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7th International Summer School in Karelia 2010

10th –16th of May 2010 in Petrozavodsk, Russia
Main theme:

Changing Geopolitics and International Relations 
in the European North 
Final Report
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The International Summer School in Karelia 2010 (ISSK’10) took place in the 10th –16th of May 2010 in Petrozavodsk, Republic of Karelia, Russia. It was organized by the Petrozavodsk State University (Russia) and four Finnish universities: University of Lapland, University of Tampere, Aleksanteri Institute at the University of Helsinki, and the University of Eastern Finland. In 2010, the ISSK was organized jointly in cooperation with the Finnish-Russian Cross-Border University (CBU). Financial support for the ISSK 2010 was provided by the Center for German and European Studies.
ISSK’10: Changing Geopolitics and International Relations in the European North
In classical geopolitics, the northernmost regions of the globe have been discussed as a reserve of natural resources and a space for the military. This periphery, either the entire circumpolar North or the Eurasian North or the European North, is also a homeland of indigenous peoples with their identities, and those of the settlers. Historically, states with national borders and demarcated territories expanded their influence. Thus, northern regions, particularly the Eurasian North, were industrialized and militarized after the 2nd World War. The high political and military tension of the Cold War started to thaw in the 1990s as a result of increased interrelations between peoples and civil societies, as well as the region-building of nation-states. On one hand, this significant geopolitical change brought into cooperation new, mostly non-governmental (international) actors, and created new kinds of relations between them and inter-governmental organizations, such as the EU, NATO and the AC, and the states of the regions, such as Russia and Finland. This change also triggered off new geopolitical approaches, such as environmental protection, societal responsibility and the politics of identity.

In the early-21st century, some interpretations emphasize the "Race for the Arctic", claiming that the region could become a field of an armed conflict due to a fight over natural resources within the continental shelf. None of these is, however, happening, despite of the growing geo-strategic importance of the High North. Instead, a significant multi-functional geopolitical, socio-economic and environmental change is taking place. Although so far it is not easy to analyse the on-going change, several indicators with geopolitical aspects, such as an importance of state sovereignty, energy security, institutionalized international cooperation and climate change affect to it. Finally, on one hand, there is a growing global interest toward the region and its natural resources, and on the other, the High North plays more important role in world politics.

ISSK’10: Working methods and program structure

One week course

The ISSK’10 is a one week intensive course that will study Changing Geopolitics and International Relations in the European North taking both a comprehensive and interdisciplinary approach. Through bringing together recognised Finnish/Nordic and Russian experts, ISSK’10 had an objective to provide students with an overview of geopolitics and international relations in the North and highlight some current research projects being conducted at some of the region’s foremost educational institutions.

Daily programme

Under the main topic, there were five sub-topics that were also the themes of each day. Under each sub-theme there were two lecturers (one from Finland and one from Russia) having their lectures in the mornings. The morning sessions also includes questions and comments by the students. 

The four workshops, which are consisted of the students of the ISSK’10 and a tutor, worked in afternoons. Finally, in the end of each afternoon there was an open discussion based on the lectures and reports coming from the four workshops. Students gave their active contribution during the lectures, workshops and the final round-table discussion in order to increase their understanding of various geopolitical issues in the North.

All in all, daily schedule of the ISSK consisted of 

● two lectures in the morning

● student workshops (four), led by tutors and supervised by experts, in the afternoon
Furthermore, on the 14th of May there was a Round table discussion “Northern competencies: Can the North Compete with the South” at the Karelian Research Centre hosted by the North Centre in cooperation with the Northern Research Forum.

Additionally, there was an opportunity to participate in a full-day excursion within Karelia, to the “Kivach” waterfall on the 16th of May.

Tuesday, 11th of May 2010: “How geopolitics has been implemented in the European North – theoretical and historical points”
How geopolitics – power, control and state sovereignty plus new and alternative aspects of it – has been and are implemented in the European North? The emphasis is on theoretical and historical points of view.

09.15 – 09.45: 

Opening of the ISSK’10 and introduction into its work by ISSK Coordinator Gleb Yarovoy, PetrSU; CBU Coordinator Mikko Vähä-Sipilä, University of Tampere; and ISSK Director Lassi Heininen, University of Lapland. 

09.45 – 13.00: Morning session with lectures by
◊ Associate Professor Ilya Solomescsh, Petrozavodsk State University, "How geopolitics have been implemented in the North: historical perspective"
◊ Professor Ilkka Liikanen, University of Joensuu, “Study of borders as inspiration for alternative geopolitics of the European North”
13.00 – 14.30: Lunch
14.30 – 17.00: Workshops and group discussions + Final session

Wednesday, 12th of May 2010: “International relations, interregional cooperation in, and international actors of, the North”
Discussion on one hand, on international / trans-national relations and inter-regional cooperation from the perspective of regionalism, and on the other hand on international actors of the High North, particularly those of the European North.

09.30 – 12.30: Morning session with lectures by
◊ Associate professor Gleb Yarovoy, Petrozavodsk State University, “New regionalism, cross-border regions and international cooperation in the New Northern Europe”
◊ Head of Education Tapani Kaakkuriniemi, Aleksanteri Institute at the University of Helsinki, “Borders, identities and alternative geographies: division lines in Northern Europe”
12.30 – 14.00: Lunch

14.00 – 17.00: Workshops and group discussion + Final session

Thursday, 13th of May 2010: “The High North in world politics, and changing geopolitics of the North”

Importance of the (High) North in world politics and international society at the turn of the 21st century; what kind of geopolitical, geo-economic and environmental change(s) is/are occurring in the North

09.30 – 12.30: Morning session with lectures by
◊ Docent Lassi Heininen, University of Lapland, “Role and (potential) importance of the High North in world politics and economics”
◊ Professor Nikita Lomagin, St. Petersburg State University, “Russia’s Perception of the Arctic”
12.30 – 14.00: Lunch
14.30 – 17.00: Workshops and group discussions + Final session

Friday, 14th of May 2010: “New aspects and approaches of geopolitics in the North / northern geopolitics”
New and alternative approaches to geopolitics in the European North at the early-21st century: energy and competencies.  

09.30 – 12.30: Morning session with lectures by
◊ Lecturer Mikko Vähä-Sipilä, University of Tampere, “Energy sector and politics in the Baltic Sea region”
12.30 – 14.00: Lunch
14.00 – 18.00: Round table at the Karelian Research Centre
Round table discussion “Northern competencies: Can the North Compete with the South” on relevant issues of a state of human development and human capital, and governance in the European North at the Karelian Research Centre of the Russian Academy of Science. The Round table was hosted and organized by the North Centre (of the Karelian Research Centre) in cooperation with the Northern Research Forum.
Saturday, 15th of May, 2010: “The EU, NATO, Russia and Finland, and their inter-relations in Northern geopolitics”
The European Union / NATO and Russia, their inter-relations in the context of / dealing with geopolitics in the European North
09.30 – 12.30: Morning session with lectures by
◊ Lecturer Heino Nyyssönen, University of Tampere, “Discussion of the NATO membership and historical experience in Finland”
◊ Lecturer Dmitry Lanko, St. Petersburg State University, "EU Baltic Sea Strategy and Russia"
12.30 – 14.00: Lunch
14.00 – 17.00: Workshops and group discussions + Final session

17.00 – 18.00: End of the Summer School and Reception

Sunday, 16th of May, 2010: Excursion to KIVACH waterfall
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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	Petrozavodsk State University
	University of Lapland


Round table

“Northern Competencies: Can the North Compete with the South”

within

The International Summer School in Karelia 2010 (ISSK’10)

"Changing Geopolitics and International Relations in the European North"
May 14, 2010, 14:00
Karelian Research Centre of the Russian Academy of Sciences (KarRC of RAS)

Petrozavodsk, 11 Pushkinskaya str.
Programme

Introduction:

Welcome to the Karelian Research Centre

Igor Shevchuk, Karelian Research Centre of RAS/North-Centre 

Presentations:

Spatial and structural issues of the regions’ competitiveness in Russia: challenges and solutions

Yuri Saveliev, KarRC of RAS, PhD, General Secretary for Science
Artem Shishkin, Institute of Economic Studies, KarRC of RAS, PhD, Head of the Department

Nikolai Kolesnikov, Institute of Economic Studies, KarRC of RAS, PhD, Researcher

The role of labor migration in development of North border region’s economy

Egor Mikhel, Institute of Economic Studies, KarRC of RAS, PhD, Junior researcher

The development of innovative processes in the northern border regions

Egor Prokopiev, Institute of Economic Studies, KarRC of RAS, PhD Student

Contact information:

	Igor N. Shevchuk
Karelian Research Centre, RAS
North-Centre

	tel. +7 8142 78-01-09

cell. +7 9114046770

fax +7 8142 76-96-00

shevchuk@krc.karelia.ru
info@northcentre.ru
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ABSTRACTS OF THE LECTURES AND REPORTS FROM THE WORKING GROUPS
Tuesday, 11th of May 2010: “How geopolitics has been implemented in the European North – theoretical and historical points”

Ilya Solomescsh, Petrozavodsk State University,
"How geopolitics have been implemented in the North: historical perspective" 
Abstract: History, especially in its narrative manifestations, but also in the discursive ones, often seems to be regretfully neglected in the IR based discourse. IR experts, to say nothing about the students, usually prefer to operate with the time span of several decades at the maximum. Didactically, the problem reveals in a situation when the IR student is capable to juggle rather fluently with theories, approaches and schools, but feels embarrassed with bringing himself back to earth and to contextualize his or her theoretical knowledge in factual historical comprehension. 

‘Does history matter?’ The lecture aims at providing the students with several hints to [positively] answer this question. The European North provides us with a couple of excellent cases to scrutinize the relevance of geopolitical paradigms. Three of them will be consequently discussed.

A. “Hanseatic heritage, Pomor trade and Karelian peddler trade”: borders, states, trade, logistics and power politics in the European North, from the wider Baltic Sea region to the Barents region. 

B. “Outpost”- and “Menace/Foe syndromes”: history based (geo)political discourse and speculative practices in Russia, Norway and Finland.

C. “The Greater Finland”: rhetoric and practices of the “White” and “Red” Greater Finland projects.

Task: “Corridor”, “Gateway” and “Bridge” rhetoric is usually apparent in the current cross-border cooperation discourse. Is it sufficiently effective to substitute the fundamental “We and Others” contraposition? 

Day 1. Group 1. By E. Lopukhina

“Corridor”, “Gateway” and “Bridge” rhetoric is usually apparent in the current cross-border cooperation discourse. Is it sufficiently effective to substitute the fundamental “We and Others” contraposition?

