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1 Introduction!

When the first international organisation with supranational powers, the European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC), was established in 1951, the three big founding states, Germany, France and
Italy, brought a present to the small founders, the Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg — “die
Morgengabe der Gleichberechtigung und Ebenbiirtigkei”>. The European integration process
evolved, every state had a commissioner, chaired the Community in rotation, one vote in the
Council and the Community Court applied the rule of law to all of them. Although majority vot-
ing has been implemented formally on more and more decisions in recent years, in practice there

is a culture of unanimity.’ But has size become irrelevant? Probably not.

Since the first days of the ECSC, the united Europe has been significantly changed. The European
Union (EU) has currently 27 member states and the EU-27 has many more small than big member
states. By population, 20 states have less than 20 million citizens. At the same time, it seems that
the logic of the EU has changed slightly towards more intergovernmentalism, particularly since
the Eastern Enlargement.” Due to the sheer quantity of member states, it is becoming increasingly
necessary to prepare decision-making in smaller groups. It is worthwhile to seek agreements with
potential coalition partners before a meeting of 27. Therefore, bilateral relations gain importance,
because these are the preconditions necessary for effective coalition-making. The setting of coali-
tions is rather seldom big versus small states.” Much more often big and small states share prefer-
ences and join the same group. Therefore, bilateral relations of big and small members gain im-
portance for the future development of the European Union. But how much importance does size
have in today’s Europe? How do big and small countries interact? That is the point of departure.

Germany is the biggest member of the EU. Moreover, it is the most central state located in the
very heart of Europe. Its history is the history of Europe. The contemporary history of Europe has
determined no other state’s fate like that of Germany’s. Conversely, what ever has happened in
Germany had a visible effect on whole Europe — from the end of the Second World War over the

Many thanks to Prof. Dr. Ulrich von Alemann, my supervisor at the Heinrich-Heine-Universitét Diisseldorf, who enabled me to pursue my
goals in face of duties in Diisseldorf and supported my research decisively. This work is the result of research trips to Helsinki and Berlin in
2008. As guest of the Ulkopoliittinen instituutti (UPI/Finnish Institute of International Relations), I was able to conduct my research locally
in Helsinki in May 2008. Thereafter, I continued my studies in Berlin as visiting researcher at the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik
(SWP/German Institute for International and Security Affairs) in June 2008. In both places, I arranged interviews and collected background
material, which are the integral part of this paper. For organising my visits, I thank the Hedwig und Waldemar Hort-Stipendienstiftung that
promoted my studies not just financially, but with trust and moral support.I would also like to thank Dr. Hanna Ojanen, who hosted me at
UPI and gave me indispensable support, and Dr. Andreas Maurer, who made my stay at the SWP possible. My work benefited enormously
from the advice and support I received from the whole staff of UPI and the SWP. I want to express my gratitude to all of them, but I must
particularly address Pia Alilonttinen, Toby Archer, Hiski Haukkala, Julia Lieb and Jouko Rajakiili. For editorial help, language advice and
inspiring ideas, I thank Folkert Garbe, my sister Vera Gassen, Jennifer Hoppe, Riikka Turunen, Aura Vuorenrinne and Genevieve
Wickenden. Without their assistance, I would not have been able to finish that paper in a readable format. Moreover, it was decisive that I
could arrange my personal interest with my Magister studies at the Heinrich-Heine-Universitét Diisseldorf. Therefore, I thank Prof. Dr.
Christoph Nonn and Prof. Dr. Hartwig Hummel, who supervised my writing. Last, but not least, this work would have been impossible
without the readiness of my interview partners and the numerous people I met for background discussions. I am particularly grateful for
their commitment and expertise. Every one of them shaped the content of this paper.

Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher, FDP, Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs ret., 10th June 2008 in Wachtberg-Pech; Author’s trans-
lation: The morning gift of equal rights and equality.

3 Cf. Wessels, Wolfgang: Das politische System der Européischen Union. Wiesbaden, 2008. pp. 208-210.

Cf. Interview with Esko Antola, Jean Monnet Professor/Director of the Centrum Balticum at the University of Turku, 26th May 2008 in
Turku; Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office, 13th June 2008 in Berlin.

Cf. Tallberg, Jonas: Bargaining Power in the European Council. Swedish Institute for European Policy Studies, Report No. 1, 2007. pp. 42-
44; Interview with Jari Luoto, State Secretary in the Government Secretariat for EU Affairs of Finland, 28th May 2008 in Helsinki.
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Neue Ostpolitik to the German Reunification. Germany is the biggest and most central EU coun-
try, and furthermore one of the founding members of the European Union.

On the other hand, Finland is, in the words of Foreign Minister Alexander Stubb, a “smallish
country [...] not exactly in the geographic core of the European Union”®. In terms of population,
Finland is the tenth smallest member state with 5.3 million citizens. In the north-east of Europe,
Finland is geographically seen as at the very rim of the Union. Its membership is quite young. Just
14 years ago Finland entered the EU after decades of strict neutrality. Finland is a small, periph-
eral and relatively young member state of the EU.

Approaching German-Finnish relations from a rationalist point of view, size is an obvious factor,
though relative. In terms of population, territorial size, gross domestic product (GDP) or military
budget the proportion is variable. Nonetheless, Finland is in every meaning smaller than Ger-
many. Therefore, it seems apparent that size matters. In order to explain both states’ relationship,
it might be sufficient to analyse their interests and ask how these correspond. Their relationship
would depend decisively on their given preferences as well as their abilities to enforce these. Al-
though both act within an institutionalised frame, the disproportion of population and economical
weight would determine their interaction.

Nonetheless, “size is translated”’. In order to widen the analytical starting point of this paper, it
shall be assumed that a state’s size is interpreted by its foreign policy actors and therefore the rela-
tionship of a big and a small state is determined by their interpretation of themselves and their
counterparts. Therefore, relations of a big and a small state are not a priori determined by their
given interests. Significance of the proportion must be traced in the actor’s construction of reality.
So a more detailed examination is needed in order to cover aspects that affect identities and per-
ceptions. Consequently, both views shall be kept in mind. Exogenous factors are probably not
unimportant as their constellation might shape the actors’ opinion and decision-making. It shall be
assumed that given interests and reality constructions compete for explanation in a sense that a
policy maker’s preference can be traced back to a given fact or the interpretation of that fact,
which is henceforth not predictable.

The main questions of this case study are: How do Germany and Finland interact today? What are
the decisive factors that determine their relationship? To what extend are the German-Finnish
relations characterised by the big-small proportion? Which positions and policies do both states
apply and how do these correspond with their size? To what extent is there conflict due to the
proportions? Can their behaviour be explained by their given interests or are their other factors?

First, it seems necessary to outline the common history of both states in chapter 1. The path to-
wards the present situation shall be drawn with a particular emphasis on what is relevant for cur-
rent politics.

Thereafter, in chapter 2 the present situation shall be examined in detail. Initially, a general over-
view of German-Finnish relations will be presented. Chapter 2.1 will explain some basic circum-
stances and structures that are of general relevance for the understanding of the both states’ inter-
action in a European setting. Additionally, a brief description of the Finnish view on Germany and
the German view on Finland shall introduce some basic perceptions. But due to the fact that both
states are strongly integrated in European structures, there are hardly any purely bilateral issues
left and it is worthwhile to draw a detailed picture of multilateral policies that shape the relation-
ship of Finland and Germany. The major part of this work is an analysis of German-Finnish inter-

6 Stubb, Alexander: On becoming Finland’s foreign minister. In: Blue Wings, May 2008. p. 32.

Tiilikainen, Teija: Finland — An EU Member with a Small State Identity. European Integration, Vol. 28, No. 1, March 2006. pp. 73-87 (73).
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action in four selected policy fields. These are Russia, integration policy, security policy and the
Baltic Sea cooperation.

(1) Relations with Russia are essential for both. Finland has a common border of 1,300 km. For
Germany, its recent history has been decisively influenced by the former Eastern superpower.
Moreover, Russia has been the independent variable for the German-Finnish relations over the
past two hundred years.

(2) The European integration is a key issue in every meaning and gained importance in recent
years due to the ongoing attempt to reform the European Union. Integration policy indicates basic
starting points of a state’s foreign policy. Therefore, it also marks an important factor for the
common understanding of Germany and Finland.

(3) Security policy is naturally a very sensitive issue and evolved as an EU issue since the late
1990s. Finland is involved in military EU cooperation as well as the Partnership for Peace (P{P)
programme of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). Both states maintain a joint EU
Battle Group with the Netherlands and have been engaged in NATO missions.

(4) Both countries border the Baltic Sea, which is the geographically binding area for Germany, at
the south-western end, and Finland, at the north-eastern. Since the end of the Cold War, coopera-
tion across the region has emerged, but it is still an urgent political issue for the neighbouring
states.

Finally, a comprehensive picture of relevant factors and issues of German-Finnish relations shall
be made in order to provide a concrete example of a relationship between a ‘big’ and a ‘small’
state. The German-Finnish case shall be applied on the context of the present Union and reveal
further perspectives for research on this constellation.

Fundamental part of this paper is a collection of qualitative, non-representative expert interviews
that have been conducted in May and June 2008 in Helsinki and Berlin. German quotations are
translated in footnotes.

2 Implications of the Past

A look on the past does more than just point out some basic facts. Moreover, it will be examined,
which implications the past gives for the present, because: “We have our historical experience,
which of course is in our minds whatever we do.””

2.1 Two World Wars

In 1914, Finland followed into war against Germany as a Russian Grand Duchy. Though, Russia
did not establish a functioning conscription system in the previous years and so Finland had no
army of its own. After the war break out, it was not intended to deploy Finnish units, because of
doubts about their loyalty.” The Russian army increased its presence in Finland, which was re-
garded as a weak spot for a German invasion.'° Therefore, Finns became belligerents mostly vol-
untarily, on both sides."!

Interview with Juha Korkeaoja, KESK, Chairman of the Defence Committee of the Finnish Parliament, 22nd May 2008 in Helsinki.

! Cf. Wegner, Bernd: Finnland. In: Hirschfeld, Gerhard/Krumeich, Gerd/Renz, Irina (Ed.): Enzyklopadie Erster Weltkrieg. Paderborn, 2003.
pp. 483-487.

10 Cf. Upton, Anthony F.: The Finnish Revolution 1917-1918. Minneapolis, 1980. p. 16.

Cf. Jussila, Osmo/Hentild, Seppo/Nevakivi, Jukka: Politische Geschichte Finnlands seit 1809. Vom Groffiirstentum zur Europdischen
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Finnish-Russian relation had worsened severely in the decades before the First World War and
nationalists tended to support Germany. Instead of fighting on the Russian side, about 2,000 Finns
secretly went to Germany.'> The German Empire supported the Finnish cause and created the 27.
Jdger-Bataillon for Finnish volunteers. In Hohenlockstedt (Schleswig-Holstein) they received
military training and fought from 1916 on under a Prussian commander against the Tsarist army at
the eastern Baltic front. The so called Jédger movement has been the back bone of the Finnish
armed forces for the following years and is an integral part of Finnish military history. During the
Second World War, most of the Finnish commanders were Jdger, like Captain Kaarna in Viino
Linna’s famous war novel Tuntematon sotilas" that almost every Finn knows.

After the Bolshevik revolution and the end of the war on the eastern front, Finland fell into civil
war between Red and White guards in early 1918."* Lenin agreed on the Finnish independence
and Russia did not affect the civil war decisively due to its domestic problems.'> The Treaty of
Brest Litovsk ended the war between Germany and Russia in March 1918. Nonetheless, the Ger-
man Empire regarded Finland as its interest sphere and supported the White guards. The arrival of
the Jdger and a German intervention, which considered Finnish nationalist sentiments,'® had a
decisive impact for the White victory.!” The thriving forces of White Finland among Chairman of
the Senate, Pehr Evind Svinhufvud, were firmly pro-German. The Parliament of Finland (Suomen
Eduskunta) elected Friedrich Karl, brother-in-law of Emperor Wilhelm II, as the first and the last
King of Finland, who never went to Finland due to the German defeat in late 1918.'® During the
1920s and 1930s the German intervention had negative connotations in some Leftist circles of
Finland."® But the common reception was positive. The Whites wan.

In 2007/2008, Finland remembered the 90™ anniversary of the end of the civil war. The role of
Germany for Finland’s first steps to independence is an important part of the Finnish memory.
Pictures of White victory parades in May 1918 show Commander in Chief, Carl Gustav Manner-
heim, riding along the streets of Helsinki and German soldiers on the side walk.”’ The German
assistance affected the Finnish attitude towards Germany for the decades to come and is still pre-
sent in Finland’s retrospection.”' In contrast to that living memory in Finland, these facts are quite
rarely known in Germany.

