bilateral-

ism as a preferred policy”.
571

 According to Margot Light, the preference for 

bilateralism “can be traced to the Soviet-era Warsaw Treaty Organization 

which was, in fact, more of a web of bilateral agreements than a truly func-

tional multilateral organization”.
572

  

     The preference for bilateralism also reflects the Russian leaders’ willing-

ness to restore Russia’s great power status after the collapse of the Soviet 

Union. Andrei Zagorski argues that “by acting on the basis of bilateral ar-

rangements, Moscow hopes to achieve a bigger and more obvious impact 

and to prevent its contributions from being rendered less noticeable as a con-

sequence of a more multilateral approach”.
573

 Thus, “participation in multi-

lateral organizations outside of Russian control that do not acknowledge its 

‘great-power’ status is firmly rejected”.
574

 Also Ingmar Oldberg argues that 

bilateral relations play a key role in Russia’s foreign policy. He explains that 

Russia is engaged in many international organizations around the world, but 

that Russia “exploits differences among the members inside the organiza-

tions in the classic game of divide-and-rule”.
575

 In spite of this, Russia con-

siders its engagement in the regional organizations in its neighbourhood as 

fundamental to exert its influence there and to affirm itself as both a great 

power and a regional one.  

In 2007 the EU developed the Black Sea Synergy (BSS). According to the 

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Par-
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liament, Black Sea Synergy-A new regional cooperation initiative the aim of 

the Commission was not to create an independent strategy as the EU policy 

towards the area is based on the pre-accession strategy with Turkey, the 

ENP, and the Modernization Partnership with Russia.
576

 By contrast, its goal 

was to set up an initiative complementing to the already existing policies 

which would stress the political relevance of the region and reinforce the 

ongoing cooperation processes. The document points out that the primary 

task of the strategy is to invigorate the cooperation within the region and 

between the region as a whole and the EU.
577

 The document defines the re-

gion as an area including Greece, Bulgaria, Romania, Moldova, Ukraine, 

Russia, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Turkey. Nevertheless, the scope 

of the strategy goes beyond the region as it concerns many activities involv-

ing neighbouring regions like the Caspian Sea, Central Asia, and South-

Eastern Europe. The document also states that the main interlocutors of the 

Commission will remain the regional states both in a bilateral framework 

and in discussions at the regional level. At the same time, the EU is ready to 

strengthen its relations with regional organizations and in particular with the 

Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC). The aim is to improve and rein-

force the dialogue within the region. What is important for the EU is to 

strengthen the cooperation among the countries in the region and between 

them and itself. The BSS is the first EU document to deal exclusively with 

the Black Sea region and to give the BSEC a prominent role. As Tryan-

taphyllou, Japaridze, Manoli, and Tsantoulis put it, “the BSS managed for 

the first time to put the Black Sea region on the radar screen of the EU as a 

single distinct policy area, a unit of analysis and not a vague geographic 

space. It also recognised the BSEC as a regional partner to the EU. It did so 

by raising the policy profile of the region –and of the BSEC in particular– 

and since then paving the way for a more coherent EU approach towards the 

region as a whole. The traditional state-by-state approach was considered 

complementary”.
578

 They also state that the BSS strongly contributed to 

promote the concept of regional cooperation not only between the EU and 
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the region, but also within the region itself. The BSS promoted also a pro-

ject-oriented approach with a particular emphasis on transport and environ-

ment. At the same time, it created the conditions for cooperation in the sector 

of energy and security.
579

 

     In 2008 the EU developed another policy, namely the Eastern Partnership 

(EaP), as a response to the ‘failure’s of the ENP and to the limited success of 

the BSS. The EaP introduced a multilateral dimension in the relationship 

between the EU and the six countries involved (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bela-

rus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine) in the policy while offering at the same 

time also a bilateral platform to develop the policy. The aims of this EaP are 

not only to promote democracy, good governance, and environment protec-

tion, but also to strengthen energy security as well as contacts between peo-

ple and to support social and economic development.
580

 

     Many see the EaP as an effort to overcome the divisions that occurred 

after the end of the Cold War leading to disputes and conflicts and partly 

culminated into the Russia-Georgia war in 2008. Some others see this policy 

“as an endeavour of the EU to raise the visibility of the Black Sea region in 

the eyes of the Europeans and and refresh their dormant awareness towards 

Europe’s eastern ‘near abroad’”.
581

 For those countries with EU membership 

aspiration the EaP means the possibility for internal transformation and read-

justment to satisfy the EU criteria for membership. The EaP is also perceived 

by many others and especially from Russia as an attempt to isolate it and to 

ignore its regional interests.
582

 In this context, the statement of the former 

Russian President Dmitri Medvedev said to Belorussian journalists in 2009 

are significant: “I don't see anything extraordinary in the Eastern Partnership. 

I don't find any usefulness either (…) I also don't see anything being done 

against our country - but if anti-Russian subjects are discussed, that would 

not make me happy”.
583

 The same year the Russian Foreign Minister Sergei 

Lavrov reminded that Russia has special relations with eastern European 

countries because of ‘hundreds of years of common history’ and provoca-

tively wondered whether the EaP was not an ‘attempt to extend the EU’s 
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sphere of influence’.
584

 Indeed, as Hannes Adomeit states, Moscow officials 

consider the eastern neighbourhood of the EU as part of their sphere of in-

fluence and interests and the relationship between the EU and Russia as a 

‘zero-sum game’ in which the gain of one party is the loss of the other.
585

 He 

also argues that the EU attempts to persuade Russia to cooperate in the 

common neighbourhood instead of considering their relations as a ‘zero-sum 

game’ have been to no avail
586

. Indeed, “the EU’s activities on post-Soviet 

space are seen in Moscow in geopolitical terms, as a struggle over spheres of 

influence where ‘power vacuums’ cannot exist for long and attention needs 

to be paid to the ‘balance of power’”.
587

  

     According to Adomeit, Russian perceptions of the post-Soviet space as its 

sphere of influence have not changed since Yeltsin era. Even though the 

policies of Russia have varied over time, their essence has always been the 

same. While Yeltsin declared in 1992 that ‘policy considerations in relation 

to other CIS countries have priority’, in 2005 Putin considered the collapse 

of the USSR as ‘a national tragedy of immense proportions’ as well as ‘the 

biggest geopolitical catastrophe of the 20
th
 century’.

588
 

     However, Dmitri Trenin differs from Adomeit on this issue. He states that 

since the mid-2000 Russia has been pursuing a policy of sphere of interests, 

not of influence because “Moscow’s influence, although considerable, is 

nowhere dominant”.
589

 He argues that “compared to the Soviet Union’s, the 

Russian Federation’s sphere is not only much smaller, but also much 

‘lighter’-‘interests’ after all are not as compelling as ‘influence’”.
590

 The 

reason for this is to be found in the reduced resources for Russia after the 

collapse of the USSR. For instance, since the end of the Cold War “the mili-

tary presence of Russia in the CIS has become reduced exclusively to the 

Black Sea Fleet base in Sevastopol Crimea, two army bases in Armenia and 

Tajikistan, a peacekeeping-cum-storage guards unit in Transdnistria, a small 

air base in Kyrgyzstan, and a sprinkling of military installations in Belarus 

and Kazakhstan. Not a single country is militarily ‘occupied’ by Russia, or 

feels that way”.
591

  

     Despite the fact that its economic and military capabilities have dimin-

ished after the collapse of the Soviet Union determining its passage from a 

superpower status to a great power one, Russia still plays an influential role 

in its neighbourhood. Its resources are still considerable and the economic 

dependence of the former Soviet countries on Russia has remained quite 
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significant. This translates into Russia’s political influence on its neighbour-

hood as well as into a reduced role of the EU in spite of its increased pres-

ence in the region thanks to the policies discussed above. As Elena Gnedina 

and Nicu Popescu put it, “EU influence is undermined by Russian activism 

in the neighbourhood”.
592

 They argue that a clear example is the Customs 

Union created in 2010 by Russia together with Belarus and Kazakhstan 

(Ukraine was also invited to participate) with the ambition to lay the ground 

for a future Eurasian Union as acceptance by Ukraine would be not compati-

ble with the agreement with the EU to establish a Deep and Comprehensive 

Free Trade Area (DCFTA).
593

 They also point out that the main scope of the 

neighbouring states is not to integrate with the EU or Russia. The reason is 

that they considerate it more convenient and profitable to manoeuvre be-

tween the several powers competing for the influence in the region. Indeed, 

“as they get closer to the EU, they feel they could extract concessions from 

Russia. As they turn towards Russia, the EU is often ready to weak its condi-

tionality, soften its criticisms and offer more beneficial deals. In other words, 

the EU’s neighbours enjoy engaging in bargaining with all powers in the 

region, with the EU being one, but not only game in town”.
594

  

     Ukraine is a case in point. As Elena Gnedina and Evghenia Sleptsova 

point out, “Ukraine has long been standing at a crossroad between closer 

integration with either Russia or the EU without choosing either-known as 

‘multi-vector’ foreign policy”.
595

 They argue that since he came to power in 

2010, President Yanukovych adopted an ambivalent strategy towards the EU 

and Russia as he avoided to give clear signals as to which direction Ukraine 

should take. In this context, the ‘multi-vector’ foreign policy serves as a 

policy of balancing between Russia and the EU “used by the domestic elites 

as leverage in bargaining with Russia and the EU and for extending their 

room for manoeuvre with both external actors”.
 596

 

     Ukraine is the most important country in the competition between Russia 

and the EU in Eastern Europe for reasons of its strategic location as a transit 

country of Russian gas to Europe, the presence of Russian Black Sea Fleet, 

the size of its population and of its territory, its numerous Russian minority, 

a long history of common statehood together with Russia, Russian as lingua 

franca in most of the country and a number of Russian TV programs provid-

                                                      
592 Gnedina, Elena, Popescu, Nicu, The European Neighbourhood Policy’s First Decade in 

the Eastern Neighbourhood, in Neighbourhood Policy Paper, CIES, n.3, Istanbul, July 2012, 

p.5 
593 The negotiations for a DCFTA were launched in 2008 and have already been concluded. It 

will be part of an Association Agreement which will replace the 1998 Cooperation and Part-

nership Agreement between the EU and Ukraine. The negotiations for the Association 

Agreement took place in Brussels in March 2012 while the DCFTA ones in July.  

See the website of the European Commission at 

http://ec.europa.eu/trade/creating-opportunities/bilateral-relations/countries/ukraine/ 
594 Gnedina, Elena, Popescu, Nicu, op.cit., p.5 
595 Ibidem, p.1 
596 Gnedina, Elena, Popescu, Nicu, op.cit., p.2 



 141 

ing Russia with ‘soft power’.
597

  At the same time, the EU and NATO mem-

bership is an attractive prospect for Ukraine as well as for Georgia, Moldova 

and Armenia. The case of Georgia has already been discussed above. For 

Moldova, EU integration is attractive for not only for cultural, economic, 

political and social reasons, but also for security considerations.
598

 As it was 

not invited to the Trade Agreement CIS Summit in Yalta in 2003, Moldova 

understood that being in the CIS could not guarantee a stable economy and 

security. By contrast, the EU membership could provide both of them.  

     Armenia is defined by the EU as a priority partner within the ENP and its 

relations between them are regulated by the Partnership and Cooperation 

Agreement (PCA).
599

 However, for Armenia, the key for security is Russia. 

As Charles Ziegler puts it, “while Moscow may not prove useful in securing 

a resolution to the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute that is to Yerevan’s liking, 

Moscow’s support is still vital in restraining Azerbaijan and Turkey”.
600

 The 

dispute in Nagorno-Karabakh is one of the three main problems in Armenia-

Turkey relations. The armed conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia af-

fected the relations between Turkey and Armenia very negatively
601

 and had 

heavy repercussions even on the relations between Turkey and Russia, which 

defended the Armenian position and which Armenia established closer po-

litical and military ties with.
602

 By contrast, Azerbaijan “enjoys a strong 

partnership [with the US] founded on shared interests in global and regional 

security, energy and economic development, democratic reforms and respect 

for human rights”.
603

 The US sees Azerbaijan as a “strategic partner sitting at 

the crossroads of the Middle East, Europe, and Asia – regions whose future 

will shape American interests and foreign policy for many years to come”.
604
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Azerbaijan has given the US the possibility to use its facilities on an ad-hoc 

basis, but it has not granted Washington permanent basic rights fearing a 

reaction from Moscow.
605

 The US avoids a deeper commitment in Azerbai-

jan’s security as this would mean a stronger involvement in the Nagorno-

Karabakh conflict. A similar eventuality would induce Russia to strengthen 

its relations with Armenia whose dependence on Russia would inevitably 

increase. Consequently, regional instability in the South Caucasus would be 

exacerbated.
606

 

     The second problem affecting Armenia-Turkey relations concerns the 

border recognition. While in 1991 the Armenian Parliament adopted a reso-

lution stating that it refuses the validity of the Treaty of Alexandropol of 

1920, Turkey has clearly declared that the recognition of borders is a pre-

condition for the normalization of their relations.
607

  

The third problem which strongly influences the relations between the two 

states is the genocide issue which Turkey, as well as Azerbaijan, refuses to 

recognize although Russia and 43 countries of the US recognized the geno-

cide in 2011. Furthermore, as Aybars Görgülü argues, the genocide issue 

plays a role in the relations between Turkey and the EU. The European Par-

liament and the Commission have however different positions on it. The EU 

recognized the Armenian genocide in 1987 and asked Turkey to impose it as 

a precondition for membership. At the same time, the EU expressly said that 

Turkey could not be considered as responsible for what was committed by 

the Ottoman Empire. Recently the EP’s position has changed as it appreci-

ated the establishment of a commission to investigate the genocide. The 

Commission has a different view on the issue. It assumes that the recognition 

of the genocide cannot be considered as an absolute precondition for mem-

bership.
608

 Furthermore, this issue also is being discussed by the US Con-

gress that is evaluating the Armenian Genocide Resolution. As Stephen Lar-

rabee puts it, “if the House passes the Genocide resolution, it could not only 

have a negative impact on US-Turkish relations but could also possibly de-

rail the process of Turkish-Armenian reconciliation”.
609

 

     In spite of these three problems, both Turkey and Armenia consider the 

improvement of their relations as very important for several reasons. Turkey 

has deep historical, cultural, political and economic ties with the Caucasus 

which is historically the area where big powers have competed for political 

and economic influence and is the crossroads for transportation-trade routes. 

Thus, Turkey tries to play an active role in the region. From a geographical 

point of view, Turkey represents for those countries the window on the West 

and its values. The Turkey’s “constructive policies towards the maintenance 
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of peace in the Caucasus region have proven helpful in all the Caucasian 

countries except for Armenia”.
610

 Nevertheless, both Turkey and Armenia 

have tried to normalize their relations. A clear example is the Turkish invita-

tion to Armenia to participate in the BSEC as a founding member in 1992. 

The presence of the then Armenian President at the BSEC summit meeting 

that year was perceived as the demonstration of the willingness of Armenia 

in improving its relationship with Turkey
611

. Nevertheless, as already stated, 

the path for acheiving of normalized relations between the two countries is 

still very long way off.  

Turkey has difficult relations with Greece, too, which have always been 

characterized by mistrust and suspicion. Cyprus and the Aegean Region are 

the major problem between the two countries.
612

 The dispute over the sover-

eignty of two small islands (Imia/Kardak) situated in the Aegean Sea has 

lasted for over thirty years and has brought Greece and Turkey to the brink 

of war in 1996. This quarrel encompasses four facets: the extent of territorial 

waters within the Aegean, continental shelf rights, jurisdiction over airspace, 

and concerns over the militarisation of certain Aegean islands. The issues 

over territorial waters and continental shelf issues are perhaps the most con-

tentious.
613

 The Cyprus issue is another thorny problem worsening the rela-

tions between the two countries. It is the main obstacle for reconciliation 

between them and is among the main reasons pushing Greece to put a veto 

on Turkey’s EU membership. However, in 1999 Greece and Turkey im-

proved their relations when they experienced successive earthquakes which 

led to mutual help. The mutual sympathy that emerged and the improved 

relations were called ‘earthquake diplomacy’ between Greece and Turkey.
614
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These events have been characterized by the interference of the EU, of 

NATO and of the US. This latter has intervened on several occasions espe-

cially when the two countries were dangerously close to war. While NATO 

has not managed to have a real positive impact on the conflictive relations 

between Greece and Turkey, the EU has influenced the development of a 

good relationship between them since the late 1990s. Indeed, the 1999 Hel-

sinki European Council decisions linked the progress of Turkish EU mem-

bership to the resolution of its border issues with Greece. It also put in place 

a calendar and a framework through which the two parties should carry out 

their conflict resolution efforts.
615

 By contrast, NATO efficiently intervened 

in the war between Albania and Serbia for the sovereignty over Kosovo, 

while the EU commitment failed to bring the conflict to an end. NATO in-

tervention led to the end of Serbia’s direct rule over Kosovo and instituted 

UN administration. Thereafter, when Kosovo declared independence in 

2008, it was quickly recognized by the USA and by most EU states. The 

reason was the need to formulate an exit strategy in response to growing 

instability on the ground.
616

 

     The situation in the Black Sea region is complicated by the presence of 

NATO in the region, which has always been opposed by Russia and whose 

role in the area is part of the broad debate on how to increase the stability 

and the security in the area (the distribution of the BSEC members among 

the defence and security arrangements in the region is illustrated in table 5). 

As former US diplomat Ronald Asmus argued, this issue was already dis-

cussed in the 1990s at the time of the first enlargement to Central and East-

ern Europe, but since then many things have changed.
617

 At that time Russia 

was weak and had less leverage in Eastern Europe in the 1990s than in the 

Black Sea region today. The qualifications for NATO membership of the 
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Central and Eastern Europe countries were higher than the Black Sea region 

countries’ ones. The identity issue plays a much more relevant role today 

than before, whereas nobody doubted that the Central and Eastern countries 

were European, today many NATO members consider states such as Georgia 

and Ukraine as not being European. Finally, now the role of NATO is much 

less clear and certain than before. Indeed, in the 1990s NATO was consid-

ered as the pre-eminent security organization in the West. By contrast, 

nowadays the EU attracts more attention.
618

  

     The presence of NATO has created instability in the region especially in 

relation to specific issues such as the proposal to extend NATO’s Operation 

Active Endeavour targeted against the movement of terrorists and trade in 

weapons mass destruction from the Mediterranean to the Black Sea. Turkey 

and Russia objected that BLACKSEAFOR
619

 and Operation Black Sea Har-

mony
620

 were perfectly able to intercept suspicious shipping in the Black 

Sea. Also, while Russia opposed the presence of the US in the region, Tur-

key argued that NATO was already present in the area through the Turkish, 

Bulgarian and Romanian navies. Turkey was afraid that the Montreux Con-

vention
621

 of 1936 could be revised.
622

  

Turkey is opposed to extra-regional penetration of NATO in the region both 

because there is no need for it to enter the area as regional structures are 

adequate and cooperating with NATO and because regional initiatives must 

include Russia.
623

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
618 Larrabee, Stephen, op.cit., p.84 
619 The BLACKSEAFOR was established in 2001 by Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russian 

Federation, Turkey, and Ukraine with the “the purpose of enhancing peace and stability in the 

Black Sea area, by increasing regional co-operation, and improving good relationship”. 

See the website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey at 

http://www.mfa.gov.tr/blackseafor.en.mfa 
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the aim to deter terrorism and increase security in the region. 
621 The Montreux Convention is one of the cornerstones of Turkish foreign policy. It regulates 

access to Bosporus and Dardanelles. It gives the control of the Straits to Turkey. It allows free 

passage to merchant vessels while war vessels are subject to some restrictions which vary 

depending on whether those vessels belong to the Black Sea riparian states or not. Some of 

the restrictions concern for instance the maximum aggregate tonnage and the duration of stay 

in the Black Sea. 

See the website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey at 

http://www.mfa.gov.tr/implementation-of-the-montreux-convention.en.mfa 
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Table 5. Distribution of the BSEC members among the defence and se-

curity arrangements in the region 

Defence and 

security ar-

rangements 

 

 

 

 

States 

 

 

 

CIS Col-

lective 

Security 

Treaty 

 

 

 

GUAM-

ODED 

 

 

 

 

 

NATO 

 

 

 

SCSP 

 

 

 

BLACKSEAFOR 

Albania   X X  

Armenia X     

Azerbaijan Withdrew 

in 1999 

X    

Bulgaria   X  X 

Georgia Withdrew 

in 1999 

X   X 

Greece   X   

Moldova  X    

Romania   X  X 

Russia X    X 

Serbia Observer   X  

Turkey    X X 

Ukraine  X   X 

 

 

Turkey’s strategic alliance with the US is a key dimension of Turkish for-

eign policy since sixty years. During the Cold War their relationship had a 

geostrategic connotation for both countries. Today security issues continue 

to shape the relations between them. In addition to this, Ankara and Wash-

ington recognize that their relationship needs to be substantially redefined ad 

renewed to remain relevant in the twenty-first century
624

. The US’ approach 

to Turkey is a strategic one when compared to the EU’s one which is much 

more political. As Ian Lesser argues, “the relationship continues to be strate-

gic in several senses: strategic in terms of the primacy of security matters; 

strategic in terms of enduring and broad-based cooperation; and strategic in 

terms of Turkey’s role in the broader geopolitical equation”
625

. The last di-

mension has, according to him, become more significant after the end of the 

Cold War. The US indeed “views Turkey, and measures Turkish coopera-

                                                      
624 Lesser, Ian, Turkey and the United States: Anatomy of a Strategic Relationship, in Lenore, 

Martin Keridis, Dimitris,  The future of Turkish foreign policy, MIT Press, Cambridge, 2004, 

p.83 
625 Ibidem, p.84 
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tion, through the lens of a global power, and in this context, Turkey’s trans-

regional position is significant”.
626

 In fact, since early 1990s the interest of 

the US in Turkey has become more diverse. Washington would like a stable 

and prosperous Turkey that ‘fits’ the Western institutions as an unstable 

Turkey would make it a difficult partner for the West. This is the reason why 

the US has pressed for Turkey’s EU membership. This objective reflects the 

idea of Turkey as a ‘pivotal’ state because what happens there has conse-

quences both in the regional and in the international context. Thus, Washing-

ton would like that Turkey plays a positive role in the regional development 

and security. This would serve US’ interests as a global power as Turkey 

could contribute to its freedom of action both diplomatically and militarily in 

the region.
627

 The Black Sea region is geopolitically important for the US. 

Security, energy and political development make the region a critical one, 

but also relevant for political and economic reasons. Lincoln Mitchell sum-

marizes the interests and goals of the US as follow: “reduce the possibility 

that any part of the region emerges as a node for global terror; ensure the 

supply of Caspian oil to Europe and the West; support the evolution of in-

creasing regional trade and integration; increase the level of political stabil-

ity and democracy within the various states of the region; limit the extent to 

which Russia’s increasing strength in the region can undermine US and 

European economic and security interests”.
628

 

     Nevertheless, in recent years the relations between Turkey and the US has 

been redefined toward more autonomy from Washington. This was espe-

cially evident when Turkey refused to let the US invade Iraq from the north 

in 2003. At the same time, the EU membership seems unlikely in the near 

future. These developments have been acknowledged by Russia with visible 

satisfaction. It considers Turkey as economic partner but also as a key re-

gional player whom it is important to work with.
629

 Turkey and Russia have 

been competing in the Black Sea region for centuries. The Ottoman and the 

Russian empire have fought for dominating the area. After a long period of 

stability during the Cold War, Turkey and Russia began competing again 

immediately after the collapse of the USSR. It was only in 2001 (in con-

comitance with Putin’s rise) that cooperation on regional affairs became 

concrete with the Eurasia Action Plan. It envisaged an increased dialogue on 

issues such as trade, culture and tourism, but it also advocated regular politi-

cal consultations. Since then, the cooperation between the two countries in 

the fields of energy, trade, tourism and defence expanded enormously. While 

2004 marked a monumental event of Putin’s visit to Turkey (the first Rus-

sian one of a head of state after 32 year), 2005 was an annus mirabilis for the 
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relations between Turkey and Russia as President Putin and Prime Minister 

Erdoğan met four times. The visit was crowned by the signing of a Joint 

Declaration on the ‘Deepening of Friendship and Multidimensional Partner-

ship’ between the two countries.
630

 In 2007 a Turkish foreign ministry offi-

cial stated that “without Russia we cannot fulfil our objectives. Russia needs 

to be on board”.
631

 In Turkish view, antagonizing Russia would destabilize 

the region. In spite of this, the convergence of Turkish and Russian interests 

slowed down in the last years and some divergences have emerged instead 

especially in relation to some delicate issues such as the Kurdish issue. Rus-

sia is reluctant to recognize the PKK as a terrorist group much to the disap-

pointment of Turkey, while the US and the EU have already done it. More 

relevant in the relationship between Turkey and Russia are the issues per-

taining to Syria and missile defence against Iran.
632

 As Younkyoo Kim and 

Stephen Blank put it, “in the 1990s, Turkey viewed the Russian-Iranian part-

nership as a counterweight to Turkish influence in the Caucasus and Central 

Asia; in the early 2000s, Moscow showed signs of anxiety over the rapid 

improvement in Turkish-Iranian contacts. Turkey was left a bitter impression 

that an old friend of the West was turning away”.
633

 

     Iran plays an important role in Turkish foreign policy for different rea-

sons. It is one of the largest trade partners of Turkey with which it has re-

cently strengthened its bilateral relations through a trade agreement in spite 

of the UN sanctions imposed because of Iran’s alleged nuclear weapons 

program. Although these developments have positively affected the relations 

between Turkey and Iran, they geopolitically compete in the Black Sea re-

gion/Caucasus. Azerbaijan is culturally and ethnically very near to Turkey. 

As Bayram Sinkaya argues, “the ethnic dimension was compounded by the 

fact that the Azeris were locked in a conflict with Armenians, Turkey’s age-

old foe”.
634

 Azerbaijan also shares a border with Iran where a numerous Az-

eri population has created the potential for a separatist movement. In addi-

tion to this, for Turkey Azerbaijan is a gateway to the Caspian Sea and to the 

rest of Central Asia especially for oil. It can be argued that “competition 

over Azerbaijan between Iran and Turkey manifested itself in the geopoliti-

                                                      
630 As Kiniklioğlu puts it, “the declaration refers to a wide range of common interests and 
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and notes that both countries are Eurasian powers which value security and stability”. 
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cal and commercial areas, within the context of the Karabakh conflict and 

oil/gas production and transportation negotiations”.
635

 

In conclusion, the geopolitical situation in the Black Sea region is very com-

plex and complicated. Security issues link the states in the region very 

closely. In this context, the BSEC does not play any role in security issues, 

but their importance is recognized in its official documents, as it has been 

shown above.  

 

 

The Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region compared 

 

     The previous sections have discussed the impact of security issues on the 

relations among the states in the Baltic and in the Black Sea and whether the 

CBSS and the BSEC play a role in shaping the security picture in the two 

regions. It has been argued that hard security issues are present in both re-

gions, but that sometimes they have translated into military conflicts in the 

Black Sea region like in the case of the war in Georgia and in Nagorno-

Karabakh as well as in Kosovo. It has also been argued that the CBSS and 

the BSEC do not have any influence on the hard security issues in the two 

regions as they deal exclusively with soft security matters. Nevertheless, the 

official documents of the BSEC contain explicit references to hard security. 

     The discussion conducted in the preceding sections leads to some consid-

erations in the application of neorealist concepts to the geopolitical situation 

on the Baltic and on the Black Sea. Before proceeding any further, it is inter-

esting to highlight that the two regions belong to the same geographical 

space as already argued, namely the European one. Some of the actors play-

ing a role in the history and the geopolitics of this stretch of land belong to 

both regions. It is the case of Russia, the EU and NATO that are a strong tie 

between the Baltic and the Black Sea region. Of course, each region has its 

own internal dynamics essentially based on the interaction among its actors. 

The outcome resulting from the differences in the historical and geopolitical 

relations among them in the two regions is the focal point. 

     None of the two regions can be considered a security regime. Krasner’s 

consensual definition cannot be applied to the case of security in the Baltic 

and the Black Sea region. In fact, ‘implicit or explicit principles, norms, 

rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors' expectations 

converge in a given area of international relations’, which is security in this 

case, are not exitent. The CBSS and the BSEC do not deal with hard security 

nor have established a framework of relations based on cooperation in the 

hard security field. In the same way, if the model provided by neorealist 

Robert Jervis on the conditions for the creation of a security regime is ap-

plied to the Baltic and the Black Sea region, the conclusions are very similar. 

He argues that “the great powers must want to establish it-that is, they must 
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prefer a more regulated environment to one in which all states behave indi-

vidualistically. Secondly, the actors must also believe that others share the 

value they place on mutual security and cooperation-if a state believes it is 

confronted by a Hitler, it will not seek a regime”
.636

 Jervis argues that while 

in theory this is simple, in practice it is very difficult to determine whether a 

state wants to forcibly expand or not. The third condition is that “even if all 

major actors would settle for the status quo, security regimes cannot form 

when one or more actors believe that security is best provided for by expan-

sion (…). The fourth condition for the formation of a regime is a truism to-

day: war and the individualistic pursuit of security must be seen as costly. If 

states believe that war is a good in itself (…) they will not form a regime to 

prevent it, although it would still be possible for them to seek one that would 

impose certain limits on fighting”.
637

  

     These conditions are not satisfied either on the Baltic or the Black Sea. In 

the Baltic Sea region the regional actors have different ideas about the best 

way to ensure their national security. Some of them belong to NATO, some 

others have signed the CFE Treaty and some military projects have been 

initiated between some of the countries of the area, e.g. the Baltic and the 

Nordic States. The different choices of the regional actors stems from both 

geopolitical and historical considerations. In the case of Estonia, Latvia and 

Lithuania, their close geographical location to Russia and their communist 

past explain their willingness to integrate with the western institutions. The 

five Nordic countries have chosen different solutions in relation to their mili-

tary strategies by taking into consideration both their geographic location 

and their historical experiences. The case of Finland is particularly illuminat-

ing. Its fears of Russia that were translated into the FMCA-Treaty in 1948, 

have pushed it to opt for non-alignment. Like Finland, Sweden has always 

chosen a cautious path by following non-alignment while Norway, Denmark 

and Iceland are NATO members. 

     It is clear that Russia, a great and regional power, is not willing to estab-

lish a security regime in the area. It has a bilateral relationship with NATO 

through the NATO-Russia Council and it is part of the CFE Treaty, but it is 

not interested in military cooperation with the other countries in the region. 

In spite of the presence of NATO and of the agreements stipulated, the rela-

tions among the states in the region are quite stable albeit some tensions do 

exist like in the case of Russia and the Baltic states, especially Estonia and 

Latvia. 

     In the Black Sea region the geopolitical situation is very different. While 

the regional states are not willing to establish a security regime similar to the 

Baltic Sea region, the Black Sea region contains an element which makes its 

geopolitics peculiar, namely the presence of two hegemons, Russia and Tur-

key. Dimitrios Triantaphyllou argues that “when the attention of ‘regional 
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heavyweights’ such as Russia and Turkey is directed towards the region, 

their objective has been traditionally how this region could potentially be-

come part of their respective spheres of influence”
638

. The Black Sea region 

has always been an important part in the history of the two countries that 

have fought several times in the area in the past. That’s the reason why it is 

considered as its ‘near abroad’ by Russia and from time to time as a Turkish 

lake from Turkey. At the present time, it is also conceived as the ‘West’s 

new frontier’.
639

  

     Russia and Turkey possess the bulk of the regional military resources
640

 

and they can be considered the two main poles (or two main powers) in the 

Black Sea region. The policies followed by Armenia and Azerbaijan are two 

cases in point. The former sees Russia as the main source of its security, 

while its relations with Turkey are difficult for reasons discussed earlier. By 

contrast, Azerbaijan has intensified its relations with Turkey immediately 

after the collapse of the Soviet Union with the aim of politically distancing 

itself from Russia.  

     The second condition for the formation of a regime is not present in either 

of the two regions. As argued in the first chapter, the Polish proposal of in-

cluding military security in the CBSS fields of cooperation was not accepted 

and in the case of the BSEC the matter was not even taken into considera-

tion. In addition, each state tries to provide military security by different 

means, that is to say by NATO membership or by signing agreements with 

other countries. 

     The third and the fourth conditions are connected. In the Baltic Sea re-

gion these two conditions are satisfied as in the present situation none of the 

states would try to expand or consider war as ‘a good in itself’. Even Russia, 

the biggest power in the region, would not initiate a war against another 

state. However, it is not possible to speak about a security regime because 

the first two conditions are not present. Whereas in the case of the Black Sea 

region, armed conflicts have often affected the relations among the regional 

actors as evidenced in the war between Russia and Georgia, Russia and 

Ukraine, Armenia and Azerbaijan in Nagorno-Karabakh, and Serbia and 

Albania in Kosovo. In the Black Sea region Russia uses power to exert pres-

sure on the other states and to extend its ‘sphere of influence’.  

     Mearsheimer’s offensive realism can explain the geopolitical situation 

and the attitude of Russia in the Black Sea region. His argument is that con-

quest, which means territorial expansion, can improve a state’s power posi-
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tion
641

. Like Waltz, he argues that power is a means not an end. Survival is 

the ultimate goal of states. When speaking of great powers politics, which is 

the case of Russia, he states that “even when a great power achieves a dis-

tinct military advantage over its rivals, it continues looking for chances to 

gain more power. The pursuit of power stops only when hegemony is 

achieved”.
642

 But he points out that great powers act offensively even when 

they lack hegemonic aspirations because states feel more secure with more 

power than with less power. They tend to have a zero-sum mentality when 

they have to deal with each other because the gain of one state is the loss for 

the other.
643

 In addition, as Detlef Nolte
644

 puts it, “from the perspective of 

regional powers, global and regional institutions comply with different func-

tions. They may be used, in the first case, as an instrument to balance other 

great powers or the US, and in the second case, they may be an instrument of 

domination and a mechanism to keep other powers out of the region”.
645

 This 

is evident in the case of the Black Sea region where the EU is kept out of the 

regime. It is just an observer in the BSEC. The EU is however an external 

actor but, like NATO, it exerts a huge influence on the region as most of the 

countries in the area have its membership. The relevance of external actors is 

captured by Arthur Stein.
646

 According to him, “extraregional context or 

structure can determine the constellation of preferences among intraregional 

actors. Great powers can often structure the choices and preferences of mi-

nor powers and thus shape regional outcomes”.
647

 In the Black Sea region 

the EU and NATO membership of some of the states and the aspirations of 

some others to get it exert a huge influence on the geopolitical dynamics in 

the region. Ukraine and Georgia are two cases in point. As argued above, 

Ukraine has adopted an ambivalent policy towards Russia and the EU in 

order to bargain with them and have more room for manoeuvre. At the same 

time, Ukraine is a key actor in the competition between the EU and Russia in 

Eastern Europe for its strategic location and its role as a transit country for 

gas to the EU. These hard security elements are accompanied by soft secu-

rity issues such as the presence in Ukraine of a copious Russian minority 

which Russia exploits to exert its influence on Ukraine. However, in this 

case soft and hard elements are strictly intertwined. Ukraine has very strong 
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cultural, historical and economic links with Russia. While ethnic Russians 

and people living in the Eastern part of the country are concerned about a 

possible EU and NATO membership because they want a good relationship 

with Russia, those living in the Western part are instead enthusiastic about 

such opportunity.
648

 If on one hand the EU and NATO “exert a magnetic 

attraction toward the Euro-Atlantic community”
649

, on the other one Russia 

“has become more assertive and intrusive in tugging toward a Eurasian di-

rection”.
650

  

     According to Simon Jeffrey
651

, to foster political stability in Ukraine is a 

challenge for the US especially because the EU, which enjoys more support 

than NATO in the country, has clearly indicated that Ukraine is not yet ready 

for membership. By contrast, Ukraine is a candidate country for the NATO 

Membership Action Plan (MAP) since 2008.
652

 However, it is of course also 

in the interests of the EU to have a stable and prosperous neighbourhood, but 

it does not foresee a possible membership in the near future because of the 

political, economic and social inadequacy of Ukraine at the present time. 