The question that arises here is why should the phenomenon of “We and Others” be substituted in the first place? Even though “Corridor”, “Gateway” and “Bridge” connect any two spots, there is still “We and others” that makes the distinction between the connecting actors. While we have a few examples of cooperation and bridge-building (Karelian peddlers’ trade, Hanza Union), it does not mean that we get rid of “We and others” concept. 

Most spheres where “Corridor”, “Gateway” and “Bridge” are effectively performing are tied with economy and culture. However in the political sphere, in the issues of identity it is impossible and even unnecessary to replace “We and Others” by something (only perhaps excluding the case of mediator-states in conflicts or in international negotiations). 

War and enemy-issues are no longer topical to a large extent, whereas the distinction in terms of economics, culture, identity and politics becomes critical (not better, not worse – just different). Here a good example could be presented by EU-Turkey case. While the European Union is building the barriers on the Turkey’s way to accession, thus separating “We” (the EU) and “Others” (Turkey), part of Turkish elite defines and presents Turkey as some “Corridor” for the EU to the Middle East. At the same time when Turkey joins the EU (if it ever does), it will itself become a part of “We” (the EU).

Finally the last aspect covered during the discussion deals with the quotation: “The further from the border – the bigger the barriers”, which is almost exactly the case in Northern European cooperation (e.g. Russia-Finland: while people in Lappeenranta (FIN) and in Vyborg (RUS) ‘see’ and ‘feel’ cross-border cooperation on the daily basis, people in Western Finland, in Vaasa, far from Russian-Finnish border are still afraid of and threatened by the fact that “Russians are coming”).

In conclusion the answer to the question of efficiency of either of the given terms is in our opinion the combination of both “Corridor”, “Gateway” and “Bridge” and “We and Others”. It is important to cooperate and build strong binds, but on the other hand it is essential to remember who we are. 

Day 1. Group 2. By Erik Sieberg

Question: Can Corridor, gateway, and bridge provide adequate rhetorical/descriptive definition for substitution of the “We” and “Other” contraposition?

After discussing the 3 structures the group came to the conclusion that a presentation of the 3 structures and the We and Other contraposition could not be mutually excluded and were integrated in a complex interelation.  The following discussions led the group to present our findings and analysis in an integrated presentation utilizing a few concrete examples to depict the dynamic nature of the 3 structures and the “We” and “Other” symbiosis:

First, we came to realize that corridor, gateway, and bridge, all by their nature imply the existence of two areas or points.  This serves as an analogy to the We and Other contraposition.  During the discussion the corridor brought out the different participants ideas of the contruction of corridors. I

defined the corridor as a walled hallway without side doors or end doors. Others saw the possibility of end doors, side doors, light and darkness, etc.

Elina brought up the the effectiveness of the contraposition for different economic, political, and social processes and the difference between rhetorial and practices in everyday life.

Tuomas posed the question “whether competing and cooperating ideas and concepts are the root of the distinction.  He brought up Iver Neuman's  identity perception of Europe as Russia's Other and vice versa.

Karoliina discussed the issue of identity and nation and how discourses are concrete cooperation and cited the visa regime as evidence of the veracity of the We Other distinction in the practical relations of states and groups.

Tanel observed that identity is exclusive and inclusive. Words can serve as different symbols and identifications and that natural divisions defined is indicative of diefinitions of different rhetorics and therefore the contradistinction is enhanced by the 3 structure descriptive mechanism.

Alina contributed her thought about the way that the We concept travels through time  and navigates through the 3 structures.

The group came to an undertanding that the objective to analyze and observe the world as it is already through the contraposition mechanism supported by the other concepts were the way to go.  The combination of all concepts and mechanism would be presented.  The 3 structures would be explained described and defined and placed under the umbrella “We” and “Other” overarching framework.

First the 3 structures were discussed.  The traits and characteristics of the corridor, gateway, and bridge were supported by the poster drawing of the physicality of the structures.

Then the concrete case examples were deployed in the presentation to help illuminate and elucidate the dynamics of the contraposition and the structures.  Analogies to the structrures were represented by EU-Russia identity, teh standardization process of the Bolgna regime, and Nordstream undertaking between the EU led by Germany and Russia.

The structures were used to depict the dynamic of “We” and “Other” in size using the conrete case examples.  For instance the visa regime had different We Other characrteristics depending on the visa seeker and the motive behind the visa.  Business visas glide through quite easily lessening the Other at the expense of the We.  The We becomes greater under the business visa regime.  Business seems to reduce the Other and Increase the We.

On the other hand, for tourist visa seekers the Other expands as evidenced by the tremendous requirements for obtaining their visas.  Financial requirements, travel stay requirements, etc. evidenced the structural constraints for tourists from Russia.

The structures and the contraposition could not be separated and were integral pieces in the observation, description, and analysis of empirical relations.   

Day 1. Group 3. By Cecilie Lydersen

THE DYNAMICS OF “WE” AND “OTHERS

The group discussed the task in two parts, one part focused on the terms “we” and “others”, while the second focused on the metaphors “corridor”, “gateway” and “bridge”. To make it easier to draw links between these, the different metaphors and ideas were defined and explained through relevant examples.

Who are ‘we’? Who are the ‘others’?

The group agreed that these questions are closely connected to the question of identity. If you want to define something, if you want to define yourself, you have to understand what makes you different from others. We differentiate. Identities are constructed in comparison with others.

“We” and “others” are polarized concepts. They can not dissolve or disappear, but they can expand and evolve, and in some cases, eventually integrate with the other. An example mentioned is the European identity. It expands and evolves with new member states. Of course, this is merely one of several levels of identities. Another example mentioned is the view of the Icelandic people. Iceland has an isolated view, and it is always “we – the Icelandic people” and the “others”.

Corridor, Gateway, Bridge

These three concepts are metaphors, or mere snap shots of different situations. We find in them both ‘we’ and ‘others’. Most commonly, there are two sides, a side “A” and a side “B”, but seldom a side “C”.

The corridor is an opening from one side to another. We mentioned a Polish corridor, a Bosnian corridor, and saw it as negative. However, we also touched upon the corridor as an opening between two sides. For example in the European Union we see today a corridor allowing free flow of capital, labor, and people. The gateway on the other hand is more controlled. Our group came up with an image of a fortress, like for example the “European fortress”. It is the fortress that decides where and when to make an opening for ‘others’, but there are many obstacles.

Iceland was again mentioned as an example, this time as a gateway to Arctic. Finally, the concept of the bridge describes cooperation between two sides where both sides participate, and the relations are equally based. A bridge is always built on something.

Having discussed the task thoroughly we came to the conclusion that it is impossible to be without ‘we’ and ‘others’. It is not an option to substitute ‘we’ and ‘others’ with ‘corridor’, ‘gateway’ and ‘bridge’, they can only redefine the relations and interactions with the other. We spoke mostly of dualism, but a very interesting alternative idea was pointed out. What happens if there is a third part? What happens if there is an ‘alien’ in the equation? ‘We’ is a concept we understand and therefore we respect it. “Others” we do not fully understand, but we still respect them. The third part, the ‘alien(s)’ we do not understand, and therefore we do not respect them.

Does this lead to alienation? North Korea was mentioned as an example of such a third part.

It is important to mention again that the concepts of ‘corridor’, ‘gateway’ and ‘bridge’ aren’t necessarily positive. There occurs miss-use, for example in matters of war and conflict, and we also discussed zero sum situations where ‘others’ win and ‘we’ lose, and visa versa.
Day 1. Group 4. By Steven Kelly.

There is no need to substitute the original “We and Others” paradigm and it could be argued, in fact, that we are incapable of this very action. Just as we are unable to fully escape the minefield of methodological nationalism and thereby unable to rid ourselves of the tendency to think in terms (however small) of the nation state, we are just as unable to fully reject the mindset of a “we” group in opposition to an “other” group.

In our discussions we were led to reformulate and clarify the original question to, essentially, a dichotomy between the old, traditional concept of “We and Others” vs. the modern concept(s) of “Corridor”, “Gateway” and “Bridge”. Exploring deeper along these lines we speculated that the “We and Others” mindset can also be identified throughout modern society, despite our initial protestations that our modes of thoughts were stronger than this. We found expression of this principle in, for example, the proliferation of interest groups within a nation state “container”; interest groups which buck the trend and sometimes even openly challenge the nation state and its legitimacy.

We then proceeded to analyse the relative advantages/disadvantages of our two terms, beginning with the terms identified by us as more modern and followed by the traditional “We and Others”:
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groups within a nation state “container”; interest groups which buck the trend and
sometimes even openly challenge the nation state and its legitimacy.

We then proceeded to analyse the relative advantages/disadvantages of our two terms,
beginning with the terms identified by us as more modern and followed by the traditional
“We and Others”:

Advantages Disadvantages

-Strength against an outer foe -More instruments of cooperation = loss

-More Clarity for an increasingly complex of control

world Strong entity still has power over a
weaker one

Advantages Disadvantages
-Self-determination -Simple, binary concept
-Clear distinctions between groups -Confrontational elements
-Preservation focus
-Good/bad depends on context

Lastly, we proceeded to bring into the fold two theoretical perspectives from IR theory,
namely Realismand Liberalismand, after defining these terms and analysing how they could
be connected to our mail problem we realised that these two perspectives which essentially,
at first glance represent a dichotomy between conflict (self-interest) and cooperation, are in
fact intertwined. Both perspectives exist simultaneously in our modern world and this
reflects the situation with the two terms which are the foci of our analysis. The correlation
between these two theoretical perspectives of IR helps to prove our original assertion that it
is not necessary to substitute one of the terms in the question for another, but that rather it
is better to use an increasing array of terms to understand and reveal the complexity of
international society as a whole.
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Lastly, we proceeded to bring into the fold two theoretical perspectives from IR theory, namely Realism and Liberalism and, after defining these terms and analysing how they could be connected to our mail problem we realised that these two perspectives which essentially, at first glance represent a dichotomy between conflict (self-interest) and cooperation, are in fact intertwined. Both perspectives exist simultaneously in our modern world and this reflects the situation with the two terms which are the foci of our analysis. The correlation between these two theoretical perspectives of IR helps to prove our original assertion that it is not necessary to substitute one of the terms in the question for another, but that rather it is better to use an increasing array of terms to understand and reveal the complexity of international society as a whole.
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Ilkka Liikanen, University of Joensuu, 
“Study of borders as inspiration for alternative geopolitics of the European North”
Abstract: During the lecture current trends in the research on borders and bordering processes are introduced as inspiration for alternative geopolitical perspectives. In my talk I will focus on the formation of borders and early bordering processes in the European North. With the help of a critical conceptual and cartographic analysis of the birth of the Finnish-Russian border the lecture seeks to question commonplace projection of the idea of modern (nation) state back in history. The peculiar features of bordering processes typical to early formation of Northern European empires and 19th century nation-building as well as the age of European revolutions and integration are highlighted. The lecture concludes with a discussion on the significance of the changing nature of borders for the geopolitics of the European North.