Before the the Second World War began, the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of 1939 assigned Finland
to the Soviet sphere. In the Winter War of 1939/40, Finland fought on its own against the Soviet
Union (USSR). After heavy casulties for the Red Army both sides agreed on a ceasefire, which
lasted until the German attack on the USSR. In the meantime Finland became economically
dependent on Germany.” In May 1941, the Finnish leadership decided consciously to join
Germany’s campaign, in which it had been introduced in advance.* During the Continuation War

Union. German edition, Berlin, 1999. p. 102-106.
12 Cf. Singleton, Fred: A Short History of Finland. Cambridge, 1989. pp. 108-109.
13 English translation: The Unknown Soldier. First Published in 1954.
14 Cf. Singleton, 1989. pp. 112-113.
13 Cf. Upton, 1980. pp. 43-44.
Cf. Kirby, D.G. (Ed.): Finland and Russia 1808-1920. From Autonomy to Independence. A Selection of Documents. London/Basingstoke,
1975. p. 234; Mannerheim, Gustav: Erinnerungen. Zurich, 1952. p. 194.
17 Cf. Jussila/Hentild/Nevakivi, 1999. p. 127.
18 Cf. ibid. pp. 143-144.
Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentild, Professor for Political History at the University of Helsinki, 19th June 2008 in Berlin.
See cover of Kolbe, Laura/Nystrom, Samu: Helsinki 1918. Padkaupunki ja sota. Helsinki, 2008.
Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentila.
Cf. Interview with Petri Hakkarainen, Second Secretary at the Finnish Embassy in Berlin, 5th June 2008.
» Cf. Mannerheim, 1952. p. 430.
2 Cf. Jussila/Hentili/Nevakivi, 1999. p. 220.
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1941-44, the German Wehrmacht supported the Finnish troops and helped to throw the Red Army
behind the borders of 1939. Finland was brother in arms with Nazi Germany. But Finland tried to
avoid the role of a German satellite and refused to send troops against Leningrad.” The United
States of America (USA) never declared war on Finland and had an understanding of the Finnish
position.?* Mannerheim, Commander in Chief of the Finnish Army, was a reserved supporter of
the alliance with Nazi Germany. Although he knew that Nazi Germany ‘sold’*’ Finland to the
USSR in 1939, the geopolitical situation gave the Finnish government no other choice than
fighting on the German side. The Finnish-German Waffenbriiderschaft was accompanied with
deportations to German concentration camps, war crimes and the recruitment of a Finnish SS
unit.”® Adolf Hitler appreciated Finland as the most valuable German co-belligrent.”” In 1942,
Hitler visited Finland on the occasion of Mannerheim’s 75" birthday. Secretly, he prepared the
inclusion into a German federation after the Endsieg, though.*

In summer 1944, the Finnish troops were about to lose the front, when German aircrafts and war
materials were send to support the Finnish army.’' The Gefechtsverband Kuhlmey, an airforce
unit named after its commander, and German anti-tank weapons were regarded as decisive in
stopping the Red Army and preventing a Soviet occupation.’ But the coming result of the war
was predictable and the Finnish government agreed on a ceasefire with the Soviet leadership.
Mannerheim became head of state and Finland had to send the German troops out of its territory
to prevent Soviet ‘assistance’ to do so. While the Wehrmacht left southern Finland quite calmly,
the remaining troops in the northern part fought a war of scorched earth and destroyed Rovaniemi,
the capital of Lapland, completely.*

Finland had lost the war officially and signed the Paris Peace Treaty of 1947, which ruled Finland
to pay reparation, to cede territory to the USSR and to accept restrictions of its sovereignity
regarding its peacetime armed forces and acquistion of defence material, particularly from
Germany.** Nonetheless, Finland was the only country on the continent, which was involved in
the war, but never largely occupied. Finland saved its sovereignty and German assistance was
once more decisive. This memory is still alive in Finland and the Waffenbriiderschaft is positively
assoc}igted with Germany.” The fact that Finland was an ally of Hitler has vanished remarkably
well.

= Cf. Mannerheim, 1952. p. 432.

2 Cf. TIME: Finland Says No. 24.11.41. http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,801283,00.html (05.08.08); Loewenstein, Francis
L./Langley, Harold D./Jonas, Manfred (Ed.): Roosevelt and Churchill. Their Secret Wartime Correspondence. London, 1975. p. 476.

z Cf. Mannerheim, 1952. p. 437.

2 Cf. Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): More than just eight deportations to Nazi Germany. 04.11.03.
http://www?2.hs.fi/english/archive/news.asp?id=200311041E14 (05.08.08); Ahtiainen, Ilkka: Finland and Germany in WW II: Brothers in
arms — and partners in crime? In: Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition), 30.09.08. http://www.hs.fi/english/print/1135239859383
(07.04.09); Miiller, Rolf-Dieter: An der Seite der Wehrmacht. Hitlers ausldndische Helfer beim »Kreuzzug gegen den Bolschewismus«
1941-1945. Berlin, 2007. p. 29.

» Miiller, 2007. p. 25.

30 Ibid. p. 29.

3 Cf. Jussila/Hentild/Nevakivi, 1999. pp. 230-231.

Cf. Mannerheim, 1952. p. 522; Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttild, KOK, Vice-Chairman of the Grand Committee of the Finnish Parlia-

ment, 22nd May 2008 in Helsinki.

3 Cf. Jussila/Hentili/Nevakivi, 1999. pp. 240-244.

Cf. United States Department of State: Foreign Relations of the United States, 1946. Paris Peace Conference. Documents.

http://digicoll.library.wisc.edu/cgi-bin/FRUS/FRUS-idx ?type=article&did=FRUS.FRUS1946V04.10006 &isize=M (25.09.08).

Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentila.

% Cfibid.
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In Germany, its role in Finland during the Second World War is quite irrelevant. The importance
of Nazi Germany’s fellow combatants has not been examined even in historiography for a long
time.?” The relevance of the war time for a firm pro-German attitude is largely unknown in Ger-
many, w};éle Finns know that “without Germany there could not have been independence in
Finland.”

2.2 Cold War

The period of East-West conflict did not allow Germany and Finland to keep full diplomatic rela-
tions until 1973. Finland had ended its contacts with Nazi Germany in 1944 and established a
trade mission in West Germany in 1948.%° The Hallstein-Doktrin proposed that the Federal Re-
public of Germany (FRG) would not have diplomatic contacts to any country, which recognised
the German Democratic Republic (GDR). The Finnish case was an especially sensitive issue for
the West German government, because Finland would have been the first country outside the di-
rect sphere of the USSR favouring the GDR.* Finland had important economic ties with West
Germany, on the one hand. But the USSR and the GDR pushed the Finnish government to recog-
nise the GDR, on the other hand.”!

Finland had to be mindful of its contacts with West Germany. In 1948, the USSR and Finland
signed the Agreement of Friendship, Cooperation and Assistance (FCMA). It named explicitly
Germany and its allies as possible threats and ruled to allow the Soviet Union to ‘assist’ Finland
in case of an aggression of these.* In practice, Finland had to keep Moscow’s opinion in mind in
all its Western relations.

A structural change of that situation could be achieved by the Neue Ostpolitik and the process
which led to the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE). Détente between
East and West and the rapprochement of the two German states allowed Finland to reestablish full
diplomatic contacts in 1973. But the way to the final agreement of CSCE in 1975 meant much
more for the German-Finnish relations.

Since the social democrats entered the West German government in 1966, the policies of
Germany and Finland became closely related in their characters. Finland tried to play the role of a
mediator between East and West. And the Brandt government did the decisive steps to
rapprochement with the Eastern bloc. As foreign minister in the first Grand Coalition, Willy
Brandt soon emphasised the role of Northern Europe.** In February 1967, the Federal Minister for
All-German Affairs, Herbert Wehner, visited Helsinki and explained his party’s foreign policy to
President Urho Kekkonen.** Wehner knew about Kekkonen’s link to the Kremlin, who promised
to talk with Leonid Brezhnev about their conversation. In June 1967, Brandt visited Helsinki and
held talks with President Kekkonen, Prime Minister Paasio and Foreign Minister Karjalainen.

37 Cf.  Speckmann, Thomas: Adolf Hitlers willige ausldndische Helfer. In: Die Welt Online, 12.07.08.

http://www.welt.de/kultur/article2204338/Adolf Hitlers willige auslaendische Helfer.html (05.08.08).

Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttila.

9 Cf. Hentild, Seppo: Neutral zwischen den beiden deutschen Staaten. Finnland und Deutschland im Kalten Krieg. Berlin, 2006a. p. 21.

40 Cf. ibid. p. 9.

4 Cf. Hentild, Seppo: Maintaining Neutrality between the Two German States: Finland and Divided Germany until 1973. In: Contemporary
European History, 15/2006b. pp. 473-493 (480-483).

2 Cf. Hentild, 2006b. pp. 474-475.

3 Cf. Brandt iiber Interesse an verstirkten Beziehungen zu Skandinavien; Besuche in Finnland, Norwegen, Schweden. 27.06.67. In: Archiv

der Gegenwart, volume XXXVII, pp. 13255-13256.

Cf. Generalkonsul Kempff, Helsinki, an das Auswirtige Amt. 16. Februar 1967. In: Schwartz, Hans-Peter (Hrsg.): Akten zur auswértigen

Politik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. 1967. 1. Januar bis 31. Mérz. Munich, 1999. pp. 296-298.

44
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Brandt stated explicitly that an understanding for the West German position in the Nordic
countries would have a strong effect on others.” The Brandt government immedietely supported
Helsinki to become the venue of the CSCE.*® In Germany, the CSCE process has ever been
closely associated to Finland and its very positive efforts.*” On the 80" birthday of Kekkonen in
1980, Willy Brandt, then Chairman of the SPD, wrote to the Finnish President: “Viele Menschen
im tibrigen Europa wissen Ihre Bemiihungen um die Bewahrung des Friedens und die Fortfiih-
rung der Entspannung auf unserem Kontinent sehr zu schdtzen. Der Name der finnischen Haupt-
stadt bleibt mit diesem miihevollen Werk unlésbar verbunden.“*

A lot of facets about Finnish politics are unknown in Germany. The Finnish role in the CSCE
process is one of the first things remembered by German foreign policy makers. On the other
hand, the Neue Ostpolitik, which was a precondition for the process as a whole, gave West
Germany a positive response from Finland. On party level, the social democratic parties of
Germany and Finland reanimated their historical links. Willy Brandt and Kalevi Sorsa, one of the
most important social democratic politicians in Finland throughout the 1970s and 1980s,*
maintained a personal friendship and political cooperation, particularly in the Socialist
International.”® Today the Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands’' (SPD) and Suomen Sosiali-
demokraattinen Puolue>® (SDP) still have a binding heritage.™

The Finnish president Urho Kekkonen realised already in 1970 that an agreement between East
and West could potentially allow Finland to recognise both German states or would at least cool
down the situation for years.* Kekkonen was the most important post-war president from 1956 to
1982. He had a rather sceptical attitude towards Germany. As a student he visited Germany in
1934 and experienced the rise of the Nazi regime personally. He had very good contacts with the
Kremlin and had its support since he became Prime Minister in 1950.°° Before the Brandt
government, he called the West German policy towards the USSR a ‘war policy’*°. After mutual
recognition, he visited both German states, first the GDR in 1977 and then the FRG in 1979.
Nonetheless, he did not assume the GDR as equivalent to the FRG due to its artifical
architecture.”’

The German chancellors Brandt, Schmidt and Kohl acknowledged Finland’s neutrality status and
understood its special role, which was totally different from the Soviet satellite states.”® While the

s Brandt iiber Interesse an verstarkten Beziehungen zu Skandinavien; Besuche in Finnland, Norwegen, Schweden. 27.06.67.

4 Cf. Brandt, Willy: Erinnerungen. Frankfurt am Main, 1989. p. 183.

47 Cf. Dr. Hermann Schmitz-Vockenhausen, MdB, Vizeprésident des Deutschen Bundestages: Eine Fahrt zu guten Freunden. Bundestags-
Delegation im neutralen Finnland. SPD-Pressedienst, P/XXVIII/172, 07.09.73. pp. 1-2.

48 SPD: Der SPD-Vorsitzende Willy BRANDT sandte dem Staatsprasidenten der Republik Finnland, Dr. Urho KEKKONEN, zu seinem 80.

Geburtstag das folgende Schreiben. Mitteilung fiir die Presse, 3.9.1980, Nr. 620/80. Author’s translation: Many people in the rest of Europe

appreciate your efforts for the perpetuation of peace and the continuation of détente on our continent. The name of the Finnish capital keeps

bonded inseparably to that troublesome work.

Sorsa was party chairman from 1969 to 1975 and Prime Minister of Finland for ten years in four governments between 1972 and 1987.

30 Cf. Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands: Mitteilungen an die Presse. Der SPD-Vorsitzende Willy BRANDT hat zu seinem 65. Ge-

burtstag am 18. Dezember 1978 Gliickwiinsche aus aller Welt erhalten. 18.12.1978; Brandt, 1989. p. 433 and p. 437.

Social Democratic Party of Germany.

49

51
52 Finnish Social Democratic Party.
3 Meeting with Tero Shemeikka, International Secretary of the Finnish Social Democratic Party, 27th May 2008 in Helsinki.

Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentila.

= Cf. Sozialdemokratischer Pressedienst: Quo vadis Kekkonen? P/VI/11, 13.01.51. pp. 3-4; Ibid.: Will Kekkonen Finnlands Nuschke werden?
P/VIII/275,26.11.53. pp. 3-4.

SPD-Pressedienst: Finnlands Staatspriasident im Streit der Meinungen. Kekkonen nennt Politik der Bundesregierung ,,Kriegspolitik®.
P/XX11/23, 01.02.67. p. 5.

Interview with Seppo Hentila.

54

56

57

58 Cf. ibid; Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher.
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government in charge managed to deal with the Finnish case, the German opposition created the
phrase Finnlandisierung (Finlandisation). It meant “a process by which a democratic nation living
in the shadow of a militarily powerful totalitarian state gradually submits to the political
domination of its neighbor and finally loses its internal freedom.”® The phrase had more of an
internal political function in West Germany to blame the social-liberal government, but its use
was offending and malicious,” and left a lasting negative imprint in Finland. In Germany the
phrasg is known, but no more used in politics. Finns connote it with an ignorant and arrogant atti-
tude.

Until the end of the Cold War the Finnish Presidents Kekkonen and Koivisto (1982-1994) avoided
an all-too close link with West Germany.®* It was the most difficult issue in Finland’s foreign
policy balancing between East and West. In international relations Finland and Germany kept a
low profile of their relationship. Nonetheless the Kohl government was firmly Finland-friendly.
Helmut Kohl had a close personal relationship to Ilkka Suominen, Chairman of the conservative
Kokoomus party from 1979 to 1991.% Right after the end of the Cold War, they established close
links between Kokoomus and the German Christlich Demokratische Union® (CDU). The
generation of the current conservative chairman, Jyrki Katainen, has a German-friendly attitude,
which is enrooted in these early cooperation.®

Finland had a fairly high reputation in the political leadership of Germany. The “hohe
Staatskunst”*® that Finland featured in the hard times of the Cold War gave it a lasting admiration
among top foreign affairs politicans.®’

2.3 Change of World Order

The end of the Cold War changed the international environment of both countries completely. But
the German reunification did not frighten Finland like it did other European states. Main concerns
were just about effects on the stability of Europe and Northern Europe in particular.®® A two-third
majority of Finns was in favour of the German reunification, according to an opinion poll, and a
more powerful Germany was not regarded a threat.” Throughout the 1990s, Germany was per-
ceived more as a supporter than as a threat to Finland.”