     The implications for the security geopolitical dynamics of the Black Sea 

region are even more evident in the case of the war in Georgia. Oksana An-

tonenko
653

 is right when she argues that the Orange Revolution in Ukraine, 

like the Rose Revolution in Georgia, triggered tensions with Russia without 

deeply altering the security equilibrium in the region. They were depicted as 

the sign that a ‘democratic peace’ would have made the security agenda in 

the region irrelevant. The war between Russia and Georgia made evident 

that hard security in the region is strongly linked to unresolved and pro-

tracted conflicts and that threats are real and potent. Nevertheless, the most 

important thing to underscore is the redefinition of the role of regional pow-

ers, namely Turkey and Russia, and of external actors, in particular the 

EU.
654

 Antonenko states that the Russian use of force in Georgia and its rec-

ognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as well as the deployment of mili-

tary bases there made Russia a major stakeholder in the region and increased 

the perception of Russia as a threat on the part of the other states. Turkey’s 

active role during and after the crisis has demonstrated that it is a key diplo-

matic power in the region. The EU engagement in the region through the 

promotion of a ceasefire agreement, the deployment of over 200 monitors 
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under a European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) mission inside Geor-

gia has increased the importance of its role in the region as well as its expec-

tations towards the region. The crisis showed that the prospects for the 

NATO enlargement in the region had become less probable in the foresee-

able future.
655

 

     Furthermore, another element that Antonenko stresses is the peculiarity of 

the geopolitical environment of the Black Sea region. She states that even 

before the war “the traditional balance of power approach was irrelevant to 

the regional security agenda, largely because two regional powers – Russia 

and Turkey – were unwilling and unable to provide their regional security 

umbrella”.
656

 There are two basic reasons for this. First, neither Russia nor 

Turkey wanted to assume such a role because the region was not central to 

their interests, especially in the security sphere. Second, some countries like 

Greece, Romania and Bulgaria did not want to accept their dominant role in 

the region. This is the reason why they established strong ties with the trans-

atlantic institutions.
657

  

 

 

Table 6. Security dynamics on the Baltic and the Black Sea 

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Variables 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Distribution of power 

among the big states 

Balance of power Security dilemma 

Two hegemons: Russia 

and Turkey 

Geographical location NATO membership, 

ESDP  

Organizations to coun-

terbalance Russia (e.g. 

GUAM) and NATO 

membership  

Historical legacy of the 

regional actors 

Strong power of Russia 

aiming at imposing its 

influence on the region 

Strong power of Russia 

aiming at imposing its 

influence on the region 

Involvement of exter-

nal actors 

NATO and EU NATO and EU 

International regimes No security regime No security regime 

 

 

     By contrast, the balance of power characterizes the geopolitical situation 

in the Baltic Sea region (see table 6 for a comparison with the Black Sea 

region). Here there is only a regional power that also is a great power, Rus-
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sia. In spite of its military superiority, Russia would not use it physically 

even against the three Baltic states. Russia failed to include them into its 

sphere of influence and to prevent them from moving westward politically 

and from establishing close relations with the US. Despite their EU and 

NATO membership, the three Baltic States still perceive Russia as a major 

threat. This is essentially due to the fact that their mutual relations are influ-

enced by historical past and by geographical proximity which makes the 

Baltics’ position geostrategically important. As Janina Šleivytė explains, 

“spheres of influence are considered as a means for the accumulation of 

Russian power which opens the door for its penetration into economic and 

political processes of the neighbouring states. It is for this reason that the 

Baltic countries perceive an increasing Russian power as a negative factor 

for their mutual relations. The Russia-related threats to the Baltic States 

manifest in several different forms of pressure: economic (especially in en-

ergy sector), political and cultural”.
658

 Moscow cannot include the Baltic 

States in its sphere of influence, but it tries to exert political pressure on 

them in ‘low politics’ sectors. Indeed, Russia tries to increase the geo-

economic dependence of the Baltics especially in the energy sector. While 

Euro-Atlantic institutions protect them from hard security threats, the Baltic 

States are subjected to Russian pressure through soft security threats and 

challenges.
659

 Thus, as argued above, the relations between Russia and the 

Baltic are the most complex and complicated in the region.  

     Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania enjoy the great support of the Nordic coun-

tries that have promoted soft security in the region by providing economic 

assistance in the period immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 

order to ensure stability and prosperity in the region. To the same end, the 

Nordic countries have promoted cooperation with Russia. The Northern Di-

mension discussed in the first section of this chapter is a case in point. It was 

initiated in 1997 by the former Finnish Prime Minister Lipponen not only to 

give Finland the opportunity to play a more active role in the EU and eco-

nomically compete with the other Nordic countries, but also to involve Rus-

sia in a fruitful cooperation in soft security matters to enhance overall secu-

rity and the stability in the region.  

     Like the other states around the Baltic Sea, Russia aims at maintaining its 

position in the region. In this case it is a defensive position according to the 

defensive realists. Thus, it is not a maximizer-revisionist power as offensive 

realists define states aiming at increasing their power. Russia plays instead 

the role of a maximizer-revisionist power in the Black Sea region where the 

security dilemma well describes the geopolitical situation in the area. Russia 

tries to accumulate power by expanding its sphere of influence through hard 
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power and, like Turkey, also through soft power. The economic and the en-

ergy dependence of regional actors on Russia and Turkey are two examples.  

     GUAM can be considered as a response to the security dilemma in the 

Black Sea region. It deals, among other issues such as transport, commerce, 

technology, also with security problems like the resolution of conflicts, the 

strengthening of the independence and the sovereignty of the former Soviet 

Republics, and other threats and risks. The aim is to increase the security in 

the region. As explained above, it is viewed from Russia as an alliance 

against it. In this context GUAM can be defined as an alliance of small states 

to increase their power and protect themselves from the threat of a great 

power. 

     The relationship between regional powers and small powers is a relevant 

aspect to understand the geopolitical dynamics in the Baltic and the Black 

Sea region. The main factor to keep in mind is the disparity of power. Neo-

realist Olav Knudsen defines it as “a significant power differential between 

great powers and small states”.
660

 Håkan Wiberg
661

 identifies four choices 

which small states make to increase their security: “1) a bilateral alliance 

with a major power; 2) an alliance of two or several small states; 3) member-

ship of a multilateral alliance around one or more major powers; 4) non-

alignment, whether aiming at neutrality in any war or without such a gener-

alised commitment”.
662

 An example of choice 1 is the FMCA Treaty be-

tween Finland and Russia in the post-war period while choice 4 can be ap-

plied to the case of the abstention of Sweden and Finland from getting the 

NATO membership. GUAM is instead an example of choice 2. By contrast, 

there are no examples in either of the two regions for choice 3. It could be 

argued that the CBSS and the BSEC contain one or more major powers - i.e. 

Russia in the first case and Russia and Turkey in the second one. This chap-

ter has demonstrated that the CBSS and BSEC are not alliances, but organi-

zations and they do not deal with hard security matters, as argued. 

     Small states attach greater importance to international institutions because 

they “make resource-based power effects more visible because norms and 

rules are formalized and thus require justification. This is a key reason why 

small states highly value international law and international regimes”.
663

 

Indeed, as argued in the previous chapter, Poland and the Baltic States pro-

posed to introduce hard security issues onto the CBSS agenda but they 

changed their mind in 1994 as this would have obstructed the obtainment of 

the NATO membership.  

     Furthermore, another interesting consideration pertains to two aspects 

emphasized by neorealism in its analysis of the international relations and 
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that are crucial in the debate with its main challenger, namely neoliberal 

institutionalists, that is to say the problem of relative and absolute gains and 

the problem of cheating. The absence of a regime in the hard security sector 

can be easily explained through the neorealist approach that the concern over 

other states gaining more from the cooperation within such an institution 

prevents a state from initiating such a project. This is true both for the Baltic 

Sea and for the Black Sea region where states are independent because their 

choices in the hard security sphere affect only their own gains, not the others 

gains. As it has been explained, this happens because regional states’ geopo-

litical strategies differ according to their specific foreign policy goals. Of 

course, the links existing among some states like in the case of the Baltic 

countries can have influenced their strategies, but this does not contradict the 

general principle that states act in self-interest (e.g. the three Baltic States). 

This can be explained through geopolitics and historical legacy. Both on the 

Baltic and on the Black Sea regional states have adopted different strategies 

for pursuing their survival. As for the problem of cheating, neorealists argue 

that it can be mitigated by institutions though it is never completely solved. 

In this case, the absence of a security regime does not accomplish this task. 

     Consequently, neorealism can explain the lack of cooperation in the field 

of security in none of the two regions because it does not deal with hard 

security. Additionally, it can be argued that, if a distinction is again made 

within neorealism between its defensive and offensive strands, the conclu-

sions of the former are closer to neoliberal institutionalism’s ones when it is 

applied to the geopolitical situation around the Baltic Sea. Indeed, both of 

them argue that “often states would be willing to settle for the status quo and 

are driven more by fear than by the desire to make gains”.
664

 In the case of 

the Baltic Sea region, the similarity between the defensive realism and neo-

liberal institutionalism is essentially due to the fact that the security dilemma 

is not an immediate concern. However, even though defensive realism could 

identify a possibilities of cooperation in the region, it does not have much 

faith in the ability of states to reach common interests as neoliberal institu-

tionalists would argue. 

     The security dilemma is instead an immediate concern in the case in the 

Black Sea region where states are very sensitive to it and Russia, one of the 

two hegemons in the area which is a maximizer-revisionist state.  

In spite of their different geopolitical situations, the actors of both regions 

believe that the creation of institutions cannot ensure any benefits. This is the 

reason why none of them hahave attempted to create a regime in the field of 

security. 

 

 

 

                                                      
664 Jervis, Robert, Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation: Understanding the Debate, in 

International Security, vol.24, n.1, 1999, p.49 
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Conclusion 

 

     Hard security affects the relations between the states in the Baltic and in 

the Black Sea region. In spite of the relevance of the issue, the CBSS and the 

BSEC do not deal with it. The reason is that the regional actors pursue dif-

ferent geopolitical strategies which are determined by the new configurations 

in the international system after the end of the Cold War. While some of 

them have entered NATO, some others prefer non-alignment (e.g. Sweden 

and Finland) or to create organizations (e.g. GUAM) to create alliances 

against a particular state. Russia, which is simultaneously a great and a re-

gional power, tries to exert its power on its old sphere of influence. This is 

especially evident in the Black Sea region where Russia pursues an aggres-

sive policy towards some of its neighbours.  

     The end of the Cold War has generated new possibilities for states to 

assert their power in their neighbourhood. This is the case of Turkey that has 

acquired a hegemonic status in the Black Sea region together with Russia.  

     This chapter has shown that neorealism can explain the internal dynamics 

in both regions from the point of view of hard security. While defensive 

realism suits the geopolitical dynamics around the Baltic Sea, offensive real-

ism provides a better explanation of the difficult relations among the states 

in the Black Sea region. States around the Baltic Sea states aim to maintain 

the present geopolitical situation, while around the Black Sea states such as 

Russia aim at maximizing their power. In the former case the relations 

among the regional actors are characterized by stability and peace though 

some tensions are present. By contrast, in the latter case the relations among 

states are very conflictive and tense. This difference is reflected even in the 

official documents of the CBSS and of the BSEC. The BSEC documents 

contain several references to the need of ensuring security in the region, and 

the organization has established a cooperative scheme for security matters 

together with some other regional arrangement such as the SCSP, the CEI 

and the AII. This does not happen in the case of the CBSS instead. 

     This chapter has also argued that defensive realism has an element in 

common with the neorealist main challenger, namely institutional neoliberal-

ism. It is the fact that states sometimes prefer to maintain the status quo. In 

this sense defensive realism and neoliberal institutionalism can explain the 

stability of the geopolitical dynamics on the Baltic Sea. Neoliberal institu-

tionalism cannot however explain the lack of cooperation in the hard security 

matters in the two regions. 

     In conclusion, the Baltic and the Black Sea region have not created a 

security regime because states could realize greater gains by pursuing their 

own strategies independently rather than through cooperation with 

neighbours. For this reason including hard security matters in cooperation 

among CBSS and BSEC states would jeopardize their main aim – i.e. secu-

rity.  
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Chapter 4 

The Case of Energy 
 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

     Energy is one of the most important areas of cooperation both in the Bal-

tic and in the Black Sea regions because of its geopolitical implications both 

at the regional and at the international level. Its importance has grown since 

the end of the Cold War when the end of bipolarism made states free to pur-

sue their own interests and strategies regarding energy.  

     The aim of this chapter is to analyse how the energy sector affects the 

relations among the states in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region. This is 

achieved by following two lines of approach in both cases: 1) The state-of-

the-art of the cooperation in this area. The CBSS and the BSEC have in-

cluded energy in the sectors of their competence and have established a 

Working Group for Energy to deal with it. 2) The regional dynamics in the 

area of energy are analysed. A special attention is devoted to gas and oil 

pipelines which are particularly relevant for the geopolitical dynamics in the 

two regimes, and which also show how historical legacy influences the poli-

cies and the strategies adopted by the states in the field of energy in the re-

gional context. The Nord Stream project is the focus of attention in the Bal-

tic Sea region. The situation around the Black Sea is more complicated be-

cause of the presence of several pipelines which make the geopolitical situa-

tion in the region quite complex.  

     Russia is a key actor in both regimes as its role as ‘energy superpower’ 

makes it a key actor that is able to influence the strategies of the other states 

in the two regions. At the same time, the role played by the external actors 

such as the EU and the US is also taken into consideration. They are strongly 

involved in the energy dynamics in both regions. Their commitment to the 

construction of the pipelines is in line with their geopolitical aims in the two 

regions. However, it is necessary to underline that the US has much stronger 

interests in the Black Sea region, while the EU has major interests in both 

regions.  

     The analysis is conducted by trying to answer the following questions: 

what is the role of the CBSS and of the BSEC in the cooperation in the en-

ergy sector in their respective region? How can cooperation in the field of 

energy in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region be explained by neorealism? 

     The chapter has been divided into three sections. The first and the second 

one discuss the state-of-the-art of regional cooperation in the energy sector 

within the context of the CBSS and the BSEC, but they also focus on the 

pipeline projects involving the regional states as well as external actors. The 

third section compares the Baltic and the Black Sea region from a theoretical 
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point view. A comparative neorealist approach is applied to the two cases to 

discuss whether it provides a good explanation for cooperation in the energy 

sector in the two regions. 

 

 

Energy in the Baltic Sea region 

 

     Energy is a sensitive area of cooperation in the region. Since the estab-

lishment of the CBSS in 1992, the communiqués issued by the CBSS minis-

terial meetings in this area have emphasised the importance of energy for the 

political stability, the sustainable development and the economic growth of 

the Baltic Sea region. The priority over energy was recognized as early as 

the 1992 CBSS 1
st
 Ministerial Session Communiqué, which states that “the 

Ministers [of the member states] recognized that cooperation in the field of 

energy is an integral part of the efforts to improve the environment in the 

region and to ensure sustainable economic growth. They noted that improved 

cooperation in the field of energy is essential to ensure the best and most 

efficient production and use of limited energy resources. They also under-

lined the high priority of intensified cooperation in energy saving meas-

ures”.
665

 The relevance of energy for the economic development and for the 

protection of the environment in the region is also stressed in the Commu-

niqués that followed. The most recent one adopted at the meeting of energy 

Ministers in Berlin in 2012, for instance, states that the “continuation of their 

close co-operation is essential for efficient and sustainable growth in the 

Baltic Sea Region”.
666

 It also states that “the Parties expressed their com-

mitment to further develop and strengthen the energy co-operation in the 

next co-operation period 2012-2015, in order to sustain integration of the 

energy markets and the development of energy infrastructure as well as to 

ensure competitive, stable and secure energy supply and predictable demand 

in the Baltic Sea Region”.
667

  

     The cooperation in the field of energy became more effective in 1998 

when the Baltic Sea Region Energy Cooperation (BASREC) was established 

by the energy ministers of the CBSS members together with a representative 

of the EU Commission at their first meeting in Norway, which is a major 

energy producer.
668

 The BASREC, which is under the umbrella of the CBSS 

and is an instrument of the ND, was created “in order to pursue sustainable 

development in the region and develop regional solutions to the challenges 
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of economic growth and security of supply and climate”.
669

 The BASREC is 

a ministerial process with a mandate for a three year period. The ministers 

for energy meet to adopt a communiqué defining the fields of activity which 

the cooperation must pursue until the next meeting. The decisions and the 

recommendations made by the energy ministers are implemented by the 

Group of Senior Energy Officials (GSEO). The Executive Committee assists 

the presidency in its work and ensures continuity in the work during the 

presidency.
670

 The BASREC has a separate budget, primarily financed by the 

Nordic Council of Ministers and the EU. The budget for the period 2012-

2014 is the same as for the previous three years, one million euros. The pri-

mary aims of the BASREC are to secure energy supply, seen as ‘fundamen-

tal’ for economic growth, to develop and integrate the energy infrastructure 

through the creation of an efficient market competition and through the in-

terconnection with the European energy network as well as to promote en-

ergy efficiency and savings, the use of renewable sources, thus reducing 

dependency on imported fuels.
671

 The BASREC jointly implements the En-

ergy Training and Partnering in the Baltic Sea Region (BALREPA) with the 

Nordic Council of Ministers.  It is “a dynamic forum for exchange of knowl-

edge and expertise among energy planners”.
672

 Its objectives are sharing 

experience in energy planning, promoting renewables and energy efficiency 

and promoting regional cooperation.
673

 Authorities, energy companies, re-

search institutions and NGOs meet in the yearly hosting country/region to 

engage in common training and exchange of expertise to discuss the current 

energy planning issues.
674

 In addition to this, the cooperation in the field of 

energy in the region has been strengthened with the Baltic Ring Electricity 

Cooperation (BALTREL). It is a high-level advisory body for cooperation, 

research and consultation. It consists of leading persons from electricity sup-

ply industry in the Baltic Sea region. BALTREL encompasses 18 organisa-

tions with operations in Belarus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Lat-

via, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia and Sweden. BALTREL’s goal is the 
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creation of a common power market of the Baltic Sea region countries
675

 to 

strengthen economic development, reliability of electricity supply and the 

environmental situation in the region.  

     The meetings of the energy ministers of the CBSS member states are also 

attended by other bodies such as the Federal Network Agency of Germany, 

the International Energy Agency (IEA), the Nordic Environment Finance 

Corporation (NEFCO), the Nordic Council of Ministers, the Nordic Invest-

ment Bank (NIB) and the World Bank, and the Energy Charter Secretariat. 

The presence of other bodies to the CBSS ministerial meetings is a peculiar-

ity of the energy field. The meetings in the other fields of cooperation are not 

attended by other bodies indeed. This means that the field of energy is of 

particular relevance and has huge geopolitical implications at the interna-

tional level. 

     Some other energy projects are also present in the region such as the Bal-

tic Energy Market Interconnection Plan (BEMIP), which was created by the 

High Level Group (HLG) set up by the European Commission and chaired 

by the Commission on Baltic Interconnections. Participating countries are 

Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Germany, Denmark, Sweden 

and, as an observer, Norway. It is “a comprehensive Action Plan on energy 

interconnections and market improvement in the Baltic Sea Region”.
676

 The 

4
th
 Report of 2012 assesses the progresses made in the sectors of electricity, 

nuclear power and gas made by the states involved in the Action Plan. It 

notes progress has been made in the field of electricity, while more efforts 

are needed in the sector of nuclear power but especially in the gas one. In 

this sector the report makes a distinction between the western and the eastern 

part of the Baltic Sea by noting that “the work in the West Baltic area should 

continue on the basis of cooperation of all stakeholders. In the East Baltic 

area further effort and cooperation is required to achieve tangible progress, 

especially concerning new supply routes”.
677

 

     The CBSS also recognizes the work of the BEMIP and the advancement 

of the electricity market integration. Indeed, the 6
th
 Ministerial Meeting’s 

Communiqué states that “the Parties recognized the progress in implement-

ing the Baltic Energy Market and Interconnection Plan (BEMIP). The parties 

confirmed the need for continued work on identification of solutions for and 

removal of barriers of market integration and development of energy infra-

structures in the Baltic Sea Region”
678

  

     Although Russia, like Iceland (which is a CBSS member, too), is ex-

cluded from the project, the parties involved have initiated the negotiations 

for an agreement with it and Belarus to face common challenges with regard 
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to energy and electricity in particular. At the Eurelectric – CIS Power Coun-

cil conference held in Brussels in 2012, the EU Commissioner for Energy 

Günther Oettinger stated that “such an agreement will bring a number of 

advantages, such as clear and stable rules on how the Baltic electricity sys-

tems and the interconnections with Russia will be operated. This will en-

hance security of supply and allow for better planning inside Russia, and in 

the Baltic States. The agreement will bring more transparency in investments 

and should facilitate the exchange of information on both sides”.
679

  

     The EU and Russia had previously initiated a ‘dialogue’ in the sector of 

energy at the 6
th
 EU-Russia Summit in Paris on the 30

th
 of October in 2000. 

The main objective of thi dialogue was “to provide reliability, security and 

predictability of energy relations on the free market in the long term and to 

increase confidence and transparency on both sides”.
680

 It is led by the 

Commissioner for Energy Günther Oettinger and by the Russian Minister for 

Energy Sergey Shmatko. They signed three documents to strengthen and 

improve the cooperation between the EU and Russia: an upgraded EU-

Russia Early Warning Mechanism in the field of energy, a Joint Statement to 

Create a Joint Gas Advisory Council and a Common Understanding on the 

Preparation of the Roadmap of the EU-Russia Energy Cooperation until 

2050.
681

 The first document’s objective is to ensure a rapid reaction in case 

of emergency or of a threat of such a situation. This kind of measure was 

introduced after the Russia-Ukraine gas dispute in 2009, when Russia cut off 

the transit of gas to Ukraine by interrupting supplies to southeast Europe and 

partially to other parts of the continent. According to the Early Warning 

Mechanism, if such a case should occur both partners would assess the situa-

tion and elaborate recommendations. If the situation cannot be resolved by 

these assessments, consultations should take place within the Expert Work-

ing Group on the Early Warning Mechanism.
682

 The Joint Statement to Cre-

ate a Joint Gas Advisory Council has established “a mechanism to jointly 

assess future trends in the gas markets in order to reduce risks and exploit 

opportunities in EU-Russia cooperation in the gas sector”.
683

 This document 

was signed the same day as the Common Understanding on the Preparation 

of the Roadmap of the EU-Russia Energy Cooperation until 2050. The main 

objective here is to study and analyse the different scenarios in the field of 
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energy and to point out the challenges and opportunities for the EU-Russia 

cooperation.
684

 

Russia is the biggest supplier of oil, oil products, gas, uranium, coal and 

electricity to the EU, whose imports of energy goods and products represent 

74% of its total imports from Russia. The energy imports from Russia have 

increased since the fifth enlargement when many of countries which were 

part of the Russian traditional sphere of influence entered the EU. Their en-

ergy dependence from the great power affects their foreign policies as well 

as the geopolitical strategies of all the regional and external actors. For this 

reason Russia remains is a key actor in the region in the energy sector. In the 

case of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, for instance, their dependence on the 

energy supplies from Russia is a national security problem. As Tomas 

Malmlof puts it, this happens in spite of their integration in the Euro-Atlantic 

structures. He explains that “Russia has also pushed for a downstream inte-

gration of Baltic energy systems and companies through substantial targeted 

investments. On the contrary, with regard to the EU internal market, the 

Baltic States have been characterized as isolated energy islands, and their 

energy infrastructure has attracted fewer direct Western investments”.
685

 

     Estonian energy dependence on other countries is the lowest in the re-

gion. It is even a net exporter of electricity. However, it depends on Russia 

for gas and oil. Latvia also depends on energy imports from Russia, Estonia 

and Lithuania for two-thirds of their needs. Lithuania has traditionally been a 

net exporter of electricity, but since some units of the Ignalina Nuclear 

Power Plant have been decommissioned its dependence on energy supplies 

from Russia have increased significantly. Finland, Poland, Germany also 

strongly rely on Russian oil and gas imports.
686

 Sweden depends on oil im-

ports from Russia and on gas imports from Denmark. Finland and Poland 

depend on Russia since the Soviet times, while Germany and Sweden have 

increased their imports from the Russian Federation in the last years. 

     Russia has the biggest gas reserves and is a world energy power in pro-

ducing and exporting gas, oil and nuclear power. For these reasons it is par-
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ticularly interested in the energy cooperation within the CBSS. As Ingmar 

Oldberg argues, “the Russian interest in maintaining and expanding its influ-

ence in the energy sector is also mirrored in the CBSS framework. When 

Russia took over the chairmanship of the CBSS and BASREC in 2001, an 

official of the Ministry of Energy counted on growing needs of power and 

natural gas up to 2030, and wished to maintain Russia’s leading role in sup-

plying the Baltic Sea countries with gas coupled with wider involvement of 

foreign investors in Russian gas production”.
687

 The official of the Ministry 

of Energy mentioned pipelines and gas storage facilities as examples and 

praised the BALTREL project of creating a common power market in the 

region. He also added that Russia was interested in energy savings, but ad-

mitted that it lacked skilled personnel to plan and implement measures. For 

this reason he stressed his appreciation that EU centres in Russian regions 

spread knowledge in the field.
688

  

     The EU has a specific energy strategy which envisages the so called 

Third Energy Package and the Energy Charter Treaty. The former aims at 

“making the energy market fully effective and to create a single EU gas and 

electricity market”.
689

 This measure helps to keep prices as low as possible 

and to increase standards of service and security of supply. The latter “estab-

lishes a framework for international cooperation between European countries 

and other industrialised countries with the aim of developing the energy 

potential of central and Eastern European countries and of ensuring security 

of energy supply for the EU”.
690

 Russia is not part of the Energy Charter 

Treaty. The reason is that it should conduct geological exploration with 

greater attention to environmental conservation and to the impact of such 

activities on indigenous populations and wild life. This would be extremely 

costly for Gazprom, the biggest gas company in Russia and one of the larg-

est ones in the world. Indeed, Gazprom would need to reinvest most of its 

profits over a long period of time which translates into reducing its federal 

budgetary size for other purposes.
691

 

     Gazprom is involved in the construction of one of the most important gas 

pipelines in the region and in Northern Europe as a whole, namely the Nord 

Stream project, which was previously known as the North European Gas 

Pipeline (NEGP). Its route is 1200 km long and goes from Vyborg in Russia 

to Greifswald in Germany and it is among the longest offshore pipelines of 

the world. The twin pipeline passes through the exclusive economic zones of 
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Russia, Finland, Sweden, Denmark and Germany and the territorial waters of 

Russia and Germany.
692

 The pipeline began functioning in October 2012.
693

 

 

 

Figure 3. The Nord Stream project 

 
Source: Invisible Dog, Investigative Journalism, http://www.invisible-

dog.com/guerra_gas.html 

 

 

     The construction of the Nord Stream pipeline has been quite controver-

sial. The states of the region and the actor involved more generally have had 

different attitudes towards it depending on their geopolitical considerations 

and economic interests but also on their historical experiences. The propo-

nents of the Nord Stream, namely Germany, Russia and the Nord Stream 

Consortium
694

, argued that it was a common European project which all the 

member states should embrace because it will ensure large gas supplies to 
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them. Indeed, the pipeline has the capacity to supply 55 billion cubic metres 

(bcm) of natural gas each year. The documents of the Nord Stream state that 

“it is evident that without Nord Stream, the EU will not be able to cover its 

gas needs. Therefore, Nord Stream is an important contribution to security of 

supply, as it will meet a quarter of additional import needs of Europe”.
695

 

The increased need for gas in the EU is a matter of fact which nobody de-

nies. In its Green Paper of 2006, the EU acknowledges that “Europe has 

entered into a new energy era”
696

 and that its import dependency is rising.
697

 

To underline the importance of the Nord Stream pipeline, in 2000 the EU 

gave it the priority project status under the Trans-European Energy Network 

(TEN-E) guidelines whose objective is to help increase competitiveness in 

the energy market and increase the security of supply. This status was con-

firmed in 2006 by the former Energy Commissioner Andris Piebalgs who 

spoke in favour of the project. He said: “I see this pipeline as very positive 

for the supply security of Europe. The more possibilities we have for the 

transport of gas, the better. The more pipelines we have, the securer is the 

supply. The question is only that in the course of construction all the relevant 

environmental factors will be respected, but that too I see positively”.
698

 

     As Bendik Solum Whist puts it, “by giving priority to certain projects, the 

EU aims to ‘accelerate the implementation and construction of connections 

and to increase the incentives for private investors’”.
699

 However, he also 

clarifies that “although TEN-E status may be necessary to attract investors in 

an early phase, it is by no means sufficient and does not automatically imply 

that the pipeline will be constructed”.
700

 The EU also extended support from 

the European Bank of Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)
701

.  

     At the same time, the European Parliament (EP) recognizes that the pro-

ject will increase the leverage of Russia on the EU. In a briefing paper of 

2008 entitled Security Implications of the Nord Stream Project the EP states 

that “on international spot markets for oil, this issue would be handled by the 

price mechanism related to supply and demand, but when it comes to re-

gional gas trade, there are risks of Russia attaching a political premium to its 

energy supplies in the same way as it has done before against the Eastern EU 

and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Russia has the ability 
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to do this today, but the Nord Stream project will, to some extent, increase 

Russian ability to tamper with gas flows and apply an arbitrary price policy 

without affecting the most important customers in Moscow’s view, for ex-

ample Germany”.
702

  In particular, the EP underlines that the project would 

raise the sensitivity of some states to the energy issue. It argues that “there 

are reasons to believe that states with strained relations with Russia will have 

to stand back in their imports of energy. This has been the case within the 

Baltic and the CIS. Practically speaking, this decreases the bargaining posi-

tion of the EU-members Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland, but also Bel-

arus and Ukraine vis-à-vis Russia”.
703

 

Among all the EU member states, the Nord Stream benefits Germany the 

most as the bulk of the gas is earmarked for the German market.
704

 Accord-

ing to Filippos Proedrou, this has prompted Gazprom’s decision to redirect 

gas from the Shtokman field in the Barents Sea to the German market in-

stead of the US.
705

 Consequently, Germany has strong interests in the project 

because E.ON Ruhrgas and BASF/Wintershall are two German owned com-

panies with second largest holdings in the Nord Stream project. In spite of 

this, some political factions within the country as well as some analysts out-

side it are concerned about an increased dependence on Russia in the energy 

sector. The German government considers instead the project as a good solu-

tion for the energy needs of the EU.  

     In an interview by Süddeutsche Zeitung, one of the most important Ger-

man newspapers, President Vladimir Putin was asked what he thought about 

the concerns about an increased dependence of Germany on Russia. He an-

swered: “No, I don’t understand that. It is artificially politicised. There are 

people that are trying to heat up this issue to gain from it politically. These 

people are either provocateurs or very stupid. I say this quite often, even if it 

sounds harsh. It is, however, the fact that when we have a common pipeline 

system, we are equally dependent on each other”.
706

 As Solum Whist argues, 

the argument of interdependence is not new. According to him, despite the 

fact that Putin gives a descriptive argument of it, even a normative one does 

exist, namely that ‘interdependence fosters peace’. The interdependence 

argument is very popular in Germany. The former Foreign Minister Stein-

meieri for instance stated that deepening the economic and trade relations 

with Russia is important for amicable relations. It is in this context that the 

assumption made by some politicians like the former Swedish ambassador to 

Russia Sven Hirdman should be given consideration. He stated that “the 

more economic and industrial cooperation we have in Europe, the better. 
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Nord Stream is comparable to the European Coal and Steel Community 

[ECSC] back in the days”.
707

 The analogy is too ambitious, and some have 

questioned its accuracy. The main objection is that interdependence should 

be a balanced one to promote peace. Indeed, the relationship between Ger-

many and Russia is an asymmetric one as Russia is an energy power. How-

ever, as Solum Whist puts it, the “Germany’s position as a priority partner 

for Russia should not be exaggerated, especially in light of the Russo-

Belarusian energy dispute, before which Moscow did not warn Berlin.
708

 

     The Nord Stream has been strongly criticized by some other states for 

different reasons. In fact, the project’s ‘pan-European’ status has been ques-

tioned on a number of occasions, and ‘critics within the European Union 

have complained that Germany is guilty of putting its own interests above 

those of other member states’.
709

 At the conference in Brussels in 2006 the 

Polish Minister of Defence Radoslaw Sikorski even compared the Nord 

Stream to the Molotov-Ribbentrop of 1939 which divided Poland between 

Germany and the Soviet Union. The former Head of Poland’s Security Ser-

vice Zbigniew Siemiatkowski referred to the project in the following words: 

“Russia’s new imperialism-yesterday tanks, today oil”.
710

 Similarly, the for-

mer Lithuanian President Vytautas Landsbergis called the project a Russo-

German pact and argued that cooperation between Russia and Germany has 

always caused problems to the countries between them.
711

  

     Like Poland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have always been sceptical of 

the Nord Stream project. Their concerns pertain to increased vulnerability, 

loss of money and counter-leverage, environmental worries and the fact that 

the project does not benefit them in any way. The three Baltic countries have 

been affected by the heavy-handed energy policy of Russia.
712

 According to 

Robert Larsson, Estonia “has been somewhat better treated compared to 

Latvia and Lithuania, but it has nonetheless pushed for a gas pipeline to 

Finland to get an additional import route even if also that one would carry 

Russian gas”.
713

 Mati Murd of the Estonian Ministry for Foreign Affairs 

explains that “the main issue is that all the Baltic countries, as well as 

Finland, have only one supplier, which is Russia. Technically, we are not 

connected to the rest of Europe”.
714

 However, Finland’s opening of a third 
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nuclear reactor in Pyhajoki by Fennovoima, the company behind the project, 

is meant to reduce its energy dependence on Russia.
715

  

     Like Finland, Poland has attempted to diversify its energy imports by 

buying energy from Norway without much success. Thus, its fears that Rus-

sia could turn off gas are still real.
716

 Thus, in Poland’s view Nord Stream 

increases Russian leverage on the country. 

     In the case of Latvia, some observers have argued that its opposition to 

the project is less harsh because of the possibility of a spur pipeline from the 

Nord Stream that could connect with the gas storage facility and thereby 

enhance Latvia’s energy security. This is however not part of the official 

plans of Nord Stream.
717

  

     Lithuania has become more dependent on Russian energy supplies since 

its two Soviet Ignalina power plants were closed in 2004 and 2009. Their 

closure was a condition for EU membership. The Ignalina power plant pro-

vided 70% of gas to the country. Consequently, until it is not substituted by a 

new power plant Lithuania will be entirely dependent on Russian gas. A new 

reactor is under planning, but it will be operational not before 2018-2020.
718

 

     Energy dependence has been used by Russia as a geopolitical tool on 

several occasions. In 2003 Russia suspended its gas delivery to the Latvian 

port of Ventspils. The official reason was that the tariffs of the port were 

much higher than the ones at Russian Primorsk port. However, as Solum 

Whist notes, the embargo coincided with the refusal of Latvia to sell its tran-

sit oil company Ventspils Nafta to the Russian oil company Transneft. Many 

considered this case as the proof of the Russian willingness to punish Latvia 

for its insubordination.
719

  

     Lithuania experienced a similar situation. Between 1998 and 2000 Trans-

neft cut off oil supplies in order to stop the Lithuanians from selling their 

port, pipeline and refinery to the American company Williams International. 