Task: Discuss the role of ethnicity and nationality in the geopolitical setting on Russian borders in the European North during the period of Russian Empire, the Soviet Union and the Russian Federation.

Day 1. Group 2. By Evgeniya Polyakova
Ethnicity and nation in Russian Empire, USSR and Russia.

First of all I would like to briefly explain the concept of “ethnicity” in the framework of Russian Empire.  Ethnicity played role in this time, but not strong. There were attempts to create common identity, but of course this identity is based on “Russian culture”, but no on the ethnicity. For instance, attempts of the Peter the Great to create more European society in Russian Empire, process of russification, triadic formula of Nicolay I “pravoslavie, camoderzhavie, narodnost” (orthodox religion, monarch regime, nationality ). However, there was no concept of “nation”. 

After revolution of 1917 when the separatist movements were so strong, ethnicity played other role. Actually special form of federalism - ethnic federalism was created. On the one hand, the communist regime suppressed national movement. On the other hand, the soviet nationality (ethnic dimension) has been institutionalized. This politics is created fertile ground for the development of nationalism (ethnic dimension). 

After the collapse of the Soviet Union more than 25 million people who identify themselves with the Russian nation (imagined community), were outside the territory of Russia. Then, Russia inherited ethno federalism structure from USSR. So there is two level structure in the first part of 90th : maximal inclusive category (rossiane), but on the same time there is other dimension – maximal exclusive category (rysskie – ethnicity).  In the middle of 90th other dimension appeared - repatriates.  Russia tried to protect the interests of these groups. The term “near abroad” was introduced in the rhetoric of the state in the 90th . This term means the post-Soviet space. In this space, there are groups which are included in the nation of Russia (nation as an ethno cultural community), and for these groups Russia pursues a policy of “the historical homeland”. In this case, this people are called compatriots and, people, who decided return to the “homeland” – repatriates. Indeed, compatriots, who want to return, must know the Russian language and they must be also a part of ethno cultural group (russkie). This people perceive themselves as the part of imagined group “Russian people” (russkie – ethnicity). Repatriates are the part of nation (etnoculture group), according to the law, but they are immigrants too, because they can have not Russian citizenship. There is a contradictory situation. Russian government attempts to create special group of immigrants, which is based on cultural traditions. So, there is other dimension of nation. Overall, we conclude that in three-level structure for understanding of definition nation in Russia. 

Day 1. Group 4. 

The group started to discuss and the first problem arised immediately: we need to define what is “being Russian”.  Is it somebody who has a Russian citizen? Is a person with a Russian background, but who has living all of his life in UK and has a UK passport “more Russian” than a Turkic muslim separatist who has been living all of his life in SU/Russian federation? There is no clear answer.

Then we went further to history. Russian empire started as a safeguard of the orthodox religion and then grew to all directions. The power within the empire lied in the centre, not so much in the peripheries, which were very remote and isolated: they could keep their unique identity. 

But then came the Soviet Union and industralization. Majority population (“Russians”) were settled everywhere. Meanwhile the main doctrin for the new Homo Sovieticus was that it needed to get rid of the concept of onationality. In reality this of course meant russification and inconsisties in how different nationalities were treated (the group named ingrians as an example). But while soviets were trying to get rid of nationality they all citizen of the union needed fill out a “nationality” field in their passports – a thing what’s not necessity in Russian federation.

Then we got to present time, where nationality is still an issue. Some people from the group wanted to call it a problem, but after some arguments we decided to use term issua. Central government is using nationality and nationalism as a mean to unite the people in the federation. Meanwhile Russia is facing big problems: decreasing population, increasing immigration and even violent separatism. Then we run out of time and came to a quick conclusion that “There will be a need to find new ways to unite the nation”.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Wednesday, 12th of May 2010: “International relations, interregional cooperation in, and international actors of, the North”

Gleb Yarovoy, Petrozavodsk State University, 

“New regionalism, cross-border regions and international cooperation in the New Northern Europe” 

New regionalism, cross-border regions and international cooperation in the North
Abstract: In 1999 L. Hedegaard and B. Lindström in the volume under the title “The NEBI [North Europe and Baltic Sea Integration] Yearbook 1998” outlined four scenarios for the development of interrelationship in the North European and Baltic Sea macro-region: inter-state integration, block-building, ‘Balkanization’ and inter-regional integration. Five years later they found all described scenarios relevant for the future of the region (Hedegaard L., Lindström B. 1999, 2003). Needless to say that the authors did not pay too much attention to Russia (and Russian sub-national regions). On the other hand, Russia is an essential part of the “New Northern Europe” (see: Heininen & Käkönen 1998; Deryabin & Antyushina 2008), and, thus, should be considered.
At the end of 1990s the authors regarded the first scenario, i.e. inter-state integration, as the most realistic. Such institutions as Nordic Council and Nordic Council of Ministers, Council of the Baltic Sea states prove their stability and efficiency. However the block-building scenario has had and is still having reasons to be taken into consideration. Although NATO, the EU and the Arctic Council are not at all antagonistic organizations, yet they have different agendas, and thus Finland and Sweden (EU members and not NATO members) on the one hand and Iceland and Norway (NATO members and non-EU countries) on the other hand have specific dimensions in their internal and external policies. While the so called ‘Nordic identity’ formerly used to be the unifying substance for Nordic integration, Norden, today the researchers are claiming that the Nordic identity is eroding vis-à-vis the broader European identity, Nordic values are not unique any more, they were replaced by common European values .
‘Balkanization’ was estimated to be the least possible option. Of course, the disparities and different interests exist between the Nordic regions. The northernmost regions are more disposed to discuss Arctic issues, southern regions are eager to solve the Baltic problems, eastern are concerned with the questions and prospects of cooperation with Russia. Therefore, although ‘balkanization’ appears not to be the most relevant term to describe the current situation, ‘the North of the regions’ (which is an illustration of the fourth scenario) is not likely to emerge for the foreseeable future.
Which scenario seems to be more appropriate for the future of the NEBI region (or in my case the New Northern Europe)? – the question is still open. To answer this question it is essential not to ignore such trends as regionalization and region-building, increasing role of the indigenous people, eroding of the state sovereignty etc. All these phenomena could influence the developments of international relations in the North and ‘regional’ scenarios could outweigh the others. 

Task: The main task for the working groups will be to assess which of those scenarios are more relevant to describe the future of the ‘New Northern Europe’?

Suggested readings:

Hedegaard L., Lindström B. (1999) The North European and Baltic opportunity Hedegaard L., Lindström B. (eds.) The NEBI Yearbook 1998: North European and Baltic Sea Integration. Berlin: Springer. pp. 3-29.

Hedegaard L., Lindström B. (2003) The NEBI area ten years later, in Hedegaard L., Lindström B. (eds.) The NEBI Yearbook 2003. North European and Baltic Sea Integration. Berlin: Springer. pp. 3-18.

Heininen L., Käkönen J. (eds) (1998) The New North of Europe: Perspectives on the Northern Dimension. Tampere Peace Research Institute, Research Report, No. 80, 1998. Tampere.

Deryabin Y., Antyushina N. (2008) Northern Europe. The region of new development. Moscow: Ves’ mir.
Novack J. Cooperation in the New Northern Europe: The Emergence of New Security Identities and Patterns of Interaction. At: http://aei.pitt.edu/6552/01/001506_1.PDF 
Day 2. Group 1. By Johannes Mikkonen

We discussed about every scenario and then created the on, which is the most likely to happen. Here are the key issues, the conclusions, where our fruitful discussion ended. That’s only the summary and here are the things, where we kind of agreed which each other, even though the discussion was very board and kind of messed up:

Scenario 1: Intergovernmental co-operation

It’s the current situation in the New European North. Probably there will be political will to go on in the future also. Big problems, for example environmental problems are factors which implement to intergovernmental co-operation. There will be problems, which can’t be solved by region-building so intergovernmental co-operation will be needed in the future also. Scenario is possible.

Scenario 2: Block-building

We discussed, there are many blocks in the area, but they are not very strong and it’s not the most likely to describe the development of the region. Gas line through the Baltic Sea created some kind of blocks and might do also in the future. Baltic countries against Russia might become a block but not very strong. Also energy issues in the future might cause different blocks. Also inside the Eu, there might be competition, which is more important, support the Arctic region or Baltic Sea. Block-building is less probable than scenario 1.

Scenario 3: “Balcanisation”

In the region of new European North, “balcanisation” is not likely to happen. Differences between economic and development have diminished and co-operation in the region is so strong and old, that it’s not going to be probable scenario. Still, there are some tendencies, because tools of governments to deal with economic and social issues for example in the remote area of Latvia and Finland have not worked. Still the scenario is the least possible.

Scenario 4: Region-building

Scenario is already going on and so will probably happen in the future also. The recognition of non-state actors has risen and hopefully does later also. Also strong co-operation between indigenous people in the region strengthened the region-building and will also do. European North is not the most important for EU, but still it’s supporting region-building as long as it’s not the thread for power of Union. Only problem is that Russia is probably ready to give power to the regions in near future. Main trend nowadays is opposite. Probably the Nordic countries are more ready to let the power go also to the regional actors. 

Scenario 5: Combination of the scenarios 1 and 4

There are many factors which support the scenarios one and four. Neither of them could be only way to deal in the European North. That’s why the most probable scenario consists of the elements of the both scenarios. Also there will be some kind of block-buildings inside the intergovernmental co-operation and region-building as well. Blocks are not just maybe very strong ones. “Balcanization” happens unlikely in the new European North unless the circumstances don’t change very rapidly very fast.

Day 2. Group 2. By Helen Chernyakevich

After careful consideration of all 4 scenarios (intergovernmental cooperation, block-building, balkanization, region-building) we decided that none of them is relevant in such a long-term perspective. To our mind, all of them have their own advantages and disadvantages, so we came up with the idea of a new scenario, which takes best traits from scenarios #1 and #4, but in a whole it’s something more complex.


The name for our scenario is MLC2 (Multilevel Cooperation Continuum). We guess that still cooperation will develop on 2 levels: of a state and non-state actors; both of them will be very important. Basically we can define 3 levels: governmental, regional, a level of non-state actors. Practical implementation of this principle we can witness in 3 basic spheres: trade, security and culture. 