The Paris Peace Treaty of 1947 and the FCMA Treaty of 1948, had restrictions on Germany and
were political obstacles for the normalisation of German-Finnish relations. The Finnish president,
Mauno Koivisto, contracted out of the Paris Peace Treaty in summer 1990 referring to the new
situation of a united Germany. The Kremlin almost did not notice that step, but Koivisto even
forgot to inform the British government, which has also been a party of the peace treaty. The Fin-

5 Jakobson, Max: Finland in the New Europe. Westport, 1998. p. 85.
60 Cf. Kurt Mattick, MdB, Vorsitzender des Ausschusses fiir innerdeutsche Beziehungen: Finnlandisierung — Ein Spottbild gegen Finnland.
Finnische Regierungspolitik alles andere als Kapitulation auf Raten. Sozialdemokratischer Pressedienst, 34. Jahrgang/90, 11.05.79. p. 3.

o Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentila.

62 Cf. ibid.

o Cf. Interview with Esko Antola.

Christian Democratic Union of Germany.

6 Cf. Interview with an official of the German Embassy, 8th May 2008 in Helsinki; Interview with Esko Antola.

66 Interview with Hans-Dieterich Genscher; Author’s translation: high statecraft.

o Cf. ibid; Genscher, Hans-Dietrich: Erinnerungen. Berlin, 1995. p. 308.

o8 Cf. Visuri, Pekka/Forsberg, Tuomas: Saksa ja Suomi. Pohjoismainen nakokulma Saksan kysymykseen. Juva, 1992; Auffermann, Burk-
hard/Visuri, Pekka: Die Nordischen Staaten und die deutsche Herausforderung. Baden-Baden, 1995. pp. 7-9.

Cf. Forsberg, Tuomas: A friend in need or a friend indeed: Finnish perceptions of Germany’s role in the EU and Europe. UPI Working
Paper 24, 2000. p. 7.

Cf. Interview with Petri Hakkarainen.

64
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nish leadership got rid of the more than 40 year old obligations and caused a minor diplomatic
discomfort, which did not become public.”’

While Austria (1989) and Sweden (1990) applied quite early for EC membership, Finland
watched carefully on to what happened in Moscow. After the attempted coup d’etat in 1991,
which seemed to prove the wait-and-see strategy right, the Finnish president cancelled the
Finnish-Soviet agreement of 1948 unilaterally and on the 27" February 1992 the government
decided to propose EC membership. For Koivisto’s decision, Germany has been an important
factor. The German government promised its active support for a Finnish membership and was
regarded as a reliable partner by Koivisto, who had a rather ambivalent relation to the other
Nordic countries.”

During 1992, the political relations between Germany and Finland normalised rapidly. Chancellor
Kohl visited Finland on 5™ March as the first German Chancellor on the occasion of the 40™ anni-
versary of the Nordic Council in Helsinki.”> He was the first foreign statesman, who had been
invited to speak before the Nordic Council, symbolising that foreign policy was no more ex-
cluded. The Nordic countries were on the way to the EC and Kohl promised the firm support of
Germany. Though, the German Chancellor has also been observed critically and some warned of
being too enthusiastic about Germany.” In the following months, the Minister of Defence, Volker
Riihe, arranging a major arms deal, and the President of the German Bundestag, Rita Siissmuth,
mentioning she never spoke that much German abroad, visited Finland.”> Both countries en-
hanced political exchange to a level that was not possible in previous decades.

The quick change of the German-Finnish relationship gives a good example for the persisting
good perception of each other, which had to be kept politically under the surface, but came to the
forefront as soon as the opportunity opened up. Cultural and economical ties create a historical
bow that covered also the Cold War period.”® The development also illustrates that although both
states had good preconditions for bilateral relations, world politics had a determining impact.

2.4 Together EUropean

On the way to EU membership it became predictable that Finland would “swim to the German

camp”’’. The new situation in Europe made it suitable for Helsinki to pursue the country’s future

and security in the European Union.”® The German leadership was strongly in favour of a Finnish
accession. In the negotiation phase for membership, Chancellor Helmut Kohl, Foreign Minister
Klaus Kinkel and the decisively involved German top diplomat Hans-Friedrich von Ploetz”® had a

m Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentila.

2 Cf. Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher; Koivisto, Mauno: Witness to History. The Memoirs of Mauno Koivisto, President of Finland

1982-1994. London, 1997. p. 229/241; Interview with Esko Antola.

Cf. Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung: Kohl lobt ,,Weitsicht und Mut“ der nordischen Staaten. 06.03.92. p. 1; Handelsblatt: Néchstes Jahr

Gespriche tiber EG-Erweiterung. 06./07.03.92. p. 9.

b Cf. Forsberg, 2000. p. 10.

» Cf. Thielbeer, Siegfried: Deutsch-finnisches Waffengeschift. Rithes Visite normalisiert Militdrbeziehung. In: Frankfurter Allgemeine

Zeitung, 13.06.92. p. 5; Brendlin, Ulrike: ,,Finnland soll der Sauerteig der EG werden®. In: Hamburger Abendblatt, 19.09.92. p. 3.

Interview with Petri Hakkarainen; Interview with Seppo Hentila.

Esko Antola, quoted in Forsberg, 2000. p. 9.

™ Cf. Tiilikainen, 2006. pp. 76-77.

7 Hans-Friedrich von Ploetz was Director of the Directorate-General for European Affairs in the Federal Foreign Office 1993-1994, State
Secretary 1994-1998, and Ambassador of Germany to the Russian Federation 2002-2005. In the early 1970s, he served at the German trade
mission, later the German Embassy, and married into an eminently respectable Finnish family. Von Ploetz worked in the staff of Foreign

73

76

77

Minister Genscher, who valued his knowledge of the Finnish soul. Today von Ploetz is member of the board of trustees of the Deutsch-
Finnische Gesellschaft (DFG/German-Finnish Association) and chairman of the Stiftung Deutsch-Russischer Jugendaustausch/I'epmano-
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personal affiliation to Finland.*® Chancellor Kohl assured Germany’s firm support for EU
membership to the Finnish chief negotiator, Pertti Salolainen.?’ Germany expected that Finland
would share its main political goals and would support the German position within the Union.*

Kohl’s promise has been kept when the Finnish accession negotiations stagnated under the Greek
presidency in 1994, because of a dispute about farm subsidies. Community law does not allow
national subsidies for agriculture, except in extreme climates like northern Finland. But for the
Finnish government it was crucial getting permission to give financial support to South Finland’s
farmers. Due to the national importance of agriculture and the fact that the governing Keskusta
party (Centre Party of Finland, formerly Agrarian Party) had and has a traditional stronghold in
rural areas, breaking off negotiations would have been thinkable.*> Although the Greek
presidency was not very helpful for the Finnish concerns, it was due to the German foreign
minister, Klaus Kinkel, that a special regulation on national agriculture subsidies in southern
Finland entered the Finnish accession treaty.®® That article is known as 141.

Martti Ahtisaari, President of the Republic of Finland, thanked on the occasion of a visit in Berlin
in November 1994: “Germany's political leadership - and indeed, I believe, the whole German
nation - has given unreserved support to Finnish membership.”® Today, foreign policy makers
still know quite well that Germany was the helping hand in this decisive moment and its
determined support made Finnish EU membership possible. “The assistance did not come from
France, UK or Italy.”*® It gives Germany a perception of a big state who takes care of the small
ones and Finland can rely on in critical situations. It can be assumed that the historical experience
of Germany as an ally in two world wars is somehow in line with this perception. This credit and
the role of the Bundesregierung in Finland’s run up for EU membership are rarely known in
Germany on the contrary. But its effect for the Finnish policy remains. This suggests that a small
state’s approach to a bigger one is more grounded on historical experiences than the other way
round. The Finnish and the German attitude towards each other seem to be based on different
factors, although they share the same history.

The decision to join the EU was confirmed in a referendum in 1994; about 57 percent of the Finns
voted in favour of the membership. In the campaign against the accession some critical
campaigners warned of the EU as Grofdeutschland (Greater Germany).®” Although the critics
could not frighten the voters, there is also a persisting general suspicion of dominance. An article
about the first years of membership by Esko Antola of 1999 is titled “From the European Rim to
the Core”™. And indeed, Finland sought the political centre of the Union for having the best
possible influence on coming developments. The leader, whose name is inevitably connected to

poccuitickuti monooedxcnwiii o6men. Cf. Munzinger-Archiv: Hans-Friedrich von Ploetz. http://www.munzinger.de (06.04.09); Interview with
Hans-Dietrich Genscher; Deutsch-Finnische Rundschau: Kuratoriumssitzung in Schwébisch-Hall. March 2009, volume 41, issue 140. p. 34.

Cf. Kinkel, Klaus: Ein finnischer Européder. Laudatio fiir den Theodor-Aue-Kulturpreistrdger 2005 Ministerprésident a.D. und Parlaments-
prasident Paavo Lipponen. GroBe Preisverleihung der Aue-Stiftung am 25.5.2005. http://www.aue-stiftung.org/Laudatio%20Kinkel.pdf
(10.04.09); Interview with Pertti Salolainen, KOK, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Finnish Parliament, 22nd May 2008
in Helsinki.

Cf. Interview with Pertti Salolainen.

Cf. Koivisto, 1997. p. 241-242; Interview with Pertti Salolainen.

Cf. Interview with Esko Antola.

Cf. ibid; Interview with Pertti Salolainen; Interview with Petri Hakkarainen.

8 Office of the President of the Republic of Finland: Address by President Martti Ahtisaari at the Freie Universitdt in Berlin, 23rd November
1994. http://www.tpk.fi/ahtisaari/puheet-1994/P9411.FUE.html (09.04.09).

Cf. Interview with Teija Tiilikainen, State Secretary in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland, 13th May 2008 in Helsinki.

Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentild; Forsberg, 2000. p. 11.

Cf. Antola, Esko: From the European Rim to the Core: The European Policy of Finland in the 1990’s. In: Finnish Institute of International
Affairs: Northern Dimensions. Yearbook 1999. Helsinki, 1999. pp. 5-13.
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this policy, is Paavo Lipponen, Prime Minister of Finland from 1995 to 2003. Lipponen had a
very good relationship with Helmut Kohl and an expressive pro-German attitude. He was fluent in
German and stressed the German origins of his family.89 His European policy was designated pro-
integrationist and very close to Germany, which was regarded as almost equivalent to the core of
Europe.” It is no coincidence that Lipponen supported the Euro and Finland is the only Nordic
country that joined the single currency, which was one of the major European projects of Helmut
Kohl.”! Thus, Lipponen has been criticised for being too pro-German.” Indeed, puplic opinon
was against the Euro and the German-friendly policy of the first years let some other states being
suspicous of Finland.” President Koivisto has been concious about that perception already when
Finland applied for membership: “From Belgium southwards, however, EC members were rather
sceptical about the inclusion of the Nordics; the Finns, it was said, were English-speaking
Germans.”**

The new German government of Gerhard Schrdoder seemed not to change the good bilateral
atmosphere until the first Finnish EU presidency in 1999. Finland’s first presidency was not an
easy task due to its overloaded agenda.”® The organisational challenge was enormous for the small
newcomer. Then, just in the beginning of the presidency, a concrete dispute emerged, because the
German government demanded to use German as a working language. It is an official working
language, but in practice rarely used as such. Although the Finnish government signaled that it
would not be possible to organise German as working language due to capacities, the German
representatives insisted on their demand. On top of the dispute, the Finnish Minister for Europe,
Kimmo Sasi, said that the German policy under Schroder became more selfish.”® Finally,
Lipponen and Schréder ended the conflict at the Tampere Summit. But the language dispute was a
negative example for a big state’s behaviour and a temporary shift in Germany’s approach on
small states that was, at least, perceived as such.”

Another divergence in the German-Finnish relationship became visible when Germany did not
match the criteria of the Stability and Growth Pact, which sanctions an annual budget deficit
higher than three percent. Germany violated the obligations between 2002 and 2005, but reached
an exceptional agreement with the Commission and avoided sanctions.”® That was particularly
sensitive, because Finland emphasised the bindingness of rules in the Community.”” During a visit
in Berlin in 2002, Prime Minister Lipponen called for strict adherence to the Stability Pact and
criticised big member states that were economically careless in good times.'®

8 Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentila.

% Cf. ibid.

o Cf. Hamburger Abendblatt: Streit um Euro-Start schwelt weiter. 10.04.97. p. 2.
” Cf. Forsberg, 2000. p. 11-12.

% Cf. ibid. p. 9-12.

4 Cf. Koivisto, 1997. p. 241.

9% Cf. Tiilikainen, 2006. p. 82.

% Cf. Blome, Nikolaus: Kalte Dusche fiir Gerhard Schroder in Tampere. Kritik an deutscher Haltung im Sprachenstreit. In: Die Welt,
16.10.99. http://www.welt.de/data/1999/10/16/646236.html?prx=1 (15.08.08).

Cf. von Altenbockum, Jasper: Ein Land im “Trotzalter”. Wie die Finnen die Deutschen sehen. In: Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung,
04.09.99. p. 7; Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttild; Blome, 1999; Interview with Esko Antola.

% Cf. Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung: EU gibt Deutschland Zeit bis 2007. 08.11.05.
http://www.faz.net/s/RubOEOEEF84ACI1E4A389A8DC6C23161FE44/Doc~ED2FBE6117A60488CB0OAF0A45413799AF~ATpl~Ecommo
n~Scontent.html (19.08.08).

Cf. Interview with Esko Antola.

Cf. Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): Lipponen defends interests of small EU countries during visit to Berlin. 04.11.02.
http://www2.hs.fi/english/archive/news.asp?id=20021104IE6 (19.08.08).
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The Schroder government is remembered rather badly among Finnish foreign policy makers. In
general, small member states criticised that Germany prioritised France and Great Britain, and
distanced itself from the idea of communality.'®" Prime Minister Lipponen warned that the small
states could be overrun by a directorate of the big countries.'®” Therefore, Chancellor Merkel has
been appreciated for accentuating the traditional sensitivity for small states’ needs, like her prede-
cessor Helmut Kohl did.'"

3 Present German-Finnish Relations

The current relations of Germany and Finland are strongly embedded in European structures.
There are very few issues left that are purely bilateral. After introducing to the general characteris-
tics of the German-Finnish relations, a brief first insight into mutual perception shall be given.
Four major policy fields, which are of high significance for the bilateral understanding, will be
analysed in detail.