Later, in 2006 the deliveries of crude oil from the Druzhba pipeline to the 

Mažeikiu Nafta refinery were interrupted. The refinery is the biggest com-

mercial actor and taxpayer in the country. Thus, the economic consequences 

of the cut-off were very significant.
720

  

     Russia also cut off gas supplies to Estonia in 1993 when Estonia imple-

mented a new law on citizenship. According to this law, Estonian citizenship 

is granted only to those whose families had been living in the country before 

the annexation by the Soviet Union in 1940 while the other should have 
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lived in the country for two years and pass a test language. The result was 

that about 600 000 became stateless. The law infuriated Moscow that called 

it ‘a form of ethnic apartheid’.
721

 Nevertheless, among the three Baltic 

States, Estonia is the least dependent on Russian energy and the relations 

with it are strategically less important for Russia.
722

 

     The Swedish point of view is different from the Baltic states as it follows 

another kind of considerations. They are very well illustrated by the state-

ment by the Swedish Defence Minister Michael Odenberg of 2006: “we will 

get a gas pipeline that motivates Russian naval presence in our economic 

zone, and that the Russians, if they feel like it, can use for intelligence gath-

ering. Of course this is a problem”.
723

 Indeed, the Nord Stream project has 

military and political-military dimensions which are quite problematic for 

Sweden. The pipeline was protected militarily by the Russian Baltic Sea 

Navy both during its construction and during the operation phase. Further-

more, the Swedish Defence Research Agency has argued that since the pipe-

line would pass through the exercise area of the Finnish armed forces, the 

Russians could possibly “monitor Finnish, Swedish and NATO exercises 

and naval activities without any apparent presence of military vessels or 

submarines”.
724

  

     In a television interview in 2006 President Vladimir Putin stressed that an 

increased presence of the Russian Navy in the Baltic Sea would have a very 

positive impact on the Russian economy. He stated that “the Baltic Fleet also 

has the task of ensuring our economic interests in the Baltic Sea. We have 

enough of them. … [Nord Stream] is a major project, very important for the 

country’s economy, and indeed for all Western Europe. And of course we 

are going to involve and use the opportunities offered by the navy to resolve 

environmental, economic, and technical problems because since the Second 

World War no one knows better than seamen how to operate on the bottom 

of the Baltic Sea”.
725

  

     Thus, military and energy get intertwined. This is clear even from the 

involvement of NATO in the energy dynamics in the Baltic Sea. As Arūnas 

Molis argues, “today, NATO members already agree that challenges and 

threats in the sphere of energy security may have a negative impact on mili-

tary, economic, social and cyber security. Terrorism, pirating, environmental 
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pollution— all of these threats may be related to interruptions in the supply 

of energy resources. In order to avoid negative consequences, members of 

the Alliance conduct political discussions and consultations on issues of 

energy security. The energy factor is included in regular and ad hoc training 

exercises, elaborating training scenarios, planning the response to possible 

incidents, etc”.
726

 In the context of NATO, in 2011, Lithuania established the 

Energy Security Centre under its Ministry for Foreign Affairs which, inaugu-

rated in 2012, is NATO Centre of Excellence for Energy Security (ENSEC 

CoE). It is “a multi-nationally funded institution that assists NATO, Nations, 

Partners and other bodies by supporting NATO’s capability development 

process, mission effectiveness, and interoperability by providing comprehen-

sive and timely expertise on aspects of energy security”.
727

 

     In conclusion, though cooperation in the field of energy is quite devel-

oped in the context of the CBSS, geopolitical and historical considerations, 

military and national interests prevail preventing the realization of a steady 

and fruitful coordination among regional states in this area.  

 

 

Energy in the Black Sea region 

 

     At the beginning of the 20
th
 century, Halford Mackinder, an early modern 

geopolitical thinker, wrote that whoever controlled East Europe could con-

trol the extensive resources of the Heartland (which means Russia and most 

of the Black Sea region), and could thereby dominate the world. Later, a 

rewording of Mackinder declared that “who controls the export routes, con-

trols the oil and gas; who controls the oil and gas, controls the Heartland”.
728

 

Indeed, the Black Sea area, together with the Caspian basin, is acquiring 

utmost importance in terms of energy production, transportation and distri-
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bution.
729

 Therefore, energy policy is one of the main areas of cooperation in 

the Black Sea region. The BSEC, like the CBSS, has included energy in its 

activities. Because of its geopolitical and economic implications, it is not 

among the most successful sectors of cooperation. As Sergiu Celac argues, 

“the statistics of sectoral BSEC meetings at ministerial and working group 

levels show that the largest number by far were devoted to energy issues. 

The result, however, have been meagre, to put it mildly. Some project ideas 

may have been unrealistically overambitious, adequate funding was not 

readily available and, above all, the political will to move ahead in a regional 

format was not there. Geopolitical rivalries, protracted regional conflicts and 

the use of energy as leverage for political ends also played an inhibitive 

role”.
730

 

     In spite of this, the BSEC has initiated several projects and has estab-

lished the Working Group on Energy which coordinates the activities of the 

Member States in this field. At the time of writing the country coordinator 

for this Working Group is Bulgaria. Within the field of energy the BSEC has 

also created two other groups, namely the Working Group of Experts on 

Electrical Networks and the Working Group on Cooperation among BSEC 

Member States in Exploration and Extraction of Hydrocarbon Resources. 

The country coordinator for these two groups is Turkey at the time of writ-

ing.  

     The relevance of the energy field is emphasized on the BSEC website 

which states that “vast energy resources of the region, including the Caspian 

basin, second only to the Gulf area in the world, are not only a major, strate-

gic asset but also an unavoidable subject in bilateral and multilateral eco-

nomic cooperation”.
731

 The Ministers for Energy of the BSEC Member 

States have stressed the need to focus on the following sectors: energy effi-

ciency, renewable energy, oil and gas transportation, creation of a data bank 

on energy programs, other energy related. Other two important fields are 

electrical networks and hydrocarbon resources.
732

 

     In order to improve the cooperation in the region in all these sectors, the 

2007-2009 BSEC Action Plan of the Working Group on Energy foresees the 

promotion of the “gradual harmonization of the relevant national legislations 

of the BSEC Member States toward the establishment of an integrated BSEC 

energy market”.
733

 To accomplish this task, the Action Plan has identified 
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the actions to be undertaken: “following studies of best practices and experi-

ences of the BSEC Member States, experts will consider issues pertaining to 

the improvement of the relevant national regulations and come up 

with proposals on possible streamlining of appropriate actions to bring na-

tional regulations in the field of energy into conformity with the appropriate 

international and European norms and regulations”.
734

 In this context, close 

cooperation with PABSEC, BSEC Business Council, ICBSS, IEA, the EU, 

Energy Community for South-East Europe and other international organiza-

tions and specialized agencies is of utmost importance. 

     At the meeting in Sofia in 2010 the Ministers for Energy decided to 

strengthen the cooperation among the BSEC Member States to establish an 

efficient energy market in the region, to study the possibility of approxima-

tion of the national legislation of the BSEC members and to enhance the 

cooperation with the EU and other international institutions.
735

 These goals 

were confirmed at the meeting of the Ministers for Energy held in November 

2012. On that occasion “the Working Group members exchanged views on 

the possibilities of improving the investment opportunities in the energy 

sector in the Member States for upgrading infrastructure and promoting en-

ergy efficiency in the region. In this framework, the proposal of establishing 

a Regional Energy Infrastructure Fund, an idea which was first launched at 

the Meeting of the BSEC Ministers of Energy in 2010, in Sofia, was dis-

cussed”.
736

 For the period 2013-2015 the Working Group on Energy has 

expressed its readiness to cooperate on the basis of the priorities outlined by 

the BSEC in the document ‘The Way Forward on the Implementation of the 

BSEC Economic Agenda’. They are the following ones: “a) enhancing co-

operation among the BSEC Member States in the energy sector, including 

through the elaboration of common approaches (i.e. Green Energy Strategy) 

and projects, where possible; b) developing a competitive regional energy 

market through supporting investments in energy infrastructure, with the 

view to increase energy security, interconnectivity and further diversify en-

ergy sources and routes; c) further promoting the development of the pro-

jects on interconnection of electric power systems of the BSEC Member 

States”.
737

 The necessity of increasing and improving the cooperation in the 
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energy sector had already been underlined by the Working Group in its Re-

port of 2012. In particular, the Report stresses the importance of strengthen-

ing cooperation in developing electrical interconnections among the BSEC 

member states, in exploring and extracting hydrocarbon resources of the 

Black Sea, in enhancing the gas infrastructure development. The improve-

ment of investment opportunities in the energy sector for upgrading infra-

structure and promoting energy efficiency in the BSEC region as well as 

strengthening cooperation between BSEC and other international organiza-

tions and agencies (e.g. OSCE) in the field of energy is also recognized.
738

 

Like in the case of the CBSS, some other bodies participate in the meetings 

of the Working Group of Energy such as the Office of the Coordinator of 

OSCE Economic and Environmental Activities, the Energy Policy and De-

velopment Centre and the Energy Charter Secretariat. 

     The objectives of the BSEC contained in the reports of the Working 

Group of Energy are very ambitious as the field of energy is a very sensitive 

one. Regional actors have strong interests in energy as it affects their rela-

tions with neighbours as well as their economy. This is the reason why the 

cooperation in this sector has not been very successful until now, as argued 

above.  

     The Black Sea region geopolitics is particularly affected by the presence 

of several pipelines which play a relevant role in the relations among the 

actors in the region. As Dimitrios Triantaphyllou puts it, the Black Sea re-

gion is “the principal transport route of energy resources from the Caspian 

Sea and Russia to the West-it is also a testing-ground for the pattern of rela-

tionships among the producer (e.g. Russia, Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan), the 

transit (e.g. Russia, Georgia, Turkey, Ukraine) and the consumer coun-

tries”.
739

 The struggle for the control over the resources of the Caspian Sea is 

often referred to by scholars as the ‘Great Game’
740

, which recalls the nine-

teenth century’s competition for them. At that time, the rivalry between Rus-

sia and the Great Britain (UK) was played out on the territory extending 

between the Balkans and Afghanistan. In the twentieth century, the players 

of the ‘Great Game’ were transformed twice. Firstly, when the Russian em-

pire disappeared after the revolution in 1917 by giving way to the Soviet 

Union. Secondly, after the World War II when the UK’s role in containing 

the expansion of the Soviet Union was taken over by the US. After the end 

of the Cold War, many changes – such as the collapse of the Soviet Union 
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and the emergence of a number of very different, mostly Turkic-speaking 

and Muslim republics in Transcaucasia and Central Asia – have transformed 

the ‘Great Game’
741

. Today scholars speak about the ‘New Great Game’, but 

they do not agree on the key players. As Kuniholm argues, “the new game 

has been variously characterized as being between Turkey and Iran; between 

Turkey and Russia, with Iran an occasional supporter; or between the United 

States and Turkey on the one hand, and Russia and Iran on the other”.
742

 

Nevertheless, all these actors play a role in the game together with the newly 

independent states of the Caucasus and Central Asia (Azerbaijan, Georgia, 

Armenia-that are BSEC members-, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan), the 

United States, some international oil firms
743

 as well as international finan-

cial institutions such as the World Bank Group.
744

  

 

 

Figure 4. The ‘Great Game’ 

 
Source: Le Monde Diplomatique, http://mondediplo.com/blogs/pipeline-

chess-across-the-black-sea 
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Emmanuel Karagiannis is right when he states that “the new Great Game is a 

highly fluid, far-moving and unpredictable one. The cast of players is many, 

the rules do not appear to be fixed, and there are elements of competition as 

well as cooperation between various players”.
745

 He also argues that “there 

are some elements of cooperation in the new Great Game. (…) While, for 

example, Turkey and Russia are competitors with regard to the transporta-

tion of Azerbaijan oil, they are also partners concerning the conveying and 

consumption of natural gas”.
746

 

     Russia, that is a leading energy producer and exporter, emerged as an 

‘energy superpower’ in 1999.
747

 However, the main documents adopted at 

the beginning of Vladimir Putin’s tenure as President of Russia in 2000
748

 

define the position of Russia in the ‘New Great Game’ and state that “the 

complex dynamic processes of interaction do not allow Russia a hegemonic 

role in the region”.
749

 In spite of this, energy plays a key role in the foreign 

policy strategies of Russia. As Lavrov stated in 2007 referring mainly to 

energy geopolitics, “Russian foreign policy today is such that for the first 

time in its history, Russia is beginning to protect its national interests by 

using its competitive advantages”.
750

  

     Russia’s interests in the region certainly are economic and oil-related, but 

geopolitical considerations are also at stake. As Karagiannis puts it, “Turkey 

has been the new geopolitical obsession for Moscow, particularly because of 

its special ties with Azerbaijan and Georgia. Indeed, one of the most impor-

tant Russian policy aims in the region has been the containment of an Azer-

baijan-Georgia-Turkey political axis along the transportation of Azerbaijan’s 

oil to Western markets”
751

. Azerbaijan’s importance to Russia stems from 

the country’s location. It is a buffer state between Russia, Turkey and Iran 

and the control of its territory is crucial to maintain Russian control of the 

Caucasus region. To this end, Russia has constantly tried to undermine 

Azerbaijan’s efforts to develop its oil industry in three ways: “maximizing 

the role for Russian companies in the area; controlling oil transport out of the 

country; using the uncertain status of the Caspian Sea to undermine confi-

dence in or to prevent unilateral offshore oil developments by arguing that 

resource projects are unacceptable in the area unless sanctioned by all five 
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surrounding states including Russia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Iran and 

Turkmenistan”.
752

 

     Georgia also holds a strategic geographical location in the pipeline poli-

tics of the Caucasus. It is “the most logical and economical export route for 

oil from Azerbaijan to the Black Sea”.
753

 For this reason, Georgia tried to 

rebuild its oil transportation industry already in 1991 when the government 

initiated a plan to reconstruct the Baku-Batumi pipeline bringing kerosene 

and crude oil from the Caspian region to the Georgian Batumi oil terminal 

on the Black Sea. The wars in Abkhazia and Ossetia interrupted the con-

struction of the pipeline. The efforts of Georgia to play an important role in 

regional energy transportation succeeded in 1995, when the Baku-Supsa 

pipeline was built. It transports oil from Sangachal Terminal near Baku to 

the Supsa terminal in Georgia. It is an important route for the transportation 

of Azerbaijan’s oil to the Western markets. As a senior Georgian diplomat 

stated, “the pipeline is the crucial and decisive factor for the future of the 

Georgian economy. Let’s put it straight for the future of Georgia. Georgia 

may become the main transit country for the transport of oil from Azerbai-

jan”.
754

 At the same time, he stressed the geopolitical aspect of the pipeline 

issue. Indeed, he stated that “(…) issues related to pipeline and oil for Geor-

gia…go beyond oil per se. Our independence is at stake here. If we succeed 

in this direction and involve many interested countries in these projects, and 

if Azerbaijan manages to transport its oil to the world markets, than it will 

mean that Georgia and Azerbaijan remain independent”.
755

 

     Like Georgia, Turkey is an oil transit country. It is a natural geographic 

bridge between Azerbaijan, Iran, Iraq, Turkmenistan and Europe. It is con-

sidered as a reliable partner in the transportation of energy resources in the 

international arena. As Babali argues, “the successful completion of projects 

such as the Kirkuk-Ceyhan oil pipeline, Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline, 

the Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum natural gas pipeline, and Turkey-Greece(-Italy) 

Gas Interconnector projects attest to Turkey’s reputation as a responsible and 

dependable partner. As a result, it is natural that Turkey is still regarded as 

the most feasible and viable route both politically and economically, in 
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transporting natural gas from not only Azerbaijan, but also Iran, Iraq and 

Turkmenistan”.
756

 

     Unlike Georgia, Turkey has improved its relations with Russia since the 

early 2000s. During the 1990s the relations between the two countries were 

characterized by a lack of trust between them. Russia evaluated its relations 

with Turkey not in terms of global politics, but of regional politics by attrib-

uting a secondary importance to its relations with Turkey. By contrast, Tur-

key viewed Russia previously a superpower and as a neighbour of primary 

importance. However, during the 2000s the situation changed. The two re-

gional powers improved their relationship especially in relation to the energy 

sector. Turkey imports around the 70% of energy from Russia.
757

 Both coun-

tries attach great importance to the principle of ‘mutual benefit’ in energy 

relations. Thus, all projects must serve the interests of both states, but natural 

gas is only one of the aspects of their comprehensive relationship. As Tun-

cay Babali explains, during the crisis between Russia and Ukraine in 2008 

and 2009 and when Iran cut gas supplies to Turkey in 2007 and 2008, Russia 

provided gas supplies to Turkey to avoid possible negative impacts of short-

ages. This is an example of Russian loyalty to the principle mentioned above 

and to its commitment as a ‘reliable supplier’.
758

 As Babali puts it, “the mu-

tual benefit or “win-win” principle, often referred to by Prime Minister Er-

dogan, aims to establish a balanced interdependence between the two coun-

tries, which makes it possible for Turkey and the RF to cooperate on such 

large projects as the Blue Stream pipeline and more recently the Akkuyu 

nuclear power plant project”.
759

 

     An issue of concern for Turkey is the Bosphorus and Dardanelles one. 

The control of the Straits is crucial for Turkey as it is linked to the control of 

oil exports from Azerbaijan. The prevention of tanker accidents in the Straits 

is another relevant problem for Turkey. An accident would not only threat 

human life, the vast cultural heritage of Istanbul and the marine environment 

of the Straits, but it would also disrupt oil transportation through the 

Straits.
760

 For this reason, bypassing the Straits through the realization of the 

Samsun-Ceyhan pipeline
761

 or another project is of utmost strategic and eco-

nomic importance for Turkey. Russia saw this project as an opportunity to 

bring a ‘basket deal’ to bilateral energy negotiations which included demar-

cation of the South Stream route through Turkey’s Exclusive Economic 

Zone (EEZ), the nuclear power plant deal, and gas distribution rights in Tur-

key.  
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     The improved relations between Russia and Turkey did not prevent them 

from experiencing some tensions. When Turkey decided to host NATO radar 

installations in its eastern city of Malatya, Russia reacted harshly by creating 

a linkage between its support for allied collective self-defense efforts and the 

energy sector, announcing that it would suspend talks on the Samsun-

Ceyhan project.
762

 Earlier in 1998 the Presidents of Azerbaijan, Georgia and 

Turkey met in the Black Sea port of Trabzon to reaffirm their support to the 

Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) route for the Main Export Pipeline, which by-

passes Russia. The Russian daily newspaper Izvestiia argued that the Trab-

zon meeting cemented the ‘Triple Alliance’ between the three countries. It 

stated that “Moscow will be excluded from more than just the [pipeline] 

plans…the issue is even broader and concerns whole transportation corridors 

that will bypass Russia (…). This would not only cause financial losses to 

Russia, but have geopolitical costs for it as well”.
763

  

     Therefore, the control of energy resources is obviously crucial for Russia 

from a geopolitical point of view. The ‘gas wars’ between Russia and 

Ukraine are a case in point.
764

 In 2005 and 2009 Russia cut off gas supplies 

to Ukraine, which is a transit country. The dispute concerned the price of 

natural gas and of transit. However, the real reason lies on the governmental 

attempts in those years to integrate the state into the Western institutions. 

The White Book of State Policy Ukraine in 2008: Processes, Results, Per-

spectives, which contains the official Ukrainian view on Ukrainian–Russian 

relations and Russian foreign policy in particular, states that “the Russian 

Federation strives for recognition on the part of NATO states of its ‘special’ 

zone of interests which security will be her responsibility (by her own guar-

antees, in the framework of Treaty of CSTO or in the format of future treaty 

on European security initiated by Russia)”.
765

 The document also stressed 

that the settlement of the bilateral relations between the two countries was 

being hampered by Russia and underlined in an alarmist tone that “Russia’s 

aspirations to fix a zone of “special interests” in regions neighbouring Rus-

sia… pose not only a risk of permanent intervention in Ukraine’s domestic 

affairs but directly threatens its national sovereignty and territorial integ-

rity”.
766
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     Russia has exerted its influence on Ukraine by playing ‘pipelines poli-

tics’. Its dependence on Russian gas is a weakness for Ukraine especially 

because the former uses Gazprom as a tool of foreign policy. For instance, 

after the dispute between Russia and Ukraine, Gazprom undertook a number 

of projects to diversify and secure the access of Western markets to gas, 

bypassing Ukraine. The projects Yamal I and Yamal II, Blue Stream, Nord 

Stream and South Stream are some examples. They carry gas from the Ya-

mal-Nenets autonomous district and the Yamal Peninsula, Russia’s largest 

known untapped reserves.
767

 

     As Sergey Bozhko explains, “Ukraine has also used its geostrategic posi-

tion as a transit country for Russian gas to Europe (Russia relies on Ukraine 

to transit about 70 percent of its gas to Europe) as a bargaining tool in order 

to gain concessions on cheaper gas from Russia. This has not stopped Russia 

from playing ‘pipeline politics’ in recent years, however, as Moscow has 

often undermined its business interests with the EU in the pursuit of political 

leverage over Kyiv”.
768

  

     The EU is a key actor in the energy geopolitical dynamics in the region. 

In recent years the concept of ‘energy security’ has emerged as one of the 

cornerstones of the EU’s foreign policy. As Oscar Pardo Sierra puts it, “the 

aim of the EU’s external energy policy is to create a transparent, secure and 

stable regional energy market that guarantees the EU’s energy security. In 

order to do so, it need to bring together producing and transit countries with 

different interests and located in politically unstable regions. The main pillar 

of this strategy is integration rather than the search for bilateral coopera-

tion”.
769

 

     The European Commission began formulating an energy policy for the 

EU in its Green Paper of 2000, but it was only in 2006 when the first ‘gas 

war’ between Ukraine and Russia exploded that the Council considered con-

solidating the external energy policy of the EU as a top priority. The 2009 

‘gas war’ made even clearer this necessity.
770

 

     EU’s energy needs are met through imports of oil and gas, 35 per cent of 

which comes from Russia. The energy dependence on this latter has in-

creased especially since the last two enlargement waves in 2004 and 2007. 

Consequently, the diversification of energy supplies is a key objective for 

the EU.
771

  In order to achieve this goal, the EU aims at importing gas from 

the Caspian Basin through the Southern Energy Corridor (SEC), which is an 

initiative of the European Commission. The objective of the corridor is to 

link the Caspian basin, and potentially the energy resources from Iran and 
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Iraq, to Europe through Southern Caucasus and Turkey. It is composed of 

four gas pipelines projects: the Interconnection Turkey-Greece-Italy (ITGI), 

Nabucco, the Trans-Adriatic Pipeline (TAP), and White Stream (from Geor-

gia to Ukraine and Poland).
772

 Furthermore, in order to secure adequate and 

reliable energy resources, in 1996 the EU launched the Interstate Oil & Gas 

Transport to Europe (INOGATE)
773

 which includes the following sectors: 

gas, electricity, energy efficiency and renewable energy sources. The four 

objectives of INOGATE are: convergence of energy markets on the basis of 

EU principles, enhancing energy security, supporting sustainable energy 

development, and attracting investments towards energy projects of common 

and regional interest.
774

 

     The effectiveness of the EU’s approach towards energy security in the 

Black Sea region depends on three factors: EU institutional coherence, re-

gional geopolitical competition and domestic conditions.
775

 The first element 

refers to the coherence between EU and member states’ policies and interests 

in the sector. As Diana Bozhilova and Tom Hashimoto argue, while the EU 

does not speak with one voice, “Russian officials have demonstrated, at least 

in public a ‘very united and determined’ foreign policy vis-à-vis the EU”.
776

  

In the case of the EU, Mark Leonard and Nicu Popescu have identified five 

distinct policy approaches to Russia shared by old and new EU member 

states: “‘Trojan Horses’ (Cyprus and Greece) who often defend Russian 

interests in the EU system, and are willing to veto common EU positions; 

‘Strategic Partners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain) who enjoy a ‘special 

relationship’ with Russia which occasionally undermines common EU poli-

cies; ‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, 

Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia) who maintain a close 

relationship with Russia and tend to put their business interests above politi-

cal goals; ‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, 

Latvia, the Netherlands, Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) who 

also focus on business interests but are less afraid than others to speak out 

against Russian behaviour on human rights or other issues; and ‘New Cold 

Warriors’ (Lithuania and Poland) who have an overtly hostile relationship 

with Moscow and are willing to use the veto to block EU negotiations with 
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Russia”.
777

 The second element refers to the fact that the EU capacity to 

fulfil its foreign policy goals is limited by geopolitical tensions, which are 

described here. As the EU has not developed the necessary tools to deal with 

hard realpolitik, some sharp analyses have pointed out that “the EU itself 

represents, for many of its members, a vehicle for checking and diminishing 

geopolitical tensions among themselves, rather than a fully fledged alliance 

for projecting power in order to defend common interests”.
778

 The third ele-

ment concerns the domestic context of partner countries and their link to the 

regional context. The focus in this case is not only the implementation of EU 

rules in partner countries, but also and above all on two variables condition-

ing the EU’s approach, namely path dependence and interdependence. Path 

dependence refers to the effect of institutions and to political or economic 

decisions that once set in motion “result in ‘increasing returns’ that make it 

difficult to reverse the process or change it”.
779

 The institutionalisation of the 

energy policy of the EU and the Energy Charter are two examples. Interde-

pendence refers to the levels of political, economic ad social ties between a 

partner country and the EU, which increase the dependence of the former on 

the latter and makes the influence of the EU stronger.
780

 

     Furthermore, in order to counterbalance the presence of Russia in the 

Black Sea region, the EU supports the presence of the US and its involve-

ment in the pipeline construction. It is also in the interests of the US to op-

pose the monopoly of Russia especially in relation to the pipeline issue
781

. 

The energy strategy of the US towards the Black Sea region grew out of the 

successes obtained from the Caspian basin. The US supports a series of pipe-

line projects aiming to transport Caspian oil and gas from the Caspian region 

to the West. In this context the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) and the South 

Caspian Gas Pipeline (SCP), both completed in 2006 by an international 

consortium of private companies, are particularly significant. They provide a 

non-Russian-controlled export option for Caspian energy-producing states 

stretching from Azerbaijan across Georgia and into Turkey.
782

 In the case of 

the BTC, the strong commitment of the US in the project is demonstrated by 

the US training of the Georgian armed forces and of a special surveillance 

unit for the pipeline.
783

 

     Thus, the interests of the US are not just of an economic nature, but also 

of a geopolitical and strategic one. As Stephen Blank puts it, “Caspian en-

ergy is crucial to the security and stability of the new states, which is ‘a vital 
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American interest’. They are a vital US interest because of the Eurasian 

state’s proximity to Russia, Iran, Turkey, and China. Their independence 

constitutes a bulwark against Russian neo-imperialism and a check upon 

Iranian pretensions in the Muslim world”.
784

 For these reasons the US sup-

ports the independence of these countries, develop bilateral security relation-

ships with them and the entire region and create a ‘win-win energy policy’ 

based upon multiple pipelines in order to avoid that a single power domi-

nates the region and to ensure that all states can share equally in the energy 

wealth.
785

 In addition, the US sees Eurasia as an alternative to the Middle 

East whose volatility threatens energy prices, Western economies and the 

relationship between great powers.
786

  

     It is in this perspective that the US strongly supports the construction of 

the Nabucco pipeline connecting the Caspian basin and the Middle East to 

the EU markets. It will link Turkey to Austria via Bulgaria, Romania and 

Hungary. The Nabucco pipeline has a strategic value also for the EU that has 

made it “one of its European Interest Projects, labelling it ‘the EU’s most 

important gas supply project’”.
787

 

     The US considers as strategic for its policy in the Black Sea region also 

two other projects, namely the Turkey-Greece-Italy (TGI) and the Georgia-

Ukraine-EU (GUEU) pipeline. These two projects, which are strongly sup-

ported by the EU, aim to diversify away from Russian gas.
788

 This is a very 

important objective both for the US and for the Central and European coun-

tries, which are concerned about the growing energy dependence of the EU 

on Russia’s supplies. They also fear that Russia might deal with the EU 

member states like it has dealt with its neighbours as well as with Estonia in 

2007 when tensions between the two countries emerged on the occasion of 

the moving of the statue of a Russian soldier to the periphery of the capital 

Tallinn.
789

 

     Roger Kanet states that “this attempt to contain Russia’s future economic 

and political role in Central Asian and European gas markets was, in fact, 

part of the US commitment to maintain its global position in relationship 

with the Russian Federation”.
790

 

     Furthermore, in the context of the energy dynamics around the Black Sea 

it is necessary to underline the role played by Azerbaijan that is a member of 

the BSEC and a pivotal country in the region. As Elkhan Nuriyev puts it, 

“Azerbaijan is a plausible location from which to influence economic and 
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political trends not only in Central Asia and the Caspian basin but also in the 

Middle East, where Western democracies are in a serious quandary over 

Iran’s nuclear programme”.
791

 Azerbaijan enjoys warm relations with the 

bigger players in the region, namely Russia, Turkey, the US and the EU. 

Azerbaijan tries to make its geopolitical position more powerful by improv-

ing its relations with Iran while maintaining a strategic partnership with the 

US. The relationship with Russia is also important to defend its interests in 

the region. 

     Azerbaijan has always managed to play a quite independent role both 

because it is rich in energy resources and because it has a very experienced 

political leadership. However, the attempts of Azerbaijan to strengthen its 

relations with the Euro-Atlantic structures are regarded with concern by 

Russia and Iran that consider them as a potent challenge.
792

 At the same 

time, “Azerbaijan’s perceived willingness to cooperate closely with the 

enlarged Euro-Atlantic alliance has attracted an unprecedented level of in-

ternational attention to the country. The country’s energy wealth constitutes 

an important counterweight to the volatile Persian Gulf for Western democ-

racies, which will help Europe to diversify its energy imports”.
793

 Currently, 

Azerbaijan exports oil and gas via the Baky–Supsa oil pipeline to Georgia, 

the Baky–Novorossiysk oil pipeline to Russia, via the main export oil pipe-

line Baky–Tbilisi–Ceyhan (BTC) to Georgia, Turkey and the world market 

and the Baky–Tbilisi–Erzurum (BTE) gas pipeline to Georgia and Turkey. 

From the Turkish network Azerbaijan exports oil and gas to Europe. The 

BTC and the BTE pipelines, which have essentially been built to diminish 

the Western world’s oil and gas dependency on the Middle East, are particu-

larly important for Azerbaijan from a geopolitical point of view. Indeed, it 

stresses the key role played by Azerbaijan on the European energy market.
794

  

     The area where cooperation has developed much more easily in the re-

gion is the electricity one. The reason is that electricity is less entangled with 

political concerns than oil and gas making it easier to realize cooperation. 

Many projects are being implemented with the aim to integrate the electricity 

grids in the Black Sea region and thus to reduce vulnerability and consumer 

prices.  

     In 2006 the European Union and the energy and economic ministers of 

Southeast Europe
795

 established a European Community through the Treaty 
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for the Energy Community of South East Europe signed in 2004. The goal is 

to integrate the markets of these countries with that of the EU. The Black 

Sea Regional Electricity Transmission Planning Project, which works with 

the BSEC to develop an integrated grid around the Black Sea, supplies elec-

tricity to the European Community. 

     Likewise, GUAM is considering a Danube Energy Transportation Bridge 

covering all facets of energy security in the region. The goal is to enhance 

integration and reliability of GUAM member electricity networks and their 

merger with other BSEC members.
796

 Temuri Yakobashvili explains that 

“numerous connections between neighbors form the basis of larger regional 

grids. For example, Turkey has interties with Bulgaria and Georgia (and with 

its eastern neighbors), and a study is underway for large-scale synchronous 

interconnections through Greece and the Balkans to Western Europe’s 

UCTE network. Georgia has interties, as well, with Russia, Azerbaijan, and 

Armenia, and has the potential for substantial seasonal electricity exports”.
797

 

In 2007 Georgia and Azerbaijan agreed upon a plan for synchronizing their 

grids, which was followed by a similar agreement between Georgia and Tur-

key in 2008. Through these networks, European customers will be able to 

negotiate electricity-supply contracts with suppliers geographically distant 

from them, enhancing their energy security.
798

 

     Russia strongly supports the integration in the field of energy. At a Bal-

kan energy summit in 2008 President Vladimir Putin called for the creation 

of an electricity ring which should integrate the electricity systems of West-

ern Europe, the Baltic States, and the CIS.
799

 

     In conclusion, the case of energy in the Black Sea region is very much 

linked to the geopolitical competition between the biggest players, namely 

Russia, Turkey, the US and the EU. The other countries of the region also 

play an important role in the game, but they rarely manage to defend their 

interests. Azerbaijan is the only exception because it is a producer of gas and 

oil that is exported to Europe. Evidently, the BSEC is trying to strengthen 

cooperation in the area of energy without much success.  

 

 

The Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region compared 

 

     Energy is a crucial sector in cooperation activity in the Baltic and the 

Black Sea regions. The CBSS and the BSEC have established a Working 

Group to coordinate the projects of the member states in this field. Despite 
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the fact that both organizations have initiated several projects, cooperation in 

the energy sector is elusive. A distinction must however be made between 

gas and oil on the one hand and electricity on the other one. In both regions 

cooperation in the field of electricity is easier as geopolitical and historical 

considerations have greater impact on gas and oil. Consequently, these two 

aspects have also a strong impact on the international regimes formed on the 

Baltic and the Black Sea by reducing their effectiveness in the field of en-

ergy. The regional actors’ strategies are dictated by the power relations 

among them, their geographical location and by their historical legacy. In the 

case of the Baltic Sea region the Nord Stream project is a case in point as 

these three variables influence the response of regional actors towards the 

project. As Solum Whist puts it, “for the Finns, who share a 1340 km border 

with the eastern giant, a pipeline will hardly make a military-strategic differ-

ence. By contrast, Nord Stream would undoubtedly bring Russian interests 

closer to Sweden, perhaps particularly if the platform were to be realised”.
800

 

     The influence of the three variables on the relations among the states in 

the Baltic Sea region is also evident in the case of Finland and Estonia and 

their relationship with Russia. Finland’s experience during the Cold War has 

played a critical role in defining its behaviour towards Russia. Solum Whist 

explains that “during these difficult years the Finns acquired crucial knowl-

edge about how they could deal with the Russians, and whilst most Estoni-

ans would claim that there is no negotiating with Russia, there is in Finland a 

feeling that one can in fact secure Finnish vital interests through dialogue 

with Moscow”.
801

 The case of Finland is symbolic. When the discussions 

over the construction of the Nord Stream pipeline began, it seemed that the 

only concern in Finland was its environmental impact. Nonetheless, within 

the Finnish government there were many worries about increasing Russian 

military presence in the Gulf of Finland and in the Baltic Sea if the project 

was implemented. This anxiety was present in Finland as well as in Sweden, 

although the former did not make it public. As Jakub Swiecicki, associated 

researcher at the Swedish Institute for International Affairs, argues, this hap-

pens because “Finland is in a much more sensitive position than Sweden. 

And this has to do with historical experiences … The Finns would also like 

to stop this project, but then again, Finland is more susceptible to Russian 

pressure”.
802

  

     Nevertheless, Swedish geopolitical considerations in relation to the Nord 

Stream project were also influenced by its historical experiences – for exam-

ple, the several Soviet submarine intrusions into Swedish waters during the 

Cold War are an example. In spite of this, Sweden preferred to keep its non-

aligned policy. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of bipolarism 

led Sweden to rethink its defence system by reducing the number of soldiers. 
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The military reform and the strained relationship it had with Russia during 

the Cold War have strongly influenced the Swedish debate on the Nord 

Stream project.
803

 

     Geopolitical and historical considerations have a strong impact on the 

internal dynamics of the region also in the Black Sea region. In the case of 

Russia, for instance, this is particularly evident. As it has been argued in the 

previous section, Russia uses Gazprom as a tool of foreign policy in order to 

achieve its geopolitical objectives. In this context, the concept of ‘spheres of 

influence’ is important as it helps to explain the policy which Russia pursues 

in the region. That concept contains a clear reference to history and to geo-

graphical location as it concerns all the territories previously belonging to 

the Soviet empire. In addition to this, official documents from early 2000 

when Putin became President of the Russian Federation clearly indicate the 

willingness of the government to give Russia a hegemonic role in the Cas-

pian/Black Sea region in the energy sector. Indeed, the presence of several 

pipelines in the area, some of which bypass Russia, make the objective quite 

ambitious. Another element obstructing this goal is the key role played by 

external actors like the EU and the US. The previous section has shown that 

they have strong interests in the region. Both of them try to undermine the 

power of Russia in the region in two ways. The first is through construction 

of several pipelines to diversify the sources of energy supply to reduce de-

pendence of the EU and of the regional states on Russia. The second one is 

the enlargement of the EU and NATO. Also in this case the goal is to coun-

terbalance the Russian influence in the area. 