First of all – trade. We think that even in 10 years oil & gaz will still be sold and bought by states and state companies (1st level). Small business is more likely to develop on a regional level. And on the 3 level – we witness the appearance of a black market (drugs, prostitution, etc.)


Secondly – security. It’s obvious that hard security has always been and is likely to be under the jurisdiction of the state. But soft security will probably be developing on a regional level (for instance, environmental projects). 


Finally – culture. We associate the level on which it develops with the source of financing: if some program or project is financed by the state – we see state level of development; but if the initiative and money come from “down”, from civil society – we see regional level. 
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Day 2. Group 3. 
The group found this guestion hard, because to predict the future, especially in area that may not your strongest, is hard. As consequence, we ended up to create Northern Union.

To start the discussion we tried to find pro and anti-arguments under each of the given directions (intergovernmental interaction, balkanization, block-building and region-building). The group agreed that Russia’s role will be most relevant in the future, but also EU’s region building was seen as potential avant-guard. The arisen questions were:

– Will EU develope different programmes for member states?(For example in case of Greece, who to blame?)

– Are we exaggerating regionalism? On this point we had to define regionalism, as we found out that not everyone is understanding the concept in same way. Region was seen as sub-national and national, from which we agreed that in regionalism the question is of national actors.

We did not, however, found balkanization too relevant to predict the future scenario. There are and will be contradictions between states considering foreign policy and security issues, and we discussed if the integration is streghtening or declining. In case of EU, it wants to streghten outer borders but lower the Russian one and increase econimic cooperation with it.

We did not open the discussion, what will be state’s role in future. However, we were not sure if we’re now witnessing totally new, unpredictable era or if we’re just going to repeat the history somehow. To be able to make any forecasts, we should study more to be able to see if today’s situation in world politics is unique. We ended up to create Northern Union not because we absolutely think that it’s going to happen but   because it would be something totally new. That indicates out attitude to future’s world politics.

Day 2. Group 4. By Leena Saarikoski
 First we had a quite extensive conversation about the question formulation. Question needed clarification, like what would „most relevant” refer to? So question was: relevant for whom? For the new northern Europe, for individual actors, for EU or for regions? Also we thought about word relevance, as it is in the meaning of most favorable scenario or most probable scenario to happen. 

After this we decided to move on to discussion about different scenarios introduced by lecturer and their pros and cons. We came into conclusion that you cannot pick just one, all four are relevant in the future. In general the discussion was most fruitful on the scenario of inter governmental cooperation. Group saw intergovernmental cooperation as a framework for other types of cooperation. It is also a cooperation that gives directions and purposes further to other actors. We talked shortly about the future big challenges, such as the climate change or trans-boundary pollution, in which measures by governments could be more powerful and also binding. 

In relation to intergovernmental cooperation, you have to also note that such factors, as historical burden, can be harmful and allow other types of coordination to grow in intensity. (such a problem could be noticed in the relations between Baltic countries and Russia) Good example of working intergovernmental cooperation could be Arctic intergovernmental protection plan and international science projects. Nevertheless, these do not work in the so called “high-politics” field. 

We also thought about the perspectives in the scenarios of region building and regionalization. Region building we saw as top to down perspective, whereas regionalization was more bottom up. Then we moved on to think, how to place private companies in this scale? Like the chambers of commerce, they are not just for import and export matters, also to gain investments to the area. Then we discussed, that maybe many actors in the Russia had more autonomy in the 1990’s. How autonomic Russian actors are, and into what extend, let say Gazprom is an actor, since it is owned by the state.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Tapani Kaakkuriniemi, Aleksanteri Institute at the University of Helsinki, 

“Borders, identities and alternative geographies: division lines in Northern Europe”

Abstract: State borders in the north of Europe have been demarcated for less  than one thousand years, but they still seem to have been quite  broadminded up to the 18th century. Borders separate groups of people,  but on the other hand, they unite border regions. It depends of the  nature of each border, if it allows and facilitates cooperation across the dividing line. Do borders also define national identities? Do Pomor people share common identity with northern Norwegians, and whose identity do these Norwegians share? What can we say about identities in regions where borders have been changing frequently over time? These questions will be analyzed from the point of critical geopolitics, and different models of identities will be applied to the northern regions of Europe.
Task: Which factors in the contemporaty Europe support de-bordering and which factors demand strict formalities at the border?

Day 2. Group 2.

In our group work, we came to the conclusion that there are different kinds of borders and border regions in Europe. In some places we can see de-bordering and in some places we can not. Our group decided to look at two scenarios, Finnish-Russian border and Finnish-Swedish border. We made a figure of factors supporting either de-bordering or strict borders.
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- Tn our group work, we came to the conclusion that there are different kinds of borders
and border regions in Europe. In some places we can see de-bordering and in some places
we can not. Our group decided to look at two scenarios, Finnish-Russian border and
Finnish-Swedish border. We made a figure of factors supporting either de-bordering or
strictborders.
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Factors supporting de-bordering between Finland-Russian borders are trade (lower borders make trade easier), people’s needs (tourism, travelling, visiting relatives) and work. De-bordering would make life easier both for citizens and for enterprises.

Factors supporting de-bordering between Finland and Sweden are mostly the same as the factors between Finland and Russia. In addition to the common factors, our group included also Schengen zone to the factors supporting de-bordering. Schengen already exists and it maintains the low borders between Sweden and Finland.

In our discussion, we found several factors that support strict borders. Relating to Finnish-Russian border, we were discussing a lot about security. Low borders might decreace the security in both sides of the border. We named threats, such as immigration, organised crime, diseases, human trafficking, and terromism. In addition to this, we also discussed Russia’s military interests. Russia wants to protect its natural resources and military bases. The military aspect suggests that Russia wants to keep strict borders with Finland because of the possibility of Finland joining NATO. We also saw Schengen zone as a factor demanding strict borders. Finland is a part of Schengen zone and because of this Finland is obliged to have a visa regime with Russia. Another reason for strict borders are the negative perceptions of each other. People still keep seeing each other as a threat, as the Other. This point of view is also connected to the Cold War legacy. The strict border between two blocks is still at least to some extent alive in people’s minds. Finally, a factor supporting strict borders between Finland and Russia is protectionism. Russia wants to protect its own economy and market.

The final point of view we discussed is factors demanding strict borders between Finland and Sweden. We came to the conclusion that security is definitely an important factor. Low borders allow people to travel freely and because of this for example terrorists can move from a country to another. We also discussed the currency. Sweden has not joined Euro and by keeping its own currency Sweden is maintaining the borders. The last factor, that was actually mentioned during the common discussion, is snus.  Sweden has a special privilege to sell snus and its not willing to give up that privilige.

Day 2. Group 3. By Margrét Cela
The group decided to use the European Union as their example as it clearly demonstrates both strengthening of borders and de-bordering. Feminist theory of the glass ceiling were modified and applied to the case of the EU. The EU being pictured as a bulletproof glass box, transparent enough for others to see and want to join, but not really touchable. Other metaphors that were used were EU as a fortress and EU as a castle.

Factors of de-bordering:

1) De-bordering is often related to the promotion of economical integration. As is the case of the EU, which is when the states realize that they can benefit economically by lowering their borders.

2) Identity can also be a factor of influence in this sense, meaning that if two states,

or more, share identity and/or common interests they might lower their borders. An example of this could be the Nordic passport co-operation that had been very successful and was established long before Schengen. The Nordic states were not willing to give up that successful cooperation, and said that either there would be all of them or none, so Iceland and Norway, although not being members of the EU became members of Schengen.

Related to de-bordering the group discussed how important the EU finds cooperating with its neighboring states in order to promote peace and stability in its neighborhood.

Factors of strengthening borders:

1) An important factor affecting states decision of strengthening borders is to prevent economical and cultural influence. The group discussed the case of Turkey that has applied to the EU, but has a long way to go, as the EU is not in any way making their path easier.

2) Another factor discussed in this aspect is the invisible borders within the EU whereas some states, although being member states feel like they are second class citizens

3) The third factor discussed here was the human rights aspect, the individual level, the point being that it is easier for those who have money, special knowledge and/or skills, ergo, those who have something substantial to offer the EU to enter than those who don’t. Refugees being an example of individuals that are given a hard time as the states commonly refer to the Dublin regulation, authorizing them to send the person back to the state where he or she entered the union, often leading to overpressure at borders and refugees sent away. 

Day 2. Group 4. By Otso Paasi
We came up with five themes on which de-bordering has both good and bad effects. We discussed mostly the outer borders of Europe (-an union), not the borders inside of it.
Demographic factors
- The movement of the needed working force becomes easier, but at the 
same time a lot of immigrants may cause unrest or even xenophobia in 
the population.
Economic factors
- Trade can increase as a result of lower customs and different taxes, 
but at the same time customs income is lost.
Security factors
- Movement of illegal products, drugs, weapons and people becomes 
easier. Visa-freedom and easier border formalities would increase 
cross-border tourism which would bring income.
Cultural factors (includes science and education)
- It would be easier to organize different kinds of cultural 
co-operation, a good example is the ISSK. On the other hand, if the 
working environment is more beneficial behind the border, de-bordering 
could cause brain drain.
Environmental factors
- This is the theme, for which we didn?t come up with any negative 
effects. Perhaps environmental co-operation would increase as a result 
of de-bordering, including the movement of more environment-friendly 
technology.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Thursday, 13th of May 2010: “The High North in world politics, and changing geopolitics of the North”

Lassi Heininen, University of Lapland, 

“Role and (potential) importance of the High North in world politics and economics” 
Abstract: At the 2010s there are two main discourses on geopolitics and security of the High North: The mainstream discourse emphasizes that the region is stable and peaceful without armed conflicts and reasons for a war. Behind is that the industrialized and militarized High North of the Cold War started to thaw at the turn of 1980s-1990s, and consequently, transformed from confrontation into (international) cooperation, as a result of increased interrelations between peoples and civil societies, and trans-boundary cooperation by states. Recently, another discourse surrounding northernmost regions argues that the High North, mostly meaning the Arctic Ocean and its sub-seas, has high potential for a ‘race’ of natural resources, particularly dealing with continental shelves, and consequently, emerging conflicts are occurring. 

Indeed, in the Arctic’s resource-rich region there is increasing use and utilization of energy resources, as there has been for fish stocks and marine mammals over the centuries. Further, in the High North are, as there has been for decades, disputes on maritime borders, particularly exclusive economic zones (EEZ) division lines, between the littoral states, and national claims on the two northern passages by some of them. There are also land claims by indigenous peoples, and asymmetric environmental debates and conflicts on use of land and waters. All this is much along the line that within northern geopolitics there have been two basic points of discussion: that of conflict and cooperation.