3.1 General State of German-Finnish Relations

The consecutive EU presidencies of Finland and Germany, in the second half of 2006 respectively
the first six months of 2007, were accompanied with intensive bilateral contacts on all levels. In
April 2006, Foreign Minister Steinmeier visited his Finnish colleague, Erkki Tuomioja, and
“praised that the relations between Finland and Germany are excellent.”'® One month later,
Prime Minister Vanhanen went to Berlin for a meeting with Chancellor Merkel. Both discussed
the main topics of the coming months and expressed their common aspiration for the future of
Europe. Merkel emphasised that Finland plays an important role for Europe in education, research
and innovation.'” A few weeks later, on 20 June, President Halonen met the Federal President,
Horst Kohler, and Chancellor Merkel. On the occasion of the FIFA World Cup, President Ha-
lonen and Prime Minister Vanhanen, were invited to follow the final on 9" July in Berlin. Finally,
Chancellor Merkel came to Helsinki on 19™ December to meet her Finnish counterpart, Prime
Minister Vanhanen. Following this fireworks of visits, it is remarkable that the travel diplomacy
between both states on the very political top level is highly dependent on the current agenda —
recently on the consecutive EU presidencies, and the FIFA World Cup.'®

Beside the governmental contacts, Federal President Kohler and President Halonen maintain good
contacts and visit each other on a regular basis. Horst Kohler was on state visit to Helsinki in
2005. Tarja Halonen travelled to Germany almost annually since her inauguration in 2000. More-
over, both met on the occasion of a series of meetings, which was joined by the presidents of Aus-

Cf. Botschaft der Bundesrepublik Deutschland Helsinki: Finnische Presseartikel. Helsingin Sanomat am 16.1.2007. Kolumne von Olli

Kivinen.http://www.helsinki.diplo.de/Vertretung/helsinki/de/downloads/presseartikel/pdf hs 070116 _eu,property=Daten.pdf (26.03.09).

102 Cf. Blome, Nikolaus/Middel, Andreas: Immer auf die Zwerge. In: Die Welt, 22.10.99. http://www.welt.de/print-
welt/article594300/Immer_auf die Zwerge.html (26.03.09).

103 Cf. Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttild; Interview with Esko Antola; Interview with Petri Hakkarainen; Interview with Hans-Dietrich

Genscher.

Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland: Good cooperation as a basis of Finland’s and Germany’s consecutive EU presidencies. Press Re-

lease, 12.04.06. http://www.formin.finland.fi/public/default.aspx?contentid=68568&nodeid=15148 &contentlan=2&culture=en-US

(13.09.08).

103 Cf. Bundesregierung: Deutschland und Finnland arbeiten an Europas Zukunft. 09.05.06.

http://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/Content/DE/Artikel/2001-2006/2006/05/2006-05-09-deutschland-und-finnland-arbeiten-an-europas-

zukunft,layoutVariant=Druckansicht.html (13.09.08).
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tria, Portugal, Latvia, Germany, Finland, Hungary and Italy to discuss the development of the
European Union.

Personal contacts between the heads of governments became more sober after the change of the
Finnish government in 2003. Even in Finland, Vanhanen’s less international attitude'®’ is men-
tioned and his line is often described as “very pragmatic*.'® Vanhanen has no specific attitude or
link to Germany like Lipponen had. His ruling Keskusta party has no counterpart in Germany.
The German Zentrumspartei, which has been an important political factor from the 19" century
until 1933, is nowadays a tiny shadow of its past and runs only for some municipality elections.
Additionally, there is no party network on the European level. The Keskusta party is a member of
the European Liberal, Democrat and Reform Party, while the CDU respectively the Bavarian CSU
(Christlich-Soziale Union) joined the European People’s Party. Since Johannes Virolainen, who
headed the party from 1964 to 1980, no following Keskusta chairman had personal links to Ger-
many.'®” The absence of personally affiliated contacts is to a certain extend compensated by the
very good relationship between Angela Merkel and Tarja Halonen. President Halonen welcomed
Chancellor Merkel on her first participation in the European Council and met her regularly on her
state visits in recent years.

The Kokoomus ministers in the present government, particularly the Minister of Finance, Jyrki
Katainen, but also the newcomer in politics, Foreign Minister Alexander Stubb, as well as Stubb’s
predecessor, Ilkka Kanerva, have a certain German-friendly attitude.''® Affected by the early co-
operation of German and Finnish conservatives in the European People’s Party in the early 1990s,
this generation of Kokoomus politicians is familiar with Germany and its language as well. Stubb
impressed his German counterparts during his visit in June 2008 with his perfect German.'"!

On the German side, there are currently less specifically Finnish affiliated politicians in power
than Kohl and Kinkel were. Merkel’s policy is characterised more by her general approach on
small states and her sense for communality. Frank-Walter Steinmeier has been in a political office
just since the last elections in 2005 and has no particular relations to the Finnish government.''?
Before that he advanced in the fairway of Gerhard Schroder from the Lower Saxony State Chan-
cellery into the Federal Chancellery.'"

For Finland, personal contacts are much more important than the other way round. It is crucial to
get information first hand. The contacts between the German chancellor and the French president
are always tight due to the pronounced importance of that relationship. In the case of Germany
and Finland, personal contacts can fade much more visibly.

Under the political level, there are much more continuing lines in the practical work, though.'"*
Since the late 1990s, the EU Secretariat in the Prime Minister’s Office and the Bundeskanzleramt
keep regular and tight contacts on working level. Both bodies exchange on all major EU issues
and have contacts in a very direct and practical manner.'”” The high rank officials meet on EU
summits as they accompany the heads of government on these occasions. Additionally, they visit

107 Cf. Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttild; Interview with Esko Antola.

108 Cf. Interview with Antti Kaikkonen, KESK, Vice-Chairman of the Grand Committee of the Finnish Parliament, 27th May 2008 in Helsinki.
109 Cf. Interview with Seppo Hentila.

Cf. ibid; Interview with Esko Antola.

Cf. Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office.

12 Cf. Interview with Esko Antola.

1 Cf. Auswirtiges Amt: BundesauBenminister Steinmeier. Tabellarischer Lebenslauf. 22.11.07. http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/
diplo/de/A Amt/Leitung/BM-tab-Lebenslauf,navCtx=51060.html (26.03.09).

Cf. Interview with an official of the German Embassy in Helsinki.

Cf. Interview with Jari Luoto.
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each other three or four times a year. The EU presidencies were characterised by that good work-
ing relationship. There was no major disagreement about the agenda. The important issues in the
EU’s foreign affairs were managed according to the importance for the chair-holding country.
Finland had the responsibility for the further development of the Northern Dimension of the EU
and hosted the EU-Russia Summit.''® Germany’s presidency drafted the Central Asia Strategy of
the EU.""” Furthermore, German officials worked in the Finnish ministries for foreign affairs re-
spectively defence during the presidency in order to support the intensive cooperation between
both governments.''®

The embassies in Berlin and Helsinki work very politically and representatives of both states have
an easy access to German respectively Finnish governmental institutions.''” But whereas the
German Embassy has an official at almost every event in Helsinki, it is apparent that Finnish rep-
resentatives in Berlin are less visible. The embassy in Berlin is embedded in a common complex
with the other four Nordic states. In the practical work on EU issues, Finnish officials try to act
together with Swedish and Danish colleagues due to practical and strategic reasons.'*’

A rather random factor is accompanied with the consecutive presidencies, which is nonetheless
important. Due to the sequence of EU chairmanships, German and Finnish representatives sit next
to each other in all meetings of the Council of the European Union. Thomas Kossendey, Parlia-
mentary State Secretary in the Federal Ministry of Defence, appreciated: “Aus manchem Neben-
satz kann man mehr nehmen als aus manchen diplomatisch formulierten Vorlagen.“'*' And in the
words of Julllg Korkeaoja, Minister for Agriculture 2003-2007, “it is good to have a German min-
ister close.”

In terms of expertise and knowledge, both countries differ significantly. In Finland, a general un-
derstanding of the German policy can be attested to most politicians engaged in EU or foreign
policy. That is also a result of the general attention for Germany as a big member state, which is
exemplary visible in the news coverage. While there are a couple of Finnish correspondents in
Berlin, there is hardly a major German media represented in Helsinki.'” In German politics, the
situation is much less concentrated on the Finnish counterpart. On ministerial level, officials re-
sponsible for Finland respectively Northern Europe have to advertise internally for the Finnish
partner due to the low awareness for its matters.'** In the parliament, there are only a few commit-
ted representatives, who have mostly a personal affiliation towards Northern Europe in general
and a less specific interest in Finland. Nordic features are very often projected on Finland as well.
Additionally, most of the party internal appointees for Northern Europe are hardly familiar with

11 Cf. Finland’s EU Presidency: EU-Russia Summit and Northern Dimension Summit. http:/www.eu2006.fi/media_services/photos/

meetings/en_GB/eu_russia_summit/ (24.09.08).
1 Cf. Federal Foreign Office: The EU and Central Asia: Strategy for a New Partnership. http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/en/
Europa/Aussenpolitik/Regionalabkommen/EU-Central Asia-Strategy.pdf (24.09.08).
Cf. Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland: Good cooperation as a basis of Finland’s and Germany’s consecutive EU presidencies; Inter-
view with Thomas Kossendey, CDU, Parliamentary State Secretary in the Federal Ministry of Defence, 17th June 2008 in Berlin.
Cf. Interview with an official of the German Embassy in Helsinki; Interview with Petri Hakkarainen.

Cf. Interview with Petri Hakkarainen.
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12 Interview with Thomas Kossendey. Author’s translation: From some subordinate clauses you can take more than from some diplomatic

formulated proposals.
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Finland. So it is up to a few Members of the Parliament (MP) to give more detailed views on
Finland. In that sense, the German-Nordic Parliamentarian Group is in a key role. This group
maintains regular contacts with Finnish MPs and is one of the oldest of the German Bundestag. In
that context, it is remarkably that Denmark has no comparable parliamentary friendship group.'?
All in all, there is a huge asymmetry in knowledge, attention and resources for each other.

3.1.1 Finland through German Eyes

The public perception of Finland in Germany is often related to rather intuitive opinions and gen-
eral assumptions. The historic ties are familiar only to some few personally interested people.
Nokia and the Pisa survey are probably the most popular things that Germans know about
Finland. Therefore, the lack of knowledge is not necessarily negative.'”® A narrow image like that
can easily change into a disadvantage, though. In January 2008, Nokia announced the closure of a
production plant in Bochum. Thereafter, the Finnish company has been severely criticised in
Germany and the whole debate related also to Finland.'*’

German foreign policy makers named very positive features of Finland, though. Particularly, Fin-
nish achievements in terms of innovation and education are highly respected and regarded as a
model case for Europe and Germany.'?® Finland’s abilities are fairly recognised as enrichment for
Europe.129 Kurt Bodewig, Vice-Chairman of the Committee on the Affairs of the European Un-
ion, emphasised: “Finnland ist es gelungen, aus einem eher landwirtschaftlich geprdgten Staat zu
einem Technologiestandort zu werden. Und die Unterstiitzung Estlands zeigt, dass Finnland etwas
weiterzugeben hat.*'*°

Finnish EU policy is very much appreciated and often regarded as a positive example for the new
member states. Parliamentary State Secretary Kossendey mentioned: “[...] es kann kleinen und
gerade auch jungen Ldndern, dazu gehort Finnland nicht so sehr, Mut machen, ihre Rolle selbst-
bewusst, aber auch europagerecht zu spielen.“'*" Tt is worth to underline that Finland is not re-
garded as a young member state, even though it joined the EU just 14 years ago. Due to its active,
self-confident, and skilful policy, Finland enjoys the reputation of an ‘old’ member state. In that
sense, German policy makers have in mind that Finland is a member state with influence on its
region, which covers a couple of new member states.'** Finland indeed is perceived as a small
and periphery state, but with important, valuable characteristics.

Another factor for the perception of Finland is the German foreign policy tradition, which gives
small states a special appreciation and respec‘[.133 The German conservatives claim a traditional
policy line towards small states that always tries to avoid a feeling of being ignored.”** And the

125 The Norwegian Storting established a friendship group in 2008. Thereby, Denmark and Iceland are the only Nordic countries having no

parliamentary friendship group with the German Bundestag. Cf. Interview with Franz Thonnes.

126 Cf. Interview with Petri Hakkarainen.

127 The issue did not directly tangle the bilateral relations. Nokia and the State Government of North Rhine-Westphalia were the main actors.
The Finnish Embassy in Berlin received a handful of anti-Finnish messages, though. Cf. Interview with Petri Hakkarainen.

Cf. Bundesregierung: Deutschland und Finnland arbeiten an Europas Zukunft. 09.05.06.

128
129 Cf. Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher.
130 Interview with Kurt Bodewig, SPD, Vice-Chairman of the Committee on the Affairs of the European Union of the German Parliament, 18th
June 2008 in Berlin; Author’s translation: Finland succeeded to become a technology site out of an agricultural formed state. And the sup-
port of Estonia shows that Finland has something to hand over.

Interview with Thomas Kossendey. Author’s translation: It can encourage small and young countries, Finland does rather not belong to

those [young], to play their role self-confident, but also suitable to Europe.

131

132 Cf. Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office.

133 Cf. Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher.

134 Cf. Interview with Thomas Kossendey.
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social democrat Franz Thonnes, Parliamentary State Secretary in the Federal Ministry for Labour

and Social Affairs and Chairman of the German-Nordic Parliamentary Friendship Group, pointed

out: “Es liegt immer daran, dass die Grofsen sich durchaus ihrer Grofie bewusst sein sollten |...]

dass sie den Kleineren nicht den Eindruck vermitteln, sie hdtten nichts zu sagen, sondern dass
. . o o . 2135

man sie respektiert, sie einbezieht in die Entscheidungen.

In general, Finland is regarded as a reliable, loyal, inspiring, and constructive partner, who is part
of a stable region. Its ‘anchor function’'*® is important for whole Europe, though due to its low
profile in daily politics it is not among Germany’s priority partners. Finnish affairs are just not
constantly important for German foreign policy actors.'”’ An official of the Federal Foreign Of-
fice mentioned: “Wir haben nicht den Fokus wie vielleicht Schweden oder Finnland auf eine ganz
konkrete Region. Wir haben die deutsch-franzésische Zusammenarbeit. Das ist wichtig.”"*®

But nonetheless, Finland is highly respected in German foreign policy circles due to its astonish-
ing historical, political and economic achievements. In relation to its size, Finland has a quiet
prominent reputation. Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Federal Foreign Minister from 1974 to 1992, cal-
led it “Bewunderung fiir ein kleines Volk™'>’.

3.1.2 Germany through Finnish Eyes

The perception of Germany in Finland is certainly that of a big member state. Eero Akaan-
Penttild, Vice-Chairman of the Grand Committee of the Eduskunta, emphasised: “In all these
things you have to remember that Germany is a big country. [...] the relations are always very
important.”'*’ Thus, Germany’s foreign policy might be perceived according to the fact that “big
countries are big countries.”'*!