 

 

Table 7. The impact of the variables on the relations among states in the 

field of energy 

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Variables 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Distribution of power 

among the big states 

Strong power of Rus-

sia 

Strong power of Russia 

Geographical location Opposition of the 

states to the construc-

tion of the pipeline 

Involvement of small 

states in the construction 

of pipeline to counter-

balance the power of 

Russia 

Historical legacy of the 

regional actors 

Strong power of Rus-

sia aiming at imposing 

its influence on the 

region 

Strong power of Russia 

aiming at imposing its 

influence on the region 
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Involvement of external 

actors 

NATO and EU NATO and EU 

International regimes Ineffective energy 

regime 

Ineffective energy re-

gime 

 

 

     Furthermore, the case where geopolitics affects the relationship between 

countries more than historical legacy is the relationship between Turkey and 

Russia, the two regional powers. They are historically rivals. They have 

fought with each other several times. But they have managed to improve 

their relations especially in the context of the energy sector. Geopolitical 

combined with economic interests are sometimes stronger incentives for 

states to improve the relations with other states than just historical rivalries 

and resentment. In spite of this, geopolitical considerations have indeed cre-

ated some tensions between the two, especially when Turkey accepted to 

host NATO radar installations in its eastern city of Malatya and when the 

Presidents of Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey met in the Black Sea port of 

Trabzon to reaffirm their support to the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) route 

for the Main Export Pipeline, which bypasses Russia. Additionally, it is nec-

essary to emphasize that geographical location affects the relations between 

Turkey and Russia. Two factors well illustrate this statement. The first one 

concerns the strategic and economic importance that the Bosphorus and the 

Dardanelles have for Turkey. The oil spills that would threat human life and 

the bypassing via the Samsun-Ceyhan pipeline are the main geographical 

reason. Russia uses the project as a tool to negotiate with Turkey on energy 

issues. The second one concerns the strategic geographical location of the 

two countries which make them geopolitically important to each other. Rus-

sia is a gas and oil producer while Turkey is a transit country and a conduit 

between Azerbaijan, Iran, Iraq, Turkmenistan and Europe. 

     Geographical location has been exploited by a small power, Georgia, to 

increase its strategic relevance in the regional energy transportation. The 

construction of the Baku-Supsa pipeline in 1995 has served this purpose. It 

transports oil from Sangachal Terminal near Baku to the Supsa terminal in 

Georgia. Another small power that tries to take advantage of its geographical 

location to increase its power in the field of energy is Azerbaijan. It is an 

energy producer and a participant in the political axis along the transporta-

tion of Azerbaijan’s oil to Western markets via Georgia and Turkey. It is a 

buffer state between Russia, Turkey and Iran and the control over its terri-

tory is crucial to maintain Russian control over the Caucasus region. To this 

end, Russia has constantly tried to frustrate Azerbaijan’s efforts to develop 

its oil industry. Evidently, Azerbaijan’s importance to Russia stems from the 

country’s geographic location.  

     Energy can be included in hard security issues both on the Baltic and on 

the Black Sea. As it has been shown, geopolitics and military issues prevail 
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in both regions. The fact that several countries within the two regions have 

succeeded in cooperation efforts in the field of energy appears to contradict 

neorealism. Examples of this are BEMIP, BALTREL and the BASREC 

(which is also an instrument of the ND exclusively dealing with soft security 

matters) in the Baltic Sea region and the initiatives in the electricity sector in 

the Black Sea region. However, these examples do not contradict the neore-

alist theory. According to neorealism, cooperation is not impossible but very 

difficult to achieve because state survival is the main objective of states that 

shapes behaviour. Whereas in the cases mentioned above survival is not at 

stake and geopolitics and history do not have any negative influence on 

state’s evaluations in their relations with the others. Consequently, coopera-

tion has been possible. 

     This reasoning is strictly connected to the neorealist problem of absolute 

and relative gains as discussed by neorealism. This is particularly relevant in 

order to analyse the case of energy on the Baltic and on the Black Sea. As 

earlier noted in the introduction chapter, neorealism assumes that states are 

largely concerned with relative gains. Given the definition of international 

anarchy provided by neorealists, neorealist Robert Powell effectively ex-

plains the logic behind the relative gains logic. He states that “if the use of 

force is at issue because the cost of fighting is sufficiently low, cooperation 

collapses (…). This is keeping with the expectations of structural realism. 

But if the use of force is no longer at issue, cooperation again becomes fea-

sible”.
804

 Powell also explains that “in keeping with the expectations of 

structural realism, states are concerned about relative gains when the possi-

ble use of force is at issue. (…) If the use of force is no longer at issue, then 

a state’s relative loss will not be turned against that state. Relative gains no 

longer matter, and cooperation now becomes feasible”.
805

 

     Now it becomes clear in the case of energy how the neorealist approach 

can better explain the quite unsuccessful cooperation efforts in the Baltic and 

in the Black Sea region. Regional actors are concerned with relative gains. 

As Waltz argues, “who will gain more?” is the question they are compelled 

to ask when they must choose whether to cooperate or not.
806

 Indeed, neore-

alists emphasise the distributional aspects of cooperation. Also, geopolitical 

interests and the historical legacy, whose relevance has already been under-

lined above, play a key role when asking this question. The construction of 

the Nord Stream and of pipelines such as the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) 

pipelines bypassing Russia has enormous implications for the relations be-

tween Russia and Turkey. At the same time, cooperation within the context 

of the CBSS and the BSEC can be explained with a balance between states’ 

concerns about relative and absolute gains. Neorealism focuses on relative 
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806 See Chapter 1, p.20 



 191 

gains, but it does not totally exclude the interest of states for absolute gains. 

However, it is necessary to note that in this case cooperation is possible only 

if it does not alter the previous balances of capabilities, as Grieco has argued. 

This can explain the cooperative networks established within the CBSS and 

the BSEC, but not the failure of cooperation in the energy sector in the two 

cases. 

     These aspects clearly illustrate that the two international regimes created 

in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region are ineffective. Indeed, the CBSS 

and the BSEC work on several projects in the energy field, making the op-

erational phase of Young’s regime formation concrete, but the objectives for 

which the Working Group for Energy are not always achieved. In addition to 

this, the projects that do not come under the scope of the two organizations 

such as the construction of gas and oil pipelines are often accompanied by 

tensions among the regional countries as shown above. The two regimes do 

not produce results that are efficient and sustainable.  

     They are not ‘resilient’ or ‘robust’ because external challenges make 

them weaker. The strong interests of external actors such as the EU and the 

US in the pipelines in the Baltic and the Caspian/Black Sea region illustrate 

very well this point. The EU and the US pursue a specific geopolitical policy 

in the two regions aiming to counterbalance the power of Russia and at eco-

nomically benefiting from the construction of gas and oil pipelines.  

    The case of cooperation in the energy sector in the Baltic and the Black 

Sea region shows that the incentives of states to cooperate are quite weak if 

compared to the relevance of geopolitical interests in the two regions. Coop-

eration between some countries in the construction of specific pipelines in 

the Black Sea region is, for instance, the product of geopolitical and histori-

cal considerations that enter into states’ calculations. The three variables, 

namely the distribution of power among the big states, the geographical lo-

cation and historical legacy, prevent states from effectively cooperating in 

the context of the CBSS and of the BSEC. 

     By applying Krasner’s reasoning to the case of energy in the Baltic Sea 

region, it becomes clear that all players (the CBSS Member States) agree on 

the ‘common aversion’, which in this case is the use of limited energy re-

sources. Thus, cooperating in the energy area is important in order to ensure 

the best and most efficient energy production. In effect some efforts to coop-

erate within the context of the CBSS have been made (e.g. the creation of the 

Working Group for Energy and BASREC), but cooperation in the field of 

energy is not always successful. The Nord Stream project is a case in point. 

It is not a project promoted by the CBSS but it is essential for the regime as a 

whole as it involves many of the states of the region. I have consistently 

argued that geopolitical and historical considerations are at the basis of the 

positions of the countries in relation to the project. Furthermore, Russia uses 

its power and geopolitical influence to obtain more gains from the coopera-

tion in the construction of the Nord Stream project. The increased military 
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presence in the Baltic Sea is an example of this. Consequently, the regime 

has not managed to establish a fruitful cooperation in the energy sector. 

     In the Black Sea region the ‘common aversion’ is not about limited en-

ergy resources, but the control of abundant energy resources in the Caspian 

basin – it is strictly limited to the geopolitics of the Black Sea region. Like in 

the case of the Baltic Sea region, cooperation in the field of energy has not 

been successful for the very same reasons. In addition, cooperation in this 

sector is pretty fragmented especially in relation to the number of pipeline 

projects in the region. Geopolitical interests and historical legacy play a key 

role in this context, as demonstrated above. Like in the Baltic Sea region, 

Russia uses its power and strong geopolitical influence to maximize power 

gains and economic profits. This also explains the ‘gas wars’ with Ukraine 

are emblematic in this context. The result is a failure of the regime in the 

energy sector also in this case. 

     Furthermore, the lack of successful cooperation and the willingness of 

states to control energy resources are contingent on the absence of an over-

arching authority that could ensure the access to them, that is to say the in-

ternational system that is characterized by an anarchical structure. As neore-

alist Robert Jervis puts it, “if there were an international authority that could 

guarantee access, this motive for control would disappear. But since there is 

not, even a state that would prefer the status quo to increasing its area of 

control may pursue the latter policy [to control resources]”.
807

  

     However, for neorealists the absence of an overarching authority in the 

international system does not convincingly explain why states rarely cooper-

ate. The lack of a common government means that there is no central agency 

that guarantees states their survival as independent units of the system.
808

 

States try to avoid relative losses both because survival is their main aim and 

because their sovereignty is fundamental for them. In this regard, it should 

be stressed that neorealists have different views. For instance, the defensive 

realist position of Grieco is different from that Mearsheimer who is an offen-

sive realist. While Grieco argues that states tend to defend their position, 

Mearsheimer points out that states aim at maximize their power. The differ-

ent positions of Grieco and Mearsheimer correspond to the geopolitical 

situation in the Baltic and the Black Sea respectively. In the former case 

states aim at maintaining the status quo in the region. The concerns that sev-

eral states have expressed in relation to the Nord Stream project shows that 

the countries involved fear a change in the capabilities distribution in the 

Baltic Sea region. The main worry is a raised Russian military presence in 

the Baltic Sea, which could inevitably increase its power both in geopolitical 

and economic terms. The result would be a reduced power for other actors.  
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     By contrast, in the Black Sea region states try to increase their power. 

The case of Russia and its aggressive behaviour is the most evident example 

of this. As it has been argued above, Russia uses Gazprom for its foreign 

policy goals, not to forget the ‘gas wars’ with Ukraine. At the same time, the 

several pipeline projects clearly demonstrate that the other regional states 

like Turkey and Azerbaijan also try to increase their power in the field of 

energy. The huge involvement of external actors such as the EU and the US 

in the energy dynamics in the region is another important element. It demon-

strates that the neorealist assumption of the importance of power distribution 

(which is “a function of poles in the system, and their relative power”
809

) 

influencing the relations among states is a good tool to analyse geopolitics in 

the Black Sea region. The offensive realist point of view is useful also in this 

case to explain why the EU and the US try to increase their power at the 

expenses of Russia. In this context offensive realist Robert Gilpin’s argu-

ment about international anarchy is appropriate. He states that the fundamen-

tal nature of international politics is “a recurring struggle for wealth and 

power among independent actors in a state of anarchy”.
810

  

     Another interesting point which can help explain the geopolitical dynam-

ics in the Black Sea region is the one concerning hegemony. As already ex-

plained, this study defines the hegemonic power as the state that “uses mul-

tiple dimensions of power in order to create and manage a system’s order in 

favour of its own preferences, values and norms” 
811

 However, it is interest-

ing to take into consideration Mearsheimer’s definition as some aspects of 

his reasoning are relevant for the analysis of this study. He says that a he-

gemon is “a state that is so powerful that it dominates all the other states in 

the system”.
812

 According to Mearsheimer, “hegemony means domination of 

the system, which is usually interpreted as the entire world…[but] it is pos-

sible to apply the concept of a system more narrowly and use it to describe 

particular regions, such as Europe, North-East Asia and the Western Hemi-

sphere”.
813

 However, he explains that world hegemony is very difficult to 

achieve because having massive force through the oceans is too hard. Con-

sequently, regional hegemony is the principal aim that states try to acheive. 

Two strategies are possible to realize this goal. The first type involves direct 

attempts to gain relative power, while the second one consists of preventing 

other states from making gains. Mearsheimer points out that the main way to 

gain power is war, but rational states choose it only if the benefits outweigh 
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the costs. In other cases states aiming at gaining power choose blackmail, 

which is effective only against minor states.
814

 This is typical in the Black 

Sea region where Russia uses blackmail and retaliation to increase its power 

- e.g. Ukraine. Similarly, blackmail translating into retaliation explains also 

the Russian cut off of gas supplies by Russia to Latvia in 2003 and to 

Lithuania in 2006. The difference is that in the Black Sea region Russia 

adopts an aggressive attitude by even choosing open aggression as in the 

cases of Georgia and Ukraine. Furthermore, in the Baltic Sea region Russia 

cannot be considered a hegemon as the balance of power creates an equilib-

rium among the regional states creating a structure that inhibits conflicts. 

The distribution of power among actors is more equal than in the Black Sea 

region where Russia is one of the two hegemons together with Turkey, as 

explained in the previous chapter.  

     In conclusion, though the CBSS and the BSEC provide a platform for 

improving and strengthening the cooperation in the energy sector in their 

respective region, the two regimes are neither effective nor robust. Neoreal-

ism with its two strands, namely offensive and defensive realism, provides a 

good explanation of the reasons why the two regimes fail in their effort to 

strengthen cooperation in the energy field. However, geographical location 

and historical legacy complement the tools provided by neorealism to ana-

lyse regional cooperation on the Baltic and on the Black Sea. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

     This chapter has shown that the CBSS and the BSEC play a marginal role 

in strengthening regional cooperation in the field of energy. They provide a 

platform for cooperation, but geopolitical and historical considerations make 

it quite unsuccessful. Regional cooperation in the field of energy essentially 

develops outside the framework of the CBSS and of the BSEC. 

     The analysis was focused on gas and oil pipelines, which make the en-

ergy sector very sensitive and which are key elements in the geopolitical 

strategies of states. Thus, they affect the relations among regional states both 

around the Baltic and the Black Sea. The case of Russia is surely the clearest 

one as it uses its enormous gas resources to exert its influence over other 

states both in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region. External actors also 

follow their own strategies to assert their geopolitical interests in the two 

regimes. This is the case of the EU and of NATO in the Baltic Sea region 

and of the EU and the US in the Black Sea region. At the same time, the 

fragmented cooperation among groups of countries in the region to construct 

pipelines also demonstrates that these latter are used for geopolitical goals 

and that historical legacy influences the choice of states when they establish 
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cooperative links within the region. This also illustrates that cooperation 

develops very much outside the framework of the CBSS and of the BSEC. 

     Furthermore, this chapter has shown that the neorealist approach can ex-

plain the lack of effectiveness of the two regimes in the field of energy. 

Relative gains are the main worry of states both in the Baltic and in the 

Black Sea region. They explain fragmented cooperation as well as geopoliti-

cal strategies and calculations. However, as the geopolitical situation in the 

Baltic and in the Black Sea region is different, it is necessary to distinguish 

between defensive and offensive realism in order to make a comprehensive 

analysis of the two cases. The former well describes the Baltic Sea region 

case while the latter well suits the Black Sea region one. While in the Baltic 

Sea regime states are defensive in maintaining their status, states in the 

Black Sea regime are power-maximizer revisionists. 

     While neorealism has been a powerful explanatory framework, it had to 

be complemented with two other variables – geographic location and histori-

cal legacy –without which the analysis would be partial and unsatisfactory.  
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Chapter 5 

The Case of Economic Development 
 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

     This chapter analyses the geopolitical implications of the cooperation in 

the economic sector in the two regions. To this aim, the starting point is the 

role played by the CBSS and the BSEC in this context. They have estab-

lished an ad hoc Working Group to face the challenges of economic devel-

opment in their respective region. In order to achieve their goals, not only 

have they implemented many projects in the fields related to economics, but 

they also actively cooperate with a number of organizations dealing with 

economic issues in the region.  

     The analysis will show that the economic and financial crisis of 2008 has 

negatively affected the growth that the two regions had been experiencing 

since the end of the Cold War. Nevertheless, this is not the only aspect slow-

ing the economic development of states. Hard security issues and geopoliti-

cal considerations play an important role. Historical legacy is another rele-

vant factor defining the economic relations among the countries in the two 

regions. 

     The involvement of external actors in the economic development of the 

region is also important to understand the relations among the regional 

states. The economic relations with the regional countries and its policies 

towards the two regions make the EU’s strategic objectives particularly sig-

nificant among the external actors acting in the Baltic Sea and in the Black 

Sea area. 

     Given these considerations, the questions that this chapter tries to give an 

answer are the following: how do the CBSS and of the BSEC implement 

cooperation in the economic development sector in their respective region? 

How do geopolitics and historical legacy influence the cooperation in the 

energy sector? How can neorealism explain cooperation in the field of eco-

nomic development in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region? 

     The ensuing three sections answer these questions. The first two sections 

focus on the economic development in the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea re-

gion respectively. The specific sectors examined are those that fall within the 

scope of the CBSS and of the BSEC: trade, transport, tourism, and small and 

medium enterprises. A particular attention is also devoted to the organiza-

tions dealing with economic issues in the two regions mentioned above. The 

reason is that many of them actively participate in the activities and projects 

of the CBSS and of the BSEC. Thus, the picture of the two regions would be 

incomplete without at least mentioning their contribution to economic coop-

eration. Furthermore, the economic and financial crisis of 2008 is also im-
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portant to understand the economic and geopolitical dynamics developing on 

the Baltic and on the Black Sea. The role of external actors and especially of 

the EU is also discussed. The third section of this chapter focuses instead on 

the comparison between the two regions or regimes from a theoretical per-

spective. 

 

 

Economic development in the Baltic Sea region 

 

     The CBSS is very active in promoting economic initiatives with the aim 

to strengthen the ties among the states in the region and to enhance their 

economic development. It provides the necessary platform for the coordina-

tion of the activities in the field. Several projects are in the process of being 

implemented and some others have been successfully concluded. It is the 

case of the Baltic Sea Labour Network (BSLN), which was a transnational 

cooperation project of 22 partners and associated partners from 8 countries 

in the Baltic Sea Region
815

 and was partially financed by the European Re-

gional Development Fund of the European Union.
816

 One of the main objec-

tives of the BSLN was to develop a Political Agenda for Sustainable Labour 

Markets in the Baltic Sea Region. The Agenda was prepared by employer 

organizations, trade unions, politicians, academics and various labour market 

experts who worked in strict cooperation. Thus, the BSLN Political Agenda 

was “a combination of strategies, policy recommendations and practical 

solutions developed during the duration of the project”.
817

 The CBSS was a 

partner of the BSLN. It was represented in the BSLN’s decision-making 

structures by the Steering Committee and Facilitator Team. The CBSS creat-

ed an important political dimension of the BSLN as it helped to establish 

direct contacts among the governments of the Baltic Sea Region. The BSLN 

achieved many of its goals and has been replaced by the Baltic Sea Labour 

Forum (BSLF), “which is a network for cooperation between employer and 

trade union confederations, governmental and parliamentary institutions and 

organizations”.
818

 Its central aim is “the promotion of social dialogue and 

tripartite structures and cooperation as a crucial element of sustainable eco-

nomic growth and social development in the Baltic Sea Region. (…). The 

Forum is a network for exchange of experience and communication aiming 

at promoting cooperation between the key actors”.
819

 The main activity of 

                                                      
815 The eight countries are: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 

and Sweden. 

See the website of the Baltic Sea Labour Network at http://www.bslabour.net/ 
816 See the CBSS’ website at http://www.cbss.org/Economic-Development/baltic-sea-labour-

network-project 
817 Ibidem 
818 Baltic Sea Labour Forum, Memorandum of Understanding, Germany, 15th November 

2011, p.1 
819 Ibidem, p.1 



 198 

the Forum is the Annual Round Table in which all trade union confedera-

tions, employer organizations as well as governmental and parliamentary 

institutions in the Baltic Sea region are invited to participate. 

     Another recent project is the CBSS Project Support Facility (PSF), which 

was created in 2012 with the aim to co-finance the development and imple-

mentation of macro-regional cooperation projects in the Baltic Sea region.
820

 

As the CBSS Director Jan Lundin writes in his overall introduction letter 

published on the organization’s website, “the philosophy of the PSF is to 

support cooperation in a flexible way, and to pave the way for larger re-

gional cooperation projects in the future, funded by much bigger funds exist-

ing in the region”.
821

 The PSF is used to facilitate and implement projects in 

all the areas of cooperation of the CBSS.  

     One of the objectives of the CBSS is to contribute to strengthen global 

competitiveness of the region and to foster its economic sustainability. To 

this end, the CBSS Secretariat has proposed a two-year network project on 

regional cooperation in the field of Public-Private Partnerships (P3). The 

network is implemented by the senior civil servants responsible for the pro-

ject in each country. The chairmanship follows the CBSS rotation, while the 

administrative support is provided by the CBSS Secretariat. The goal of the 

P3 is to establish a platform to public and private actors (e.g. actors, such as 

civil society, NGOs, transnational SMEs, IFIs, development organisations, 

local and regional authorities) to exchange experience and information on 

their projects and discuss about their problems and needs. Consultations with 

the CBSS Expert Group on Sustainable Development – Baltic 21 are empha-

sized as an important component in the implementation of the P3. Coordina-

tion between P3 and another newly launched CBSS project, namely the 

South East Baltic Area modernisation project (SEBA) is also indicated as 

mutually beneficial.
822

 

     SEBA was launched under the auspices of the CBSS in 2012 with a two-

year time-frame with special focus on the Kaliningrad region and its 

neighbourhood. Its principal priority is “to be an attractive area for small and 

medium entrepreneurs (SME) and public-private partnership (PPP) as well 

as for other investors by using: networks between stakeholders, regional 

authorities, private partners and other interested parties political support for 

the promotion and implementation of the new ideas channels of communica-

tion”.
823

  

     In 2012 the CBSS initiated another project within the framework of 

SEBA in cooperation with the Swedish Institute, namely the Balticlab. The 
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CBSS website describes the project in these terms: “this network has three 

qualities that none of the other networks in the region have had before: 1) it 

offers an entrepreneurial mindset that crosses disciplines, gender and borders 

in a broad and unique way; 2) it can reinvent itself and the relationships be-

tween its actors (participants, stakeholders, organizers) and thus it can ac-

quire diverse forms, either temporary or long-term; 3) it is available to be 

used as a database for creativity and creative entrepreneurs in the Baltic Sea 

region”.
824

 In a document called An update from Balticlab
825

 the CBSS 

stresses the launching of the project as a recognition of the lack of networks 

for young creative minds that are not civil servants or politicians, but entre-

preneurs, artists and opinion makers and that are interested in providing new 

perspectives for innovation and integration in the region. The document also 

points out that “Balticlab initiators are organizations that are working on 

various cooperation issues in the Baltic Sea region and are both actively 

engaged in the implementation of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region 

(EUSBSR). They have identified specific current concerns in the region, and 

browsed through the Balticlab Network as a database with an aim to harness 

the energy, ideas and knowledge of the network and channel those assets 

into innovative measures to address these concerns”.
826

 

     The CBSS also attaches much importance to the development of small 

and medium enterprises as they can positively contribute to the economic 

growth of the region. Bearing this in mind, the organization launched the 

Pilot Financial Initiative (PFI) in late 2012, which the CBSS defines as a 

“first step to pen financial platform, which is intended to attract financial 

partners and financial resources for projects in the geographic area of the 

CBSS”.
827

 The partners are the CBSS Secretariat and Russian as well as 

German investment banks: Vnesheconombank (VEB) and KfW respectively. 

The initiative that initially focuses on Russia and on North West Russia in-

tends to expand into other parts of the region depending on the interest and 

additional partner financial institutions to the PFI. During the first phase the 

KfW provides Vnesheconombank with long-term loans for the implementa-

tion of projects approved by the Steering Committee consisting of represen-

tatives from PFI Partners. Later on, the initiative will be extended to the 

other financial partners to join the initiative.
828

 

     The economic development of the region is central to the Baltic Devel-

opment Forum (BDF) which aims at making “the Baltic Sea Region as a 

                                                      
824 See the website of the CBSS at http://www.cbss.org/Economic-Development/balticlab 
825 The document is available on the website of the CBSS at http://www.cbss.org/Economic-

Development/balticlab 
826 Ibidem, p.1 
827 CBSS, Press Release, The Russian Vnesheconombank and the German KfW Bakengruppe 

will sign the first finance facility agreement for support of SMEs dealing with innovative 

projects in the Baltic Sea area, 8 November 2012, Stockholm, p.1 
828 See the website of the CBSS at http://www.cbss.org/Economic-Development/pilot-

financial-initiative 
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global center of excellence and establish the Region internationally as a 

strong and attractive place brand”
829

 by stimulating growth, innovation and 

competitiveness. The BDF was established in 1998 with former Danish Min-

ister for Foreign Affairs Uffe Ellemann-Jensen as Chairman, who is one of 

the CBSS founders. It is a platform gathering not only politicians, but also 

business, academia and media to exchange ideas and knowledge about the 

issues of major interest.
830

 

A strategic partner of the CBSS is the Baltic Sea Trade Union Network 

(BASTUN), which also cooperates with the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Con-

ference (BSPC). It includes 22 trade union confederations from around the 

Baltic Sea.
831

 Its presidency, each term of office is for a period of one year, 

and rotates according to the presidency of the CBSS. BASTUN “influences 

political decision making processes and social development in the region, 

coordinates joint projects and raises issues related to the Baltic Sea region 

within the international trade union family”
832

. In addition to this, BASTUN 

promotes economic development and growth through social dialogue and 

collective bargaining.
833

 

     Another significant initiative is the Visions and Strategies Around the 

Baltic Sea (VASAB), created in 1992. Its objectives are: “to support the 

development of networks for cooperation in the Baltic Sea region; to provide 

a practical forum for the transfer of competence to the countries in transition 

to democratic market economies; to improve the level of information in BSR 

countries on current trends and problems in other countries of the region; to 

assess important infrastructure projects to receive international financial 

contributions; to promote spatial planning in the participating countries and 

regions”.
834

 It is in this perspective that in 2001 the CBSS set up a Fund for 

Sub-regional Development, based on voluntary contributions from member 

states. The CBSS also launched the Moscow Action plan to make the region 

a common investment area characterized by transparency, predictability and 

the rule of law, and combating corruption. Kaliningrad would be the most 

illuminating example of a fruitful cooperation between the EU and Russia.
835

 

     Furthermore, the CBSS has included the maritime policy in its strategy 

for the economic growth of the region. It established an Expert Group on 

                                                      
829 See the website of the Baltic Development Forum at http://www.bdforum.org/activities/ 
830 See the website of the Baltic Development Forum at http://www.bdforum.org/baltic-

development-forum-introduction/history-baltic-development-forum/ 
831 The trade union confederations belong to the following countries: Denmark, Estonia, 

Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia, and Sweden. 

See the website of the Baltic Sea Trade Union Network at http://www.bastun.nu/about-

bastun/bastun-members-12115435 
832 See the website of the Baltic Sea Trade Union Network at http://www.bastun.nu/ 
833 See the website of the Baltic Sea Trade Union Network at http://www.bastun.nu/about-

bastun-10957229 
834 See the CBSS’ website at http://www.cbss.org/Economic-Development/vasab 
835 Oldberg, Ingmar, Soft Security in the Baltic sea Region, Russian interests in the Council of 

the Baltic States, op.cit., Occasional Papers, n.12, Utrikespolitiska Institutet, Stockholm, p.19 
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Maritime Policy whose task is “to contribute to sustainable growth and em-

ployment in the maritime sector, to combine and better coordinate all sea 

related activities and tasks, as well as to strike an appropriate balance be-

tween economic, social and ecological aspects”.
836

 As it is cross-sectoral, 

this group works in accordance with the priority areas of Economic Devel-

opment and Environment. The Expert Group works on the development of 

a Virtual Communication Platform on maritime policy in the Baltic Sea Re-

gion to enhance knowledge about the current developments within the mari-

time policy in the Baltic Sea region. In this context the Baltic Ports Organi-

zation (BPO) is important. Its main objective is to “improve the competi-

tiveness of maritime transport in the Baltic region by increasing the effi-

ciency of ports, marketing the Baltic region as the strategic logistics centre, 

improving the infrastructure within the ports and the connection to other 

modes”.
837

 The organization, which includes forty ports from nine of the 

countries in the Baltic Sea region
838

, was established in 1991 immediately 

after the fall of the Berlin wall and the demise of the Soviet Union to facili-

tate the cooperation among ports and take care of shipping in the region. 

Initially, the Western ports played a very important role to spread knowledge 

eastwards, but after the EU enlargement and the expansion of the Baltic Sea 

region as a market the BPO has developed further and entered new phases. 

     The CBSS works in cooperation with other bodies in the region like the 

Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference (BSPC) and the Baltic Sea States Sub-

regional Cooperation (BSSSC) to ‘make the Baltic Sea region a maritime 

model region in Europe’.
839

 

     The BSPC and the BSSSC are two of the several bodies that contribute to 

the economic development of the region. The BSPC was established in 1991 

as a forum for political dialogue between the parliamentarians from the Bal-

tic Sea region. Its main goal is to raise awareness and opinions on matters of 

common interest and importance for the region. It promotes several initia-

tives to support a sustainable environmental, social and economic develop-

ment of the Baltic Sea region. As the BSPC assembles (once per year) par-

liamentarians form eleven national parliaments, eleven regional parliaments 

and five parliamentary organizations
840

, it “constitutes a unique parliamen-

                                                      
836 15th CBSS Ministerial Session, Declaration, Elsinore 4 June 2009  
837 See the website of the Baltic Ports Organization at http://www.bpoports.com/about.html 
838 Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia, Sweden. 

See the website of the Baltic Ports Organization at http://www.bpoports.com/members.html 
839 CBSS, Information from the joint event at the European Maritime Day 2011, Gdansk, p.1 
840 The BSCP members are: Baltic Assembly, European Parliament, Federal Assembly of the 

Russian Federation, Nordic Council, Parliament of Åland, Parliament of Denmark, Parliament 

of Estonia, Parliament of Faeroe Islands, Parliament of Finland, Parliament of the Federal 
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Leningrad Region, Parliament of Lithuania, Parliament of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Par-

liament of Norway Parliament of Poland, Parliament of the City of St Petersburg, Parliament 
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tary bridge between all the EU- and non-EU countries of the Baltic Sea Re-

gion”.
841

 BSPC also includes parliamentary, governmental, sub-regional and 

other organizations in the Baltic Sea Region and the Northern Dimension 

area, among them CBSS, HELCOM, the Northern Dimension Partnership in 

Health and Social Well-Being (NDPHS), the Baltic Sea Labour Network 

(BSLN), the Baltic Sea States Sub-regional Cooperation (BSSSC) and the 

Baltic Development Forum.
842

 

The BSSSC is a ‘political network for decentralised authorities (subregions) 

in the Baltic Sea Region’. The organization, which was established in 1993, 

is composed of the regional authorities (level immediately below the na-

tional level authorities) from ten countries shoring the Baltic Sea.
843

 The 

guiding principles of the BSSSC are: “to be a credible organisation repre-

senting the views of sub regions in the BSR; to be a knowledge based or-

ganisation; to be a visible and recognisable organisation; to be an organisa-

tion, which is flexible and receptive to changes”.
844

 Furthermore, the BSSSC 

values close cooperation with other bodies such as the Committee of the 

Regions of the European Union with which it has signed a Declaration of 

Common Interest. Cooperation with other bodies in the region such as the 

CBSS, the Union of the Baltic Cities (UBC) and the B7 Baltic Islands (B7) 

is also important. 

     The UBC “is a voluntary, proactive network mobilizing the shared poten-

tial of over 100 member cities for democratic, economic, social, cultural and 

environmentally sustainable development of the Baltic Sea Region”.
845

 The 

Statute of the Union states that the members have established the organiza-

tion because, mindful of the historical tradition of economic and cultural 

cooperation among the towns in the region, they put value on the develop-

ment of European cooperation and because they are “convinced that 

                                                                                                                             
of Schleswig-Holstein, Parliament of Sweden, Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 

Europe, Parliamentary Assembly of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe 
See the website of the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference  

at http://www.bspc.net/page/show/8 
841 See the website of the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference at  

http://www.bspc.net/page/show/24 
842 Ibidem 
843 The ten countries are: Germany, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Norway, Poland, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Estonia and Russia. The organizational bodies of the BSSSC are: the Chairperson 

(elected by the Board on a rotational basis for a two-year period), the Board consisting of two 

representatives of each of the BSR countries, the Secretariat, which follows the Chairperson 

and ad hoc Work groups. The BSSC is an open network with no membership fee. Each region 

covers its own costs in relation to its active participation in the BSSSC work. 

BSSSC, Terms of Reference of the BSSSC, Helsinki, November 2007, p.2 available on the 

website of the Baltic Sea States Sub-regional Cooperation at  

http://www.bsssc.com/index.php?system_cms=2&s=3 
844 Ibidem 
845 The member countries are: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Nor-

way, Poland, Russia, Sweden. 

See the website of the Union of the Baltic Cities at http://www.ubc.net/ 
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strengthening the cooperation between the Baltic Sea Region cities may con-

tribute in a major way to the development of this region and foster peaceful 

and harmonious relations between the European nations in the spirit of, and 

in accordance with the provisions of the Conference on Security and Coop-

eration in Europe”.
846

 To this end, the Union promotes a systematic ex-

change of experience among the cities in the region in the fields of interest 

ad foster communication ties among them.  

     The B7, which was established in 2000, is an organization representing 

seven islands in the Baltic Sea region: Bornholm (Denmark), Gotland (Swe-

den), Hiumaa (Estonia), Rügen (Germany), Saaremaa (Estonia), Öland 

(Sweden), Åland (Finland). Its aim is to exchange knowledge and experi-

ences among the seven islands in the fields of interest such as sustainable 

development and culture.  

     Furthermore, another sector of utmost importance for the economic 

growth of the region is tourism. The Baltic Sea Tourism Commission (BTC) 

has been created with the objective of promoting tourism by increasing the 

region’s attractiveness. To achieve this goal the organization has become ‘a 

link between the project, the academic and the commercial world’.
847

 

     These organizations are not the only ones in the region, but they are 

among the most important ones. The big number of organizations shows that 

economic cooperation in the region is flourishing. The commitment of the 

CBSS in many of these initiatives is also an indicator of this. 

     The CBSS contributes to the economic development of the region also 

through its Expert Group on Sustainable Development – Baltic 21. Its multi-

stakeholders and multi-sectoral approach to sustainability makes it an impor-

tant actor in creating partnerships and facilitating actions which help the 

region to make concrete progresses towards sustainable development.
848

 In 

the period 2010-2015 the Expert Group on Sustainable Development – Bal-

tic 21 focuses on four strategic areas of cooperation: climate change; sus-

tainable urban and rural development; sustainable consumption and produc-

tion; innovation and education for sustainable development. It “provides a 

policy and project platform”.
849

 On the policy side, it regularly contributes to 

the work of the CBSS and of the EU. It is for instance on of the catalysts of 

the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea region providing input to the Northern 

Dimension Partnership. It also provides policy inputs to the OECD and the 

UN Commission on Sustainable Development. On the project side, Baltic 21 

awards regional initiatives the quality label of Baltic 21 Lighthouse Project. 

These projects are visible tools for demonstrating sustainable development in 

practice. Many of these projects are mentioned as flagship projects contained 

                                                      
846 See the website of the Union of the Baltic Cities at  

http://www.ubc.net/documentation,55,194.html 
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in the Action Plan accompanying the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea region 

and have been successful in securing funds from the EU and its Baltic Sea 

Region Programme 2007-2013.
850

 Baltic 21 tries to involve the other Expert 

Groups of the CBSS in its activities and projects. 

     The cooperation in the economic field which began in the years immedi-

ately after the collapse of the Soviet Union has made it possible for the Bal-

tic Sea region to grow and prosper. The Nordic countries enormously in-

creased their investments in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania since 1991. They 

invested in companies and infrastructure projects. In particular, Swedish and 

Finnish ventures helped the modernizations of the banking and of the com-

munication sector and invested in the services, especially in businesses, ho-

tels and restaurants. The Nordic countries invested despite bureaucratic ob-

stacles and the lack of visa-free travel. Between 1996 and 2000 the Nordic 

countries were the biggest investors in the Baltic countries, accounting for 

37,6% of investment in Estonia, 32,3% in Latvia and 17,3% in Lithuania. 

The direct investments in the Baltic countries were substantial, but it was 

minimal if compared to the total Nordic outward direct investment. The 

Swedish direct investments’ share in Finland was 50,1%, 32,3% in Norway, 

and 22,7% in Denmark. German direct investments in the region were gen-

erally modest, though they accounted for 13% in Poland that invested very 

little in the other countries of the area. Latvia was unique in attracting huge 

Russian investments. Estonia had significant investment rates in both Latvia 

and Lithuania. This latter was the leading foreign investor in Kaliningrad.
851

  

     Trading patterns varied very much in the region. Germany was Poland’s 

main partner. Their trading relations with the Nordic countries were very 

limited. Intra-Nordic trade was very well developed, but the Nordic coun-

tries had commercial links also with the EU. The Nordic states accounted for 

around one-half of Estonian imports and exports, but less than 25% with 

Latvia and Lithuania. Commercial links with Russia developed slowly be-

cause of its corruption and economic mismanagement. In early 1990s the 

economies of the Baltic States were still integrated into the Russian econ-

omy, but the situation changed in ten years when they turned to the West. 