Yet, the High North is not terra nullius, or no-man’s land. Its territories are under national sovereignty with fixed national borders, and most maritime boundaries were agreed upon by the littoral states. Furthermore, the entire region just now enjoys considerable and lively, mostly multilateral and institutionalized, cooperation between states, and among non-state actors, and consequently, the region is stable and peaceful. 

The role and position of the Arctic states were changed in the post-Cold War period, too. The states has emphasized the importance of the Arctic Council as a soft-law instrument - although it has much avoided discussion on real issues - but have kept, and keep, their own interests and priorities. Behind is the reality that unified states are the major actors of the region to achieve regional political and social stability through intergovernmental cooperation, while not weakening national interests. 

This is seen for example, how the legal rights by the United Nations’s Convention of the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) to make a submission on the main basin of the Arctic Ocean, beyond the continental shelf of the 200-mile EEZs, are implemented. And, in the first place that they are implemented as Russia did in August 2007 on the Lomonosov Ridge. Furthermore, that Canada, Denmark/Greenland, Norway, Russia and USA, and Iceland have approved their arctic / northern strategy or policy with certain priorities. Furthermore, this is seen in the new setting, ministerial meetings of the five Arctic Ocean littoral states (in May 2008 in Ilulissat, Greenland and in March 2010 in Chelsea, Canada), which could easily marginalize the Arctic Council, although it has said to be an ad-hoc kind of arrangement. Together with an emphasis of state sovereignty and highly strategic energy security, this may mean a growing tendency back to national (power) policy, which consequently, might indicate that the post-Cold War period is over in the High North. 

None of the forecasted conflicts are, at least yet, happening, since in the region there is neither armed conflict nor strategic race on energy, or other natural, resources. Much opposite according to the Arctic Human Development Report (2004) a state of geopolitics and international relations of the High North can be interpreted through three main themes: an increasing circumpolar cooperation by indigenous peoples’ organizations and sub-national governments; a region-building with states as major actors, such as the Arctic Council; and final, a new kind of relationship between the circumpolar North and the outside world. 

The 21st Century’s High North is not, however, isolated, but closely integrated into the international community and international politics. There is even a manifold growth in its geo-strategic importance in world politics militarily and from the point of view of (global) energy security. Parallel to this, there is a growing global interest toward the High North and its rich resources, and new potential (global) trans-arctic sea routes between North Atlantic and the North Pacific Rim (even options of them) due to global warming and melting sea ice, and consequently, a potentially bigger share of more accessible Arctic regions in the global economy. This has been shown on one hand, by major powers from outside the region, such as UK and the European Union in Europe, and China, Japan and South Korea in Asia. The United Nations also plays an important role in northern regions through the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the above-mentioned UNCLOS. Consequently, and partly as a reaction, there is a growing interest by the Arctic states. 

Furthermore, the region has become an environmental linchpin due to (global) environmental problems, such as long-range air and water pollution, and climate change and its physical and socio-economic impacts, and the related uncertainty. Climate change much precipitates physical change and contributes to Arctic vulnerability thus reinforcing the interdependence between the Arctic and the rest of the globe. Consequently, the Arctic has also become a ‘workshop for science and research on the environment and climate change.  

All this indicates that instead of conflicts a new kind of multi-dimensional geopolitical, geoeconomic and environmental change is occurring in the High North. Or, actually the region has already entered into another significant geopolitical change. This is much revealed by physical impacts of climate change, which has also become a security issue, and on the other, global interest towards the region’s energy resources, meaning at this stage new options for utilizing them, and further, there are also other indicators. Of concern is also protection of the fragile arctic nature and the changing Arctic ecosystem as well as the diversity of rich northern cultures.  

Finally, there is another discourse which emphasizes a role and potential importance of the High North, and the entire Arctic region, in (globalized) world politics and world economics. Behind is the fact that in the northernmost regions of the globe there are innovations in governance and co-management, such as devolution of power and self-determination, and in political and legal arrangements. This is simply due to the fact that in a periphery there has been, and partly is still, more room and space for brain-storming and innovations, natural human-nature interrelationship, and less capital and power, and control of centres. As a consequent, it is possible to argue that the importance of the High North in world politics and economics is growing, and is not only dealing with natural resources and geography.

Task: Recognize, list and describe (from three to five) most important and valuable things and values, or experiences / (learned) lessons, what the High North (i.e. northernmost regions of the globe) has given, or can give, to the (rest of the) world. And further, on how much this is dealing with material values, and how much immaterial values.   

Suggested readings: Heininen, Lassi. “Circumpolar International Relations and Cooperation”. In: Globalization and the Circumpolar North. Eds. by Lassi Heininen and Chris Southcott. University of Alaska Press, Fairbanks 2010. p. 265-304.

Nicol, Heather N. and Heininen, Lassi, “Networking the North: Cross Border Connections and the New International Circumpolar Geopolitics”. Southern Journal of Canadian Studies, vol. 2, 2009, no. 1, 11-27.

Heininen, Lassi. “Impacts of Globalization, and the Circumpolar North in World Politics”. Polar Geography Vol. 29, 2005, No. 2 (April-June): 91-102. Issue: Challenges of Globalization for the North. Éds. by Heather Nicol and Lassi Heininen.

Day 3. Group 1. By Elina Karvonen

Our group decided to make a division to 1) lessons learned / to be learned in the future from the experiences of the High North and 2) things and values that can be appreciated in the case of the High North.

The lessons learned from the High North case were

· the environmental issues and polluted water and the coast line that have had to be dealt with after the Second World War, and especially during the last 20 years.

· the negative outcomes of the cultural repression and colonial practices towards the indigenous peoples in the area, for example in Canada and in the Scandinavian countries (Sami)

· the future lesson to be learned would be the effort to solve the difficult situation concerning the whale catching in the Arctic Sea area. Different interests of the concerned parties have led to a situation, where they are incapable of agreeing on the restrictions to the catching. This has led to new co-operation structures between states and sub-national actors.

The values and concrete things to appreciate in the experience of the High North were

· fresh natural resources for the rest of the world to use

· the long history of diplomacy between the Arctic Countries. The whole of the 20th century is a living example of different kind of interstate cooperation between the arctic states. This includes the Cold War period.

· practical outcomes of the diplomacy, i.e. Arctic Council and its six working groups 

· the Arctic region as a living prove to the rest of the world of (rapidity of) the climate change

· examples of an unique governance systems within the Arctic, i.e. the Canadian Inuit and the Sami, and the recognition of their interests on the area.

· the technological advancement and international scientific cooperation to overcome the current challenges of the Arctic and to gain better understanding of the area. The Nordic countries have been pioneers in developing environment friendly technologies for the area. The experience from the climate change has also fuelled the development of the energy saving technologies

· common appreciation and understanding of the vulnerable nature of the Arctic as an example to the world

· all in all the valuable notion of turning from ‘cleaning the mess’ to preventive actions with the help of technologies that may allow us to forecast future developments and the readiness of the political decision makers to take action

Day 3. Group 2. By Natalia  Zavadskaya

“Arctic  – a COOL place”

While discussing this question our group, first, touched upon the following question: is the High North still a “periphery” and if so, will it remain at the “backyard” of the world politics in the near (long) future. Basically, we’ve came to a conclusion that:

· On the one hand, the High North has for the recent time been increasingly considered as a strategic region by the rest of the world (by the European countries, the USA, Russia, China…), first of all, in terms of energy resources and such resource as “fresh water/ice”. 

· But on the other hand, states are not interested in developing this region as such: they care little about preserving the indigenous people’s culture, with enhancing the local infrastructure and service sector to make the life of native settlers easier. The problem is also that almost all money local people pay as taxes goes to the South with little resources being left for the development of the North.  As a result there is a tendency now that people from the High North move to the South in search for better conditions of life. What is more, there is a possibility that if some alternative (to the oil and gas) fuel is invented, then the High North will lose its “attractiveness” to the rest of the world almost at all.

· Thus, we’ve decided to stress those values and learned lessons that would some how “market” or “advertize” the High North. We have also invented a slogan of our presentation “Arctic – a COOL place” (implying two senses of this word). 


Here are the most important values which, in our opinion, the High North can give (or has given) to the rest of the world. 

1. Peace

Peace has been the main achievement of the High North. It is the best example of peaceful co-existence of people. This proves that people CAN live without war.

2. A non-consumer way of life

The indigenous people of the High North has no industrial production, they live basically on fisheries and do not take benefit of using resources. Their environmentally friendly way of life may serve as a bright example for our modern consumer world in which people care little about promoting sustainable development and preserving the “virgin nature” for the future generations.

3. Preserving of the unique indigenous people’s culture

In the conditions of globalization, one of the implications of which is the homogenization of the world, the unique culture of the High North’s indigenous people also runs the risk of being destroyed and substituted by so called western values and way of life. We can’t deny the importance of preserving the diversity of the world and we can not let the culture and historical traditions of the High North to be forgotten or dominated by some other oppressed cultures.

4. Knowledge exchange

What is very important is that the indigenous people of the High North can give scientists valuable information about and experience of living and working in hard conditions. It happens sometimes that the local people are more skillful and knowledgeable about . What is more, they don’t demand something in return for this information; they are ready to provide scientists with this valuable information just for free.

5. Cooperation between natural and political sciences

The High North can be a good example of natural and political sciences working in cooperation On the one hand, this region seems to play in future a rather important role in world’s politics because of the increased interest of the world powers in its resources (oil, fresh water). On the other hand, the High North represents a fruitful ground for new scientific researches which may be useful for the whole world.  

6. Arctic  – a thermometer of the globe

And the last but definitely not the least thing, which we want to stress, is that the High North is now becoming more and more important for the whole world as an indicator of the speed of the global warming. Global warming is not possible or impossible…it HAS already BEEN HAPPENIG with the North Pole accumulating the large portion of warmth. That is why we just could not ignore this region.


In sum, everything depends on states: whether to take into account these positive and valuable lessons which  the High North gives to the rest of the world or to continue to use it only in its own highly materialistic interests. 

Day 3. Group 3. By Stefano De Luca
The first task for this day was to discuss Heininen's lecture and find out the most important valuables things/values/experiences/lessons what the High North has given, or can give to the rest of the world. And further how much this was dealing with material or immaterial values.

The discussion started with everyone of the group brainstorming and naming what were, in their opinion, the most important ideas when considering the Arctic:

· Margarét brought the themes of international cooperation and regional building which can develop a peaceful area; as material aspect the natural and energy resources, the sea routes; as immaterial the bloc of states which preserve their territories.