But the perception of Germany as a big state is also often different to that of the United Kingdom
(UK) or France. Juha Korkeaoja, Chairman of the Defence Committee of the Eduskunta, de-
scribed the other two big member states as different ends of a political scale and Germany “has a
kind of a third, balancing role”'*?. According to Korkeaoja, “Germany has best possibilities, best
prognosis to draw and find a common policy to bring together also small countries, better possi-
bilities than France or the UK.”'* Pertti Salolainen, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee
and former Ambassador to the UK, regarded both states in very different roles. “The British are
not really interested in the EU. Quite a lot of them hate the European Union.”"** And, “the French
are often very nationalistic and protectionist, self-centred to EU issues.”'*> This distinctive atti-
tude has not always been attested with the same result. Esko Antola, Jean Monnet Professor at the

135 Interview with Franz Thonnes, SPD, Chairman of the German-Nordic Parliamentary Friendship Group/Parliamentary State Secretary in the

Federal Ministry for Labour and Social Affairs, 25th June 2008 in Berlin; Author’s translation: It is always important that the big should be
aware of their size [...] that they do not suggest to the smaller ones that they have nothing to say, but that they are respected, included into
the decision making.

Interview with an official of the German Embassy in Helsinki.

137 Cf. Schmidt, Helmut: Aufer Dienst. Eine Bilanz. Munich, 2008. p. 28.
138

136

Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office. Author’s translation: We do not have the focus on one concrete region like Sweden

or Finland. We have the German-French friendship. That is important.

139 Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher. Author’s translation: Admiration for a small nation.

140 Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttila.

141 Ibid.

2 Interview with Juha Korkeaoja.
W Ibid.

144 Interview with Pertti Salolainen.
% Ibid.
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University of Turku and Director of the Centrum Baltikum in Turku, mentioned that in the begin-
ning of the decade, under Schréder, Germany was more in company with France and the UK. '*

Nonetheless, Germany is not just perceived differently due to its policy, but also due to its attitude
towards small states. Teija Tiilikainen, formerly State Secretary in the Ministry for Foreign Af-
fairs, regarded Germany as “the cohesion force between big and small”'*” and remarked that it
“also reminded the other big member states of the fact that we have to keep even the small states
on board”'*®. Jari Luoto, formerly State Secretary in the Government Secretariat for EU Affairs,
mentioned: “We have always appreciated the fact that Germany has been willing to listen to the
argumentation of countries like Finland.”'*

For Finnish representatives, cultural, historical, and economical reasons are much more present
than for their German counterparts. Salolainen reminded: “We always had good contacts and co-
operation with Germany. If you study Finland’s history, you know that when Finland became in-
dependent the German troops landed in Hanko and helped the Whites to fight against the Reds.
[...] And then in the Second World War we would not have survived without German weapons
and German food assistance, although we fought very gallantly in the Second World War. [...] So
there are historical reasons.”'*" Tiilikainen pointed out “cultural and historical linkages, value
based linkages, make it easier [...] to cooperate”''. Juha Korkeaoja even said: “Europe is men-
tally and culturally divided. It is the Northern part, where Germany, the Netherlands and the Nor-
dic countries very easily find a common language.“'** Salolainen summarised: “There are objec-
tive reasons and cultural contacts. It is very easy to understand Germany has always been of all
the big Western powers the closest to us.”'”

Germany is regarded as a big state that Finns can rely on in critical moments.'** The last historic
example has been Kinkel’s assistance in the accession negotiations. But there are also recent
cases. In late 2007, the European Commission wanted to abandon the national subsidies for south-
ern Finland, which are permitted by article 141 in the Finnish accession treaty. The issue became
highly emotional and a threat for Finland’s very specific national interests.'> In the efforts to per-
suade the Commission, the Finnish government also turned to Germany, which then supported the
concern in Brussels.'*®

3.2 Selected Policy Fields

In the following sub-chapters, German-Finnish relations will be examined in four policy fields in
order to draw a detailed and differentiated picture of the contents, interests and perceptions in bi-
lateral relations.

146 Cf. Interview with Esko Antola.

Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.
8 Ibid.

149

147

nterview with Jari Luoto.
150 Interview with Pertti Salolainen.
B Ibid.

152 Interview with Juha Korkeaoja.

Interview with Pertti Salolainen.

Cf. Interview with Esko Antola.

Cf. Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): Vanhanen sees Article 141 as the only way that Finland can secure livelihood of its farmers.
24.10.07. http://www.hs.fi/english/print/1135231273954 (01.04.09).

Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office.
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3.2.1 Russia

In 1995, Tuomas Forsberg, Professor of International Relations at the University of Helsinki, pub-
lished an article with the title “Finnland und Deutschland”"’. He used a triangle scheme to illus-
trate the German-Finnish relationship — in dependence to Russia.'*®

Figure 1: Germany-Finland-Russia Triangle

Finland Finland Finland Finland

= = - + +
19191941 1944-1989

191418

1941-44 1989-present

Germany ™ Russia Germany * Russia Germany = Russia Germany *  Russia

Source: Forsberg, 1995. pp. 154-155.

Forsberg’s basic assumption was that Russia has always been the crucial factor for German-
Finnish relations.'” Indeed, throughout the 20" century, the situation with Russia has been the
most important cause for the general condition of the relations between Germany and Finland.
Today, this simple calculation has become more complicated.'® But it expresses the persisting
importance. Therefore, the Russia policy of Germany and Finland will be examined briefly re-
garding their main features and patterns. Thereafter, interaction of both states on Russia will be
presented.

3.2.1.1 Germany and Russia

Since the very beginning of Russia’s interest in the Western world, Germany has been the partner
for technological modernisation and intellectual inspiration.'®' Peter the Great, invited German
immigrants to Russia to promote the economical development.'®® Catherine the Great, a German
princess, settled colonisers at the Volga to foster the Russian agriculture.'® In the 19" century,
ethnic Germans had considerable influence in the Russian administration and numbered about one
third of its civil servants.'® Not by incidence, Europeans have been called Germans.'® In retro-
spective, the Second World War and the following period of the Cold War seem to be rather dis-
continuities in the German-Russian relations. After the political world map changed so dramati-
cally between 1989 and 1991, the situation seems to be normalised according to a traditional pat-
tern of beneficial mutual relations.

157 In: Auffermann, Burkhard/Visuri, Pekka: Die Nordischen Staaten und die deutsche Herausforderung. Baden-Baden, 1995. pp. 141-156.

138 Forsberg and Visuri pointed to the geopolitical interdependence already in their book Saksa ja Suomi from 1992. Additionally, Alpo Rusi

referred to the ,Helsinki-Berlin-Moscow Geopolitical Triangle’ as well. Cf. Rusi, Alpo: Finnish-German Relations and the Helsinki-Berlin-

Moscow Triangle. In: Verheyen, Dirk/Soe, Christian (Ed.): The Germans and Their Neighbors. Boulder, 1993. pp. 179-198.

159 Cf. ibid. pp. 154-155.

160 Meeting with Tuomas Forsberg, 22nd May 2008 in Helsinki.

el Cf. Deutscher Bundestag: Staatsgiste: Rede von  Wladimir Putin.  25.09.01.  http://www.bundestag.de/geschichte/
gastredner/putin/putin_wort.html (01.10.08).

12 Cf. Nolte, Hans-Heinrich: Kleine Geschichte RuBlands. Bonn, 2006. p. 94.

18 Cf. ibid. pp. 113-115.

164 Cf. Stent, Angela: Rivalen des Jahrhunderts. Deutschland und Ruf3land im neuen Europa. German edition, Berlin/Munich, 2000. p. 21.

165 Rede von Wladimir Putin, 25.09.01.
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In a historical perspective, two factors have decisively affected German-Russian relations.'®
Firstly, Germany and Russia rarely shared common borders and there have mostly been smaller
states between them. Secondly, their economies complement one another. Germany has been tra-
ditionally an exporter of manufactured products, while Russia mainly exported raw materials.

Due to those circumstances, there have been long periods of cooperation. And there are even a
couple of historic examples when Germany and Russia collaborated against other states. From
1772 to 1795, Poland was parted and incorporated by Prussia, Russia, and Austria. In 1918, the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk ruled over the Eastern European people. During the interwar-period the
German Empire and the newly emerged Soviet Union cooperated militarily from 1921 onwards.
For the Soviet Union, relations to Germany also paved the way back into the European diplo-
macy. The Treaty of Rapallo of 1922 marked the beginning of a German-Soviet collaboration that
led to the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of 1939.

On the other hand, Germany and Russia fought devastating wars when their imperialist and totali-
tarian regimes clashed. In both perspectives, Germany is a decisive factor for the relationship be-
tween Russia and Europe. Whenever Germany and Russia collaborated or were at war, Europe
had to manage the results. But Germany also had a more positive feature. It had and still has abili-
ties to promote development and prosperity for Russia and their common neighbours. After the
first two decades of German post-war relations with Russia, the Neue Ostpolitik initiated a period
of rapprochement. Finally, the West German Deutschlandpolitik succeeded and the Iron Curtain
became a historic phrase.

The end of the Cold War changed the circumstances of German-Russian relations fundamentally.
Both states sought their role in a new shape. The peaceful withdrawal of the Soviet Union respec-
tively Russia from Germany and Eastern Europe had an important influence on the German pol-
icy. Germany saw itself in a special responsibility for Russia and supported the transformation
process towards a democracy and a liberal market economy substantially.'®” Chancellor Helmut
Kohl supported President Yeltsin stronger and more explicit than any other Western head of gov-
ernment. ®® The social democratic opposition blamed Kohl’s relationship to Yeltsin as “Sauna-
Diplomatie”.'® After the unification, Germany became the biggest creditor of Russia.

At the same time, the Federal government had to prove voices wrong, which warned of the newly
united Germany.'”’ Therefore, Germany also pursued a policy of multilateralism and proposed
enlargement of the EU and NATO eastwards. In 1993, the German Minister of Defence, Volker
Riihe, lobbied as one of the first Western politicians for NATO membership of the Central and
Eastern European states. 7

The beginning of the First Chechen war in late 1994 urged the Kohl government to act on the
European level, due to its EU chairmanship in 1994, and domestically, due to a critical opposi-

tee Stent, Angela: Russland. In: Schmidt, Siegmar/Hellmann, Gunther/Wolf, Reinhard (Ed.): Handbuch zur deutschen AuBenpolitik. Wiesba-
den, 2007. pp. 436-454 (437).

17 Cf. Stent, 2007. pp. 438-443.

1% Stent, 2007. p. 443.

169 Schrotthofer, Klaus: Bundeswehr muf3 bleiben. SPD-Fraktionschef Rudolf Scharping plédiert fiir eine Fortsetzung der Friedensmission in
Bosnien und kritisiert Kohls ,,Sauna-Diplomatie”. In: FOCUS, Nr. 39, 1996. http://www.focus.de/politik/deutschland/deutschland-
bundeswehr-muss-bleiben_aid_161466.html (01.10.08).

170 Cf. Jackson, James O./Mader, William/McAllister, J.F.O./Ungeheuer, Frederick: The New Germany Flexes Its Muscles. In: TIME,
13.04.92. http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,975276,00.html (01.10.08).

7 Cf. Jackson, James O.: In Europe, Could the Bear Be Back? In: TIME, 18.10.93. http://www.time.com/time/
magazine/article/0,9171,979419,00.html (01.10.08).
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tion.'”” The German government brought the issue up in top level meetings and tried to convince

the Russian leadership with words, not sanctions.'”” Instead, Germany achieved the paraphing of
the first Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between the EU and Russia in December
1994, and pursued the further integration of Russia, particularly participation in the G7 from 1991
onwards and membership in the Council of Europe in 1996.'" Moreover, Germany tried to intro-
duce common strategic concepts into the Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)

and was decisively involved in the first Common Strategy of the EU that was drafted on Russia in
1999.'7

The Red-Green government of Gerhard Schroder and Joschka Fischer had started with the prom-
ise to evaluate the German-Russian relations critically. Both represented the new generation of
German politicians, who had not experienced the Second World War on their own. At their first
state visit in November 1998, they rejected Russian requests for further credits.'”® Four months
later, the Kosovo War started and the German-Russian relationship was at a post-Cold War low.
When the Second Chechen War began in mid 1999, the Schroder government criticised the Rus-
sian actions much more directly, but followed in practise the line of the Kohl government.'”’

The Putin era marked an intensifying German-Russian relationship. Vladimir Putin emphasised
the importance of good relations to Germany in the very beginning of his presidency.'”™ The 2000
biography of Alexander Rahr titled “Der Deutsche im KremI”'” refering to Putin’s German af-
filiation. ™ In October 2001, President Putin held a historic speech, partly in German, in the reno-
vated Reichstag parliament building: “Russland hegte gegeniiber Deutschland immer besondere
Gefiihle. [...] Zwischen Russland und Amerika liegen Ozeane. Zwischen Russland und Deutsch-
land liegt die grofie Geschichte.'™!

From 2000 to 2005, the German-Russian relationship had been deeper and broader than ever be-
fore.'® Both launched the Petersburger Dialog/[Temep6ypeckuii duanoe, a discussion forum for
civil societies, in April 2001. In the run-up to the American-led invasion of Iraq in March/April

172 Cf. Deutscher Bundestag: Plenarprotokoll Nr. 13/12. 19.01.95. pp. 638-669. http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btp/13/13012.pdf (11.10.08).

173 Cf. Ibid; Deutscher Bundestag: Antwort der Bundesregierung auf die Kleine Anfrage der Fraktion der SPD. Drucksache 13/718, 09.03.95.

http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/13/007/1300718.pdf (11.10.08).

Since the 1998 Birmingham Summit, Russia is a member of the then G8. Cf. Bastian, Katrin: Die Europdische Union und Russland. Multi-

laterale und bilaterale Dimensionen in der europdischen AuBienpolitik. Wiesbaden, 2006. p. 166; Elvers, Julia: Der Europarat und die Russi-

sche Foderation. In: Holtz, Uwe (Ed.): 50 Jahre Europarat. Baden-Baden, 2000. pp. 213-224 (215-218); Althauser, Christine D.: Russlands

Weg in den Europarat. Miinster, 1997. pp. 134-139.