The Russian economic crisis in 1998 exacerbated the situation as the decline 

in the value of the rouble made the Baltic and the Nordic goods too expen-

sive for the Russian market. Nevertheless, Russia remained an important 

market both because of its size and abundant reserves of natural resources.
852

 

     The link between the Baltic and the Nordic countries has become even 

stronger over time. In 2004, some months before the Baltic States entered 

the EU, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania signed an agreement to become mem-
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bers of the Nordic Investment Bank (NIB) in 2005.
853

 Since then the Bank 

has been taking part in the financing of cross-border intra-Baltic business 

activity and of infrastructure of the new member countries to develop a more 

integrated Nordic-Baltic economy. The Baltic membership has also broad-

ened the scope for intensified cooperation with Russia and for a close coop-

eration with Ukraine and Belarus.
854

 The NIB finances projects to 

“strengthen competitiveness and enhance the environment”.
855

 In 2012 the 

NIB financed a significant number of infrastructure projects in energy, 

transportation, logistics and telecommunications, but also projects related to 

innovation.
856

 

     The international economic and financial crisis in 2008 has slowed down 

economic growth in the region. The economic and social situation drastically 

worsened, unemployment and inflation increased and the GDP of states de-

clined. A report of the BDF notes that in spite of this “the Baltic Sea Re-

gion’s solid economic performance in 2011 has been a reward for its strong 

response to the 2008/2009 global crisis. Both exports and domestic demand 

contributed to growth”.
857

 Exports within the region as well as towards other 

parts of the world economy have grown. Domestic factors such as higher 

employment rates and a more stable fiscal outlook which supported private 

demand also played an important role. At the same time, the economic dif-

ferences among the countries of the region, which CBSS General Director, 

Jan Lundin, observes that the economic differences among the countries of 

the region as a destabilized factor
858

 became more visible. This has happened 

in the more developed Northwest states and the less developed ones in the 

Southeast. Sweden did well but had to struggle to reduce unemployment 

rate. Denmark had to work hard because of the weaknesses in its banking 

system and to pursue a good fiscal policy. Even Finland had also to deal with 

fiscal adjustments while Norway continued to follow its oil and gas-fuelled 

course. Iceland recovered but dissatisfaction and anger about the financial 

meltdown remains deep-seated in the society. Germany is still benefiting 

earlier policy reforms, but concerns about external shocks remain. The BDF 

report states that Poland had established its place as a stable economy al-

though it had to face several economic challenges. Finally, Russia was (and 

still is) going through a difficult political period with Vladimir Putin again as 
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President. Its institutional weaknesses bear heavily on its economic devel-

opment which mainly depends on oil and gas.
859

 

     The BDF report stresses that the small size of most of the countries in the 

Baltic Sea region makes them dependent on the rest of Europe which is their 

largest economic partner. The competitiveness of the Nordic countries and of 

Germany remains quite solid because they have strong institutions that have 

supported good macroeconomic policies and sound business environments. 

The Baltic States have used their EU membership as ‘a major boost’, im-

proving their competitiveness, but still need comprehensive strategies to 

reach a sustainable path. Poland has done better than the Baltic States but 

continues to struggle with high unemployment rate and a significant budget 

deficit. Its competitiveness is on par with the Baltic States. Russia needs to 

improve its institutional conditions which are at the heart of many of its 

competitiveness problems.
860

  

     Competitiveness is one of the major issues raised by the CBSS in its sixth 

ministerial meeting even before the crisis in 2007. The Conclusions of the 

meeting stress the importance to improve the business environment by de-

veloping coordinated actions in areas of special relevance to the competi-

tiveness of the region.
861

 A more recent document submitted by Baltic 21 to 

the organization in 2011 also points out the importance of regional competi-

tiveness by stressing the key role played by enterprises in this context. It 

states that “small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) are important actors 

in changing unsustainable patterns of consumption and production as they 

constitute a large share of production worldwide. For SMEs, eco-innovations 

can create competitiveness advantages and new business opportunities that at 

the same time reduce negative environmental impacts”.
862

 

     With the exception of Iceland, Norway and Russia, the other countries of 

the Baltic Sea region are members of the EU. According to a study accom-

plished by the Hamburg Institute of International Economics, the Baltic Sea 

region contributes to some 29,3% of EU’s GDP. Thus, the region is eco-

nomically important in Europe. The special importance of the region is the 

subject of the EUSBSR endorsed by the European Commission in 2009.
863

 It 

is “the first comprehensive EU strategy to target a ‘macro-region’”
864

 and 

includes eight countries (Sweden, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 

Latvia, Lithuania and Poland). The EUSBSR focuses on a number of priority 
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areas aiming to “save the sea, connect the region and increase prosperity”.
865

 

Each area is accompanied by concrete flagship project and by clearly identi-

fied targets and indicators. The strategy is a useful tool to mobilise all rele-

vant EU funding and policies and to coordinate the actions of the European 

Union, EU countries, regions, pan-Baltic organisations, financing institutions 

and non-governmental bodies to promote a more balanced development in 

the Baltic Sea Region.
866

 The EU aims to acheive: “support for new projects, 

including cooperation between farmers to reduce eutrophication and im-

proved planning for transport infrastructure; greater involvement of Russian 

partners in areas like environmental protection, water quality and innovation; 

improved cooperation between regions and other partners, including the 

private sector”.
867

  

Prior to EUSBSR the EU had launched another policy, namely the Northern 

Dimension.
868

 It was initiated in 1999 and renewed in 2006. It is now a joint 

policy between the EU members, Russia, Iceland and Norway, and also in-

cludes a number of organizations and institutions: Regional Councils such as 

the CBSS, the Arctic Council (AC), the Barents Euro-Arctic Council 

(BEAC) and the Nordic Council of Ministers (NCM); international financial 

institutions like the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

(EBRD), the European Investment Bank (EIB), the Nordic Investment Bank 

(NIB) and the Nordic Environment Finance Corporation (NEFCO) as well as 

other financial institutions; universities and research centers and business 

community; Canada and the United States participate as observers; Belarus 

participates in practical cooperation. 

     The ND’s main objectives are to “promote dialogue and concrete coop-

eration; strengthen stability, well-being and intensified economic coopera-

tion; promote economic integration, competitiveness and sustainable devel-
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opment in Northern Europe”.
869

 In order to achieve these goals and to im-

plement the ND’s projects more effectively, four partnerships have been 

established to deal with the challenges along the following thematic issues: 

environment (NDEP); public health and social well-being (NDPHS); trans-

port and logistics (NDPTL); culture (NDPC).
870

 

     As Nicola Catellani points out, “the ND was not the first initiative taken 

by the EU in its Northern neighbourhood, but it was with the Northern Di-

mension that the Union engaged with it for the first time through a compre-

hensive regional initiative. (…) the Northern Dimension originated in the 

‘soft’ competitions that emerged among the Nordic countries a result of the 

political opportunities opened up by the enlargement of the EU to include 

the European Free Trade Area (EFTA)
871

 countries”.
872

 The ND is the ex-

pression of the increasing relevance that the EU attaches to its ‘neighbour-

hood policy’.
873

 In this context the inclusion of Russia is particular signifi-

cant since it is not part of the ENP. This evidently implies that including 

Russia in soft security matters in the region.  

     In conclusion, economic cooperation is flourishing in the Baltic Sea re-

gion. The CBSS has implemented a number of initiatives some of which 

have been successfully concluded. The CBSS also cooperates with other 

bodies dealing with economic issues in the region. This has created a well 

functioning network fostering economic growth and development. The EU 

plays an active role in this context through the EUSBRS and the ND which 

contribute to strengthen the links among the states in the region. The ND has 

geopolitical significance as it includes Russia and other non member states 

such as Iceland (that is a candidate country) and Norway. 

 

 

Economic development in the Black Sea region 

 

     The economic sector is of utmost importance for the BSEC. The adjective 

‘economic’ is even included in the name of the organization. This reflects 

the fact that the economy has historically been the unifying factor in the 

area
874

 which remains however very fragmented for political, historical, cul-

tural and even economic reasons. Unlike the CBSS where the area of coop-

eration called ‘economic development’ has a broad scope covering several 

sectors (e.g. tourism, maritime policy, trade and transport) as it has been 

shown in the previous section, the BSEC has identified some subcategories 

corresponding to specific areas. Like the CBSS, the BSEC has established a 
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group ad hoc to deal with the issues related to this field, namely the Working 

Group for Trade and Economic Development.  

     In 2011 the Ministers in charge of Economy adopted a Joint Declaration 

which addresses the main trade and economic challenges and which provides 

the measures that the BSEC members should take for the growth and the 

prosperity of the region. These measures include facilitating trade and eco-

nomic cooperation in the region by enhancing human resources and natural 

capacities as well as the expansion of investment opportunities in the BSEC 

member states and of intra-regional investments. Other multilateral measures 

consist of establishing an institutional framework for the creation of a fa-

vourable investment and business climate by identifying the obstacles and 

the ways forward, in promoting innovation among the member states as ba-

sis for sustainable growth and economic development and encouraging tech-

nical cooperation on institution building in foreign trade, investment promo-

tion and export credit insurance issues among the BSEC Member States on a 

multilateral basis.
875

  

     The Action Plan 2012-2013, prepared by the BSEC PERMIS and based 

on the Declaration, contains the priority issues for this period. In addition to 

the measures mentioned above (which are the goals contained in this docu-

ment), the Action Plan also stresses the importance of the following goals: 

“promoting the cooperation with the European Union, other international 

and regional organizations, associations, programmes and initiatives; en-

hancing the role of the private sector in BSEC trade and investment coopera-

tion; addressing the issue of setting up an efficient BSEC Mechanism for the 

exchange of information and data relevant for the development of intra-

regional trade and intra-regional investment; exchange of views on the im-

pact of the current economic crisis”.
876

 Other objectives concern the need for 

cooperating with international organizations and institutions for more re-

search on the interaction of the economies of the member states. The aim is 

to implement projects on the trade and economic development to cope with 

the 2008 economic and financial crisis in the region. The cooperation of the 

Working Group with the BSEC related bodies is also considered essential to 

the achievement of these goals. 

     Studying the 2008 crisis is important to find solutions to the enormous 

problems confronting the states in the region. As Dimitrios Triantaphyllou 

argues, the international economic and financial crisis is a common chal-

lenge to the Black Sea countries which affects them collectively as well as 

individually.
877

 The crisis has resulted in economic stagnation in the region 

that adopted a market economy after the fall of the Soviet Union.  Panagiotis 
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Gavras divides the ‘region’s economic performance’ in four phases (see 

Table 7). The first phase lasted until 1995 and constituted the initial eco-

nomic transition of the Black Sea states. This period was characterized by 

economic decline owing to a number of factors: collapse of the old systems 

of production and distribution, the weak or non-existent legal frameworks, 

the non-functioning financial sector, and the macro-economic instability 

(e.g. high inflation and lack of fiscal control).
878

 

 

 

Table 8. The four phases of the ‘region’s economic performance’ of 

Panagiotis Gavras 

         Pe-

riod 

Phase 

1991-1995 1996-1999 2000-2007 2008-present 

1 Initial eco-

nomic transi-

tion to a 

market 

economy 

   

2  Stabilization 

and consolida-

tion 

  

3   Recovery  

4    Financial 

and eco-

nomic crisis 

Source: Gavras, Panagiotis, 2010 

 

      

     The five former Soviet countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 

Moldova, and Ukraine) suffered from a much deeper recession in the region 

because the collapse of the Soviet Union eliminated the traditional economic 

linkages.
879

 The second phase lasted until the end of the 1990s and was char-

acterized by stabilization and consolidation as the market-oriented structural 

reforms began to have a positive economic impact on the states.
880

 As Vasily 

Astrov and Peter Havlik point out, the Black Sea region enjoyed a fairly 

rapid economic recovery. Growth was faster in the countries that had previ-

ously suffered the most like Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, and Ukraine. 

GDP more than doubled in Azerbaijan and Armenia and grew by more than 
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50 percent in Georgia and Ukraine. In the other countries of the Black Sea 

region the economic growth has ranged between 30 percent (in Turkey) and 

40 percent (in Romania and Russia). Astorv and Havlik explain that the 

source of economic growth differed in each country. In Azerbaijan it primar-

ily originated from the booming export-oriented oil and gas sector. The 

launch of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline in 2006 is an example. In Geor-

gia and Armenia it was due to rising domestic demand, financed largely by 

loans and transfers from abroad. In the case of Georgia the Rose Revolution 

in 2004 leading to liberal reforms such as a large-scale privatization program 

and the abolition of customs duties also played a key role. In Russia and 

Ukraine the economic growth was due to the devaluation of their currencies 

in 1998-1999 following the Russian financial crisis (which opened the way 

to new opportunities initially for the domestic food-processing industry but 

later also for other sectors), and also rising energy (Russia) and metals 

(Ukraine). In the case of Romania and Bulgaria the economic growth was 

determined by their integration into the EU which happened later in 2004. 

The adoption of the acquis communautaire and the trade agreements with 

the EU before that date had a positive impact on their economy. The good 

economic performance of Turkey was also due to the reform package 

launched in 2002 (in the third phase). The reforms aimed at improving the 

fiscal situation and curbing inefficiencies in the industrial sector.
881

 Moldova 

also recovered from economic recession in the first phase on account of the 

trade liberalisation and responsible monetary policies that brought a quick 

end to hyperinflation in early 1990s. These measures paved the way for 

Moldova to become one of the first CIS countries to join the World Trade 

Organization (WTO).
882

 Serbia moderately recovered from the recession of 

the early 1990s
883

 because of the 1994 reform package that put an end to 

hyperinflation.
884

 Nevertheless, the war with NATO over Kosovo in 1998-

1999 led to a decline in GDP.
885

 Greece’s economic performance in early 

1990s was not satisfactory as inflation was very high (18,9%) and economic 
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growth was very low (0,9% on average). However, in the mid-1990s the 

Greek government pursued fiscal and monetary policies which “led to a high 

degree of macroeconomic stability and fostered an improved environment 

for investment and faster output growth. Greece’s adoption of the euro 

marks the end of a long stabilisation effort and the beginning of a new era of 

opportunities and challenges”.
886

 

     The case of Albania is also dramatic as two events had a very negative 

impact on its economy, namely the war in Kosovo and the pyramid scheme 

phenomenon which brought about an unprecedented financial crisis in 1997. 

The scheme wiped out almost all domestic savings of the citizens.
887

 These 

two events had huge social consequences as they caused the death and the 

impoverishment of many people.  

During this phase, the Black Sea economies had to deal with shocks (1998 

Russian financial crisis, the 1999 earthquake in Turkey, and volatile of en-

ergy prices). The third phase that began in 2000 and lasted until the third 

quarter of 2008, characterized by sustained growth essentially due to the 

shift to a market-oriented system, positive impact of the earlier reforms, and 

improvement in macroeconomic stability (e.g. greater credibility of govern-

ments, declining inflation, smaller fiscal deficits, and reduced external 

debts). During this period the real GDP growth averaged 6 percent per an-

num corresponding to a cumulative economic expansion of 68 percent. As a 

consequence, living standards rose, poverty rates dropped, trade and invest-

ment picked up, and the Black Sea region’s societies became more inte-

grated with the broader European and global economy.
888

 

     The fourth phase began with the international economic and financial 

crisis of 2008. It halted the economic growth of the region and especially 

affected those countries that were more vulnerable because inflows of for-

eign capital ceased. External financing became very difficult or impossible 

to obtain compounded by large foreign debt and a sizeable current account 

deficit were seen as significant disadvantages.
889

 This study does not enter 

into the 2008 crisis in detail as it is not the aim here. However, it is impor-

tant to mention the impact of the international crisis on the countries in the 

Black Sea region, and the implications from a geopolitical point of view. 

Armenia is one of the hardest hit countries by the crisis. A sharp decline in 

foreign direct investments, a falling demand for Armenian commodity ex-

ports, and a negative GDP already in the fourth quarter of 2008 are among 
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the most serious effects of the crisis
890

. There is broad consensus among 

experts that Azerbaijan has suffered the least from the crisis because of an 

underdeveloped financial sector and of the domination of the oil and gas 

sector
891

.  

     The international crisis has affected Bulgaria quite significantly. The 

GDP declined in 2009 and the industrial sector saw a drop in sales. It is nec-

essary to note that Bulgaria entered the EU in 2007 and therefore had not 

been fully integrated into the EU market. Additionally, the Bulgarian mone-

tary policy was constrained by the currency board arrangement pegging na-

tional currency to the euro. This means that Bulgaria could not adjust its 

exchange rate to face economic difficulties.
892

 Like Bulgaria, Romania was 

not fully integrated into the EU market at the time of the 2008 crisis. The 

significant performances registered in the political, economic and legal 

sphere that had contributed to economic development on account of the EU 

membership, were halted by the crisis. GDP decreased and the production in 

heavy industries (mining and quarrying) significantly decreased.
893

 In Geor-

gia the economic troubles were due not only to the international crisis, but 

also to the August war with Russia and to the governmental economic poli-

cies.
894

 However, Georgia benefitted from financial assistance provided by 

the international community (e.g. IMF) in response to the Russian aggres-

sion. This has made the economic consequences less heavy for Georgia.
895

 

     The case of Greece is particularly dramatic as the 2008 international cri-

sis has exacerbated its national economic crisis with devastating effects on 

the society. Greece has the highest levels of public debt in the Eurozone, and 

one of the biggest budget deficits. In 2009 the new government led by Prime 

Minister George Papandreou revealed that the previous governments had 

under-reported the budget deficit. As investors became increasingly nervous 

over the government’s high debt, they demanded higher interest rates on 

Greek bonds. This drove up Greece’s borrowing costs, exacerbated its debt 

levels, and put Greece on the path to default
896

. The European Commission, 
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the European Central Bank and the IMF decided to intervene in the form of 

bailout loans to rescue Athens from insolvency.  

     For Moldova, that is by far the poorest country in Europe, 2009 was par-

ticularly difficult as the international crisis resulted in a significant decline in 

GDP by 6,9% already in the first quarter 2009 compared with the first quar-

ter 2008. The impact was particularly strong in agriculture and industry.
897

 

The economic growth of Moldova is dependent on EU trade preferences and 

must now face difficult challenges – political uncertainty, weak administra-

tive capacity, higher fuel prices and the concerns of foreign investors as well 

as the presence of an illegal separatist regime in Moldova's Transdnistria 

region.
898

 

     The Russian economy, which grew at an impressive pace since the finan-

cial crisis in 1998, has been severely affected by the international crisis in 

2008. This was already visible in the summer that year because almost half 

of the assets on the Russian stock exchange came from non-residents, in-

cluding a large number of Americans, who started to withdraw their capital. 

This led to a drop in the securities prices like the ones of oil and gas on the 

international market. The GDP contracted and unemployment increased. 

However, the Russian economic crisis can be attributed also to domestic 

factors such as the structural problems of the industry sector as well as the 

technological deficiencies making the energy sector particularly important 

for the Russian economy.
899

 Indeed, in 2012 Russia adopted a new oil-price-

based fiscal rule and a more flexible exchange rate policy which have im-

proved its ability to deal with external shocks, including volatile oil prices. 

Additionally, high oil prices in 2011-2012 helped Russia reduce the budget 

deficit inherited from 2008-09.
900

 

     The negative consequences on the Serbian economy were heavy though 

the banking system is mostly foreign owned and was well capitalised at the 

outset of the global financial crisis (a fact of utmost importance for maintain-

ing financial stability). Serbian industry, in particular the metal producing 

and the processing sector, was very much affected by the crisis.
901

 However, 

Serbia can count on some factors which are favourable to its economic 

growth including a strategic location, a relatively inexpensive and skilled 

labour force, and free trade agreements with the EU, Russia, Turkey, and 
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countries that are members of the Central European Free Trade Agreement 

(CEFTA).
902

 

     Like the other countries of the region, Turkey has suffered a serious set-

back from the crisis. As Ercan Uygur argues, this is not surprising as Turkey 

is very well integrated in the global economy increasing the severity of the 

global recession. He also points out that foreign trade flows are a very im-

portant channel through which the international crisis has affected the Turk-

ish economy.
903

 The significant decrease in industrial output was mainly due 

to the decrease of the demand on the international markets.
904

 As Turkish 

exports are heavily dependent on EU demand, the decline in the latter has 

had a negative impact on Turkish balance of payments.
905

 By contrast, the 

Turkish banking system has shown resilience to the international crisis as a 

result of the reform measures.
906

 In addition, before the crisis Turkey could 

benefit from its status as an EU candidate nation, as well as from the eco-

nomic and political reforms it had undertaken to gain the EU membership, 

which boosted investor confidence and helped attract foreign investment. 

     Ukraine is one of the countries which have suffered the most from the 

international crisis as it has experienced the worst economic downturn 

among the states in the Black Sea region. The difficult economic and finan-

cial situation was aggravated by the continuous stalemate in the Parliament 

and, more generally, by the inefficiency of the governmental institutions.
907

 

The other reasons are at the basis of the Ukrainian vulnerability to the crisis. 

Among them there is the fact that the Ukrainian economy has not been en-

tirely reformed since the collapse of the Soviet Union and hence has reduced 

adaptive capacities. This has notably reduced its ability to counteract the 

international crisis. Moreover, the Ukrainian economy was essentially ex-

port-oriented and consequently dependent on the demand of the world mar-

ket. The reverse of this trend on account of the crisis caused a deep downturn 

of the economy. Ukraine is also highly dependent on the energy resource 

imports especially from Russia. The ‘gas wars’ with the big neighbour have 

strongly contributed to deepen the crisis.
908

  

     Like the other countries of the region, Albania was has been directly af-

fected by the 2008 crisis, though the GDP growth rate increased of 3 percent 

in 2009.
909

 The sector which has suffered the most from the crisis is industry. 
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This is essentially due to the fact that the Albanian industry was inefficient, 

low productivity and structurally distorted as a result of its conditions during 

the Cold war when considerable investments and assistance were provided 

by the Soviet Union and other Socialist bloc countries.
910

 The crisis has 

worsened the industry conditions as investments have decreased. Conse-

quently, exports have also declined. This was also due to the weakening of 

global demand. Albania’s main destination markets are Greece and Italy that 

have been particularly suffering from the crisis.
911

 

     Although the 2008 economic and financial crisis has strongly affected the 

Black Sea region states, a study of the Black Sea Trade and Development 

Bank (BSTDB) reveals that in 2011 the region started growing again. The 

average real GDP growth rate that year reached an estimated 4,1%. This 

indicates that “the region as a whole has reached and surpassed the levels of 

economic output up to mid-2008, just prior to the sharp economic downturn 

that resulted in the aftermath of the global financial crisis of September 

2008”.
912

 However, the study also stresses that the second part of 2011 saw a 

decline of the economic growth of the region because of “a series of shocks 

including the Japanese earthquake and tsunami, which disrupted global sup-

ply chains, the Arab Spring which fueled upward volatility in energy prices, 

and most importantly, the continuing turmoil of the Eurozone crisis”.
913

  

     This brief analysis clearly shows that the Black Sea region comprises of a 

heterogeneous group of countries which differ in size, institutional character-

istics, are facing different problems and find themselves at different levels of 

development.
914

 Russia has the biggest GDP in the region given its natural 

resources, its wide territory and population, immediately followed by Tur-

key, while Moldova is the poorest country.
915

 The region also includes EU 

member states (Bulgaria, Romania and Greece), some post-communist coun-

tries which are not EU members (Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, 

Georgia, Moldova, Romania, Russia, Serbia and Ukraine) and Turkey which 

is negotiating its accession to the EU. The analysis shows that the EU mem-

bers and Turkey are generally more developed and better integrated into the 

global economy, but they are exposed to a higher risk of economic shocks 

which have originated elsewhere. The post-communist countries are less 

                                                      
910 Papava, Vladimer, op.cit., p.36 
911 Albanian Centre for International Trade, op.cit., p.7 
912 See the website of the Black Sea Trade and Development Bank at 

http://www.bstdb.org/countries/the-black-sea-region 
913 Ibidem 
914 Astrov, Vasily, Havlik, Peter, op.cit., p.1 
915 For the year 2012 the GDP (Purchasing Power Parity) of the Black Sea region countries is: 

Russia $2.504 trillion; Turkey $1.125 trillion; Ukraine $335.4 billion; Greece $280.8 billion; 

Romania $274.1 billion; Bulgaria $103.7 billion; Azerbaijan $98.16 billion; Serbia $78.43 

billion; Albania $25.86 billion; Armenia $18.95 billion; Moldova $12.27 billion. 

See the website of the Central Intelligence Agency at  

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/index.html 



 217 

integrated into the global market and often suffer from economic structural 

problems.
916

  

     This brief analysis opens the paths to two considerations. The first one 

pertains to the role of the BSEC in the establishment of a developed coopera-

tion in the economic sector, and more specifically in the trade among its 

members. The BSEC has given an impetus to the strengthening of the intra-

regional trade when it was established. Serdar Sayan has conducted an inter-

esting study on this subject. He begins by observing that according to con-

ventional trade theory regional arrangements are established with the aim to 

improve the welfare of members through a reduction or elimination of barri-

ers to trade in the region. There will be welfare gains for the regional mem-

bers as long as welfare-improving trade creation (TC) effects exceed wel-

fare-reducing trade diversion (TD) effects. Sayan explains that “TC arises 

when domestic production in a certain sector of a member country is re-

placed, in part or as a whole, by imports from another member which has a 

comparative advantage in the production of that sector's output. Since the 

member with a comparative advantage is, by definition, a country which 

produces that output at a lower cost, i.e., more efficiently, there are welfare 

gains associated with trade creation”.
917

 On the other hand, TD “occurs when 

the elimination of barriers upon imports from partners lowers the cost of 

those imports below the cost of imports from more efficient third parties, as 

the latter remains artificially high due to the maintenance of restrictions on 

third party imports. Naturally, such a switch from more to less efficient pro-

ducers would decrease the importing member’s welfare”.
918

 The BSEC could 

reverse trade diversion due to the peculiar characteristics of the regional 

states and increase TC effects only if it manages to reduce the structural 

barriers to trade among its members – i.e. lack or inefficiency of channels for 

trade such as the lack of a private sector and of a private capital accumula-

tion, and poor transportation and communication infrastructure. By contrast, 

other structural obstacles like the ideological differences existing among the 

states during the Cold War era had been eliminated before the establishment 

of the Cold War. In its Summit Declaration of 1992, the BSEC emphatically 

states that “the economic cooperation will be promoted gradually and, while 

determining the priorities in this process, they will take into account the spe-

cific economic conditions, interests and concerns of the countries involved, 

and particularly the problems of the countries in transition to market econ-

omy”.
919

 The BSEC’s declaration also states that it aims at developing eco-

nomic cooperation “as a contribution to the CSCE process, to the establish-
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ment of a Europe-wide economic area, as well as to the achievement of a 

higher degree of integration of the Participating States into the world econ-

omy”.
920

 In this context it is important to improve the business environment 

and to stimulate individual and collective initiative of the enterprises and 

firms through, among other means, the progressive elimination of “obstacles 

of all kinds, in a manner not contravening their obligations towards third 

parties”.
921

 As Sayan points out, these obstacles should not be intended as 

conventional barriers to trade (e.g. tariff barriers), but as the structural con-

straints mentioned above which prevented large volumes of pre-BSEC trade 

between its members, especially between transition economies joining 

BSEC, on the one hand, and Greece and Turkey, on the other one. Indeed, 

Greece was a EU member while Turkey was negotiating a Customs Union 

Agreement with it. Consequently, while the BSEC could not set conven-

tional barriers to trade independently and without contravening the commit-

ments with third parties, it could contribute to the removal of structural ob-

stacles. According to Sayan, this has helped the BSEC members “improve 

their ability to link up with the global economy and created welfare gains 

through increased trade for its members”.
922

 However, as argued above, most 

of the regional states are not well integrated into the global economy yet.  

     The second consideration from the preceding analysis concerns the fact 

that the conflicts and the tensions in the region prevent states from develop-

ing economic cooperation. This is clear for instance in the case of Armenia 

that has only two open trade borders, namely Iran and Georgia. The reason is 

that its borders with Azerbaijan and Turkey have been closed since 1991 and 

1993, respectively, as a result of Armenia's ongoing conflict with Azerbaijan 

over the separatist Nagorno-Karabakh region. Consequently, Armenia is 

economically isolated from its two nearest neighbours, Azerbaijan and Tur-

key.
923

 Other cases of Moldavia, Georgia, Ukrainia and Albania also illus-

trate this point. All these cases have geopolitical implications which have a 

strong impact of the economy of these countries and on the political and 

economic relations among them. The involvement of the two regional pow-

ers, namely Turkey and Russia, as well as of external actors such as the EU 

and NATO makes the picture much more complicated. 

     The EU is one of the most important actor in economic terms. Its deci-

sions have a direct impact on the Black Sea region and often create an exter-

nality effect as they also influence non-EU members. Panagiota Manoli ex-

plains that regional cooperation involving transition economies “is not only 

impeded by the heterogeneity of the national transition processes of the EU 

integration but also by the bilateral relations with the EU as ‘conditionality 

creates asymmetries and tensions for which regionality cannot compen-
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sate’”.
924

 As Panagiotis Gavras puts it, “sometimes this is positive, but it can 

also be divisive or negative”.
925

 The EU is an important market for the Black 

Sea region as it is the main source of financing in the shape of lending, in-

vestment, and official assistance.
926

 The interest of the EU in the region has 

grown since Romania and Bulgaria got the EU membership. As a result, in 

the last years the EU members have established closer economic ties with 

the region where they seek expanding markets and new opportunities for 

investment. Gavras points out that “a key question concerns the terms on 

which this will happen, since the EU insists on ‘exporting’ its own rules, 

regulations and standards”.
927

 He argues that while in many cases the EU 

allows some sectors of the economy to develop with greater transparency, 

increased competition, and clear legal frameworks, in some others as in the 

agricultural policy the EU practices create more problems than they solve.
928

 

Furthermore, according to Gavras, the EU’s impact on cooperation in the 

Black Sea has not been altogether beneficial because it has developed its 

relations with the regional states bilaterally without taking into consideration 

the implications for the cooperation in the area.
929

 The EU has tried to de-

velop some policies towards the region (EaP and the ENP) with the aim to 

strengthen its power and its political and economic influence there. Never-

theless, the EU’s strategy towards the Black Sea region is not clear and has 

often been accused of woolliness and lack of well defined objectives. Indeed, 

the EU’s policies overlap and are ineffective. They include some of the 

countries of the Black Sea region and deal with more or less the same sectors 

such as energy, transport, trade, environment, maritime policy and others. 

However, as Panagiota Manoli argues, “despite criticism of the EU’s exter-

nal policies, the Union is an international actor whose external policies bring 

in elements of interaction, consultation and partnership. That is particularly 

the case when it comes to the implementation of neighbourhood policies”.
930

 

Additionally, the EU is a very important trade partner for the countries in the 

Black Sea region. While for Russia the EU is the major trading partner, for 

the EU however Russia is only the third largest trading partner.
931

 The EU is 

also the main trade partner of Turkey
932

, Armenia, Azerbaijan (especially in 
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the field of energy) and Georgia
933

 and is among Ukraine's most important 

commercial partner as it accounts for about one third of its external trade
934

. 

The EU is Moldova's first trading partner with more than 40% of Moldova's 

total trade - followed by Russia and Ukraine.
935

 Serbia and Albania, which 

are potential candidate countries, regulate their trade relations with the EU 

through an Interim Agreement on Trade and Trade-related issues.
936

  

     Furthermore, in order to understand the region’s trade (and more gener-

ally economic) framework it is necessary to take into consideration the intra-

regional trade dimension. As Panagiota Manoli argues, “one of the dominant 

features of intra-regional trade is its domination by Russia (due to its energy 

exports)”.
937

 In 2008 Russia’s trade with the region reached 87 billion USD, 

which counted for almost 28 per cent of total intra-BSEC trade flows. Tur-

key’s trade with the countries of the region reached 66.7 billion USD, repre-

senting 22 per cent of overall intra-BSEC trade. The third place in the rank-

ing of the Black Sea partners in terms of the value of its regional trade is 

Ukraine that reached 50 billion USD counting for 16.5 per cent of intra-

BSEC trade. For most countries, Russia is the main trading partner from the 

Black Sea group, while Turkey is the second most important intra-regional 

partner.
938

 

     Russia and Turkey are important trade partners for each other. Russia is 

the second trade Turkish partner after Germany and is the main import 

source for the Turkish economy. Imports from Russia account for about 13% 

of overall imports. Turkey is an important partner for Russia, too. In 2007 it 

was Russia’s fourth main partner sharing 5% of Russian exports.
939

 An arti-

cle published by The Economist in December 2012 defines Russia as “Tur-
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key’s top trading partner”.
940

 It stresses that “this is mainly in Russia’s fa-

vour: the bulk of the transactions are made up of Russian natural-gas sales to 

Turkey”
941

, but also that “Russia is the biggest market for Turkish contrac-

tors; Turkey is the top destination for Russian tourists”.
942

 

     Furthermore, the EU is involved in some interstate programmes aiming at 

supporting the political and economic development not only in the Black Sea 

region but also in the Caucasus and Central Asia. An example is the Trans-

port Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia (TRACECA), which was launched in 

1993 and which includes 13 member states.
943

 Its objective is to support 

“political and economic independence of the Republics by enhancing their 

capacity to access European and World markets through alternative transport 

routes, encouraging further regional co-operation among the partner coun-

tries and increasingly being a catalyst to attract the support of International 

Financial Institutions (IFIs) and private investors”.
944

 At the moment of writ-

ing the EU has financed 62 technical assistance and 14 investment projects. 

TRACECA includes five expert working groups dealing with different sec-

tors, namely aviation, security in all modes of transport, road and rail trans-

port, transport infrastructure, and maritime transport. 