· Andrej outlined the current ecological management and climate monitoring in the area; resources and territory as material aspect which could be potential lesson for the peaceful harmonization of the territorial claims and disputes.

· Cecilie reiterated the role of the increased cooperation, also intergovernmental; then, mentioned the high speed of climate change and its socioeconomic impact.

· Stefano (the author) considered as relevant material aspects both the natural and energetic resources, and the environment which is referred to mostly locally, but then expand to a global level reaching ideational aspects; as fully immaterial the interests and roles of the States in the area.

· Heikki had nothing to new to add, expect for some lessons the Arctic teaches: from the current situation that the World is vulnerable, and that, from the past, humans can survive in extreme conditions.

· Sini then depicted the aspect that indeed the States are looking for common interests trying to unite rather than to focus on the differences, because one country could actually take care of the Arctic alone but it is costly; lastly also that still geography matters.

Then, we discussed also the broader international consensus when dealing minorities issues, which is endowing the native peoples with more rights. Margarét brought the case of Iceland, which never some year before would have never considered its people as 'native', but now it is so. Yet, there is still some identity conflict, since the term 'native' implies a condition of backwardness and inferiority.

At this point time was running out and the group coordinator Ilya recalled us to consider what could have been the negative lessons to learn from the Arctic. Our thoughts were that Russia is still highly polluted from its industrial and military past and this poses many security issues, because the process of demilitarization is hard and costly. Considering history and the indigenous people there are the problems of colonization and their exploitation (e.g. Denmark and the Inuits in Greenland with their problem of alcoholism and suicides caused by alienation from their traditional way of life). However, also in this matter there are some good examples to be found as well (e.g. the 1920s in the Soviet Union and literacy program which saved their languages).

The group was still uncertain on what to take as common line for the presentation, but in the end we agreed on the idea of the Arctic, thanks to its previous marginality in world politics, as a test-place for new forms of cooperation and resolution of old conflicts and disputes which relates to territoriality, colonialism and important resources. The title of our poster became so the “Lab-Arct-orium”, which unites both the word Arctic and laboratorium (Latin term for lab).

The first outline proposed was a “mind-map” with all the most important issues developing around, but then we inserted the idea of time through a central clock.

Around this clock, which defines the progression of time from the past to the present and future, we put in the past an unhappy Inuit with an iron ball on his feet, representing colonization and exploitation of the Arctic.

Then, it followed the idea of militarization of the Cold War and nuclear pollution, with a submarine and a nuclear barrel.

In the present, however, we saw the first sign of international cooperation, represented by two men, Norwegian and Russian shacking hands. Nevertheless, remains the main question about the increased demand of natural resources, especially gas and oil.

We hoped that through the help of scientific research, even this destabilizing question could be overcome so that the situation would have improved for a more peaceful and just Arctic represented this time by a happy Inuit.

Since, the clock we drew defines a cyclical time, we remain with the big question mark, dividing the past and the future, expressing the concern whether this development could become stable, or bring back to an increased exploitation of the area. With this doubt we concluded or presentation.

Day 3. Group 4. 
“Hyperborea - Brains of the World”
As the result of discussion, our group has come to the conclusion, that the North has two groups of values that will be crucial for the world.

First of all, come the material values. All those are pretty self-evident. Among those are:

- natural resources - oil, gas, metals and other;

- transportation routes (once the ice cap melts);

- fresh water;

- fish and seafood resources.

The second group is comprised of several kind of values. Those are:

1. Moral values

- culture - the pop-music, luterature (for instance the Lord of the Rings was inspired very much by the cultures of Northern indigenous peoples)

- the value of tolerance - due to the diversity of peoples and cutures in the North, the region can teach international accctors a good deal of respect for diversity, culture, individual identity

- environmentally friendly thinking - the experience of Northern countries in energy efficient technology is useful for the whole world, plus the fragile nature of the North demands special treatment and internatiional cooperation in solving the problems

- global responsibility - the North affects the whole globe in environmental and climate terms, thus it requires that all actors involved in the region's life remember about how their actions will affect the planet as a whole

2. Technologies

- anthropology data (knowledge about the history of Mankind) - through the exploration of cultures of indigenous peoples

- technolodies for extracting resources in deep sea conditions

- energy saving and energy efficiency

- new sources of energy

3. Practices

- the welfare state, good governments, human rights protection - Northern countries are know for particular success in securing those values

- transnational cooperation - from the experience of the Arctic council, demilitarization, environmental cooperation

- ethnic minorities politics - due to the experience of safguarding the right of indigenous people for self-determination and preserving the original culture

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Nikita Lomagin, St. Petersburg State University, 

“Russia’s Perception of the Arctic”
Abstract: For a long period of time, Arctic was viewed  by  the Soviet leadership first and foremost through the lenses of a military  dimension only. During the Cold War era the Arctic was the most militarized region in the world which required creation of special  arms control regime and only famous Murmansk Speech by the last Soviet leader Mikhail  Gorbachev (1987) provided for a new perspective for the Arctic.  

After collapse of the USSR, it might seem that  the Arctic temporarily  lost its strategic importance and became of marginal importance for the Kremlin. The situation has changed under  Vladimir Putin who has invented two novelties in Russian foreign policy with regards to the Arctic. First, his modernization strategy for Russia was based on  use of vast energy resources, primarily oil and natural gas. Second, new type of identity of the country as  ‘energy superpower’ with appropriate responsibilities towards outside world  required reevaluation of Russia’s regional priorities which put  the Arctic  again to priority list of the Russian leadership.

 

This lecture  aims at evaluation of recent developments in Russia’s policy towards the Arctic with main emphasis on statements and laws regarding the Arctic signed by President Medvedev in 2008-2010. What is Russia’s perception of the Arctic? What is continuity and change in its perception under Putin/Medvedev leadership? 

Suggested readings:

For appropriate themes see three essays published in Encyclopedia of the Arctic. Three volume Set. Ed. by Mark Nutall, Routledge. (2004)  

Day 3. Group 1. By Anna Chukreeva

First of all we would like to point out that in the beginning of the 21 century the Arctic is mostly perceived as a source of natural resources (mainly gas and oil) by Russia. So, what factors can change the situation?

1. Because of environmental issues and the fact that not all the natural resources can be reproduced, development of sources alternative energy is on the agenda of many European countries. If the alternative energy becomes a common practice, this will lead to the reducing of the role of gas and oil. As a result, Russia will have to find way of changing its economy in order to make it more independent from extracting and exporting natural resources. From our point of view this will change attitude of Russia towards the Arctic.

2. We consider that climate change can also contribute to the role of the Arctic in the Russia’s policy. On the one hand, modern technologies give opportunity to extract natural resources in the situation of ice-melting and as it was truly marked during the workshop that it (ice-melting) may even provoke more active extraction. On the other hand, one can not say for sure how will go the process of ice-melting. In other words, climate change can create impossible working conditions for people as well as for modern technologies. In this case perception of the Arctic will be changed as well.

3. Nowadays, due to ecological situation many regions of the world lack fresh water. If the situation with fresh water deteriorates, the Arctic will be seen as a source of fresh water because of its ice. So, the main attention in this situation will be payed to water supplies and not to oil and gas. Fresh water could become the main sphere of business activity. At the same time this probably will lead to introducing more active measures for sustainable development in this region.

4. From our point of view international conflicts can become one of the factors which can influence on perception of the Arctic.  In a situation of a conflict it is likely that Arctic will be firstly perceived as a base for military forces (extracting of resources will play a secondary role). Another possible variant is that attention of Russia’s policy will be   distracted from the Arctic region.

5. One more possible factor is overpopulation.  As a consequence of possible overpopulation, Russia will look at the Arctic as a place where people can live and there infrastructure should be developed. Needless to say, that this factor (overpopulation) is hardly possible in the nearest perspective because of demographic situation in Russia.

All the factors above are based on the perception of the Arctic as a source of natural resources. We would like to mention one more perception of the Arctic region on behalf of Russia, namely perception of the Arctic as place for cooperation between northern countries. What factor or factors can change this view?

Modern Russia depends a lot on technologies of foreign countries and that of Nordic region. If Russia develops its own technologies and becomes more self-efficient, in this case the Arctic will not be perceived as a place of collaboration and this will influence on perception of the Arctic.

To sum up, we found out several factors which can change perception of the Arctic region by Russia. Due to the fact that the Arctic is mostly perceived as a source of natural resources by Russia, almost all the factors which we pointed out are connected with this sphere (natural resources) and how to change perception in this case. 

Day 3. Group 2. By Tuomas Palenius
First our working group discussed that Arctic is “a cool place” and it offers many great things to humans who live in arctic area. One of these good things is for example pure and clean nature and all things that it offers to people in a valuable sense. Other good things are resources that arctic offers, such ass oil, gas, timber, fish and game. Resources can be shifted from good to bad when we ask the question who owns arctic resources and who wants to get more out of arctic’s resources. We based our pessimistic/realistic scenario on these basics. The key question in our scenario was: “Competition or Cooperation in the Arctic?” Actors in our scenario were five littoral states of Arctic Ocean: Russia, Norway, Denmark, USA and Canada.  

These five actors compete about Arctic’s energy resources: oil and gas. They also have disagreements with sovereignty and security issues which concerns arctic territories. Competition toward arctic’s resources is strongly bonded to the energy production factors. Are the alternative and recurrent energy producing (e.g. wind energy, solar energy) methods replacing the old methods (e.g. oil, gas, nuclear) in the future? If they aren’t then the competition will occur.  Also serious changes in global economy and global security can accelerate the start of competition about arctic’s resources. This competition will start also the new militarization in the arctic. New “war toys” will be placed in arctic territories: missiles, naval forces/vessels, radar stations and new arctic infantry troops. All these are for securing their masters (state’s) interests in arctic. “Block-building” can be too an option in the competition. If one actor got lot’s of money but not knowledge about arctic things and other actor got knowledge but not money they may make a deal and merge together in the competition and to get better prizes after the game. 

Successful cooperation among different actors demands good personal and social relations and networks between actors. Also new and young generations in political leaders in the future will make things different; at least they have better change to that. The hard and heavy past (gold war era) will not anymore affect in political decision making process. Global and common interest and “green” values will be also in a key role in successful cooperation process in the future, if these things will become globally popular. One remarkable factor is climate change. This factor is now true in a sense on global warming. But if this process will turn upside down and global warming turns to global cooling, then the interest toward arctic will change again. But that will be other issue to research…

Day 3. Group 3. By Tatiana Ilyina

“The IF presentation”
· Economic sphere

· If the economic situation changes, if new innovative technologies will be adopted by the modern society, there will be no need in the traditional resources. People will be able to use new sources of energy – solar/wind energy.