175 Cf. Schiuble, Wolfgang/Lamers, Karl: Uberlegungen zur europdischen Politik. 01.09.94.

http://www.cducsu.de/upload/schaeublelamers94.pdf (11.10.08); Haukkala, Hiski: The Making of the European Union’s Common Strategy

on Russia. UPI Working Paper 28, 2000.

Cf. Krumrey, Hans-Henning: Kein neuer Aufguf3. Antrittsbesuch von Gerhard Schroder in Moskau. Statt Geld will der Kanzler guten Rat

nach Russland schicken. In: FOCUS, Nr. 48, 1998. http://www.focus.de/politik/deutschland/aussenpolitik-kein-neuer-

aufguss_aid_174048.html (01.10.08).

177 Cf. Spiegel Online: Fischer verurteilt russischen “Akt der Barbarei”. 08.12.99. http://www.spiegel.de/politik/ausland/0,1518,55836,00.html
(11.10.08).

178 Cf. President of Russia, Official Web Portal: Interview with German TV Channels ARD and ZDF. 09.06.00.
http://www kremlin.ru/eng/text/speeches/2000/06/09/0000 type82916 129889.shtml (01.10.08).

179 The German in the Kremlin; Rahr, Alexander: Wladimir Putin. Der Deutsche im Kreml. Munich, 2000.

180 Putin worked for the KGB in Dresden from 1985 to 1990 and is fluent in German. His daughters visited the German school in Moscow. Cf.

Thumann, Michael: Anatomie einer Ménnerfreundschaft. In: Die Zeit, 09.09.04. http://pdf.zeit.de/2004/38/Putin_2fSchr 9ader.pdf

(27.03.09).

Rede von Wladimir Putin. 25.09.01; Author’s translation: Russia always had special feelings towards Germany. Between Russia and Amer-
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2003, Germany, Russia, and France opposed the aggression and, thus, worsened their relations
with the USA significantly.'® In October 2003, Russia and Germany agreed on a military transit
agreement that allowed Germany as the first NATO member transportation of military equipment
and personnel over Russian territory to Afghanistan.'™ In September 2005, Germany and Russia
proposed the construction of the Nord Stream pipeline through the Baltic Sea — offshore of Poland
and the Baltic States.'® Radostaw Sikorski, then Minister of National Defence and present Fore-
ign Minister of Poland, compared the agreement to the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of 1939.'%

Chancellor Schroder presented his Russia policy in the reputable magazine Die Zeit in 2001 under
the title “Deutsche Russlandpolitik — europdische Ostpolitik”'*’. He ensured the enduring com-
mitment to avoid any German Sonderweg. Though, he emphasised the German understanding of
being an initiator in the EU’s policy on Russia. In that role, he advertised for broad cooperation
and dialogue, deepening economic ties and a European security structure with Russia. Therefore,
he pointed out that Russia is a strategic partner of Germany and Europe. Germany together with
France pushed forward the creation of the Four Common Spaces with Russia in 2003 and is “par-
ticularly eager to drive forward the implementation of the four Common Spaces™'®®.

The current Grand Coalition of CDU, SPD and CSU seemed to set a new course in German-
Russian relations, although they fixed the ‘strategic partnership’ in their coalition agreement of
2005."® While the German interests remained the same, Chancellor Merkel pursued a more fac-
tual policy, in absence of a friendship of men (Mdnnerfreundschaft), and a revitalisation of Ger-
man-American relations, which had worsened severely before the Iraq invasion. Chancellor
Merkel slllg)owed no favour for an axis Moscow-Berlin-Paris. Instead, she visited Warsaw before
Moscow.

Nonetheless, German-Russian relations have not suffered significantly due to the change of gov-
ernment. Foreign Minister Steinmeier, the former Head of the Federal Chancellery under Gerhard
Schréder, is well known in the Kremlin and he claims a leading role in the German Russia pol-
icy."! Frank-Walter Steinmeier proposed a European Eastern policy, like Schroder, with the label
Anndiherung durch Verflechtung,"* closely related to the social democratic tradition of the Neue

183

Cf. Sciolino, Elaine: European Leaders Dig In to Defend Their Positions on Iraq. In: The New York Times, 27.02.03.
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184 Cf. Auswirtiges Amt:  Truppenstationierungsrecht. ~ Zweiseitige =~ Abkommen.  13.02.08.  http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/
diplo/de/Aussenpolitik/InternatRecht/Truppenstationierungsrecht. html#t7 (08.10.08).

183 Cf. von  Salzen, Claudia: Erdgas flieft kiinftig unter der Ostsee. In: Der  Tagesspiegel,  09.09.05.

http://www.tagesspiegel.de/politik/;art771,1998504 (08.10.08).
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Federal Foreign Office: “Towards a new EU Ostpolitik? — Russia, Eastern Europe and Central Asia” — speech by Minister of State Erler at

Georgetown University in Washington. 07.02.07. http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/en/Infoservice/Presse/Rede/2007/070207-Erler-
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190 Raben, Mia: Tango in Warschau. In: Spiegel Online, 02.12.05. http://www.spiegel.de/politik/ausland/0,1518,druck-387733,00.html
(29.03.09).

o1 Cf. Hacke, Christian: Deutsche AuBenpolitik unter Bundeskanzlerin Angela Merkel. In: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte. 43/2006.

http://www.bpb.de/publikationen/Z955G0,3,0,Deutsche_ Au%DFenpolitik_unter Bundeskanzlerin_Angela Merkel.html#art3  (01.10.08);

Reitschuster, Boris: Ende der Sauna-Beziehungen. In: FOCUS Online, 03.12.05. http://www.focus.de/politik/deutschland/steinmeier-in-

russland_aid 102153.html (03.10.08).

Cf. Auswirtiges Amt: Interview mit BundesauBenminister Steinmeier im rbb-Inforadio. 14.10.06. http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/

diplo/de/Infoservice/Presse/Interviews/2006/061014-SteinmeierRBB.html (01.10.08).

186

187

188

192

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

23



Ostpolitik respectively Egon Bahr’s concept of Wandel durch Anniherung.'”® In March 2008, he
referred to President Medvedev’s wish for a renewed partnership and urged to take the chance.'”*
He proposed four necessary steps to do: (1) An open dialogue about security issues, (2) starting
negotiations for a new Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) between Russia and the
EU, (3) strengthening dialogue on global future challenges and (4) new impulses to deal with the
past. In the last point, he named explicitly the Molotov-Ribbentrop-Pact 70 years ago.

The idea of a strong European Eastern policy is more than just a phrase. The German policy has
always been trying to embed its relations with Russia in a multilateral frame and prefers the multi-
lateral approach to the bilateral one.'®” This attitude is apparent in the wider context of German
foreign policy since 1949 and its lasting imprint that avoids power politics and unilateralism.'*®
The first PCA with Russia from 1994 has been decisively promoted by Germany."”’ In the formu-
lation of the first EU Common Strategy from 1999, the German government has also been inten-
sively engaged.'”® The negotiations for a new PCA should have started during the German EU
presidency in 2007. Because of Polish and Lithuanian vetoes, the political decision to open the
PCA negotiations was delayed until May 2008. Foreign Minister Steinmeier promoted a more

constructive approach and called for ‘proposals instead of allegations’.'”

In May 2008, it was Steinmeier, who has been the first Western statesman to meet the new Rus-
sian President, Dmitry Medvedev, during a one week visit in Yekaterinburg, Moscow and St. Pe-
tersburg. Foreign Minister Steinmeier held an important speech in Yekaterinburg at 13™ May
2008, in which he proposed the German-Russian Partnership for Modernisation and underlined
that Russia is an indispensable partner for Germany and Europe. He also forecasted: ,,The future
is there for countries and societies that vigorously modernise, are innovative and courageously
tackle structural change. [...] We are therefore well-advised to perceive openness and plurality of
our societies not as a threat but as an opportunity and a sine qua non for peace and growing pros-
perity.“200 For this process, Russia has the very commitment of Germany.

The first Western destination of Dmitry Medvedev as President of Russia was Berlin on 5™ June
2008. In his speech at a meeting with German political and civic leaders, he emphasised the Euro-
pean role of Germany and Russia, who “step by step [...] have built up trust in each other and in
so doing have set a unique example for Europe™®®'. Moreover, he accentuated the Russian contri-
bution to the European culture and proposed “building a genuine greater Europe”*’?, accompanied

193 Egon Bahr, one of Willy Brandt’s most important advisors on All-German issues, proposed that concept in 1963. Bahr is regarded as one of

the ideological fathers of the Neue Ostpolitik. Cf. von Bredow, Wilfried: Die Auflenpolitik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Eine Einfiih-
rung. Wiesbaden, 2006. p- 130; TIME: West Germany Looks to the East. 16.03.70.
http://www .time.com/time/printout/0,8816,909069,00.html# (13.04.09).

Cf. Auswirtiges Amt: Rede von Bundesaulenminister Steinmeier anlésslich der Podiumsdiskussion bei der Willy-Brandt-Stiftung, 4. Mérz
2008. http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/de/Infoservice/Presse/Reden/2008/080304-BM-Ostpolitik.html (01.10.08).

Cf. Bastian, Katrin: Die Europdische Union und Russland. Multilaterale und bilaterale Dimensionen in der europdischen Auflenpolitik.
Wiesbaden, 2006. pp. 162-163, 193-194.

Therefore Rittberger, Volker (Ed.): German Foreign Policy since Unification. Theories and Case Studies. Manchester/New York, 2001;
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199 Cf. Die Zeit: Krisengespréch in Moskau. 14.05.07. http://www.zeit.de/online/2007/20/steinmeier-russland (11.10.08).
200 Federal Foreign Office: Speech by Dr Frank-Walter Steinmeier, Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs, at the Department of International
Relations of the Urals State University in Yekaterinburg. 13.05.08. http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/en/Infoservice/
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with a continuation of the Helsinki Process. This new facet in the Russian foreign policy meant an
offer to Germany and Europe that was open to pick up.’”> During his visit, President Medvedev
has been warmly welcomed by the chairman of the Ost-Ausschuss der Deutschen Wirtschaft™,
Klaus Mangold, who has firmly advertised for an understanding of Russia in the past.”” Russia is

Germany’s fastest growing export market.

During the Russian-Georgian war in August 2008, the Federal Government reacted with a firm
commitment to Georgia. After an under-cooled meeting with President Medvedev in Sochi on 15"
August, Chancellor Merkel proceeded to Tbilisi and underlined the Georgian choice for a future
NATO membership.?’® But she mindfully did not mention a prospective date.*”” Foreign Minister
Steinmeier stated that Russia had crossed a line.””® However, at the same time, Germany sup-
ported a continuing dialogue with Russia, disagreed on the suspension of the NATO-Russia
Council and firmly opposed sanctions on Russia.”” A week after the decision of NATO foreign
ministers to suspend the NATO-Russia Council, the Federal Government confirmed to hold the
German-Russian government consultations on 2" October in St. Petersburg.”'”

During the Russian-Georgian conflict, Germany did not give any reason to doubt its loyalty.211

Nonetheless, the government consultations expressed its commitment to keep the dialogue.?'? The
time schedule was reduced to one day and the atmosphere was still affected by the war in August,
but, like the Ambassador of Russia to Germany, Vladimir Kotenev, commented, German-Russian
relations are very robust.”"” In that respect, Germany is an important bridge to Russia, especially
in g{gtical times,”'* and it gives an example of how constructive the EU-Russia relations could
be.

On 20 January 2009, the inauguration day of Barack Obama, Chancellor Merkel expressed her
wish that President Obama would find a more cooperative policy towards Russia. She appreciated
that the USA signalled to involve Russia into the planned anti-missile-system in Poland and the
Czech Republic: “Ich halte das fiir notwendig. Das werde ich auch deutlich machen.”*'® Germany
will be decisive for the future relations of Russia and the West.>'”
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25 Timmins, 2007. p. 181.
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~Scontent.html?rss_aktuell (20.01.09); Author’s translation: I consider that as necessary. And I will make that clear.

27 Cf. Stelzenmiiller, Constanze: Germany’s Russia Question. A New Ostpolitik for Europe. In: Foreign Affairs, March/April 2009. pp. 89-

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

25



3.2.1.2 Finland and Russia

Finland is a young nation. From the 13t century on, Finland has been explored, civilised, and
Christianised by the Swedes. After 1809, it became a Grand Duchy of the Russian Empire. In
1917, it broke free. But from that starting point of independence on, Finns defended their freedom
successfully. Through the Second World War and the Cold War, Finland passed the tides of his-
tory constitutionally unharmed.

Finland is a small state. Sweden, a grand power in northern Europe until the beginning of the 19"
century, has been replaced by Russia as Finland’s ruler in 1809. Napoléon I and Alexander I
agreed in 1807 to ally against Sweden and to assign Finland to Russia. The Tilsit Treaty is a
synonym for an agreement of big powers about the fate of Finland.”'® So, a look on a map of
northern Europe and in history makes clear, who is the determining factor for the Finnish state-
hood — Russia.

The proximity to Russia is not only a threat. Tsar Alexander I made Finland a Grand Duchy and
thereby mentioned for the first time a Finnish nationhood. Johan Vilhelm Snellmann, a student of
Hegel, established the Finnish nationalism. Under Russian rule, the Finnish language became of-
ficial — beside Swedish. Russia has also been a catalyser for Finland’s national history.

However, at the end of the 19" century, the period of Russification worsened the relations of the
Finnish elites to Russia, and the political leadership of the young state was firmly pro-German due
to Germany’s function as counterweight to the Russian Empire.”'” After the Civil War in early
1918 and the Finnish-Russian Treaty of Tartu, which fixed the common border of the inter-war
period, Finland had to adjust its foreign policy to new conditions. Russia’s respectively the Soviet
Union’s interest in Finland becomes more apparent on a map of 1920. Then, the Finnish border
was just a few kilometres away from Petrograd (Leningrad/St. Petersburg). Accordingly, Russia
has a defensive strategic interest in Finland, aimed at avoiding an attack of a foreign force on
north-west Russia over Finnish territory.”*® President Paasikivi mentioned in 1948: “Finland her-
self has no enemies and no-one attacks Finland for its own sake.”*'

The Finnish leadership of the 1920s had two options: Joining an alliance against the Soviet Union
or neutrality.??? Finland first pursued the former, marked by a Baltic defence agreement of 1922
that has never been ratified,”” then the later, marked by the Finnish-Soviet non-aggression pact of
1932. After the Second World War, the options were theoretically the same. In 1975, Urho
Kekkonen analysed the situation so that Finland, in an alliance against Russia, would always be
the first war site, without influence on the decision of peace or war.?**

In practice, Finland had to seek neutrality and very good relations towards the Kremlin. President
Juho Kusti Paasikivi declared right after his inauguration in 1946 that the future foreign policy of
Finland had to be designed in such a way that it would never conflict the interest of the Soviet

100.
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29 Cf. Singleton, 1989. pp. 94-106.
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Working Paper 14/1999. p. 4.