     In the Black Sea region there are several associations dealing with trans-

port matters. The Black and Azov Seas Ports Association (BASPA), for in-

stance, was established in 1999 with the initiative of the BSEC where it 

gained the status of ‘Sectoral Dialogue Partnership’. The creation of the As-

sociation was approved by the General Directorate for Energy and Transport 

of the European Commission. The aim of BASPA is to develop the Trans-

Black Sea transport network and to organize the cooperation among the ports 

of the region as well as to promote the active participation of the ports of the 

region in the process of the formation of the transport policy of the European 

Union and the development of shipping lines with the access to the Mediter-

ranean Sea and to the ocean transportation routes. The exchange of informa-

tion and the organization of conferences and meetings with experts and spe-

cialists of ports is another important objective of BASPA.
945
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     Furthermore, BASPA takes part in the meetings of the BSEC Working 

Group on Transport
946

, which was created in 1992, when the organization 

was established. Indeed, the BSEC has paid particular attention to coopera-

tion in the field of transport since its inception. This Working Group mainly 

focuses on “how to utilize effectively intra-region capacity and growing 

transit potential of the Black Sea region”.
947

 In addition, the Action Plan of 

the Working Group contains the main directions for cooperation, which con-

sist in creating favourable conditions for international and private invest-

ments, the elaboration of concrete measures for the priority projects imple-

mentation aiming at the international transport infrastructure in the region, 

the harmonization of the transport legislation, the introduction of new tech-

nologies aiming at developing and accelerating the transport process, and the 

promotion of transport security conditions.
948

 

     The projects implemented by the Working Group on Transport are a re-

gional contribution to the extension of Trans-European Networks and the 

development of Euro-Asian transport links. At the same time, the Working 

Group explores new areas where it is desirable and realistic to initiate coop-

eration in a regional format in the transport sphere. In this context, coopera-

tion with BSEC sectoral partners is particular important. They are the Union 

of Road Transport Association in the Black Sea Economic Cooperation Re-

gion (BSEC-URTA), the Black Sea International Shipowners Association 

(BINSA), the Black Sea Region Association of Shipbuilders and Shiprepair-

ers (BRASS), and BASPA discussed above.
949

  

     BSEC-URTA was founded by the Associations of International Road 

Transporters in the eleven BSEC members in 2001. It aims at providing pri-

vate sector contribution to the cooperation initiated in 1992 in the region by 

promoting dialogue and by providing channels for cooperation both within 

and outside the region.
950

 To achieve these objectives, the BSEC-URTA tries 

to promote expertise and information exchanges among its members and the 

BSEC through conferences and seminars as well as through regional projects 

and activities.
951

 BSEC-URTA, like BINSA and BRASS, have the possibil-

ity to be associated in the management of concrete projects within the BSEC 

in the fields of their competence as well as to submit proposals for projects 
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to be financed through the BSEC Project Development Fund. As Panagiota 

Manoli argues, this multilevel approach has created a web of actors with 

some influence on policy making. An example is the inclusion on the BSEC 

agenda of the issue of visa facilitation for businessmen and lorry drivers 

engaged in international road transport of goods in the Black Sea region by 

the BSEC Business Council and the Union of International Road Transport 

Association in the BSEC (BSEC-URTA) region respectively. Other exam-

ples are the BSEC-URTA’s proposal to conclude an Agreement among the 

BSEC members on Mutual Recognition of Diplomas, Certificates and other 

evidence of Formal Qualification for Road Vantage Operators and Road 

Passenger Transport Operator, and the proposal on maritime transportation 

submitted by BINSA and BRASS.
952

  

     In this context the activities of the Conference of Peripheral Maritime 

Regions (CPMR) are particularly significant. Its activities focus on social, 

economic and territorial cohesion, Integrated Maritime Policy and transport 

accessibility. The CMPR “is striving to ensure a strong EU regional policy 

targeted at all of Europe’s regions and is also working towards the delivery 

of an integrated maritime policy designed to contribute towards Europe’s 

economic growth”.
953

 The CMPR is independent of the EU institutions.
954

  

     Another important organization which is active in the region in the mari-

time field, but which includes only some of the BSEC members
955

, is the 

Danube Commission. It is an international intergovernmental organization 

established by the Convention regarding the regime of navigation on the 

Danube signed in Belgrade in 1948. The main objectives of the Danube 

Commission are “to provide and develop free navigation on the Danube for 

the commercial vessels flying the flag of all states in accordance with inter-

ests and sovereign rights of the Member States of the Belgrade Convention, 

as well as to strengthen and develop economic and cultural relations of the 

said states among themselves and with the other countries”.
956

  

     Furthermore, economic cooperation in the Black Sea region also focuses 

on small and medium enterprises, which are essential for the economic de-

velopment of states. The BSEC Working Group on SMEs is a good example. 
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Its basic goal is to facilitate the exchange of information for the promotion of 

entrepreneurship among the BSEC Member States. Thus, cooperation within 

the BSEC is devoted to the creation of an enabling business environment, to 

foster entrepreneurship, and to promote cooperation among SMEs in the 

BSEC region.
957

 The BSEC’s Declaration on small and medium-sized enter-

prises at the dawn of the 21
st
 century underlines that “the BSEC Business 

Council is expected to play a special role in creating a forum for public-

private dialogue between the business communities of Member States espe-

cially SMEs on one hand, and Government authorities on the other in order 

to stimulate debate and promote better mutual understanding of the different 

standpoints. This will contribute to the elaboration of supportive measures 

toward an economic environment conducive to business growth”.
958

  

     The BSEC has established two other Working Groups aiming at improv-

ing the cooperation within the region, namely the Working Group on Bank-

ing and Finance and the one on Tourism. The most important achievement of 

the Working Group on Banking and Finance with the task to encourage the 

promotion of closer and more beneficial cooperation in the region, is the 

establishment of the Black Sea Trade and Development Bank.  

     The Working Group on Tourism aims at “finding ways and means for the 

overall valorization of the natural wealth and abundant heritage of the re-

gion”
959

 Its report of the meeting held in Yalta in February 2013 stresses that 

its activities should focus on “further strengthening cooperation of the Mem-

ber States in the field of tourism, including enhancing dialogue on facilita-

tion of visa procedures”.
960

 This is an essential condition for achieving the 

aims contained in the Terms of reference of the Working Group. Among 

them it is interesting to mention the promotion of the “cooperation among 

the Participating States in the fields of training, joint ventures, management, 

marketing and consultancy in tourism as well as the cooperation between the 

BSEC Participating States and third countries”
961

 and the planning of a “joint 

action in securing the financial support of the international financial institu-

tions for the realization of tourism projects undertaken within the framework 

of the BSEC”.
962

 The relevance of the role of tourism for the economic de-

velopment of the region is underlined by the Declaration of the Ministers of 
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Tourism or Heads of Delegations of the BSEC Member States. This docu-

ment states that “the BSEC area has a great and very promising potential in 

tourism; tourism has a very significant and complex role to play in the eco-

nomic, social and environmental fields of our countries; tourism is the major 

growing contributor to jobs, wealth, investments and cultural understand-

ing”.
963

  

     The BSEC and the other organizations mentioned above are not the only 

organizations aiming at contributing to the economic development in the 

region. GUAM is another relevant example. On March 28th-29th 2013, the 

GUAM Secretariat in Kiev hosted the 13th meeting of the Working Group 

on Economy and Trade where the participants agreed upon a draft of the 

Protocol on the procedure for the creation and activity of a working body to 

coordinate the actions of parties to the Agreement on Creating a Free Trade 

Zone between GUAM member states of 2002.
964

 The commitment of the 

organization to strengthening of cooperation in the economic field was 

underlined by GUAM’s Secretary General. At the 6th Euro-Asian Road 

Transport Conference and Ministerial Meeting he underlined that the 

organization aims at increasing the competitiveness of its members.
965

 In 

order to achieve this objective, he underlined the relevance of the transport 

sector. He said that “transport is a sector in which cooperation tends to 

generate big opportunities. It is particularly important for the countries 

participating in our organisation, as it better positions us in the network of 

international relations, upgrading the attractiveness of our transit potential 

for external partners”.
966

 This is also why the fact that the GUAM’s territory 

covers “the most critical component of the wider TRCECA corridor – from 

the Caspian Sea to the EU’s eastern borders”
967

 is particularly significant. 

Additionally the Secretary General stated that “the space of civilised 

partnership in the Black Sea-Caspian region, based on the European 

standards, criteria and practices, and the philosophy of the four freedoms 

(free movement of people, goods, capitals and services), is a key priority of 

our work. We consider our efforts to be a contribution to a European-wide 

system of safety and stability”.
968

 An element that merits attention is that the 

budget of the organization, which is composed of the contributions of its 

members and of other recipients on a yearly basis, all worked out in US 

dollars.
969

 This indicates to the involvement of the US in the cooperative 

framework in the region. Indeed, GUAM and the US have initiated a joint 

program aiming at facilitating regional security and economic development. 
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Combating terrorism, transnational crime, enhancing border security, 

customs control and encouraging trade are among the main issues of the 

program
970

. The involvement of the US in the work of the organization is 

particularly relevant especially in relation to Russia that considers GUAM as 

an anti-Russian alliance. 

     In conclusion, the BSEC is very much involved in the effort to improve 

and strengthen the cooperation among the regional actors in the field of eco-

nomic development. Several organizations are part of the economic coopera-

tion process in the region and some of them participate in the work of the 

BSEC. The EU’s involvment in the process of cooperation through its poli-

cies is rather fuzzy and unclear. In spite of this, the EU is a very important 

trade partner for the countries in the region and is very actively participates 

in some interstate programs such as TRACECA. Moreover, the crisis has 

had a huge impact on the economy of the regional countries halting their 

economic growth and making harder the work of the BSEC. Geopolitical 

issues stemming from conflicts and tensions among regional states also rep-

resent an obstacle to economic development. 

 

 

 

The Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region compared 

 

     The CBSS and the BSEC are deeply involved in the economic develop-

ment of their respective region. Their Working Group on Economic Devel-

opment
971

 is the body created to strengthen and improve regional coopera-

tion in this sector. The two organizations have established a different struc-

ture to regulate economic cooperation. While the CBSS’ Working Group 

includes several issue-areas, the BSEC has established many Working 

Groups to deal with different matters. This is due to the necessity of facing 

in the most effective way as possible a number of challenges in a very frag-

mented region where countries differ in size, history, culture, political insti-

tutions and economic development. In both regions a number of organiza-

tions have been created with the aim to actively participate in the economic 

growth of the region as well as in the cooperation process initiated by the 

CBSS and the BSEC.  

     The case of economic development is particularly tricky for the neorealist 

approach to international relations. The reason is that the world is full of 

successful examples of cooperation in the economic field among states while 

neorealism argues that cooperation among states is not impossible, but very 

difficult to achieve. The World Trade Organization is just one of them. This 

is why it is not possible to analyse regional cooperation in this sector without 
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referring to concepts of neorealism’s main challenger institutional neoliber-

alism which argues that states usually find it easier to cooperate in economic 

than in security matters.
972

 Neoliberal institutionalist Charles Lipson for 

instance says that “our analysis has emphasized the possibilities for strategic 

cooperation that foster the development of rules, norms, and political institu-

tions in the world economy, and the more impoverished possibilities in secu-

rity affairs”.
973

 Another neoliberal institutionalist, Brian Barry, also stresses 

the neorealist misunderstanding of anarchy by pointing out that “interna-

tional affairs are not a pure anarchy in which nobody has any reason for ex-

pecting reciprocal relations to hold up. In economic matters, particularly, 

there is a good deal of room for stable expectations”.
974

 Keohane suggests 

that neoliberalism “insists on the significance of international regimes, and 

the importance of the continued exploration of the conditions under which 

they emerge and persist”.
975

 He also observes that “judging from the litera-

ture in international relations journals, this battle has been won in the area of 

international political economy: studies of particular international economic 

regimes have proliferated”.
976

 In effect, the number of projects implemented 

under the umbrella of the CBSS and of the BSEC (some of which have been 

already successfully concluded) as well as the numerous organizations oper-

ating in the region seem to contradict the neorealist assumption that interna-

tional anarchy does not give cooperation so much room for manoeuvre.  

     However, in spite of the fact that it is historically true that cooperation is 

easier to realize in the economic sector where shared interests are usually 

greater than in other fields, it needs special mention that this often occurs for 

geopolitical reasons. The Marshall Plan and the creation of the European 

Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) are two examples in point. In the case of 

the Baltic Sea region the Nordic countries began investing in the three Baltic 

States not only to push the democratization and the modernization process 

but also to help them adopt a Western orientation. The stability and the pros-

perity of the region was another reason pushing the Nordic states to 

strengthen their relations with the Baltic States as well as with Russia whose 

inclusion in the regional cooperation served this purpose. On the Black Sea, 

Turkey took the initiative to establish the BSEC to expand its political and 

economic influence on the region. In all these cases, it is pretty evident that 

is power and security that overrides economic concerns.  

     Furthermore, in the case of economic development another element 

seems to contradict the neorealist approach to the study of international rela-
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tions, namely the fact that most of the states are democracies (with the ex-

ception of Russia), which is another issue strongly supported by neoliberal 

institutionalists. For instance, when justifying his focus on relations among 

the advanced democracies, Keohane points out that states establish those 

relationships “where common interests are greatest and where the benefits of 

cooperation may be easiest to realize”.
977

 Furthermore, as Grieco argues, 

“neoliberal theory also finds that cooperation among the advanced democra-

cies is easier to achieve because particular collaborative ventures are typi-

cally ‘nested’ in a network of other economic and political joint arrange-

ments”.
978

 Grieco’s statement can be divided into two parts. The first part, 

namely ‘cooperation among the advanced democracies is easier to achieve’, 

can be only applied to the Baltic Sea region as the Black Sea region states, 

which have a different historical and political background, are not advanced 

democracies in most of the cases. An example of this is Norden discussed in 

Chapter 1. Of course, this is not the only example as the relations among the 

Nordic states are historically very well developed. In 1952 and 1971 they 

have translated their strong links into two organizations, namely the Nordic 

Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers respectively. More recently, the 

cooperation within the CBSS shows their willingness to strengthen their 

relations in a broader context. At the same time, the inclusion in the CBSS of 

the countries which had belonged to the communist bloc aimed at making 

the region more secure and stabile. Strengthening the economic links among 

the regional states served this objective like in the case of the huge invest-

ments the Nordic countries made in the Baltic States in the period immedi-

ately after the collapse of the Soviet Union, as argued above (see Table 8 for 

an illustration of the power relations among the states in the region). The 

willingness to cooperate responds to the material needs and considerations of 

states in the creation of a low tension area (Norden) leading to the Nordic 

Balance
979

 (before the end of the Cold War). This has been translated into 

the effort to make the Baltic Sea region secure after the end of communism 

and the collapse of the Soviet Union. This could be achieved not only 

through the different choices that the regional states have made in the mili-

tary sector, but also through economic cooperation. The security of a state 

also depends on its economic strength. For this reason the Baltic States con-

sider their EU membership not only as a mere geopolitical choice, but also 

as the best means to achieve security by ensuring their economic growth 
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especially vis-à-vis Russia from which they have been trying to assert their 

political and economic independence since 1991. Additionally, the theory 

according to which economic growth and democracy are strictly linked has 

been questioned by recent events. Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and George 

Downs argue in fact that “as events now suggest, the link between economic 

development and what is generally called liberal democracy is actually quite 

weak and may even be getting weaker. Although it remains true that among 

already established democracies, a high per capita income contributes to 

stability, the growing number of affluent authoritarian states suggests that 

greater wealth alone does not automatically lead to greater political freedom. 

Authoritarian regimes around the world are showing that they can reap the 

benefits of economic development while evading any pressure to relax their 

political control. Nowhere is this phenomenon more evident than in China 

and Russia”.
980

 

     The second part of Grieco’s statement about neoliberalism, namely that 

some ventures are ‘nested in a network of other economic and political joint 

arrangements’, can be applied both to the Baltic and to the Black Sea region. 

In fact, the CBSS and the BSEC have implemented a number of projects 

some of which have already been successfully concluded. They often in-

volve the cooperation with a number of other organizations. Additionally, in 

the case of the Black Sea region the BSEC’s Declaration explicitly states 

that one of the aims of the organization is to contribute to the CSCE process, 

to the establishment of a Europe-wide economic area and to the integration 

of its members into the world economy.  

     Nevertheless, in order to have a complete picture of cooperation in the 

field of economic development it is necessary to take into account the huge 

impact that conflicts and tensions have on the economic relations among 

states affecting the success of their cooperation. As Panagiota Manoli ar-

gues, “it is a common ground that security problems hinder collective action 

and the deepening of cooperative structures”.
981

 In the case of the Baltic Sea 

region the high taxes imposed on Estonian products by Russia in the 1990s is 

an example. In the Black Sea region ‘frozen’ and armed conflicts, tensions 

and rivalries are big obstacles to economic cooperation. As it has been ar-

gued in the previous part, in fact, political disputes have often undermined 

economic relations among the regional countries. The war in Kosovo, Geor-

gia’s war with Russia, the CIS embargo imposed to Abkhazia during the 

Georgian-Abkhazian war (1992-1993) and the following interruption of 

Turkish-Abkhazian economic links, the Turkish closure of its land borders 

with Armenia in 1993, and the deterioration of the economic relations be-

tween Russia and Ukraine are some examples. These cases show that neore-

alism may have some limitations in explaining successful economic coopera-
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tion, but it can better explain how economics can be used for geopolitical 

aims. In this context, a distinction must be made between defensive and of-

fensive realism which can explain the differences in economic cooperation 

around the Baltic and the Black Sea. In terms of defensive realism, strength-

ened economic relations have made the region more prosperous and secure. 

And in terms of offensive realism, hard security issues obstruct economic 

cooperation, as has been shown. In the Baltic Sea region the balance of 

power is reflected also in the economic relations among the regional states 

and economic cooperation does not alter the power equilibria existing prior 

to the establishment of the CBSS. Some tensions ontinue to persist in the 

region (e.g. between Russia and the Baltic States), but they do not represent 

an obstacle to economic cooperation in the Baltic Sea region where states re 

actively defending their position in the regional system.  

     Whereas in the Black Sea region military conflicts have major impact on 

regional cooperation, here the security dilemma is driving states to increase 

their economic and military power. At the same time, states use not only 

military force but also economic strength against other states to increase 

their power and to achieve their geopolitical goals. The several Russian bans 

on wine and meat imports from Moldova and restrictions on agricultural 

trade with Georgia are some examples. Since countries are power revision-

ist-maximizers, offensive realism better explains the relations among states 

in the Black Sea region. 

     Furthermore, the presence of GUAM in the region is another element that 

can be explained through neorealism. Its economic involvement in the coop-

eration in the area is accompanied by a geopolitical dimension because of 

two features. The first one concerns the fact that its territory covers ‘the most 

critical component of the wider TRCECA corridor’. This puts it into a direct 

relation with the EU’s sectoral multilateral efforts to get more involved in 

the geopolitical dynamics of the Black Sea region. The second feature con-

cerns the involvement of the US in the activities of the organization whose 

budget is worked out in US dollars. This factor should not be downplayed 

since GUAM is seen as an anti-Russian alliance. This acquires a geopolitical 

meaning since it involves a great power that is the historical enemy of one of 

the two regional powers, namely Russia.  

     Furthermore, the analysis shows that in the Black Sea region there are 

two economic hegemons, namely Russia and Turkey. They are the most 

powerful states in the economic sector and the most important trading part-

ners for the other countries in the region. By contrast, a hegemon I clearly 

absent in the Baltic Sea region. Most of the states are economically strong 

and are EU members.  

     The EU is an important (external) economic actor in both regions (see 

Table 8). Mot of the Baltic Sea region states are part of EU economy while 

Iceland, Norway and Russia have developed bilateral relations with the EU. 

In the Black Sea region the EU is the most important actor in economic 

terms. It is for instance the main trade partner for many of the regional 
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states, among which there are two hegemons, Turkey and Russia. This obvi-

ously has important geopolitical implications because the EU has a strong 

influence over the economic dynamics of the Black Sea region not only 

through its bilateral relations with the regional countries, but also through its 

policies – the ENP and the EaP are indeed the EU’s instruments to achieve 

its geopolitical objectives in its neighbourhood. Similarly, the EU has cre-

ated the ND and the BSS in the Baltic Sea region with the same intention. 

All these policies have an important characteristic in common, that is to say 

the fact that they deal with soft security issues. As already argued, hard secu-

rity issues are not envisaged by regional cooperation in the two cases. Of 

course, the enlargement process can also be considered as a geopolitical 

instrument of the EU to assert itself as an important external actor in both 

regions. The adoption of the acquis communautaire and the trade agreements 

with the candidate countries are part of the EU’s strategy to extend its politi-

cal and economic influence in its neighbourhood. It can be argued that EU’s 

trade and transport policies towards the two regions are really geopolitical 

instruments of soft security. 

 

 

Table 9. Impact of variables on the two regimes in the field of economic 

development  

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Variables 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Distribution of power 

among the big states 

Strong economic 

power of the Nordic 

countries 

 

Strong power of Rus-

sia 

Two hegemons: Turkey 

and Russia (especially 

in the trade field) 

 

Geographical location Close ties between 

Nordic and Baltic 

countries 

Power exerted by Rus-

sia on the Baltic States 

Historical legacy of the 

regional actors 

Russia use its eco-

nomic power to im-

pose its influence on 

the region 

Russia and Turkey use 

its economic power to 

impose their influence 

on the region 

Involvement of external 

actors 

EU US and EU 

International regimes No robust regime No robust regime 
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     Interdependence is yet another useful concept to analyse regional coop-

eration around the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region applied to economic 

cooperation. Scholars usually assume that interdependence implies harmony 

or cooperation. Helen Milner, whose research focuses on International Po-

litical Economy, argues that in part this depends on the links between inter-

national trade theory and interdependence. She explains that “an interde-

pendent situation is seen as one where an extensive division of labor exists 

so that each part performs a different role and thus has complementary inter-

ests. Everyone gains from such a situation; it is a positive-sum gain”
982

. 

Nevertheless, neorealist Thomas Schelling has pointed out that interdepend-

ent situations are mixed-motive games as both conflicting and harmonious 

interests are evident. Everybody gains from continuing the relationship, but 

the distribution of these gains involves struggle. Therefore, harmony is not 

the result of interdependence, but a mix of conflict and cooperation.  

     Milner also stresses that interdependence does not imply that power is not 

important. By contrast, as Schelling, Keohane and Nye have shown, “power 

is an intrinsic element of interdependence. An actor involved in such rela-

tions can manipulate them in order to prompt the other actors involved to do 

what he/she wants. For instance, relations involving asymmetric interde-

pendence provide an essential means of exercising influence; the less vul-

nerable side can threaten, however subtly, to end the relationship in order to 

induce changes in the other side’s behaviour. Relative gains and losses from 

ending the relationship are here the central means of exercising leverage”.
983

  

     It is necessary to underline that neorealists see the international system as 

an arena of self-help where states aim to be secure and not seek welfare.
984

 

Waltz argues that interdependence increases the scope for conflict because it 

increases the frequency of contacts among states. Mearsheimer criticizes the 

neoliberal approach by pointing out that “the basic logic here is that if all the 

great powers are prospering, none has any incentive to start a war, because 

conflict in today’s interdependent world economy would redound to every 

state’s disadvantage”.
985

 According to Mearsheimer, there are three problems 

with this theory. A serious economic crisis in some important region or in 

the world at large would undermine the prosperity of states. This is what has 

happened with the 2008 crisis, which has had a tremendous impact on the 

economies of the countries in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region. 

Mearsheimer argues that “a war against one or even two opponents is 

unlikely to do much damage to a state’s economy, because typically only a 

tiny percentage of a state’s wealth is tied up in economic intercourse with 
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any other state. It is even possible (…) that conquest will produce significant 

economic benefits”.
986

 The wars occurred in the Black sea region provide 

good examples of this. Finally, World War I shows that interdependence 

does not prevent war. States in Europe were economically more interde-

pendent than is the case today before the War, and yet World War I broke 

out. Consequently, “a highly interdependent world economy does not make 

great-power war more or less likely. Great powers must be forever vigilant 

and never subordinate survival to any other goal, including prosperity”.
987

  

     Additionally, Milner points out that interdependence refers to both sym-

metric and asymmetric relationships. It is possible to argue that symmetric 

interdependence is a characteristic of the relations among the Baltic Sea 

region countries that consider break in economic links detrimental to their 

respective interests. The strengthening of the economic relations between 

Nordic and Baltic countries during the 1990s is an example. However, as 

said above, this is strongly tied to the security issue. At the same time, 

asymmetric interdependence can be applied to the trade relations between 

Russia and the Baltic States during the 1990s, especially in the case of Esto-

nia mentioned above. 

     Apparently, relations among states in the Black Sea region are character-

ized by asymmetric interdependence as the small countries are vulnerable to 

the economic power of the bigger states (Russia and Turkey). The relations 

between Russia and Turkey (two poles of the region) are characterized by 

symmetric interdependence. In spite of the fact that Russia exports gas to 

Turkey, they are important trading partners for each other. In addition Tur-

key’s economic ties with the EU make it geopolitically stronger. This coun-

terbalances the asymmetry which seems to exist in favour of Russia. Evi-

dently, neorealism rather than neoliberal institutionalism clearly demon-

strates that the economy is strictly linked to security issues. 

     The reasoning developed above clearly shows that the operational phase 

of Young’s model on international regimes is successful only to a certain 

extent both in the Baltic and the Black Sea region. Geopolitical concerns 

influence the economic cooperation outcome both positively and negatively 

depending on the relations among the regional states. In the case of the Bal-

tic Sea regime cooperation in the economic development sector works better 

than in the case of the Black Sea one. The reason is that the geopolitical 

situation in the Black Sea region is characterized by conflicts among its ac-

tors. This element strongly diminishes the role of the BSEC in improving 

regional cooperation. In contrast, the CBSS works as a better functioning 

regime even though some tensions exist between the Baltic States and Rus-

sia. The case of the three Baltic States quite lucidly illustrates how geopoli-

tics interest is governing their economic cooperation relations with with the 

Nordic countries and the EU.  
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     In both regions a number of organizations dealing with economic matters 

participate in cooperation. Nevertheless, they do not actually contribute to 

enhancing cooperation. This is the case of GUAM that coordinates economic 

activities only among its members and also has a security dimension. Fur-

thermore, the presence of external actors like the EU strongly impacts eco-

nomic cooperation. Its decisions and the policies influence the geopolitical 

and economic dynamics in the two regimes. All these factors make the two 

regimes less robust. 

     From a geopolitics perspective the small states face the problem of power 

disparity with bigger states. They tend to use the regime as a source of 

wielding economic power. The cooperative network created by the CBSS 

and the BSEC is used to benefit from the economic resources of the region 

in an easier and more profitable way. While this may have worked success-

fully in the case of the Baltic Sea regime, bilateral relations prevail in the 

Black Sea regime. This is essentially due to the peculiar geopolitical dynam-

ics of the region where conflicts and tensions dominate.  

     The analysis has shown that historical legacy plays an important role in 

the economic relations among regional states. It affects economic coopera-

tion both directly and indirectly. Trade has linked the countries around the 

Baltic and the Black Sea through time, and the Soviet past of some of the 

regional countries has made their economic structure inefficient and weak 

and thereby negatively affecting economic cooperation. The analysis also 

shows that although the relations among the regional states are historically 

characterized by trade links, it is geopolitics that heavily weighs in coopera-

tion in the economic sector. Power is the most important factor defining the 

economic relations among regional states.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

     Economic cooperation in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region is influ-

enced by security concerns and by the geopolitical strategies of the actors. 

By contrast, historical legacy does not help explain the internal dynamics in 

the two regions in the economic field. Both the CBSS and the BSEC are very 

active in their effort to develop and improve cooperation in their respective 

regions. Indeed, they have established a Working Group which has imple-

mented a number of projects. The two organizations play a key role in the 

coordination of the numerous organizations that operate in the economic 

sector in the region contributing to economic development. However, the 

economic and financial crisis of 2008 has negatively affected the two regions 

halting their growth. In spite of this, during the last years regional states 

managed to respond to the crisis in bringing about economic and financial 

recovery. 

     In the Black Sea region Russia and Turkey are the main trading partners 

in the region. They also have a special economic relation with the EU, which 
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is an external actor in both regimes. The presence of the EU has a strong 

impact on the economic dynamics both on the Baltic and on the Black Sea. 

Most of the Baltic Sea states are EU members and the relations between the 

EU and Russia play a key role in the economic relations within this region. 

On the Black Sea only three states are members of the EU that influences the 

economic dynamics in the region through its bilateral relations with the re-

gional countries. The EU policies via the ENP and the EaP also serve its 

geopolitical purposes, but their objectives are not clear nor well defined. At 

the same time, the BSEC recognizes the importance of the cooperation with 

the EU. It indeed includes this goal in the Action Plan 2012-2013. The EU 

has obviously created policies towards the Baltic Sea region, the BSS and 

the ND, which contribute to strengthen the economic links among the coun-

tries in the region. 

     The analysis has shown that neorealism can explain how economic coop-

eration is used by states for geopolitical purposes both around the Baltic and 

the Black Sea region. The most compelling reason for this is that states’ are 

driven by security concerns more than prosperity. Security issues prevail 

over economic needs. The former are determined by geopolitical considera-

tions which consequently influence the economic relations among states in a 

region. Finally, the theoretical analysis of the two regions has shown that the 

two regimes are not successful in the economic field because geopolitical 

concerns negatively influence cooperation. This is especially true on the 

Black Sea where tensions and conflicts are an obstacle for the success of 

cooperation in the economic field. By contrast, economic relations are better 

around the Baltic Sea where the balance of power ensures economically 

beneficial cooperation. 
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Chapter 6 

           The Case of Environment 
 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

     This chapter focuses on cooperation in the sector of environment around 

the Baltic and the Black Sea. This is a relevant issue-area which has acquired 

more importance since the early 1990s, when the European geopolitical asset 

dramatically changed giving way to an intense interaction among states to 

face the challenges coming from pollution. However, cooperation in the two 

cases already began in the 1960s when some of the regional states signed 

several declarations and conventions to identify the measures to adopt in 

order to protect the environment. They define the cooperation among states 

in the two regions though the CBSS and the BSEC try to play a role in the 

sector.  

     This chapter analyses how states in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region 

have developed regional cooperation both within and outside the organs of 

the CBSS and of the BSEC. The presence of external actors such as the EU 

and the United Nations, is also taken into account. They are important in 

deciding the measures adopted to protect the environment and often are the 

main source of funding.  

     The analysis assesses the effectiveness and robustness of the Baltic and of 

the Black Sea regimes by applying the neorealist approach. It is conducted 

by trying to answer the following questions: can the platforms provided by 

the CBSS and of the BSEC strengthen the cooperation in the environmental 

sector in their respective region? Can neorealism explain cooperation in this 

field in the Baltic and in the Black Sea region? 

     The chapter is organized into three sections. The first and second sections 

focus on regional cooperation in the field of environment around the Baltic 

and the Black Sea respectively. Cooperation since the last decades of the 

Cold War era is discussed in order to have a better understanding of the state 

of the art. The third section provides an analysis of the two cases from a 

theoretical perspective.  

 

 

Environment in the Baltic Sea region 

 

     Regional cooperation in the field of environment dates back to 1972 

when the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment was held 

in Stockholm. This conference, which highlightened the linkages between 

human well-being and health, the environment and economic growth, was 

the first effort to address the Baltic Sea regional environment as a regional 
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public good.
988

 But it was in 1974 that for the first time the then seven Baltic 

coastal states
989

 made subject to a single convention ‘all the sources of pollu-

tion around an entire sea’. The Helsinki convention was signed in 1974 and 

entered into force in 1980.
990

 It was the first regional international agreement 

dealing with marine pollution from both land and sea-based sources. As a 

consequence of the political changes occurred in early 1990s and in the in-

ternational environmental and maritime law
991

, the 1992 Convention updated 

the 1974 agreement and entered into force in 2000. It was signed by all the 

CBSS members with the exception of Iceland and Norway.
992

 It expanded 

the scope of the treaty and strengthened the collaborative environmental 

policy.
993

 The governing body of the Convention is the Helsinki Commission 

- Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission (HELCOM). As stated 

on its website, “the work of HELCOM has led to improvements in various 

fields, but further work is still needed”.
994

 

     The Baltic Sea region countries have always been concerned about envi-

ronmental issues. For instance, environmental activism was a central com-

ponent of the pro-independence movements in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania 

in late 1980s. When they regained their independence, one of their first steps 

was to join the 1974 Helsinki Convention for the protection of the Baltic Sea 

from pollution which they considered as their ‘common sea’ as the Estonian 

pro-independence activists stated in their slogan.
995

 As Stacy VanDeveer 

points out, the active participation of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 1974 

and in the 1992 Helsinki Convention was important for them because it as-

serted Baltic States sovereignty and independence from the Soviet Union. 

Baltic States representatives sit at the same negotiating table with Russians. 

Nevertheless, in the early 1990s “the environmental legacy of Soviet central 

planning, including dramatic examples of terrestrial, hydrological, and at-

mospheric pollution, left fear and frustration among Baltic officials about the 

environmental dangers associated with being Russia’s neighbours”.
996

 In the 

period between 1992 and 1994 when the three Republics negotiated the So-

viet troop withdrawal, Baltic officials and activists repeatedly raised the 
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environmental impacts of ongoing Soviet military activities. The environ-

mental legacies of the Soviet era include not only large industrial brown-

fields, locally heavy coastal, riverine, lake and groundwater pollution, but 

also the memory of the 1986 Chernobyl disaster, it radioactive contamina-

tion and the concern among policymakers and publics over environmental 

quality on and around former Soviet military bases.
997

 Additionally, HEL-

COM was a welcoming international forum not only because of the sensitiv-

ity of the issue but also because the Nordic countries that had for long been 

the moral and financial supporters of the Baltics were also involved in the 

project
998

. The Nordic countries, and in particular Finland and Sweden pro-

vided the resources necessary to support the maintenance of international 

cooperation during the interim period (1974-1980) and remained the leading 

states backing the development of HELCOM.
999

  

     HELCOM is an intergovernmental organization with its headquarters 

located in Helsinki. Its permanent committees and working groups operate 

on a one country, one vote principle and decisions must be unanimous. Its 

Secretariat administers the many meetings and activities under the auspices 

of the agreements among the member states such as treaties, resolutions, 

recommendations and declarations. This makes HELCOM an important 

source of a variety of environmental policy networks that have developed to 

address a wide range of issues including pollution from ships and ports, 

land-based pollution and habitat protection.
1000

 

     The importance and the sensitiveness of the environmental issues are also 

recognized by the CBSS that has established the Working Group on Sustain-

able Development-Baltic 21, which is a regional expression of the global 

Agenda 21 adopted by the United Nations ‘Earth Summit’. It works on envi-

ronmental protection and with all aspects of sustainable development and 

considers a changing climate, economic crises, unsustainable consumption 

and production patterns, as well as demographic changes caused by an aging 

population some of the greatest challenges for the Baltic Sea region.
1001

 

Thus, it does not target exclusively environmental issues, but also social and 

economic policies in an integrated way.
1002

 

     As stated on the CBSS website, the term Baltic 21 refers to the CBSS 

Expert Group on Sustainable Development and a network of around 200 

partners from different levels and sectors working together in projects and 

policy for sustainable development in the Baltic Sea Region.
1003

 The mission 
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of the Expert Group is “to contribute actively towards advancing sustainable 

development in the Baltic Sea Region by coordinating goals and activities, 

and by serving as a forum for cooperation across borders and between stake-

holder groups”.
1004

 It provides a platform for governments, organisations, 

communities and people seeking new partnerships and aiming to strengthen 

the existing ones. The members of the Expert Group are ‘various govern-

ment ministries and agencies from CBSS member states, numerous inter-

governmental and non-governmental organisations, academic institutions, as 

well as local, city and sector networks’.
1005

  

     At the time of writing the Expert Group works on the EFFECT project 

which aims to “map, communicate, foster and learn from good practice solu-

tions on eco-efficiency in the Baltic Sea Region”.
1006

 As stated on its web-

site, “the project will attract and enable cities, villages and BSR sub-regions 

as well as other relevant actors from the local, regional, national and pan-

Baltic level to jointly develop and implement policies and concrete actions 

on becoming more energy and resource efficient, sustainable and resilient, 

while stimulating a greener economy. In the long term these activities will 

contribute to the creation of resilient societies and the promotion of the Bal-

tic Sea Region as a green region”.
1007

 This project, which is contributing to 

the implementation of the CBSS Strategy on Sustainable Development 2010-

2015, has been approved as part of the EU flagship ‘Lead, the Swedish Na-

tional Board for Housing, Building and Planning’ in EUSBSR PA “Cli-

mate”.
1008

 Another project that the Expert Group is implementing is AGORA 

2.0. Its aim is to “expose the most attractive natural and cultural treasures of 

the whole area that will support the development of a common regional iden-

tity”.
1009

 This would increase the visibility of the region as a whole and 

would serve as a precondition to market the region as a single tourism desti-

nation.
1010

 The partners participating in the project are ‘public authorities on 

national and regional level, as well as international NGOs and business and 

heritage organizations, which are all dealing with tourism development and 

influence the national tourism policies’, as stated on the website. 

     Sustainable urban and rural development is also a priority for the Expert 

Group that aims at integrating not only aspects of wealth and employment, 
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but also environmental ones in order to raise the overall living standard for 

both city and countryside inhabitants by enhancing sustainable development 

at the same time.
1011

  

     Sustainable consumption and production is another relevant goal of the 

Expert Group. In this context, the goal is to integrate economic, environ-

mental and social aspects into the overall consumption and production 

framework by targeting small and medium sized enterprises as important 

actors for sustainable production.
1012

 

     It is interesting to note that already the CBSS founding declaration of 

1992 had already stressed the need for sustainable development and recog-

nized the relevance of environmental issues. Indeed, as the declaration states, 

“the Ministers expressed their deep concern about the pollution of the Baltic 

Sea and underlined that cleaning up of the Baltic Sea is a joint responsibility. 

They noted that the establishment of closer cooperation between their coun-

tries creates better possibilities for solving jointly the environmental prob-

lems. They noted with satisfaction that this work is progressing well within 

the Helsinki Commission”.
1013

 However, Ingmar Oldberg stresses that the 

CBSS did not do so much until 1996 when, under the Swedish chairmanship, 

the Working Group on Sustainable Development-Baltic 21 was initiated and 

an agenda was adopted to be implemented in cooperation with HELCOM.  