· If the prices on oil and gas fall down this fact will certainly influence Russian position towards the Arctic region

· Environment

· If the environmental situation changes for example if the global warming stops or if the new ice era begins Russia will certainly change its political course as nowadays Russia has plans for the melting ice of the Arctic region

· New actors

· If new actors appear in the Arctic region China, USA, NATO), it will give impetus to international confrontation, it will also provoke a new arm race and the formation of the new blocks. So all in all the military presence of the actors in the region will increase.

· Political situation inside Russia

· If an opposition to the “Medvedevs and Putins regime” comes to power then the political course will be changed

· If there is a civil revolution in the country the course towards the Arctic will be changes or at least for some time the new government will forget about the Arctic as they will have to solve the internal problems

· Technology

· If there is a technological breakthrough or in contrast a technological failure it will lead to the changes in the Russian position

· If an industrial catatrophy happens for example oil gets into the Arctic ocean Russia will change its position as Russia will not spend money on solving this pollution problem

Day 3. Group 4. 
Several groups of factors can be defined which can affect Russia’s perception of the Arctic. This influence may have two directions or, in other words, lead to two opposite results concerning the activity of Russia in the Arctic Region. We can call these factors as pulling-in and pushing-out ones (or, as in our initial and perhaps less accurate version, attractive and unattractive factors). However as it will be seen this distinction is quite relative and many factors if we analyze them in broad sense can be viewed as both. We can also distinguish the factors in various spheres: political, economic, environmental, social.

To start with, let’s take into consideration political factors. Here we can draw a line between internal and external dimensions. Internal dimension. One of these forces that may cause change of Russia’s perception of the Arctic is the change of governance in Russia. The change of political regime, in-coming leaders with new set of priorities may overt Russia’s attitude to the North. What is interesting is that to some extent even the background of the ruling elite may influence the activity of the state in this direction.

External dimension. One of the factors coming from the outside is the position of indigenous people in the Arctic. The way Arctic peoples see the changes taking place in their region due to the increased interest of many states may also have an impact on Russia’s strategy in the Arctic, whether these peoples are ready to cooperate with the international organizations (in which Russia participates, for example, the Arctic Council, the Barents Euro-Arctic Council, The Nordic Council, the Nordic Council of Ministers, Conference of the Parliamentarians of the Arctic Region ) or whether these peoples will make attempts to push out «the invaders». However, in any case, Russia is more likely to enter some compromise-searching process and thus preserve its active investigation in the Arctic region.

Another factor belonging to the external political dimension is changing positions toward the Arctic of other states, international organizations and transnational corporations. For example, we can make a suggestion that the changes of membership in international organizations may evolve significant modification of the set of actors in the region. Take, for instance, the possibility of such arctic countries as Iceland or Norway joining the European Union. What also may not be excluded is the possibility of some separate states raising new claims over their rights in the Arctic. All these will affect Russia’s activity in the region. 

One more important factor, which can be qualified as both internal and external, is Russia’s signing new international treaties regarding the Arctic. This will definitely somehow transform its vision of the Arctic region. We have already witnessed an example in 1997 when Russia signed The United Nations Convention of the Law of the Sea 1982 that modified its perception of its territories in the Arctic.

What should be pointed out in the conclusion of analyzing the political issues able to redefine Russia’s perception of the Arctic is that all of them can be both pulling-in and pushing-out.

The second group of factors is economic ones. First of all, resources. As the Arctic has rich oil and gas fields, change of resource supplies and prices will affect Russia’s perception of the Arctic. This can also happen in two opposite directions. The shift of the international community to vast use of sustainable energy, such as green, solar, wind one, may cause the reduce of interest to the Arctic region in terms of resources. At the same time, it is still a too far perspective and the fact that Russia has that rich stocks of oil and gas in the North may only lure the state in this region to explore the new oil and gas deposits as this is also likely to prove that Russia is a strong power with enormous energetic resources.

Another economic factor is economic and technological development of the country. Obviously the state of its economy will define whether Russia will be able to afford extensive funding of exploration processes in the North or not. The same situation with technologies.

The third group of factors we’d like to highlight is environmental ones. One of them is climate change. The speed of ice-melting process will influence Russia’s activity in the Arctic region by making the problem of investigation in the North more and more acute. 

Another factor among the environmental ones is the possibility and frequency of catastrophes in the Arctic region. On the one hand, they may have negative impact on the public attitude towards the activity of Russia in the Arctic as well as make indigenous peoples become more cautious. On the other hand, anyway this won’t push-out Russia immediately as the necessity for clean-up works will remain.

And last but not the least dimension we take into account is social policy of Russia. The extent the state will promote Arctic investigations in the country may also have a decisive influence. What counts here is molding public opinion, readiness to provide some guarantees to the people willing to contribute to the exploration works in the Arctic region.

On balance, we can imagine a continuum where each of above-mentioned factors can affect Russia’s perception of the Arctic by moving it either more closely to zero-activity pole or vice versa to the increased-activity one. What should also be pointed out that not a single factor plays role but a complex of factors.

	Factors
	Pushing-in
	Pushing-out

	Political
	Internal: Change of political governance

	
	External: Change of indigenous people’s position
	

	
	Change of positions of other states, IOs and TNOs

	Economic
	Change of resource supplies and resource prices

	
	Russia’s level of economic and technological development

	Environmental
	Climate change

	
	Catastrophes

	Social
	Molding public opinion

Social policy
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* * *

Friday, 14th of May 2010: “New aspects and approaches of geopolitics in the North / northern geopolitics”

Mikko Vähä-Sipilä, University of Tampere, 

“Energy sector and politics in the Baltic Sea region”

Abstract: What are the strategies, policies and tools utilized by the European Union in its energy sector planning, negotiations and decision-making with regard to the Baltic Sea Region? What kinds of policy-making instruments are available to the EU in this sector and how are they being implemented? How are Third country aspects, mainly vis-a-vis Russia, reflected in the EU energy sector developments? The aforementioned questions are explored by looking into the current dynamics of the EU?s electricity and gas policies in the Baltic Sea Region and by examining the developments relevant to the Baltic Energy Market Interconnection Plan, launched at the 2008 autumn European Council, in particular.

* * *

Saturday, 15th of May, 2010: “The EU, NATO, Russia and Finland, and their inter-relations in Northern geopolitics”

Heino Nyyssönen, University of Tampere, 
“Discussion of the NATO membership and historical experience in Finland” 
Abstract: History matters in international relations, and here we study more closely, how it matters in political argumentation. My point of departure is that in Finland a istory MMypossible NATO membership is more or less a constant topic in domestic politics and editorials. Despite of a co-operation and continuous demands for a proper NATO debate, a majority of Finns oppose the membership. Whether we can find particular reasons for this and in which sense they are bound to past experiences? 

At first there will be an opinion poll to be introduced. Secondly, the lecture explores briefly the history of the NATO discussion and its peculiarities in Finland. In the third part we will learn more about historical argument as such, it’s theoretical background and its use both in international relations and in domestic affairs. 

In the end I will introduce preliminary results of an ongoing thesis, which studies the use of historical argument and focuses in letters to the editors since the year 2000. Partly based on my earlier studies on rhetoric and politics of memory, and partly based on methodological ideas of contra-factual history, we will learn how political active citizens turn history to politics and political argument.

The topic seems to polarize more and more between the left and the right in domestic politics, as the point seems to cement Finland fully to the “West” instead of former bridge building policies. All in all, we study the concept of experience: as Helsinki was finally one of the few European capitals not occupied in the WWII Europe, in which sense can we talk about a particular Finnish experience still prevailing in political thought? 

Tasks:
Group A: Find new arguments FOR the Finnish membership in the NATO

Group B: Find new arguments AGAINST the Finnish membership in the NATO
Both: In which sense historical argument as such can be relevant?

Day 5. Group 2. By Elina Manninen

Why Finland should not join the NATO? 
Our group takes part in the debate by arguing, why the present position is more advantageous for Finland than the membership would be. There are several points of view to be found in different spheres. Geography, history, politics as well as identity matters give different kinds of aspects to think about. 

Soft security should be seen as a basis of the question of the Finnish joining in NATO. According as Finland would not survive without some foreign help, the country already is a member of the European Union. EU has the ability to operate in regions and locally. It is important to compare it with NATO, even if the most of the work within the EU has nothing to do with military issues, but rather with other spheres related to soft security, as education. Comparatively NATO pays hardly any attention to European soft security. 

Finnish membership would rather decrease than increase the hard security of Finland, as Russian Federation would view it as a threat. It would spoil the good relations, which the two countries have so far. Also Sweden is out of NATO at the moment. Finland would lose its neutrality and even its independence by joining in NATO. Its geographic position is to be in the middle. Why not to keep ones balance also politically? In pro-NATO-rhetoric sometimes belongs the idea of leaving the past, at least this was the case in the Baltic countries. But that is misguiding. Not any country can leave its past or its neighbors or dig itself out.

Peace-keeping operations can be organized without NATO. In the world there is a significant amount of crisis management projects that do not need NATO to be accomplished. Thus, it is reasonable to emphasize the role of other international organizations and especially of the European Union. Within EU there have been discussions about a common foreign policy or even about an own army. Our group suggests that if in Finland there appears to be need for some kind of international cooperation in hard security matters, it should be implemented with the countries of European Union. 

A state has to think rationally of costs and benefits of all kind of occasions and choices. It should be remembered, that the NATO membership costs money. Does Finland want to pay for something, of what it does not know enough? In NATO the burden sharing is not even. The organization probably wants Finland as a new net payer. “The doors are open for Finland”. Should Finland not be afraid of that? Where there are doors always open? In shops. That metaphor leads to think that NATO only wants the money Finland would carry in it. 

In polls, the most Finns have voted against the Finnish membership in NATO. In a democratic country the leading elite cannot make decisions without the assent of the people.

Our group suggests that historical arguments are often misused. For example, the rhetoric “to the West!” used by pro-NATO activists is no more actual. Finland already is a Western country. The tradition to write Finnish contemporary history as a road leading to the West, to EU and finally to NATO, should now in the 21st century be left in the past. There is nothing especially good in the West. USA is losing its role as a leading superpower. In the global world there are developing different kinds of new forms of cooperation. NATO is not the only alternative to develop and to guarantee country’s security.      

When looking back one hundred years to the Finnish history, it may be rational to come to a conclusion, that Finland should join the NATO. But the debate is as much about the future. Historical lessons do not give any simple answers to the question.