2 Cf. Kekkonen, Urho: Finnlands Weg zur Neutralitit. Diisseldorf, 1975. pp. 20-21.
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Union.”” The Finnish-Soviet Agreement of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance

(FCMA) of 1948 was the legal basis for the USSR to intervene in Finland. That threat marked the
red line of Finnish politics. In 1948 and 1958, the relations to the USSR cooled down due to the
composition of the Finnish government.””® In 1961, Finland joined the European Free Trade As-
sociation (EFTA) as an associate member and not as full member because of the Kremlin’s suspi-
ciousness.**’

Paasikivi’s successor in the presidential office, Urho Kekkonen, developed that policy, the so
called Paasikivi-Kekkonen line, into an active neutral policy and an international commitment.**®
From 1956 on, Finland sent troops for UN missions.”*’ In the 1960s, Kekkonen proposed a nu-
clear-free zone in Scandinavia.”*’ In 1969 and 1970, the negotiations for the SALT I agreement
between the USA and the USSR took place in Helsinki. Between 1973 and 1975, the CSCE con-
vened in the Finnish capital.

But the foreign policy line of Finland was more than that of Paasikivi and Kekkonen. The whole
political leadership of Finland has been and is still characterised by a unique consensus and cohe-
sion in questions of foreign policy.”' In terms of foreign policy that means the recognition of the
abilities and the needs which arise abstractly from Finland’s “small state identity”*** and con-
cretely from Russia’s influence. In 1863, Johan Vilhelm Snellman, the father of Finnish national-
ism, wrote: “[...] a nation should only rely upon itself. This confidence includes a nation’s neither
asking for, nor trying to reach, anything other than things for the achievement and protection of
which is has enough power.”*** Paasikivi advocated a realistic policy line: “The voice of small
states isn’t heard in the present concert of big powers. Only big powers play a decisive role at the
world stage. The tasks and impact of big powers is due to the circumstances different than those
of small states who in realizing the proportions must understand the necessity of reservedness.”***
The political leadership of Finland has a strong sense for realist policy — especially, regarding
Russia. At the same time, the belligerent past shadows the historic memory and the public opinion
is fairly not Russian-friendly.***

The end of the Cold War changed Finnish-Soviet relations fundamentally. The Paris Peace Treaty
and the FCMA treaty have been cancelled. The Treaty Between the Republic of Finland and the
Russian Federation on the Basis for Relations of 20" January 1992 stressed “the significance of
the profound historical changes that have taken place in Europe”.?*® Furthermore, it named the

= Cf. Auffermann, Burkhard: Die AuBenpolitik Finnlands 1944-1991 - Ein Sonderfall europiischer Ost-West-Beziehungen in der Ara des
Kalten Krieges. Dissertation at the Freie Universitét Berlin, 1994. p. 54.
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(18.10.08); Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): Report: Russian-speakers often suffer abuse at school and at work. 26.02.09.
http://www.hs.fi/english/print/1135243839112 (06.04.09).

Cf. United Nations: Treaty Series. No. 29173. Finland and Russian Federation. Treaty Between the Republic of Finland and the Russian
Federation on the Basis for Relations. Signed at Helsinki 20 January 1992. http://untreaty.un.org/unts/60001 120000/29/10/00056459.pdf

236

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

27



goals of intensive political dialogue on all levels and close economic, societal and cultural rela-
tions, especially in the border regions Murmansk, Karelia and St. Petersburg, and the recognition
of the Charter of the United Nations as well as the Final Act of the CSCE. The treaty called the
parties “shall not use or allow the use of their territory for armed aggression against the other
Party”*’” — without any interventional mechanisms similar to the FCMA. During his state visit in
Helsinki in July 1992, President Yeltsin apologised that the Soviet Union interfered in Finland’s
internal affairs.”*® In the same year, Finland decided formally to apply for EU membership.

The change of World Order 1989-91 also revealed the economic perspective of Russian-Finnish
relations. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia’s economic downfall was accompanied
with an extreme decrease of exports from and imports to Finland. The result has been one of the
severest economic crises of an industrialised national economy since the Second World War.**’
The Finnish GDP dropped by 14 percent, while the unemployment rate rose from 3 to almost 20
percent. Although the 1990s crisis has also been caused by domestic policies, it points to the eco-
nomic significance of Finnish-Russian trade relations.”*” Finland recovered impressively well by
means of a strong reform process, in which Nokia developed from a producer of gumboots to the
world leading producer of mobile phones.**' The importance of economic ties with Russia points
also to the “economics of neutrality”.”** That formula means that Finnish neutrality is not just
plausible in terms of security policy, but in economics as well. Finland’s economy needs both
Europe and Russia to flourish.

The Finnish EU accession on 1* January 1995 marked a new era of Finnish-Russian relations due
to the new multilateral dimension. Joining the Union, Finland accepted the second pillar of the
EU, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Then, the First Chechen War made it not
just de jurae a political commitment. During the Cold War period and also in the early 1990s,
Finland avoided any serious criticism of Soviet foreign policy.** In January 1995, the leading
Finnish newspaper Helsingin Sanomat called a Finnish participation in an EU policy condemning
or even sanctioning Russia a ‘nightmare of EU membership’.*** President Ahtisaari stressed that
Chechnya is an internal Russian affair and warned to criticise Russia on the first problems on its
way from totalitarism to democracy. On 16™ 7] anuary, he did not address recent developments in a
speech in St. Petersburg.**

Finland excluded the issue from its bilateral relations with Russia and handled it on the multilat-
eral level. By incidence, in January 1995 the Finnish prime minister, Esko Aho, was the first EU
statesman visiting Moscow, right after the break out of the First Chechen War. In his memoirs,
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24.04.07. http://www.hs.fi/english/print/1135226785175 (18.10.08).
Cf. Honkapohja, Seppo/Koskela, Erkki: Finland’s depression. A tale of bad luck and bad policies. In: Economic Policy, October 1999,
Volume 14, Issue 29. pp. 399-436.
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Aho described the atmosphere as “electrified”***. Aho communicated the Finnish as well as the
EU’s position, although the Russian deputy prime minister, Oleg Davidov, tried to convince him
not to raise the question to President Yeltsin. The subtitle in Aho’s memoirs is called “Represent-

ing EU-Finland in Moscow”.**’

After accession, the Finnish government tried to build up its multilateral approach through the
initiative for the Northern Dimension of the European Union (NDEU). President Ahtisaari de-
scribed already in June 1994 that the EU-15 would have a northern dimension.”*® Moreover, it
was obvious that the enlarged EU became a neighbour of Russia. In September 1997, Prime Min-
ister Lipponen began to set the issue on the agenda with his speech at the Barents Conference in
Rovaniemi (Lapland).?* Lipponen concretised his initiative in May 1998 and named Russia as an
integral partner. The NDEU should build a framework for the EU’s policy in the area of northern
Europe, from north-west Russia to Iceland and from the Barents Sea to the southern coast of the
Baltic Sea. It should cover issues of energy, environment, transport, and crime reduction under
recognition of particular northern circumstances. In November 1998 the Commission reported on
the perspectives of “A Northern Dimension of the policies of the Union”*°, whereby the Finnish
initiative became an EU policy.””' During the German respectively Finnish presidency in 1999,
the NDEU has been developed politically. In June 2000, the first action plan has been adopted.
The NDEU is a model case of “How to Customize Your Union”***. Today, there are doubts about
the practical use of the NDEU, but the main goal of the initiative has been achieved - integrating
Russia.

In the preparation for the first EU Common Strategy on Russia in 1999, Finland has also been
involved at a very early stage.”> It is apparent that small states try to channel their dialogue with
Russia through the EU.*** However, Finland claims a more self-confident role towards Russia that
is also visible in the division of competences between Prime Minister and President. The presi-
dential office takes care of ‘traditional foreign policy’ and is particularly responsible for bilateral
relations with Russia.””® The Finnish President, Tarja Halonen, emphasised soon after her inaugu-
ration in 2000 that “today there is no longer any talk of Finlandisation; instead, we are more likely
to hear our country’s success story being discussed.”**® Halonen proposed a frontrunner position
for Finland in the EU’s relations with Russia. Arrangements between Finland and Russia could
serve as a positive example “elsewhere along Russia’s border, especially with the Baltic
States.”*” Furthermore, she called for patience and support, and assured a special relationship to
Russia. At that time, Finland also had difficulties keeping the NDEU on the European agenda and
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there has been domestic critique on a too strongly Europeanised Russia policy.”® There is an on-
going discussion about the balance between that bilateral relationship and the EU-Russia ap-

Finland has concrete bilateral issues with Russia. Therefore, Finland has been ambitious to foster
EU cooperation programmes implemented in the Finnish-Russian border region. Its bilateral rela-
tions to Russia consist of intensive economic development activities with north-west Russia,
though.260 The Finnish-Russian land border has one of the world’s highest disparities of GDP per
capita.”®’ Due to Finland’s economic effects on the region, Russian authorities welcome Finnish
companies.”** But Finnish-Russian relations are permanently affected by the non-acute, but vast
security threat of Russia. A reminder in that sense has been that Russian fighter jets violated Fin-
nish air space several times in recent years.”® The Finnish government handled the case bilater-
ally.”®* However, in September 2007 the Minister of Defence, Jyri Hikdmies, named — rather un-

diplomatically — the three main security challenges of Finland: “Russia, Russia, and Russia”.>*’

Beside bilateral cooperation respectively problems, Finland played its European role in a con-
structive manner. Its second EU presidency was highlighted by the EU-Russia Summit on 24"
November 2006. On that occasion, the EU, Russia, Iceland and Norway signed a “Political Decla-
ration on the Northern Dimension Policy” and agreed on the further development of the NDEU.**
Since then, the Northern Dimension has a permanent basis instead of temporary action plans and
is a common policy of the partner countries. Russia previously demanded an equal participa-
tion.”®” Moreover, the NDEU has been embedded into the Four Common Spaces of the EU and
Russia. Finland also wanted the EU to launch negotiations on a new Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement with Russia.”*® Due to concerns from Poland, a mandate could not be given yet to the
European Commission.

The Finnish presidency of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) in
2008 had unexpectedly to deal with Russia — and Georgia. Finland started its chairmanship to
“emphasize the historical significance of the Helsinki process™*®. The Russian-Georgian War in
August 2008 meant a much more concrete task for Finland, although the conflicts in the Caucasus
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Cf. Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): PM Vanhanen to protest violations of Finnish air space by Russian war planes. 20.05.05.
http://www.hs.fi/english/article/1101979596885 (06.01.09).

Cf. Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.

260

262
263

264

25 Quoted in: Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): Héikédmies in Washington: Russia Finland’s greatest challenge. 07.09.07.

http://www.hs.fi/english/print/1135230121121 (06.01.09).

Cf. Finnische EU-Prisidentschaft: EU, Russland, Norwegen und Island billigten erneuerte Politik der Nordlichen Dimension. 24.11.06.

http://www.eu2006.fi/news_and documents/press_releases/ vko47/de DE/175523/ (06.01.09).

27 Cf. Bastian, 2006. p. 220.
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region have been immanent in advance.”’® Foreign Minister Stubb mediated in the shadow of
Nicolas Sarkozy, then holder of the EU presidency, and held the dialogue, but managed to adhere
to the principles and obligations of the OSCE.?”" In that function, Finland had to balance between
its chairmanship and its bilateral relationship with Russia. Negative consequences for its
neighbourhood and Russian attempts to influence the Finnish position were feared.”’* Finland
offered Helsinki as meeting location for secret talks of Russia and US senior officers, and played
its moderating role.””> However, the OSCE conference in early December 2008 gave an example
that Finnish opportunities are limited. Although Foreign Minister Stubb put much diplomatic ef-
fort on a joint declaration, the conference ended with an interpretation of the leaving presi-
dency.”™ That time the ‘Helsinki spirit’ did not warm East-West relations.?”

In the run-up to the OSCE conference in December 2009, the Russian foreign minister, Sergei
Lavrov, proposed a new discussion about a future security architecture of Europe that could be
launched by Finland as a “respected European neutral country”.”’® Foreign Minister Stubb sup-
ported the idea put forward, but emphasised that Finland would not promote Russian proposals.
As chair holder of the OSCE, it would listen to all member countries. At the same time, Stubb
pointed out that Finland’s national policy is not neutral due to its political alignment with the EU
and “close military cooperation with NATO”*"". On 11"™ November Prime Minister Vanhanen
met his Russian colleague, Vladimir Putin, in Moscow. Putin referred to the good relations:
“Finland is without any exaggeration one of our most important partners in Europe. Not only be-
cause we are neighbours, but also because the figures of our trade turnover suggest this.”>’® Van-
hanen has been pleased that the Russian prime minister postponed the implementations of wood

tariffs, a highly important issue for the Finnish wood processing industry.?”

Finland managed to balance its close relationship with Russia and its commitment to the EU. A
fall back to a Cold War scenario is far from desirable. In March 2009, Alpo Juntunen, researcher
at the Department of Strategy at the Finnish National Defence College, proposed provokingly that
Finland should agree on a military alliance with Russia, which would solve any security prob-
lem.”™ It was a test and the response predictable. There is not much support for that option any-
more.

70 Cf. Huhta, Kari: Collateral damage from Finnish OSCE Chairmanship. In: Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition), 03.06.08.

http://www.hs.fi/english/print/1135236872879 (08.01.09).
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dialogs. SWP-Aktuell 81, November 2008. p. 4.
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(08.01.09).
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3.2.1.3 Germany and Finland on Russia

In Viind Linna’s war novel Tuntematon sotilas, Captain Kaarna explains to his comrades the
logic of German-Russian relations and its consequences for Finland with a metaphor: “German
pressure is directed outward, and when that pressure is strong, the East falls back before it and we
breathe freely.”**!