     In 2003 the Luleå declaration by the ministers of environment drew spe-

cial attention to the need of harmonizing the environmental legislation be-

tween the EU and Russia and of using environmental assessments in the 

decision-making on investments, and to the threats to the Baltic Sea coming 

from eutrophication and increased shipping, especially oil transportation. 

This problem was essentially due to the growing number of Russian oil 

tankers mainly from its terminal Primorsk and in cargo transport from Ust-

Luga. Both of them are situated in the Gulf of Finland.
1014

 In 2008 environ-

ment became the primary long-term priority for the Baltic Sea region. On the 

occasion of the seventh Baltic Sea States Summit held in Riga that year the 

heads of government expressed “profound concern about the state of the land 

and of the marine environment in the Baltic Sea Region and its adjacent 

areas and congratulated the Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commis-

sion (HELCOM) on the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan, as recently 

adopted in Krakow, Poland, to restore the good environmental status of the 

Baltic Sea by 2021”.
1015

 The relevant role played by HELCOM is also rec-
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ognized by the CBSS ministerial council held in 2011 which explicitly ap-

preciates its work and stresses the importance of the cooperation between 

HELCOM and the CBSS Expert Group on Sustainable Development for the 

strengthening of the cooperation in the region.
1016

 The Terms of Reference 

adopted by the CBSS Expert Group on Maritime Policy in 2009 state that 

“the Baltic Sea Action Plan of the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM), 

adopted in November 2007 at ministerial level in Krakow and based on the 

ecosystem and integrated policy approach, is an essential instrument to ad-

dress environmental challenges of the Baltic Sea, thus contributing to an 

integrated maritime policy of the Baltic Sea region, sharing the same cross-

sector approach, though with a more specific focus on aspects of protec-

tion”.
1017

  

     Furthermore, the 1992 declaration linked energy cooperation to environ-

mental protection stating that “the Ministers recognized that cooperation in 

the field of energy is an integral part of the efforts to improve the environ-

ment in the region and to ensure sustainable economic growth”.
1018

 When in 

2000 environmental issues became increasingly important including climate 

change, the CBSS energy unit BASREC set up a testing ground for imple-

menting flexible mechanisms under the Kyoto protocol
1019

. Climate change 

is indeed a sensitive sector in which the CBSS tries to be active. To this aim, 

“Baltic 21 battles climate change by modernizing outdated practices that 

cause needless emissions, promoting bio-energy production as well as adapt-

ing the Baltic Sea Region to climate change”
1020

. The CBSS stresses that the 

Baltic Sea region “has a large potential for innovations in renewable energy 

by using the sea, wind and biomass”.
1021

  

     The link between environment and energy is a particularly sensitive issue 

especially in relation to the Nord Stream pipeline. Many concerns have been 

raised for the risks that its construction implies for the Baltic Sea. The Nord 

Stream’s website states that “Nord Stream meets the highest international 

environmental standards in implementing the pipeline project and observes 

national and international environmental, maritime and legal requirements 

during construction, testing and operation of the pipeline. It conforms to 

internationally recognised operational practices and the rigorous standards of 

the company and its shareholders”.
1022

 The website also states that “Nord 

Stream conducted the most comprehensive environmental studies of the 
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Baltic Sea to date” by investing more than 100 million euros on detailed 

studies and project planning to assess and thus minimise the environmental 

impact on the sea. In order to accomplish this task during and after construc-

tion, Nord Stream has developed five Environmental and Social Monitoring 

Programmes (ESMPs), one for each country involved in the pipeline project 

(Russia, Finland, Sweden, Denmark, and Germany). These programs have 

the aim of documenting the environmental impacts from the construction 

and operations of the pipelines in the jurisdictions of each of the five coun-

tries.
1023

  

     Despite the commitment of Nord Stream to respect the Baltic Sea envi-

ronment, many voices have been raised against its construction. The state-

ment by former Swedish ambassador Krister Wahlbäck very well elucidates 

the concerns about the Baltic Sea environment that rapidly spread across the 

region since 2006. He said that “the Russo-German pipeline … will become 

an immediate threat to the Baltic Sea … Whilst laying the pipeline, the 

Russo-German consortium will stir up poisonous bottom sediments and … 

they will have to remove all kinds of remnants [scrap] that has been laying 

quietly at the bottom since the Second World War, remnants that are filled 

with lethal substances: thousands of undetonated mines, great amounts of 

dumped munitions and chemical weapons. In other words: All the things that 

the environmental experts are telling us not to do, [Nord Stream] will be 

doing, and thereby create an immediate threat to the Baltic Sea”.
1024

 

     Several politicians and accredited personalities in the region expressed 

their unease about the project. Their concern stemmed essentially from the 

peculiarity of the Baltic Sea, which is widely known as ‘one of the most 

seriously polluted marine environments in the world’. This is due not only to 

the density of people, agriculture, industry, and trade, but also to the signifi-

cant concentration of heavy metals in the seabed sediments which resulted 

from all the industrial waste discharged over the years. Additionally, the 

Second World War had a huge impact on the Baltic Sea’s environment as the 

sea was mined and after that the Allies dumped enormous amounts of Ger-

man weapons in it.
1025

 

     A relevant issue concerning the environmental risks connected to the 

Nord Stream project is the disinterest of Russia for them. Sweden criticized 

Russia for this. The Swedish newspaper Aftonbladet stated that “Russia is 

the big problem…The decision-makers in Moscow have no wish to accept 

tough environmental demands”.
1026

 Ingmar Oldberg points out that during 

the 1990s Russia played a passive role in environmental cooperation within 

the CBSS notably for economic reasons. Subsequently, when presenting the 

priorities of the Russian presidency in 2001, former Foreign Minister Igor 
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Ivanov stated that environment should become an integral part of all future 

decisions on cooperation projects concerning energy, industry and transport, 

but he left the issue on the to-do list. Safe navigation and a cleaner marine 

environment should be dealt with by HELCOM. Like the other states of the 

region, Russia signed the 1991 Espoo Convention on Environmental Impact 

Assessment in a Transboundary Context, which “is a key step to bringing 

together all stakeholders to prevent environmental damage before it oc-

curs”
1027

 and which entered into force in 1997. However, Russia did not rat-

ify the Convention. It was only in 2005 that Foreign Minister Sergej Lavrov 

declared that environment was a priority and that preserving the unique 

ecology of the Baltic Sea was a joint task. He also underlined that extreme 

positions should be avoided and that the views of all countries should be 

taken into account. Foreign Minister Lavrov confirmed the importance of 

environment some years later. He stated that it was ‘an absolute priority’ for 

the Baltic Sea region, but he also meant that the main mechanism within 

which environmental cooperation should be implemented was HELCOM.
1028

 

In 2010 former Prime Minister Vladimir Putin participated in a HELCOM 

summit concerning its Action Plan for the Baltic Sea 2010 during which he 

underlined that Russia submitted almost all big projects to strict ecological 

control and confirmed the high praise for Russian environmental standards 

in building the Nord Stream gas pipeline.
1029

 Ingmar Oldberg concludes that 

Russia formally agreed with the other CBSS members about the relevance of 

environmental issues, but in practice it considered economic development 

more important and did not contribute much money to the environmental 

cooperation within the CBSS.
1030

  

Furthermore, geopolitical and historical reasons also played a role in the 

attitude of some of the regional states towards Russia. This is the case of 

Finland that officially supports the Nord Stream pipeline project and that has 

only raised environmental concerns only. The Finnish administration has 

criticized the Nord Stream consortium for not clarifying where in the Gulf of 

Finland the seabed will be dredged. Additionally, since the Russian seabed is 

the most polluted and the sea currents enter the Gulf of Finland in the south, 

much of the Russian toxic sediments enter Finnish waters making the envi-

ronmental argument very strong for Finland. Nevertheless, as stated in chap-

ter 3, within the government concerns about the Russian military presence in 

the Gulf of Finland and in the Baltic Sea were raised. The energy depend-

ence on Russia was another reason for maintaining good relations with Rus-

sia. During a meeting with the Finnish Foreign Minister, the Russian coun-

terpart Sergei Lavrov emphasised Russia’s appreciation that “Finland is not 

politicising the issue, but is demonstrating a purely pragmatic attitude in 
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terms of environmental safety”.
1031

 Historical legacy also plays a role in the 

relations between Finland and Germany and is another reason not to oppose 

the pipeline project. The Finns received significant military support from 

Germany when fighting against the Soviet Union during the Second World 

War. Finland would not have been secured without German help. Conse-

quently, Finland is susceptible to pressures from both ends of the pipeline. 

As Bendik Solum puts it, “one can debate how much influence such an his-

torical relation has on current political issues”.
1032

 He is right in stating that 

an important factor to bear in mind that Finland, like Sweden, has been a 

partner of Germany since 1995. Therefore, this is probably why it is impor-

tant for Finland to maintain good relations with Berlin.  

     By contrast, the Baltic States have been EU members since 2004. Direc-

tor of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute Andres Kasekamp lucidly illus-

trates the difference with Germany by arguing that “we see the same pipeline 

from the opposite ends. The Estonians see where it is coming from, and the 

Finns look at where it is going…we see Russia; they see Germany’s 

needs”.
1033

 However, in the case of Estonia the Nord Stream issue is also 

linked to energy security and military security concerns. According to Esto-

nian Prime Minister Andrus Ansip, Estonia has no reason to join the Nord 

Stream project in order to receive gas because this would not solve the prob-

lem of having a monopoly gas supplier. There would even be the risk of a 

Russian installation on the Estonian territory, which would pose a military 

risk. At the same time, the pipeline could also be beneficial for the country 

as it could impose transit fees or a ‘lease’ allowing Gazprom to use the Esto-

nian territory.
1034

  

     Another factor that is important to take into consideration when discuss-

ing environmental cooperation in the Baltic Sea region is the involvement of 

the EU. One of the pillars of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region 

which, as previously stated in this study, includes only eight countries (Swe-

den, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland) 

concerning environmental issues. Through its environmental pillar the strat-

egy aims “to make the Baltic Sea region an environmentally sustainable 

place”
1035

 and is “the first comprehensive EU strategy to target a ‘macro-

region’”.
1036

 Among its achievements there are the support for new projects, 

the improvement of cooperation between regions and other partners, includ-

ing the private sector, and a greater involvement of Russian partners in areas 
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like environmental protection, water quality and innovation.
1037

 Cooperation 

with HELCOM is an important factor for the achievement of the objectives 

in the environmental field. 

     The Northern Dimension Environmental Partnership (NDEP) is another 

EU instrument to deal with environmental problems in the Baltic Sea region. 

As stated on the website, the NDEP “is a result-focused initiative responding 

to calls from the international community, in particular Russia and Belarus, 

for concerted action to tackle some of the most pressing environmental prob-

lems in the Northern Dimension Area covering the Baltic and Barents Seas 

region”.
1038

 For implementation of joint projects to protect and improve the 

environment in these regions, the NDEP promotes cooperation between the 

European Commission, partner governments (Russia, France, Canada, Ger-

many, Sweden, Finland, UK, Denmark, Norway, Netherlands, Belgium, 

Belarus) and international financial institutions (EBRD, NIB, EIB, NEFCO 

and World Bank).  

     The relevance of the NDEP in the protection of the environment and in 

strengthening the cooperation with Russia (as well as with Belarus) is under-

lined in the Baltic Sea States Declaration on Environment and Sustainable 

Development adopted in 2003. The document states that “in the context of 

the new opportunities in Northern Europe with EU enlargement, environ-

mental investments and the increasing close co-operation between the EU 

and the Russian Federation, we are determined to reinforce our efforts to 

promote sustainable development for the Baltic Sea Region”.
1039

 It continues 

affirming that “the implementation of the second ND Action Plan 2004-2006 

and the ND Environmental Partnership adds new opportunities for environ-

mental and cross-border co-operation in the Baltic Sea Region between the 

EU countries and the Russian Federation”.
1040

 The 7
th
 Baltic Sea States 

Summit held in Riga in 2008 also stressed the key role that the NDEP plays 

in the region. The document states that “the Heads of Government looked 

forward to the future contribution of the EU Marine Strategy Directive to the 

environmental protection of the Baltic Sea. In this connection, they noted 

with satisfaction the successful activities of the Northern Dimension Envi-

ronmental Partnership (NDEP) in the region. The NDEP continues to im-

plement successful work using public grant funding to mobilise significant 

lending from international financial institutions”.
1041

 More generally, the 

document recognizes that “the Heads of Government noted with satisfaction 
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the successful development and the considerable potential of the Northern 

Dimension (ND) and its partnerships and drew attention to the important role 

of the CBSS as a participant in the ND. They also welcomed the increased 

attention paid by the EU to the opportunities and challenges of the Baltic Sea 

Region which is inter alia manifested by the Strategy for the Baltic Sea Re-

gion under preparation by the European Union”.
1042

  

     In addition to the EU, the US is also involved in the environmental coop-

eration in the region. An example is the Baltic Defence Environmental Co-

operation (BALTDEC), also known as ‘Riga initiative’. Its roots are in a 

successful Baltic/Swedish/US defence environmental training program 

which began in 1999 and was concluded in 2003. The interest of Sweden 

and the US in the program was to help the three Baltic States become stable 

democracies and assist them in their aspirations for EU and NATO member-

ship. The idea of a defence environmental conference was first proposed by 

the Latvian Ministry of Defence in 2000. In his speech at the conference, 

which was held in 2001, he appreciated the participation in the initiative of 

all the Baltic Sea region states and that a number of areas of cooperation 

were raised in which cooperation could be possible. He especially focused 

on the following ones: “the formulation of joint environmental protection 

provisions and regulations for the Baltic States military sectors, formulation 

of military base environmental management plans, civil-military cooperation 

in the resolution of issues, environmental education and training of military 

personnel, and research of polluted areas”.
1043

 The initiative was a success 

and the second annual Baltic Environmental/Military Cooperation Confer-

ence was held in Riga in 2002. More than 60 participants from fourteen 

countries took part in the event (Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Ger-

many, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Sweden, Romania, Russia, 

Ukraine, the U.K. and the US) as well as representatives from NATO Head-

quarters. At the conference Deputy Chief of Mission at the US Embassy to 

Latvia Tracy Jacobson noted that no other geographic region’s militaries 

were discussing environmental cooperation in that way. The participants 

concluded with a consensus that strengthening military environmental coop-

eration in the Baltic Sea region was necessary to prevent duplication of ef-

fort, ensure optimum use of scarce environmental resources (personnel and 

funds) and to provide for information exchange. The next meeting, which 

was held in Vilnius in 2003, stressed that future work should take into ac-

count the lessons learned from other defence environmental cooperation 

such as the Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation (AMEC). It was 

during the plenary meeting held in Tallinn in 2005 that the structure of the 
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BALTDEC was decided and the key objectives formulated.
1044

 Many pro-

jects and seminars have been successfully implemented and have earned 

BALTDEC international recognition. 

     The analysis of the environmental cooperation in the Baltic Sea region 

shows that the CBSS is very actively involved in strengthening and protect-

ing the Baltic Sea, but the real driving force behind the process is HELCOM. 

Additionally, this section has shown that hard and soft security issues are 

strongly linked to the field of environment and that the external actors, 

namely the EU and the US, contribute to shape environmental cooperation in 

the Baltic Sea region. 

 

 

 

Environment in the Black Sea region 

 

     The environmental situation of the Black Sea is essentially defined by 

three features. The first one is of a geographical kind. The Black Sea is an 

‘enclosed sea’, which is a feature recognized by law.
1045

 The limited size and 

the landlocked character of the sea make it particularly sensitive to accumu-

lated contaminants and pollutants that essentially come from the rivers run-

ning into the sea, which are the drains of urban conurbations, industries and 

agriculture. The sea is surrounded by six states (Bulgaria, Romania, Ukraine, 

Russia, Georgia and Turkey) which are obviously more affected by pollution 

of the sea and of the coasts.
1046

 The second feature which influences the en-
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vironmental situation of the Black Sea is its geopolitical relevance. Histori-

cally it has been a vital trade centre linking Europe and Asia. At present, it is 

very important not only for the riparian states but also for third countries 

with ships holding their flags and using this maritime route. Many rivers end 

up in the Black Sea. The Danube is a very good example. It is Europe’s sec-

ond longest river and therefore connects many states. During the last fifteen 

years, the shipping and marine-located activity has increased mainly in oil 

and gas transport from the Caspian Sea to Western markets, both by pipeline 

and by tankers. It is estimated that pollution from the shipping activity will 

increase in the coming years since the Black Sea and the Aegean Sea are 

considered the most secure means of transportation.
1047

 The third feature is 

related to the special economic and social significance of the Black Sea that 

provides the resources for numerous sectors of the riparian states’ econo-

mies. Tourism, commercial fishing, oil and gas exploration as well as the 

traditional use of navigation are some examples.
1048

 

     The importance of environment has made regional states to cooperate 

since the Cold War era. In 1959 Bulgaria, Romania and the former USSR 

signed the Varna Fisheries Agreement, which concerned solely fishing ac-

tivities outside the territorial zones of the contracting parties.
1049

 However, it 

did not contemplate regulation of fisheries, but focused on data gathering 

and exchange.
1050

 

     To cope with the environmental challenges, the BSEC has created the 

Working Group on Environment. Among its main tasks there are the follow-

ing ones: the promotion of cooperative activities in the BSEC region in the 

field of environmental protection taking into account the BSEC Charter and 

its other documents; sustaining the development of regional environmental 

cooperation in intersectoral and thematic areas (e.g. biodiversity, waste man-

agement, urban management, integrated coast, etc); promote the integration 

of environmental protection into the economic and social policies of the 

BSEC Member States, as well as the development of innovative, environ-

mentally friendly and resource saving technologies; and contributing to har-

monization of the environmental legislation in the BSEC Member States. 

The Working Group on Environment is also in charge of strengthening the 

BSEC cooperation with “UNEP and UNEP/MAP, the International Maritime 

Organization and with other related international organizations, with the 

Environment General Directorate of the European Commission and other 

General Directorates of the Commission and with the similar type of re-

gional institutions and organizations to discuss common concerns and to 
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share experiences, good practice and knowledge”.
1051

 Additionally, the 

Working Group must “improve the coordination with regional organizations, 

institutions and initiatives, in particular with the Commission on the Protec-

tion of the Black Sea against Pollution”.
1052

  

     UNEP is the major actor at the regional level. The Regional Seas Pro-

gramme, established immediately after UNEP’s creation, “is based on an 

integrated approach of the environmental problems of specific regional ma-

rine environments”.
1053

 In this context, the strategy for the environmental 

protection is implemented through the practice of the framework conven-

tions, which set general obligations related to basic rules that states must 

observe and that are outlined in the form of an initial compromise, and spe-

cialized obligations whose normative content is clarified and strengthened by 

technical protocols.
1054

 The Black Sea was one of the last seas to be incorpo-

rated into the UNEP’s programme although its marine conditions are dete-

riorating. This was due to the political distrust among the coastal states, most 

of which were part of the Soviet Union.  

     In 1986 the six coastal states began the negotiations for another conven-

tion on environmental protection. As Tunc Aybac puts it, “the opening of 

this chapter in cooperation was a direct consequence of ‘Perestrojka’ in the 

Soviet Union and marked a new era in relations with its neighbours which 

was to see dramatic developments in a short space of time”.
1055

 Six years 

later, in 1992, the six coastal states signed the Framework Convention on the 

Protection of the Black Sea against Pollution, also known as the Bucharest 

Convention, which was modelled on the format and the contents of the 

UNEP Regional Seas Conventions and which entered into force in 1994. 

According to article 5 of the Convention, the coastal states are bound to 

“take individually or jointly, as appropriate, all necessary measures consis-

tent with international law to prevent, reduce and control pollution thereof in 

order to protect and preserve the marine environment of the Black Sea”.
1056

 

The system established measures to be adopted in complementarity with the 

existing international instruments. They focus on ecological peculiarities and 

the other needs of the Black Sea.
1057

  

     This system is complemented by the establishment of an institutional 

framework which comprises the so called Black Sea Commission, also 

known as the Istanbul Commission, and a permanent Secretariat based in 
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Istanbul. The tasks of the Black Sea Commission are defined by article 18 

stating that its main functions are “to promote the implementation of the 

Bucharest Convention, to make recommendations on necessary measures for 

achieving the aims of the Convention, to consider questions relating to the 

implementation of the Convention and the Protocols, to elaborate criteria 

pertaining to the prevention, reduction and control of pollution of the Black 

Sea marine environment and to cooperate with competent international or-

ganizations in order to achieve the purposes of the Convention”.
1058

 The 

long-term Action Plan of the Black Sea Commission was supported by the 

Global Environment Facility (GEF), a fund established in 1991 by the World 

Bank, the UN Development Programme and the UNEP. Recently, the Euro-

pean Commission has requested to become a full member, but the Black Sea 

Commission has declined on legal grounds. The opposition of Russia to the 

EU’s involvement has also played a key role.
1059

 

     Nevertheless, the EU participates in the environmental cooperation in the 

region through its Programme of Community aid to the countries of Central 

and Eastern Europe (Phare), which is the main financial instrument of the 

pre-accession strategy for the Central and Eastern European countries 

(CEECs) that have applied for the EU membership, and its Technical Aid to 

the Commonwealth of Independent States (TACIS), which aims at encourag-

ing democratisation, the strengthening of the rule of law and the transition to 

a market economy in those countries.
1060

        

     Additionally, in 2001 the EU set up the Danube Black Sea Task Force 

(DABLAS) with the aim “to provide a platform for co-operation for the pro-

tection of water and water-related ecosystems in the Danube and Black Sea 

Region”
1061

. The DABLAS Task Force comprised a number of actors such 

as the representatives from the countries in the Danube and Black Sea re-

gion, the International Commission for the Protection of the River Danube 

(ICPDR), the Black Sea Commission, International Financing Institutions 

(IFIs), the EC, interested EU Member States, other bilateral donors and other 

regional/international organisations with relevant functions. The European 

Commission DG Environment held the Secretariat of the Task Force during 

the period 2001-2011.
1062

 

     Furthermore, the EU launched the Black Sea Environmental Partnership 

in 2010 under the auspices of the Black Sea Synergy. The EU website states 

that it “is established to support the efforts of the EU and its partners of the 

wider Black Sea region to find cooperative approaches to the common chal-
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lenges that the Black Sea region faces”.
1063

 In his opening speech at the Con-

ference launching the initiative, European Environment Commissioner Janez 

Potočnik argued that “the Black Sea is not an EU sea. But it is ‘our’ sea; it 

belongs to all of us, it is shared by all its countries and neighbours, by all 

those who live in the region. We share the Black Sea and its challenges”.
1064

 

Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Russia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 

Moldova, and Ukraine are partners of this initiative which is however open 

to all countries of wider Black Sea region. Additionally, the EU environ-

mental law addresses the protection of the marine environment both directly 

(e.g. water quality, waste management, transport of hazardous waste) and 

indirectly (e.g. habitat protection, air pollution, right to information for envi-

ronmental issues). These rules, which are part of the acquis communautaire, 

have been incorporated in the legislation of Bulgaria and Romania and con-

sequently have an impact on the environmental measures adopted in the 

Black Sea region.
1065

 

     Other regional conventions are the Convention on Cooperation for the 

Protection and Sustainable Use of the Danube River (DRPC) and the Con-

vention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats. The 

former was signed in 1994 and entered into force in 1998 and was estab-

lished as “a framework for bilateral or multilateral cooperation to protect the 

aquatic environment of the river Danube based on the precautionary princi-

ple, the polluter pays principle and the principle of sustainable management 

and for the prevention and control of pollution, conservation, improvement 

and rational use of water resources of the Danubian countries by establishing 

the International Commission for the Protection of the river Danube”.
1066

 

The latter was signed in 1979 and came into force in 1982. Its aim is “to 

conserve wild flora and fauna and their natural habitats, especially those 

species and habitats whose conservation requires the cooperation of several 

States, and to promote such cooperation”.
1067

 

     Furthermore, the Declaration of Environmental Quality Objectives also 

merits to be mentioned. It was signed by the six coastal states in Odessa in 

1993. It is an innovative and pragmatic policy statement setting environ-

mental goals and a time frame for guiding the management of the environ-

mental regime and the associated investments. Tunc stresses that it is “the 

first policy agreement on regional seas to reflect the philosophy of UNCED 

[United Nations Conference on Environment and Development], Agenda 21, 

                                                      
1063 See the website of the European Action External Service at  

http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/ukraine/press_corner/all_news/news/2010/2010_03_16_02_

en.htm 
1064 Ibidem 
1065 Doussis, Emmanuella, op.cit., p.362 
1066 See the website of the European Commission at  

http://ec.europa.eu/world/agreements/prepareCreateTreatiesWorkspace/treatiesGeneralData.d

o?step=0&redirect=true&treatyId=587 
1067 See the website of the Council of Europe at 

 http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Treaties/Html/104.htm 



 252 

and features a heavy emphasis on accountability, periodic review and public 

awareness”.
1068

 He also underlines that these features were important for 

those countries emerging from totalitarism as it represented a major concep-

tual shift in a public statement from the regional countries. Indeed, the 

Odessa Declaration is remarkable for two reasons. The first one is the spirit 

of consensus. During the negotiations, Russia and Ukraine were engaged in a 

dangerous conflict about the ownership of the Black Sea naval fleet and 

Georgia was suffering civil war. When discussing about the Declaration 

former Ukrainian Minister for Environment said that environment has no 

political boundaries. The second reason concerns the fact that the Declara-

tion represented a new approach to environmental policy making in the re-

gion which included much greater public participation and accountability. 

Additionally, the Declaration was the first public policy statement in the 

region to endorse the Precautionary Principle, which was a departure from 

the ‘earlier de facto acceptance of rivers and seas as waste receptacles’.
1069

 

The work stemming from the Odessa Declaration was considered positive as 

the countries were willing and able to cooperate for the protection of the 

Black Sea environment. In this context, a key role was played by the Black 

Sea Environmental Programme (BSEP) which, established in 1993, was 

funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF), by the EU as well as by 

other donors. The BSEP tasks concerned the improvement of the capacity of 

the regional states to assess and manage the environment, the support of the 

development and the implementation of new environmental policies and the 

facilitation of the preparation of environmental investments. The GEF also 

assists the Odessa Declaration in the implementation of a long-term plan of 

action.
1070

 

     Another example of environmental cooperation in the region is the Black 

Sea Strategic Action Plan, which complements the work of the Black Sea 

Commission. In 1996 it established an effective institutional framework with 

the aim of conducting thematic analyses of the Black Sea environmental 

problems. They were conducted at the national level and then integrated 

regionally. The group of regional and international actors in charge of the 

analyses constructed a Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) of the 

Black Sea. This is a technical document which examines the root causes of 

the degradation of the Black Sea and proposes options for action which may 

be taken to address them. The environmental problems are studied by taking 

into consideration also social and economic causes. Nevertheless, despite the 

fact that the regional states are willing to cooperate in the TDA context, im-

plementation lagging because the governments do not meet the deadlines 

they set for themselves. There are many reasons for this, among which there 

                                                      
1068 Tunc, Aybac, op.cit., p.142 
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are the continuing economic difficulties confronted by many of the regional 

countries.
1071

 

     Another element that it is important to take into consideration when ana-

lysing the environmental case in the Black Sea region is the presence of 

pipelines, which represent a huge risk for the sea. The oil is being trans-

ported through the Bosphorous Strait to the Mediterranean Sea to be distrib-

uted to the West. Any major oil spill in the ecosystem of the Black Sea 

would have catastrophic consequences. The danger of oil spill is especially 

acute for the Bosphorous Strait.
1072

 This has led Turkey to oppose increasing 

tanker traffic through the Bosphorous. By contrast, Russia has asserted the 

right of free passage under the Montreux Convention of 1936 accusing Tur-

key of hypocrisy in its interest in environment.
1073

 However, Turkey’s con-

cerns are real as several ecological disasters have occurred in the Bospho-

rous in the past. Here there are some examples: in 1979 a collision between 

Romanian and Greek tankers spilled over 95,000 tons of oil into the straits 

and burned for weeks; in 1991 a Lebanese ship spilled over 20,000 tons of 

oil after a collision and sunk; in 1994 a Greek Cypriot tanker ruptured three 

of its ten tanks and spilled 20,000 tons of oil into the Straits causing the clo-

sure of the Bosphorous for a week.
1074

  

     The environmental consequences of exploration, production and transpor-

tation of the energy resources is one of the main themes of the Black Sea 

Regional Energy Centre (BSREC), established by Albania, Armenia, Azer-

baijan, Moldova, and the European Union in 1995. It aims at reinforcing the 

cooperation between the EU and the Black Sea region countries especially in 

the energy sector in order to strengthen the political and economic stability 

as well as to promote peace and greater prosperity in the region.
1075

 

     Furthermore, not only the EU but also NATO is involved in the environ-

mental cooperation in the region. The NATO Science for Stability Program 

sponsored two projects coordinated by the Middle East Technical University 

in Erdemil in Turkey. They dealt with Ecosystem Modeling as a Manage-

ment Tool for the Black Sea (TU-Black Sea) 1993-1997 and Wave Clima-

tology of the Turkish Coast: Measurements-Analysis-Modeling 1993-1998. 

The aim was to contribute to the improvement of the health of the Black Sea 

and, among others, the establishment of a database management system 

(DBMS) for environmental and oceanographic data, which is at the Marine 

Hydrophysical Institute at Sevastopol Ukraine. Another NATO initiative is 
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the Special Working Group 12 (SWG/12), which promotes cooperation be-

tween NATO and Partnership for Peace navies to implement national and 

international maritime environment protection regulations and to foster co-

operative efforts for achieving environmentally safe ships and support facili-

ties. The SWG/12 has assisted the Romanian and the Bulgarian ships and is 

helping to develop an oil-spill response contingency plan.
1076

 

     As Manoli suggests, the case of environment is particularly interesting. 

Although it was expected that this sector would produce most of the coop-

erative response since pollution is a very urgent problem of the sea, the envi-

ronmental regime in this region remains totally outside the BSEC organs for 

two reasons. First, consensus is very difficult to achieve because of the di-

versity of the BSEC members (five countries are not coastal states) even 

though they identify the Black Sea as the core of the BSEC’s geographic 

reference and the basis of its identity. An example is the failure of the BSEC 

in reaching an agreement on environmental issues relating to fisheries be-

cause it was not possible to fulfil the BSEC principle, i.e. the involvement of 

all eleven member states. Secondly, the EU has developed its own environ-

mental policy towards the region bypassing the BSEC. As previously men-

tioned, the EU environmental legislation has been adopted by Bulgaria and 

Romania and, additionally, it will be adopted by Turkey as it is a candidate 

country. Another important aspect to consider is that the EU funding goes 

through the UNEP and is partly used for the implementation of the Bucha-

rest Convention. Thus, the EU has not directly funded any BSEC environ-

mental activity.
1077

 

     In conclusion, despite the fact that cooperation in the field of environment 

was initiated during the Cold War, the BSEC has not managed to establish a 

fruitful cooperation within its organs. External actors are instead very active 

in dealing with environmental issues and in promoting cooperation in the 

region. 

 

 

The Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region compared 

 

     Environment is a sensitive issue in both cases analysed above. Both the 

CBSS and the BSEC deal with it through the Working Group they have es-

tablished to deal with the environmental challenges in their respective re-

gion. However, the analysis has shown that the operational phase of the Bal-

tic and of the Black Sea regimes is not effective because not many projects 

have been accomplished and because it remains outside the organs of the 

two organizations. In the case of the Baltic Sea region HELCOM guides the 

cooperation while in the Black Sea region a number of conventions and dec-

larations form the regime. Additionally, when cooperation is implemented 
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outside the CBSS and the BSEC, not all the states within the two regimes are 

involved. Iceland as well as Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Greece, Moldova 

and Serbia are not concerned. This has a huge impact on the effectiveness of 

the two regimes especially in the case of the Black Sea. It is thus evident that 

geographical location negatively affects cooperation. On the Black Sea, for 

instance, the fact that some environmental issues often concern only the 

coastal countries has prevented them from reaching an agreement. This is 

directly connected to the problem of relative gains emphasized by neoreal-

ism. According to this logic, those states that are not riparian states have 

nothing to gain from agreements on the environmental issues related to the 

pollution of the Black Sea. Collective advantages cannot be realized because 

not all states are concerned with problems related to the pollution of the sea. 

Thus, the two regimes have not changed “the calculations of advantage that 

governments make”.
1078

 Additionally, not all players (the CBSS and the 

BSEC member states) agree on the ‘common aversion’ making cooperation 

difficult to achieve. As already argued, cooperation occurs only among some 

of the states.  

     Environmental problems have serious consequences for states, but they 

are not among the most important ones of the list on the agenda of states. 

According to Mearsheimer, “although these dangers are a cause for concern, 

there is little evidence that any of them is serious enough to threaten the sur-

vival of a great power. The gravity of these threats may change over time, 

but for now they are at most second-order problems. Furthermore, if any of 

these threats become deadly serious, it is not clear that the great powers 

would respond by acting collectively. For example, there may be cases 

where the relevant states cooperate to deal with a particular environmental 

problem, but an impressive literature discusses how such problems might 

also lead to inter-state war”.
1079

 In the case of the Baltic Sea regime, for in-

stance, Russia has not been deeply committed in the environmental coopera-

tion in the CBSS context though it has formally recognized the urgency and 

the relevance of the pollution of the sea. Russia even considers HELCOM a 

better network to effectively deal with the sea’s health. In the case of the 

Black Sea regime, cooperation remains outside the BSEC organs. However, 

the two hegemons (Russia and Turkey) are involved in agreements and con-

ventions because they are directly concerned with the pollution of the Black 

Sea as they are among the six riparian states. In spite of this, the environ-

mental problems are not among their priorities. All these elements make the 

two regimes ineffective (see table 9).  
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Table 10. Illustration of the impact that the variables have on the rela-

tions among states in the environmental field on the Baltic and the Black 

Sea 

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Variables 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Distribution of power 

among the big states 

Indirect power exerted 

by Russia through en-

ergy 

Weak tensions between 

Russia and Turkey 

Geographical location No involvement of the 

countries not shoring on 

the sea 

No involvement of the 

countries not shoring on 

the sea 

Historical legacy of the 

regional actors 

Fear of Russia (link 

with military presence 

of Russia because of 

the pipelines) 

It does not have any 

influence 

Involvement of exter-

nal actors 

EU and US UNEP, EU and NATO 

International regimes Quite ineffective envi-

ronmental regime 

Ineffective environ-

mental regime 

 

 

     Another factor which has a negative impact on the effectiveness of the 

two regimes but also on their robustness is the strong involvement of exter-

nal actors in the environmental cooperation on the Baltic and on the Black 

Sea. In the case of the Baltic Sea regime the EU has deeply committed to 

actively participate in the activities to protect the sea. The NDEP and the 

BSS serve this purpose. The relevance of the involvement of the EU in the 

region is recognized also by the Luleå declaration which stressed the need of 

the harmonization of the environmental legislation between the EU and Rus-

sia. By contrast, the EU is less involved in the environmental cooperation in 

the Black Sea regime. Here a key role is instead played by the UN. NATO is 

involved in the cooperation in both regions, too. The EU, the US and NATO 

have managed to implement several programs and projects that contribute to 

make the cooperation in the field of environment quite fragmented. Thus, it 

is clear that in both cases the presence of external actors is essential in defin-

ing the cooperative dynamics in the environmental sector in the two regions.  

     Additionally, it is noteworthy that hard security and environment can be 

strictly intertwined because disputes for natural resources can lead to armed 

conflicts, but this is not the case neither on the Baltic Sea nor on the Black 

Sea. Here there are no conflicts over natural resources like instead in the 

case of the Arctic for example.  
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     The distribution of power and the geographical location more specifically 

influence cooperation in the environmental sector in the case of the Baltic 

Sea region. Indeed, environmental issues were raised by Estonia, Latvia and 

Lithuania in the period immediately after they regained the independence. 

As argued above, one of their first reaction was to join the Helsinki Conven-

tion. This was important because it asserted Baltic States sovereignty and 

independence from the Soviet Union. Additionally, the Helsinki Convention 

membership was welcomed because of the participation in the project of the 

Nordic countries that had been the most important financial and moral sup-

porters of the Baltic States. 