Our group respects the initiative of European countries in several issues, but in NATO the United States of America is dominating. NATO can be seen as a fruit bowl, where there is one big watermelon (USA) and many small raisins (other member countries) surrounding it. When arguing against NATO, our group forms a political party called “Anti-Fruit Bowl”. In our campaign we keep asking, whether Finland, still an individual fresh grape hanging above the “Fruit Bowl”, has to join the other raisins dominated by USA.  

Day 5. Group 3. By Deeya Gvazava 

Points for Finland to joining NATO.

1. Today NATO is not only a military alliance. It solves plenty of problems such as elimination of ecological catastrophes consequences, saving crew in the sea etc. 

2. NATO is a contemporary superpower; hence, it can facilitate the insuring of Finnish hard and soft security. Finland won’t need to maintain its own army as NATO forces would provide for its security. Furthermore, Finland can hardly ensure its security alone but there is no alternative to NATE collective security system because EU army can never be formed as state sovereignty is still of primary importance even for EU member and frequently domestic law of the member countries restrict the possibility for forming united EU army. 

3. Finland is de facto a NATO member as it is deeply integrated in its structures but is “discriminated” being not a member. For instance Finland does not have an access to NATO database, new advanced military technology and cannot influence NATO decisions. 

4. NATO membership would enable to take some responsibilities and play more significant role in world politics.

5. NATO membership can strengthen Finland’s position in the Arctic region.

6. Finland should avoid isolation and joining NATO can prove it to be really western state (there is a perception of Finland as a kind of eastern country).  

7. One of the main obstacles for joining NATO is fear to spoil relations with Russia. But we believe that this move will not destroy these bilateral relations as today Russia and Finland are partners and have solid links. Many people claim that the fact that Baltic States joint NATO was the key aspect contributing in the decline of their relations with Russia, but we should bear in mind that it was not the only controversial issue. Much more corrosive were problems of the rights of the Russian in these countries. Consequently, as Russia and Finland are interdependent on each other in terms of economy and the bilateral relations are profitable for both parties we tend to believe that after aftershock passes the links will be revived. 

Concerning the question whether it is necessary to take into account history while considering the issue of Finish membership in NATO we think it is vital as history proves that threat comes from the East and money comes from the West. 

Day 5. Group 4. By Tuomas Palenius

“Anti-fruit ball party”. Finland- Be a grape not a raisin! Say no to NATO!

NATO is a fruit ball (a basket). Fruits are NATO’s member states. Biggest fruit in this basket is a watermelon (USA). This fruit takes the most of the space of the basket (influence and dominancy). There are only a little bit of space to other fruits such as apples and oranges (U.K, Germany, Canada, France, Canada etc). And even more less space for tiny fruits like plums and apricots (smaller states like Estonia, Hungary and Denmark).  Finland is a grape in an independent grape tree. If Finland wants to be in a fruit basket it must be separated from the grape tree. And because of that Finland will become a dry and small raisin and will eventually drop on the bottom of fruit basket under the other fruits and their pressure. And there will be no option to be a delicious grape in an independent grape three anymore. 

Security threats are not valid arguments for joining the NATO. It is better to develop own European Union and Europe based (including Russia) security organizations in the future.  Security challenges are now common, especially soft security based issues such as organized crime, global pandemics, terrorism and information issues. If we want to fight against these threats and beat them we need to cooperate. “Old school” east-west blocks will not function anymore we need new structures. Finland’s NATO membership will spoil our good bilateral relations with Russia. Fruitful, not “a fruit basket based” bilateral cooperation with our eastern neighbor will be destroyed if Finland joins the NATO. 

We don’t want to send our soldiers to fight for United States’ interest in the Middle East. We want to send our specialist only for soft security based operations. We don’t want to fight against different structures and cultures. We want to cooperate and develop together with others something new and functional. Something that answers today’s challenges and makes a better tomorrow!

* * *

Dmitry Lanko, St. Petersburg State University, 
"EU Baltic Sea Strategy and Russia"
Abstract: The lecture will cover three issues. First, it is the EU Baltic Sea Strategy, including the decision-making process in the EU that led to emergence of the strategy. Second, it is Russian approach to EU Baltic Sea Strategy, including general Russian discourse on the EUropean Union. Third, it is Russian policy towards the Baltic Sea Region, which does not exist, so the lecture will speak of the reasons to its non existence. I encourage participants of the ISSK to download the EU Baltic Sea Strategy from europa.eu and read it in advance. 
Task: I will also assign students with teamwork, the result of which is supposed to be a proposal on how Russian Baltic Sea Strategy should look like, if and when it emerges.

Day 5. Group 1. By Leonid Pletnev
On Friday the 14th of May at Petrozavodsk State University within the frameworks of ISSK 2010 there was a discussion on the topic of EU Baltic Sea Strategy and Russia. The members of group agreed that there has to be a common strategy of the region where interests of all regional actors would be considered. So the group proposed to make a so-called Joint Baltic Sea Region Strategy. The idea was to gather all parties on a cruise ship somewhere in the Baltic Sea and make a conference on how they could overcome their discrepancies and elaborate a common strategy based on the four existing pillars of the Baltic Sea Strategy of the European Union. In the opinion of the group this would create a solid platform and an incentive for enlargement of co-operation in the Baltic Sea Region and would enable to broaden co-operation to other areas.

However, Dmitriy Lanko’s (Saint Petersburg State University) comment on the possible negative scenario of this event, when “the ship has already come to the final destination of the cruise but no decision was taken” shows that the idea proposed by the group is rather unrealistic.

Day 5. Group 2. By Tanel Mae
Does Russia need a Baltic Sea Strategy?

Our group started the discussion by clarifying our understanding of strategies as such and what do they do. Are strategies important? Most of the people in our group agreed that these documents have at least declarative meaning that can contribute to international cooperation. By producing strategy document “then at least something is on the paper” and that makes the policies and intentions of the state externally more visible and clear. Of course such document as such will not stop the state to pursue other policies but it can be effective tool of communication ones interest if the state seeks to follow the strategy.

As the group was not able to come up with a straight question to this yes or no question we started to list pros and cons of Russia either having Baltic Sea Strategy. What the group agreed upon was that in the long term it would be in Russias interest to have such strategy. In the short term there seemed to be more incentives for Russia not to adopt such a document as this allows more manoeuvring space. 

Adopting a strategy and thereby fostering cooperation in the region it would present Russia with binding relations (at least on some level). While in the long term it would provide more predictable political environment then it the short term it would mean that Russia should take responsibilities that would force certain costs, i.e. measures for better environmental protection and decreasing pollution that it produces. Not taking financial responsibilities was seen as the main incentive for Russia to avoid binding relations in the region. It was also discussed that for the Russia has whole the Baltic Sea is rather low priority region and the state has more incentives to be active elsewhere and direct its resources to other places. Group agreed that cooperation in the region could produce “soft security” but the domination of “hard security” issues might make the policymakers neglect this soft security perspective.   

Day 5. Group 3. By Heikki Niemi
We saw that for Russia there exists three important issues in the territory of the Baltic Sea:

The gaspipe from Russia to Germany

Landroutes to the isolated Kaliningrad.

Free and save movement of the ships from St. Petersburg 

 Right now Baltic Sea is pretty stable territory and these main issues are secured. In the future the situation can be different and importance of the Baltic Sea for Russia might increase. In the Baltic Sea area Russia already has existing cross border co-operation with it´s neighbouring countries which are also part of EUs neighbourhood co- operation program. We thought that these kinds of bilateral models of co-operation could be much more effective for Russia than collective strategy. One must also take in the account that for Russia and other Baltic States Baltic Sea is not just a gateway to Atlantic but also gateway to the Arctic Sea. That’s why Russian strategy for the Baltic Sea is too narrow because it doesn´t take in the account all the Arctic States.

The final conclusion of our group was that Russia doesn´t need Strategy for Baltic Sea because it is both too narrow and too broad.

Day 5. Group 4. By Ekaterina Vdovinets

The group decided by vote that Russia needs a Baltic Sea strategy since it is a part of the Baltic region.

There were four pillars defined.

Firstly, it the economic pillar, which includes regulation of transportation and trade cooperation, transit routes, as well as transnational investment and the creation of transnational companies. In the long-term perspective it is also possible to include the regulation on the common free trade area (which is not quite probable and appropriate today).

Secondly goes the environmental cooperation pillar. We included this one mostly for purposes of creating a favourable image of Russia since the country does not care too much about hightening ecological standarts and regulating the sphere too strictly. This pillar could also include regulations of eco-tourism and collaboration in solving environmental problems.

The third pillar is the soft security pillar, which is comprised of collaboration in preventing and fighting transborder crime and securing human rights (for instance the rights of Russians in Baltic states).

The last but not the least pillar is the so-called 'cooperation pillar'. It includes various forms of local and regional cooperation, cultural, scientific and educational links.

I would like to call your attention to the fact that the Baltic Sea strategy of Russia by group four does not deal with hard security since the group decided that there is no need for such regulations. On the conditions that most of the Baltic Sea states belong to NATO, so the relations between them and Russia will be more effectively regulated through means of Russia-NATO council.
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About the ISSK
The International Summer School in Karelia (ISSK) is a meeting-point for Russian and Nordic university students with focus on European, Russian and Northern studies. Since the initial Summer School in 2003, the goal has been to bring together a limited number (25-30) of MA students for one week at the Petrozavodsk State University (PetrSU), in order to further increase their knowledge of Nordic-Russian policies and cooperation, and promote dialogue and discussion. Coming now into its 7th year of existence in 2010, the ISSK expands its scope, vision and geography to attract larger audience of students and provide them with a more diversified academic, professional and social learning experience. 

For whom

ISSK'10 is purposed for the students of international relations, politics, other relevant social sciences, economics and ecology.

Assessment

● For a successful completion of the course, each student is required to attend all lectures and half-day workshop, and actively participate in daily workshops.

● Additionally, each student needs to write an essay of 10-12 A4 pages, i.e. 22.000-24.000 items (not including reference list, figures and tables) on a selected topic, relevant to the main theme of ISSK’10, and submit it to his/her university coordinator within one month after the completion of the Summer School.

● With those requirements fulfilled the course will carry up to 5 ECTS.
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● The participation costs will consist of travel costs to and from Petrozavodsk, nourishment, and the visa costs.

● Other costs, e.g. modest accommodation, will be covered by the organizers.  
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For more information of the ISSK, e.g. the Final Reports of the previous Summer Schools – see PetrSU website: http://petrsu.ru/Faculties/Politology/int_sum_sch.html 