     The analysis has demonstrated that historical legacy plays a key role in 

the relations among states in the case of environment only indirectly as this 

variable is strictly connected to the negative effect that gas and oil pipelines 

have on the environment in the Baltic and in the Black Sea. This is particu-

larly clear for Finland and Estonia, as argued in the first section of this chap-

ter. In the case of Finland geopolitical worries are related to its energy needs 

which are satisfied by Russia. This explains its willingness to keep good 

relations with its neighbour. In this sense, Russia successfully uses Gazprom 

as a political tool. Historical legacy, which links Finland to Germany, is 

another good reason not to oppose the Nord Stream project. By contrast, in 

the case of Estonia both geopolitics and historical legacy concern its rela-

tions with Russia. Additionally, as argued in the chapter on energy, also 

some other countries of the region are concerned about the Nord Stream 

pipeline for geopolitical and historical legacy reasons. Sweden, for instance, 

links its environmental concerns to its fear of an increased military presence 

of Russia in the Baltic Sea. Environmental and energy issues are conse-

quently strictly intertwined. 

     The analysis has shown that both regimes are ineffective when it comes 

to cooperate in the field of environment. This is especially true in the case of 

the Black Sea regime. The BSEC is unsuccessful fostering cooperation in 

this sector which is instead guided by another organization, namely the UN. 

On the Baltic Sea the CBSS has been more successful but environmental 

cooperation is mainly guided by the Helsinki Commission. This diminuishes 

the relevance of the efforts that the CBSS makes in the field.  

     Additionally, the analysis has also demonstrated that neorealism can ex-

plain why cooperation in the field of environment does not succeed. States 

are not prone to cooperate in the field of environment because relative gains 

are not their main worry as well as because their survival is not at stake. 

Thus, neorealism can explain why riparian states are more interested in find-

ing common solutions in this sector while non-riparian states avoid being 

involved in cooperation in the environmental field. Geographical location, 

which neorealism does not take into consideration, is important in this con-

text as it complements the incomplete explanation given by neorealism.  
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Conclusion 

 

     The CBSS and the BSEC have not managed to establish a functioning 

and effective cooperation in the field of environment. Despite the fact that 

the pollution of the two seas is a very serious matter, not all the states are 

interested in actively participating in the cooperative networks. This is espe-

cially the case around the Black Sea where only six of the twelve members 

have a strong interest in tackling sea pollution as they are riparian states. In 

the case of the Baltic Sea instead, only Iceland and Norway are outside the 

sea shore. Consequently, cooperation essentially remains outside the CBSS 

and the BSEC organs. HELCOM on the Baltic Sea and UN on the Black Sea 

are the main providers of cooperative networks. The involvement of external 

actors also influences the development of environmental cooperation in the 

two regions. In the Baltic Sea region the EU has implemented the ENDP and 

the BSS to face the challenges coming from pollution. In the Black Sea re-

gion, instead, the EU can participate in the environmental cooperation only 

through its TACIS and Phare programs. NATO is also involved in the envi-

ronmental activities in both regions. 

     This chapter has also shown that neorealism can provide only a plausible 

explanation of the failure of the two regimes in the field of environment. 

Survival, which is the ultimate goal of states, is not at stake though environ-

mental issues are very serious. The problem of relative gains is the major 

concern of states. Consequently, it is sufficient to explain why states do not 

successfully cooperate in the two regions. In this context, geographical loca-

tion is an important variable while historical legacy plays a role in the analy-

sis only indirectly.  
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Chapter 7 

Conclusions 
 

 

 

 

 

 

     This study has analysed the phenomenon of regionalism around the Baltic 

and the Black Sea by trying to define the role of the CBSS and of the BSEC 

as organizations guiding cooperation in their respective region from a com-

parative perspective and from a neorealist point of view. The two organiza-

tions define the geographical boundaries of the Baltic and of the Black Sea 

region.  

     This research has followed two main lines of reasoning. On the one hand, 

the similarities and the differences between the two organizations and more 

broadly between the two regions to which they belong have been outlined. 

These similarities and differences have emerged out of the analysis of re-

gional cooperation in four sectors: hard security, energy, economic devel-

opment and environment. On the other hand, the two cases have been dis-

cussed from a theoretical perspective. 

     The analysis has shown that the Baltic and the Black Sea region, which 

emerged as units of analysis in the period immediately after the Cold War. 

They are similar in some respects although they are politically, historically, 

culturally and economically very different both between and within them. 

They have some relevant characteristics in common that allow comparison 

on certain specific variables: distribution of power among the big states, the 

geographical location and the historical legacy. Their common characteris-

tics are the institutionalisation process leading to the establishment of a re-

gional organization (the CBSS and the BSEC), the presence of European big 

powers such as the EU and Russia, of the US/NATO, of former Soviet coun-

tries and of both EU and non-EU members (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. The power interconnection between the Baltic and the Black 

Sea region 

 
 

     Furthermore, both regions as defined in this study are the result of the 

changes occurring in the structure of the international system in the early 

1990s. As the distribution of capabilities among states has changed, the rela-

tions among them have concomitantly changed. This has pushed states to 

rethink their relations with the neighbours and has facilitated some states to 

emerge as regional powers. This is the case of Turkey that has ceased the 

opportunity to emerge as one of the most influential and powerful states in 

the Black Sea region where it shares the hegemon status together with Rus-

sia. While the power of Turkey has increased since the end of bipolarism, the 

power of Russia has diminished so that it has passed from the status of su-

perpower to the great and regional power ones. Russia is a regional power 

both in the Baltic Sea and in the Black Sea region. The reasoning followed in 

this thesis has shown that it is not possible to study the phenomenon of re-

gionalism without taking into consideration two levels of analysis, namely 

the regional and the international one. If on the one hand the global division 

of power has determined the emerging of multipolarism and, consequently, 

also of regional powers, on the other one the reformulation of the relation-

ship among regional states has had a huge impact on the nature of regional 

cooperation. The CBSS and the BSEC are the products of the interplay be-

tween these two levels. They can be considered as a peripheral response to 

the changes that occurred at the international level. They have been estab-

lished by some of the biggest states in the two regions for geopolitical rea-

sons explaining why the smaller states have been so eager to participate in 

the project.  

     The two organizations operate in the context of their respective regime, 

i.e. the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea region and can be considered as regimes 
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along Krasner’s ‘consensual definition’. The argument put forth in the pre-

ceding chapters supports the contention that the CBSS and the BSEC are the 

organizations accompanying their respective regimes by providing practical 

support and guiding regional cooperation process. The organizations provide 

the platform for holding meetings, decision-making, and drafting and signing 

of agremeents. They provide a physical space where politicians, experts and 

administrators can work together making the cooperation among the member 

states concrete. In order to accomplish these tasks, the CBSS and the BSEC 

have established a very clear structure. The Working Groups have specific 

tasks and each of them deals with a well defined area and also cooperates 

towards achieving efficiency and implementation of projects. Nevertheless, 

this study has demonstrated that the CBSS and the BSEC are not successful 

organizations in all the fields of their competence, which makes the Baltic 

and the Black Sea regimes quite ineffective.  

     The profile of the cooperation in both regions is essentially defined by the 

three main variables taken into consideration in the analysis, namely the 

distribution of power among the big states, the geographical location and 

historical legacy. These variables have affected the creation of the two re-

gions, i.e. the region-building process around the Baltic and the Black Sea. 

Young’s model, which has been used to explain the formation of the two 

regimes along the concept of power that clearly shows that the geopolitical 

asset originating from the end of the Cold War and historical legacy have 

played a key role in this context. Both the Baltic and the Black Sea regimes 

have been created on the basis of the outside-in approach, which focuses on 

geopolitics and the application of neorealism when analysing regionalism. 

This is clear right from the first stage of the regime formation process, 

namely the agenda formation. In both cases overcoming the old divisions 

between West and East through cooperation was one of the reasons under-

lined by all the parties. Obviously, power and security are the most impor-

tant reasons. The adoption of a Western orientation and the opportunity of 

including Russia in the cooperation process have also played a key role in 

this context. The EU and the NATO membership pushed the states in both 

regions, especially the smallest ones, to strengthen their relations with the 

other states in the region to speeden and improve the democratization and 

the modernization process. Involving Russia in the cooperation was impor-

tant in order to try to normalize the relations with this big power. For its part, 

Russia considered the two initiatives very important in the context of the 

new twenty-first century architecture of Europe as they would contribute to 

eliminate economic, military and political dividing lines. In addition, fear of 

exclusion from the regional dynamics was a strong reason for Russian en-

gagement.  

     This study has analysed how geopolitics explains Turkey’s initiative in 

establishing the BSEC. The other countries involved in the projects also 

considered the initiative geopolitically feasible and contributing to enhanc-

ing their national security and stability in the region. Moreover, the prospects 
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of transition to modernization and a market economy to easily integrate into 

the world economy are also important reasons, too. The same reasons are 

reflected in the Baltic Sea region when the CBSS was founded. 

     Historical legacy is also an important element that has pushed regional 

states to establish the two regimes, though to a less extent than geopolitics. 

Apparently, historical legacy has played a more important role around the 

Baltic Sea than the Black Sea. In both cases trade has connected regional 

states for several centuries. The legacy of the Hanseatic League is of signifi-

cance among the regional states. The possibility of revitalizing it through the 

creation of a ‘New Hansa’ was central in the discussions about strengthening 

the relations in the region in early 1990s. Additionally, a common past be-

tween some of the regional states, in particular between the Baltic and the 

Nordic states, has favoured the establishment of very strong ties in the period 

immediately after the end of the Cold War.  Around the Black Sea, com-

merce has strongly linked the peoples living on its coasts, but the regional 

states are historically, politically, economically and culturally differentiated 

from the Baltic Sea. However, a common past has brought together some of 

the regional countries that belonged to the Ottoman empire and some others 

that belonged to the Russian empire and later to the Soviet Union. However, 

it is necessary to emphasize that cooperation in the case of the Black Sea 

region has been established not to rebuild the old ties among states, but to 

rethink them differently.  

     The distribution of power among the big states, the geographical location 

and the historical legacy have a strong impact on the cooperation in the sec-

tors taken into consideration in this study. The previous chapters have shown 

that these three variables affect the cooperation in the field of energy, eco-

nomic development and environment, both directly and indirectly. Despite 

the fact that the CBSS and the BSEC have established Working Groups ad 

hoc with the aim to effectively work, regional states cooperate to the extent 

that it brings them relative gains. This is evident in the case of environment, 

for instance. As it has been argued, states that are not involved in pollution 

problems are not prone to cooperate because only the riparian states would 

gain relatively from the cooperation. This is especially true for the Black Sea 

region where only six states shore on the sea and are interested in an effec-

tive cooperation. By contrast, in the Baltic Sea region all the countries are 

worried about the consequences of the sea pollution with the exception of 

Iceland and Norway. These two latter are indeed not members of HELCOM. 

Therefore, cooperation is essentially developed outside the bodies of the 

CBSS and of the BSEC. Furthermore, how power is distributed among 

states, geographical location and historical legacy also explain why coopera-

tion in the field of environment is contingent to the relative gains of states. 

Geographical location in particular has the strongest impact on environ-

mental cooperation in both regions. Historical legacy only plays an indirect 

role in this context as this variable is strictly connected to the environmen-

tally negative effect of gas and oil pipelines in the Baltic and in the Black 
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Sea. The fact that environmental cooperation in the Black Sea region began 

in the late 1980s as a consequence of perestrojka and the willingness of Es-

tonia, Latvia and Lithuania to be involved in the Helsinki Convention imme-

diately after they regained the independence is a good demonstration of how 

geopolitics influences the internal dynamics of the two regimes.  

     Cooperation in the field of economic development is more successful 

where many projects have been implemented and some of them have been 

satisfactorily concluded. The CBSS and the BSEC cooperate with a number 

of smaller organizations in the region dealing with issues strictly related to 

economic development. This is due to the fact that regional states benefit 

from common projects to improve the economic situation of regional states 

especially since the economic and financial crisis of 2008 that has stagnated 

economic development in these states. Although historical legacy could have 

facilitated the beginning of cooperation in this sector, it indirectly obstructs 

economic development. The Soviet past in some of the regional countries 

has made their economic structure quite inefficient and weak. The distribu-

tion of power and the geographical location play a more relevant role in this 

context as economic power is sometimes used for foreign policy objectives 

(see Table 10). This is the case for instance of the embargos imposed by 

Russia on some of the Black Sea region countries. This happens also in the 

energy field. Gazprom is used by Russia as a foreign policy tool to achieve 

its geopolitical goals. Energy is also used in foreign policy goals also by the 

smaller countries in the Black Sea region. The construction of pipelines such 

as the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyahan that bypass Russia and which has relevant im-

plications on the relations between this latter and Turkey is a good example. 

Like the distribution of power, historical legacy also negatively affects coop-

eration in the field of energy as regional states want to become more inde-

pendent from the gas supply which is used to exert Russian power on its 

‘spheres of influence’. In the Baltic Sea region the Nord Stream project is a 

very good example of the negative impact that the three variables have on 

regional cooperation in the field. Thus, the gas and oil sector is very sensi-

tive. A proof of this is the fact that in both cases cooperation in the electric-

ity is more successful as the distribution of power, the geographical location 

and historical legacy do not affect this sector so much.  

     The CBSS and the BSEC and their respective regime have contributed to 

strengthen the cooperative links among the regional states, but hard security 

matters influence cooperation in soft security ones. This is evident in all the 

sectors investigated in this study. It has been demonstrated that hard security 

influences the relations among states much more than soft security. This is 

why this sector is not contemplated in the fields of competence neither in the 

CBSS nor in the BSEC. It has been included in the analysis because of its 

relevance in the relations among states in the two regions.  

     The preceding chapters have shown that the two organizations only deal 

with soft security matters as hard security is a stronger determinant of for-

eign policy and, consequently, states prefer to take decisions in this sector 
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independently. The case of the CBSS is representative. At the time of estab-

lishment of the CBSS, the Baltic States and Poland proposed to include it in 

the CBSS’ fields of work, but later they changed their mind because they 

were afraid that it could halt their NATO membership, which was one of 

their foreign policy priorities together with the EU membership. The Nordic 

countries and Germany also opposed the introduction of hard security as area 

of competences as this would negatively affect cooperation in the other sec-

tors. In the Black Sea region this possibility was not even contemplated. In 

spite of this, the BSEC’s documents include some references to the necessity 

of facing the security challenges present in the region. This means that hard 

security is a very sensitive issue as tensions often turn into armed conflicts, 

but the BSEC member states are aware of the difficult relations among the 

countries in the region. This is a significant difference with the CBSS whose 

founding documents don’t contain any reference to hard security matters. 

The reason is the different nature of the relationship among the regional 

states which are more peaceful and which do not lead to armed conflicts, 

though some tensions are present such as in the case of the relations between 

the Baltic States and Russia. This difference between the two regions stems 

from the distribution of power among the states which is more equal     on 

the Baltic Sea than on the Black Sea. 

     Another important element which has been taken into account in the 

analysis is the presence of external actors in the Baltic and in the Black Sea 

region. It has been shown that the EU and NATO affect regional cooperation 

in both regimes. They are very different actors and therefore have a different 

impact on the two regions. In the Baltic Sea region the EU membership has 

been one of the main goals of the foreign policy of the states with a Soviet 

and communist past since early 1990s. At present, almost all the countries in 

the region are EU members with the exception of Iceland that is a candidate 

country, Norway that has rejected the EU membership option several times, 

and Russia that will very probably never enter the EU. Improving ties with 

the EU in the Black Sea region is one of the main means that states use to 

acheive national goals including economic development and raising living 

standards.
1080

 Some of the regional states aspire for EU membership. This 

creates some divisions in the two regions and it is especially the case in the 

Black Sea region. For its part, the EU is keen on increasing its presence in 

the two regions. While it is easier in the case of the Baltic Sea because most 

of the states are its members and because the geopolitical situation is differ-

ent, in the Black Sea it is more difficult because of Russia’s engagement in 

the reconfigured neighbourhood. Russia, for instance, is against the EU 

membership in the BSEC and in the Black Sea Commission. In both cases 

the EU has developed policies increase its influence in the two regimes. It is 

plausible to argue that the Baltic Sea Strategy is a coherent policy towards 

the region as defined by the EU, i.e. composed of six riparian states belong-

                                                      
1080 Manoli, Panagiota, The Dynamics of Black Sea regionalism, op.cit., p.215 
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ing to it (Sweden, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania 

and Poland). The Northern Dimension also has clear objectives. It is a joint 

policy between EU, Russia, Norway and Iceland. The ND deals with re-

gional organizations, too, among which there is the CBSS. By contrast, the 

EU does not have coherent policies towards the Black Sea region. The East-

ern Partnership and the European Neighbourhood Policy overlap and have 

not clear objectives. In spite of this, the EU is involved in the energy, eco-

nomic development and environmental issues in both regions. The EU par-

ticipates in the construction of pipelines in both regions. This not only re-

flects the enormous EU need for gas, but also its geopolitical ambitions. 

Being involved in the construction of the Nord Stream in the Baltic Sea re-

gion and in the ‘Great Game’ in the Black Sea region means a massive en-

gagement in the geopolitical dynamics of the two regimes and more room 

for manoeuvre. However, Russia represents a big obstacle to the achieve-

ment of the EU’s objectives. It is a great and regional power, which means 

that it has large economic, energy and military resources that it uses to exert 

its influence on the two regions and to compete with the EU as well. Never-

theless, the EU is an influential economic actor in both regions. Most of the 

countries around the Baltic Sea are EU members. Around the Black Sea the 

EU is the most important trade partner of most of the regional states. Addi-

tionally, the EU and Russia are vital trade partners for each other.  

     Furthermore, the EU is also involved in the environmental cooperation. In 

the Baltic Sea region the NDEP makes the EU one of the most active actors 

involved with the challenges coming from the pollution of the sea. By con-

trast, in the Black Sea region the EU is much less involved in the environ-

mental cooperation. This is essentially due to two reasons. The first one is 

that, as argued before, the geopolitical dynamics in the region makes it diffi-

cult for the EU to exert more influence there. The second one is that only the 

six riparian states are interested in protecting the sea. This makes the coop-

erative network quite inefficient, as Chapter 5 has demonstrated.  

     It is also interesting to note that the EU is involved in the hard security 

issues in the two regions though it does not deal with military problems like 

NATO does, instead. In spite of this, the EU has been involved, though not 

militarily, in some of the conflicts in the Black Sea region such as in the war 

between Georgia and Russia and between Albania and Serbia. As the posi-

tion of the EU in such conflicts was usually different from that of Russia, the 

relations between them have been negatively affected. In the Baltic Sea re-

gion the geopolitical situation is very different as there are no armed con-

flicts though some tensions are present (e.g. the ones between the Baltic 

States and Russia). Consequently, the competition between the EU and Rus-

sia for hard security issues is much less relevant there.  

     Military security is instead provided by the other external actor taken into 

consideration in this study, namely NATO. Consequently, the main differ-

ence with the EU in the context of regional cooperation is that NATO deals 

with hard security issues, while the EU mainly deals with soft security ones 
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as its policies towards the two regions show. Therefore, NATO plays a key 

role in the geopolitical dynamics both around the Baltic and the Black Sea. 

However, the argument advanced in the previous chapter supports that 

NATO tries to be involved even in soft security matters such as in the case 

of environment. The presence of NATO in the Black Sea region complicates 

the geopolitical picture. It has always been opposed by Russia and, together 

with the EU, contributes to make the region divided. However, unlike the 

EU, NATO has created instability in the region because of its military na-

ture. Turkey, which is a NATO member and one of two major powers in the 

region, is against an extra-penetration of the organization in the region. 

Among the reasons for this, the fact that all regional initiatives must include 

Russia plays a relevant role. The relations between the two historical ene-

mies, Turkey and Russia, have indeed improved in recent years especially in 

the relation to the energy sector. Consequently, they share some geopolitical 

and economic interests though some tensions between them have also char-

acterized their ties during the time.  

     Furthermore, another external actor that has several interests in the two 

regions is the US. It affects the internal dynamics in the regimes especially 

in the hard security and energy sectors. In the case of the Baltic Sea region 

the US supports the BALTBAT and affects the energy field through the in-

volvement of NATO. Its interests are much stronger around the Black Sea 

where it has taken a clear position in the conflicts that exploded there. The 

support it provided to Georgia during the war with Russia and the conflict in 

Kosovo are some examples of this. Its involvement in the internal dynamics 

of the Black Sea regime in the field of hard security demonstrates its rivalry 

with one of the two regional hegemons, namely Russia. The relations with 

Turkey are instead of a special kind as this latter is one of the oldest NATO 

members, but in recent years it has improved its relations with Russia, the 

enemy of the US during the Cold War and one of the major rivals in the in-

ternational system. Turkey is unlikely to have a major involvement of 

NATO (dominated by the US) in the region as this would increase the insta-

bility of the region. It insists that all regional initiatives include Russia. Ad-

ditionally, the US also has strong interests in the energy sector. It supports a 

series of pipeline projects aiming at transporting Caspian oil and gas from 

the Caspian region to the West. Its involvement in the construction of pipe-

lines is seen very positively by the EU which is not happy with the monop-

oly of Russia in the energy sector in the Black Sea region. 

     It can be argued that the three independent variables taken into considera-

tion in this study have strongly influenced the foreign policy objectives of 

many regional states in both regimes as most of them have chosen a Western 

orientation, as already argued above.  

     Another consideration stemming from the analysis conducted in this 

study is that in the case of the Black Sea the presence of organizations other 

than the BSEC is an obstacle to regional cooperation. This is a significant 

difference with the Baltic Sea where other organizations contribute to make 



 267 

cooperation quite successful. GUAM is a case in point. It operates in several 

fields and in so doing competes with the BSEC, which is the most important 

organization guiding the cooperation in the region. Additionally, the in-

volvement of the US in the GUAM’s activities exacerbates the situation. By 

contrast, in the Baltic Sea region the smaller organizations operating in the 

various sectors have created a well functioning cooperative network with the 

CBSS. 

 

Table 11. Illustration of how the variables determine cooperation on the 

Baltic and the Black Sea 

                Regional  

   arrangement 

 

Variables 

 

CBSS 

 

BSEC 

Distribution of power 

among the big states 

Balance of power 

No hegemon 

Security dilemma 

Two hegemons: Russia 

and Turkey 

Geographical location Close political and 

economic links be-

tween the Nordic and 

the Baltic States 

 

Fear of Russia 

Bandwagoning 

 

 

 

Fear of Russia 

 

Involvement of small 

states in energy projects 

and organizations to 

counterbalance Russia 

Historical legacy of the 

regional actors 

Trade 

 

Strong influence of 

Russia on the Baltic 

States 

Trade 

 

Strong influence of Rus-

sia on the region 

Involvement of external 

actors 

NATO, US, and EU NATO, US and EU 

International regimes Ineffective regime Ineffective regime 

 

 

     From the theoretical point of view, this study takes a neorealist approach. 

Chapter 1 has noted that neorealism has some limitations when trying to 

explain reality. The reason, as Snyder points out, is that ‘there are so many 

causal variables operating in the empirical world that no theory can embrace 

more than a fraction of them; consequently every theoretical explanation, 

strictly speaking, is ‘false’’. In effect, in order to analyse the phenomenon of 

regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea, the necessity of filling in 
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the gaps of neorealism in this context has led the author to extend neorealism 

in three ways. This study, in fact, has taken into consideration not only the 

international level but also the regional one since the subject of research is 

regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea. Geopolitics has been a 

powerful complementary tool to apply neorealism to the two regions as the 

distribution of power among the big states in the international system and its 

interplay with territory has helped explain the regional dynamics in the four 

sectors analysed. Finally, historical legacy, which is strongly linked to geo-

politics, provides a valuable element in explanaining of the phenomenon of 

regionalism in the two cases. However, neorealism is the theoretical ap-

proach chosen in this study as the relations among states are conceived as 

based on the concept of power. Of course, the case of hard security is the 

most easily explicable through the neorealist lenses since neorealism deals 

with this kind of issues by definition. Energy also provides a good case for 

neorealism since hard security is often strictly connected to the energy 

strategies of states. Economic development and environment are tricky cases 

for neorealism as they are commonly considered soft security issues, while 

this theory deals with hard security. In spite of this, this study has shown that 

there are some aspects of cooperation in the economic and the environmental 

fields that can be explained by neorealism since hard security can affect it. 

     In particular, this study has mainly focused on some neorealist elements 

that can help explain, together with the model chosen as conceptual frame-

work of analysis, regional cooperation in the sectors of hard security, energy, 

economic development and environment. It is only the combination of neo-

realism with the model that provides a tool to analyse the power relations 

among states. Neorealism alone would not provide a convincing explanation 

of regionalism around the Baltic and the Black Sea.  

     Anarchy inhibits cooperation and fosters conflict and competition among 

states. The distribution of power among the big states, which modified the 

relative power of states at the end of the Cold War by affecting the relations 

of power among them, has had a deep impact on the geopolitical dynamics 

in the two regions. The geographical location, which stresses the importance 

of territory in the geopolitical strategies of states, plays a role in the effec-

tiveness of the two regimes together with historical legacy. However, each of 

these variables has a different weight in each sector, as explained above. The 

combination of all these elements is reflected in the ineffectiveness of the 

Baltic Sea and of the Black Sea regime. In this context, the two main prob-

lems that neorealism attributes to cooperation, namely the problem of cheat-

ing and of relative gains, are at the centre of the discussion. While the prob-

lem of cheating can be solved within the context of the CBSS and of the 

BSEC, the problem of relative gains prevents states from achieving a func-

tioning cooperative scheme. They influence the states’ approach to regional 

cooperation and the way they form their expectations concerning the relative 

gains that they can obtain from it.  
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     The analysis has shown that national security is the primary concern of 

states. The establishment of cooperative schemes and their effectiveness 

depend on the achievement of national security. This is why cooperation in 

the field of hard security at the regional level has not been realized in either 

of the two cases. The energy and the environmental sectors are two examples 

of ineffective cooperation, as this research has demonstrated. Also, in both 

regions cooperation in the economic development sector is influenced by 

security concerns.  

     Furthermore, a distinction must be made between the Baltic and the Black 

Sea region. The differences between them can be explained through two 

strands of neorealism, namely defensive and offensive realism. As this re-

search has argued, the Baltic Sea region very well fits the former strand 

while the Black Sea region fits the latter one. In the Baltic Sea region states 

aim at maintaining their position. Tensions are present, but they do not lead 

to armed conflicts. By contrast, this often happens in the Black Sea region 

where states are power-maximizer revisionists. The case of hard security has 

clearly demonstrated the differences between the two regions. It also ex-

plains why economic development cooperation is more successful around 

the Baltic Sea than around the Black Sea. In the field of energy, Russia uses 

Gazprom as a tool of foreign policy in both regions, but in the Black Sea 

regime this has often led to ‘gas wars’. Cooperation in the field of environ-

ment has not unleashed conflicts in any of the two regions, though it has 

contributed to raise some tensions among states. In the case of the Baltic Sea 

region, for instance, the concerns of the Nordic and of the Baltic countries in 

relation to the negative environmental impact of the Nord Stream project are 

a good example. In the Black Sea region the worries of Turkey concerning 

the pollution of the Straits have created some tensions especially in relation 

to the Montreux Convention of 1936.  

     Around the Baltic Sea the balance of power which characterizes the geo-

political dynamics of the region has made cooperation more successful (to a 

certain extent) than in the case of the Black Sea where the security dilemma 

has undermined the prospects for cooperation. The balance of power has 

ensured that the situation prior to the establishment of institutionalized coop-

erative links between the regional states would not have been altered. In 

spite of this, the cooperative schemes created in the region are not always 

successful, as argued above. Around the Black Sea the security dilemma is a 

major obstacle to the achievement of this goal. The presence of two he-

gemons, namely Russia and Turkey, also play a role in this context. 

     Finally another element that this study has stressed is the fact that the 

bigger states define the polarity of the two regions like neorealism argues, 

but smaller states also play a role in this context. They were eager to partici-

pate in the regional project to insulate themselves from the power of the 

biggest states. In spite of this, they follow their geopolitical goals when put-

ting their national strategies into practice. This is especially evident in the 

economic and in the energy sector. However, hard security, which is not 
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contemplated in the areas of cooperation of the two organizations, is the 

other sector where small powers try to defend their national security. As a 

result, interests and policies of small and big powers are strictly intertwined 

and create a complex network of bilateral and multilateral relations which 

have an impact on both the regional and the international level. 

 

     This research has shown that the CBSS and the BSEC and more broadly 

the Baltic and the Black Sea region originate in the interaction between two 

levels, namely the international and the regional one. They are the product of 

the changes occurred in the international system since the end of the Cold 

War and the concomitant reformulation of the relations among the regional 

states at the regional level. The CBSS and the BSEC guide the cooperation 

in their respective region by creating a cooperative framework in certain 

sectors according to partiular norms and rules. Nevertheless, they do not 

have the same room of manoeuvre as the CBSS manages to exert a stronger 

influence on regional cooperation. This is due to the different geopolitical 

dynamics characterizing the two regimes. Although the CBSS and the BSEC 

are considered instruments influencing the cooperative schemes in their re-

spective regime, the regional powers and the external actors do not count on 

them to assert their interests around the Baltic and the Black Sea. The reason 

is that national security, which is the main aim of states, prevents external 

actors in playing a key role in the geopolitical dynamics at the regional level.  

 

     In conclusion, the regimes created around the Baltic and the Black Sea 

are ineffective though the CBSS has managed to create stronger cooperative 

links among its members than the BSEC. Neorealism provides a good expla-

nation when analysing and comparing the two cases if extended in order to 

include geopolitics, historical legacy and the regional level. 
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Summary  
 

 

 

 

 

     This dissertation analyses the phenomenon of regionalism around the 

Baltic and the Black Sea since the end of the Cold War with a comparative 

approach and from a neorealist point of view. The common characteristics of 

the two regions that make the comparison possible are the institutionalisation 

process leading to the establishment of a regional organization (the CBSS 

and the BSEC), the presence of European big powers such as the EU and 

Russia, of the US/NATO, of former Soviet countries and of both EU and 

non-EU members. 

     The analysis has as main focus regional organizations, the Council of the 

Baltic Sea States (CBSS) and the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC), 

which, stemming from two regimes corresponding to the Baltic and the 

Black Sea region, can be considered a product of the geopolitical dynamics 

characterizing the international order after the collapse of the bipolar system. 

In particular, the CBSS and the BSEC and more broadly the Baltic and the 

Black Sea region stem from the interaction between two levels, namely the 

international and the regional one.  

     The CBSS and the BSEC guide the cooperation in their respective region 

by creating a cooperative framework in certain sectors according to determi-

nate norms, principles, rules and decision-making procedures. For this rea-

son they can be defined as international regimes according to Krasner’s 

‘consensual definition’. The argument put forth in the dissertation supports 

the contention that the CBSS and the BSEC are the organizations accompa-

nying their respective regimes by providing practical support and guiding 

regional cooperation process. The organizations provide the platform for 

holding meetings, decision-making, and drafting and signing of agreements. 

They provide a physical space where politicians, experts and administrators 

can work together making the cooperation among the member states con-

crete. In order to accomplish these tasks, the CBSS and the BSEC have es-

tablished a very clear structure. The Working Groups have specific tasks and 

each of them deals with a well defined area and also cooperates towards 

achieving efficiency and implementation of projects. 

     However, the two organizations have not the same room of manoeuvre as 

the former manages to exert a stronger influence on cooperation in its region. 

This is due to the different geopolitical dynamics characterizing the two 

regimes. Around the Baltic Sea the balance of power which characterizes the 

geopolitical dynamics of the region has made cooperation more successful 

(to a certain extent) than in the case of the Black Sea where the security di-

lemma has undermined the prospects for cooperation. The balance of power 

has ensured that the situation prior to the establishment of institutionalized 
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cooperative links between the regional states would not have been altered. In 

spite of this, the cooperative schemes created in the region are not always 

successful. Around the Black Sea the security dilemma is a major obstacle to 

the achievement of this goal. The presence of two hegemons, namely Russia 

and Turkey, also play a role in this context. 

     Additionally, though the CBSS and the BSEC are considered instruments 

to influence the cooperative schemes in their regime, the regional powers 

and the external actors do not count on them to assert their interests on the 

Baltic and on the Black Sea. The reason is that national security, which is the 

main aim of states, prevents them from playing a key role in the geopolitical 

dynamics at the regional level.  

     The analysis has shown that the profile of the cooperation in both regions 

is essentially defined by the three main variables taken into consideration in 

the analysis, namely the distribution of power among the big states, the geo-

graphical location and historical legacy. They affect the relations among 

states both directly and indirectly in the four sectors analysed, namely hard 

security, energy, economic development and environment. While the last 

three sectors are areas of cooperation within the CBSS and the BSEC, hard 

security is not. Its inclusion in the study is due to the fact that it strongly 

affects the power relations among the states in the two regions and that it is 

strictly linked to the other three sectors.  

     Consequently, the comparison between the two regimes clearly demon-

strates that the two regimes are ineffective. Despite the fact that the CBSS 

and the BSEC have established Working Groups ad hoc with the aim to ef-

fectively work, regional states cooperate to the extent that it brings about 

advantages to them in terms of relative gains in accordance with the neoreal-

ist approach. In the case of hard security, for instance, a regime does not 

exist since the CBSS and the BSEC only deal with soft security issues. 

However, states are involved in several security and defence arrangements 

according to their specific national strategies. Hard security negatively af-

fects the other three sectors where, however, the cooperative links among 

states are stronger. Among these latter, economic development is the sector 

where cooperation is more profitable one while cooperation in the environ-

mental sector and especially in the energy sector is less successful. More 

generally, it can be argued that the efforts made by the CBSS and the BSEC 

are not sufficient to create effective cooperation.  
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Sammanfattning 
 

 

 

 

 

I denna avhandling analyseras fenomenet regionalism runt Östersjön och 

Svarta havet sedan kalla krigets slut i ett jämförande och neorealistiskt 

perspektiv. Studieobjekt för analysen utgörs av två regionala organisationer - 

the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) and the Black Sea Economic 

Cooperation (BSEC) – vilka i avhandlingen betraktas som internationella 

regimer som skapats mot bakgrund av den geopolitiska dynamik som 

uppstått i Östersjön och Svarta havet efter det bipolära systemets 

sammanbrott.  CBSS och BSEC koordinerar samarbetet i respektive region 

genom att skapa samarbetsstrukturer inom vissa områden enligt bestämda 

normer, principer, regler och beslutsförfaranden. Av den anledningen kan 

dessa två organisationer definieras som internationella regimer.  En av 

avhandlingens slutsatser är att de två organisationerna inte kan utöva lika 

stort inflytande i sin respektive region beroende på olika geopolitiska 

förutsättningar.  CBSS har ett större manöverutrymme i Östersjöområdet och 

kan därmed också spela en mer inflytelserik roll än BSEC kring Svarta 

havet. En annan slutsats är att även om både CBSS och BSEC spelar en 

befrämjande roll för det regionala samarbetet, så hämmas deras inflytande av 

EU:s och Rysslands regionala och nationella intressen som främst baseras på 

säkerhetspolitik. Man kan säga att olika nationella säkerhetspolitiska 

intressen begränsar samarbetets genomförande.  I avhandlingen visas att det 

regionala samarbetet bestäms och definieras av främst tre variabler: 

maktfördelningen mellan de regionala stormakterna i regionerna, det 

geografiska läget och det historiska arvet (historical legacy). Dessa variabler 

påverkar relationerna mellan stater, både direkt och indirekt, i de fyra 

områden som analyserats i avhandlingen, nämligen hård säkerhet (hard 

security), energi, ekonomisk utveckling och miljö . Alla dessa områden 

förutom hård säkerhet omfattas av det pågående samarbetet i CBSS och 

BSEC. Att kategorin hård säkerhet ingår i undersökningen beror på att detta 

områdes starka inflytande på maktrelationerna mellan staterna i de båda 

regionerna och att det är strikt kopplad till de andra tre sektorerna. 

Avhandlingens visar tydligt att CBSS och BSEC inte har varit framgångsrika 

i sitt arbete med att koordinera regionalt samarbete. Trots att de två 

organisationerna har etablerat arbetsgrupper i syfte att uppnå effektivt 

samarbete, förhindras detta samarbetes potential på grund av att deras 

inriktning är baserat på att nå relativa vinster enligt den neorealistiska 

teoribildningen. Exempelvis finns inte en internationell regim i vare sig 

Östersjöområdet eller kring Svarta havet som kan hantera frågor i linje med 

hård säkerhet som det definieras i litteraturen. De två regionala 

organisationerna är därför hänvisade till att enbart hantera frågor av mindre 
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säkerhetspolitisk betydelse, så kallade mjuka säkerhetsfrågor, vilket klart 

visar på samarbetets begränsade omfattning.  
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