That scheme has an explanatory function for the periods of war when the Tsarist Empire collapsed
and the Soviets agreed with the Kaiserreich on the peace treaty of Brest-Litovsk in 1917 or when
the Wehrmacht launched Unternehmen Barbarossa 24 years later. But the relationships of Finland
and Germany towards Russia have changed fundamentally. Historically seen, that logic even has
no continuation line in the past. One might assume Germany and Finland developed their relations
beyond the logic of pressure. Both countries had periods of confrontation with Russia, but learned
a cooperative policy towards Russia. The model of Captain Kaarna might fit to some other states’
thinking on Russia today.

For Germany and Finland, both states maintain an outstanding relationship with Russia and pro-
mote its integration. Germany as well as Finland started right after the collapse of the Soviet Un-
ion to assist the new Russia with bilateral means. Furthermore, both have been ambitious to create
ties between Russia and the EU. Germany worked on the first PCA with Russia in the critical time
of the First Chechen War, and thereby followed a cooperative policy line that Finns did ever since
the FCMA. Then, Finland knew that it has been “no longer alone in the world in this thinking”**
and started the Northern Dimension initiative in 1997. Germany showed low public interest in the
initiative, but assured its support to Finland in the very early stage of the NDEU.** After success-
ful agenda-setting, Finland had problems to keep the NDEU on the agenda and the German-
French initiative for the Four Common Spaces with Russia came to the fore.”® Finland in re-
sponse put more emphasises on its bilateral relations, but nonetheless the meaning of the Four
Common Spaces has been in the very interest of Finland. Both states have also been involved in
the early steps drafting a Common Strategy of the EU on Russia.**

In practice, Finland and Germany have been recently ambitious to give the Commission a man-
date for negotiations on a new Partnership and Cooperation Agreement. After the Finnish presi-
dency, the consecutive German chairmanship tried to launch negotiations, but failed still due to
Poland’s veto and Lithuanian support.”®

The issue of the Nord Stream pipeline gives another practical example of that common policy
line. It is rarely known that the project has been a Finnish idea originally. Finland set it on the list
of transeuropean networks and “there was a Finnish stake in the company that made the original
plan for the pipeline.”*®’ In 2005, Germany and Russia agreed on the realisation — accompanied
with rather negative feedback from Poland and the Baltic States. Finland was supportive for the
pipeline, though. In August 2008, Paavo Lipponen, who favoured the issue already as head of

8 Linna, Viin6: The Unknown Soldier. Reprinted edition (first published 1954), Juva, 2008. p. 12.
% Halonen, 31.08.00.

283 Cf. Neubert, Klaus: EU:n ,,pohjoinen ulottuvuus*. Helsinki, 18.11.98.

24 Cf. Bastian, 2006. pp. 224-225.

25 Cf. Haukkala, 2000. p. 24.
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government, agreed to serve as an advisor for Nord Stream to promote the implementation of the
project.

Both states share the basic view that the better off Russia is, the better it is for Europe and them-
selves.”™ As well as, the more links between Russia and Europe, the more there is safety and
prosperity. Moreover, they believe in the perspective of commonality with Russia. In that respect,
Germany and Finland are pragmatic and open-minded. The main reason for that is probably their
historical experience of cooperation and exchange with Russia. For example, the Baltic States and
Poland did not. Former Foreign Minister Genscher emphasised that Europe has always suffered,
when Germany and Russia conflicted. Genscher pointed out that Russia’s social prosperity is to
the very advantage of Europe.””° From a Finnish point of view, Pertti Salolainen, MP, mentioned:
“We wish them be good, because the richer, the more democratic Russia is the better for us.” !
Juha Korkeaoja, MP, proposed “the Steel and Coal Union and then EC, European Union, which
brought together old historic enemies, Germany and France, and guaranteed peace and prosperity
for both of these countries, could be a good example for European-Russian relations.”**> Ger-
many’s government believes that “only through intensive cooperation with Russia will we be able
to support and influence the difficult process of transformation.**”

German and Finnish reactions on Russia’s proposal of a renewed European security architecture
show once more the common aspiration of dialogue. After the OSCE conference in Helsinki on
4™ December, Foreign Minister Steinmeier expressed his believe that there are new prospects,
also due to a new American administration, to come for a new European security agreement.””*
Steinmeier emphasised the OSCE as the right forum for that purpose and advocated the reconven-
tion of the NATO-Russia Council as soon as possible. Germany and Finland, as well as France as
then EU chair holder, were important bridges in August 2008 when many commentators saw the
time for a new East-West conflict. It is Germany’s and Finland’s common interest to find a less
anachronistic wording and to start a substantial process towards a revised European security
agreement on the basis of the OSCE.

Former State Secretary Teija Tiilikainen stressed: “We are quite close to Germany in general re-
lated to Russia, because we have noticed in an EU of 27 member states that the relationship with
Russia does not at all play the same role in all member states. [...] Germany has always stressed
the importance of Russia. [...] that has been the key interest of us two in a constructive manner to
bring in Russia.”**® Juha Korkeaoja agreed and stressed Germany’s approach “means deep, con-
crete, practical things instead of big speeches”.””® The German-Russian partnership for moderni-
sation from May 2008 has been no need to worry for Finland, but the opposite. Pertti Salolainen
assured Finnish support, “if you help Russia to become a kind of welfare society and having good

288 Cf. Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): Ex-PM Paavo Lipponen to serve as adviser to gas pipeline builder. 15.08.08.
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business and investment [...] in that sense we see the more contacts we have with Russia and
Germany with Russia the better.”*’

However, Korkeaoja pointed to the size of Finland respectively Germany.”® As Eero Akaan-
Penttild, Vice-Chairman of the Grand Committee, mentioned: “It is very important for us to know
what is the deal between two countries when Russia is the other one. [...] if Germany is discuss-
ing something with Russia it is very important for the Finnish colleagues to listen.”**’ In the
words of former State Secretary Luoto: “[...] here you can see that Germany also belongs to a
group of bigger members that would like to have intensive bilateral relations with Russia.”*"

Finland is conscious about similarities with Germany regarding Russia, the outstanding position
of Germany and Finland within the EU — thereby common ground for cooperation — and much
more about the importance of Germany for EU-Russia relations as well as indirectly its own bilat-
eral relationship with Russia. At the same time, there is a special awareness due to Germany’s
size. Apparently, Germany’s weight could change the entire European security structure. Some
commentators would point to its history of war, some to its Neue Ostpolitik and the end of the
Cold War. Recently, relevant issues have been less acute. State Secretary Tiikikainen mentioned:
“[...] these concerns had been related to those cases where we have felt that, in aspiration towards
bilateralism, the German-Russia relation has dominated or come to the fore. But these examples
are not very many.”*"' One might assume these cases were during the Mdnnerfreundschaft be-
tween Schroder and Putin.

There is a small state’s scepticism on bigger powers agreeing and deciding on its fate. Tilsit,
Brest-Litovsk, Molotov-Ribbentrop mentions a series of historic examples. Poland and the Baltic
States reveal that scepticism much more visibly. Finland is rather undogmatic and drafts less
fierce critique, but the logic is the same. In May 2008, EU Commissioner Giinther Verheugen
went to Moscow and supported Russia’s position on wood tariffs. That issue is of Finnish national
interest and Verheugen expressed his opinion that European importers “have been treating Russia
as a third-world country.”*"* Foreign Trade Minister Vdyrynen criticised Verheugen, who has
been to Ig&ssia as representative of the EU.>” But it reminded many Finns of a German-Russian
scenario.

To counter the possibility of big states agreeing above small ones heads, Finland favours more
multilateral action on Russia. Jari Luoto explained: “Looking from the view of smaller member
states there are probably instances where we would like to see more emphasis on what we are

doing together, because we know Russia very well ourselves and we understand that it probably
works for their benefit”.’** It seems that bilateral relations of big EU states and Russia always

give Finland a reason being at least attentive. Finnish representatives acknowledge that there is a

27 Interview with Pertti Salolainen.
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need for bilateral relations with Russia, as they maintain such themselves intensively. They
strongly call for a common line and coordination of national policies, though.?"

German foreign policy actors understand that thinking quite well as it fits to a much more general
suspicion on Germany due to its bellicose history. It is a wisdom of German post-war foreign pol-
icy that Germany needs to tie itself to Europe in order to calm its neighbours — Europdisches In-
teresse ist deutsches Interesse.”®’ That firm commitment is not just an idealist outburst. It is a ra-
tional consequence.’” Moreover, since Germany is reunited and thereby the biggest state in the
EU, its size means ever more responsibility.’” Hans-Dietrich Genscher emphasised that small
partners deserve a particular respect and mentioned that former German chancellors changed their
voice when they talked with representatives of smaller states.’’” Genscher used to visit The
Hague, Brussels or Luxembourg after his travels to the Soviet Union. By means of travel diplo-
macy, Foreign Minister Steinmeier went to Riga right after his Russia travel in May 2008 and met
his Baltic colleagues for consultations.’'' So despite similar policy lines and an intensive ex-
change on Russia, Finnish and German representatives relate to more general configurations of
big and small powers, to history and its consequences.

Beside these basic rules concerning Finland as a small state, German foreign policy actors see it in
a key position in terms of Russia. Former Foreign Minister Genscher appreciated that Finnish
leaders navigated their country with great accountability through the uncertainties of the Cold
War.>'? Finland is attested a brilliant diplomatic performance throughout its Cold War relation-
ship with Russia and thereby earned the respect of German representatives. Genscher explained
that his exchange with President Kekkonen and President Koivisto has been of high relevance to
evaluating processes in the Soviet Union and noticing new developments in the East-West rela-
tionship.’"® Today, Germans still know about Finland’s relation to Russia. Kurt Bodewig, Vice-
Chairman of the EU Committee, explained: “Finnland [ist] ein sensibler Sensor, was die Auswir-
kungen russischer Politik auf Europa angeht und auch umgekehrt. Ich glaube, dieses wichtige
Wissen darum, um Koexistenz, ist besonders in der heutigen Situation wieder besonders nachge-
fragt.“>" In that sense, Finland’s Russia know-how is fairly appreciated. German representatives
give Finland even a particular role — as link to Russia. Parliamentary State Secretary Thomas Kos-
sendey pointed out: “Und wenn wir in Europa langfristig weiter erfolgreich |[...] Sicherheitspoli-
tik machen wollen, ist ein guter Kontakt, auch ein Verstehen dieser Linder am Rande Europas
aufsergewohnlich wichtig. Von daher hat Finnland eine ganz extrem wichtige Position, sozusagen
als Verbindungsstiick [...] zu Russland. Das kann kein anderer leisten an dieser wichtigen Stel-
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le.*" Therefore, Finland is perceived as an important and, due to their similar policies, a natural
partner for Germany.>'°

On political as well as on administrational level, Finland and Germany maintain intensive contacts
about Russia. “It would be quite remarkable, if there were a meeting of the Finnish Prime Minister
and the German Chancellor and they were not discussing EU-Russia relations.”*'” There are
doubts about Vanhanen’s personal link to Merkel, but the contacts between President Halonen and
Chancellor Merkel might soften the lack of it. Germany is indeed interested in Finland’s expertise
on Russia. The German Embassy follows the Finnish Russia policy on a regular basis and its re-
ports are fairly valued in the Federal Foreign Office.*'® It is particularly appreciated that Finland
is a rather undogmatic conversation partner with valuable assessments of Russian interior and
foreign policy. Finland’s foreign ministry sends its very top diplomats to Berlin and knows that
their ambassadors’ knowledge is interesting for Germany.>'” Most of recent Finnish Ambassadors
to Germany came directly from Moscow. It seems that Finland has a kind of ‘advisory function’
on Russia. And it fits to characteristics assumed on small states.*® Of course, as Jari Luoto stated,
“it is no secret that for many of the other member states Finland is a natural partner to discuss EU-
Russia relations, because of our proximity of Russia.”*?' At a meeting of the foreign ministers of
EU and NATO member states in March 2009, Foreign Minister Stubb has been invited to present
his evaluation of the present situation in Russia.**

Using knowledge and exchange is probably a worthwhile strategy for Finland in order to have a
certain influence on Germany.”> Former Foreign Minister Ilkka Kanerva visited Berlin in January
2008 in order to exchange with his German colleague, Frank-Walter Steinmeier, on Finland’s
OSCE presidency and relations with Russia. Kanerva proposed a round table of foreign ministry
staff members and foreign policy experts of renowned Finnish and German think tanks, to discuss
issues about Russia in a different format before the official consultations.’** That kind of dialogue
shall be continued in the future.

From a German perspective it is interesting that Finland has a different appearance than a big state
and thereby influence particularly in the Baltic Sea region. Germany appreciated Finland being a
valuable partner to promote the start for negotiations on a new PCA with Russia, which was de-
cided in May 2008."* The issue of the Nord Stream pipeline ignited strong opposition in the Bal-
tic States and Poland. So Finland could cool down emotions and present arguments more objec-
tively perceived.*® Former Prime Minister Lipponen just started his job for Nord Stream in Au-

3 Interview with Thomas Kossendey; Author’s translation: If we want to make successful security policy in the future, a good contact, also
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gust 2008. In response, the Estonian daily newspaper Postimees called him a traitor and Finland
“pipestan”.>*” Of course, Lipponen acts as private person. However, Finland must be cautious in
the way it supports an issue that involves Germany and Russia.

Although Germany and Finland share a common approach on Russia and similar positions on
most issues, there is hardly a German-Finnish initiative on Europe’s relationship with Russia.
Finland launched the NDEU on its own and Germany promoted the Four Common Spaces con-
cept with France. The EU Common Strategy on Russia has been informally prepared by Germany,
France, the UK and Finland. Recently, the Swedish-Polish initiative for an Eastern Dimension
gave an interesting example.**® Neither Finnish nor German foreign policy actors show interest in
a joint initiative. For Germany, it seems much more important to seek for consultations with
France, the UK, Poland and others. And Finland must be more flexible and independent in its
strategies; relying on Germany might be risky because of the lack of mutual need for cooperation.
Additionally, Germany, as the bigger state, would be in charge of taking the initiative.’* Finnish
representatives stressed their independent agenda. Furthermore, a joint initiative would not com-
plement two different positions like German-French proposals did in the past. Nonetheless, on
both sides one should be conscious that a prospering cooperation with Russia is foremost a prior-
ity of Germany and Finland.

3.2.2 European Integration

Germany and Finland have followed different paths towards membership in the European Union.
Each of them has its own history and evolved interests in integration. In 1996, both governments
participated for the first time together in an Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) that dealt with
institutional questions of the EU. In recent years, the reform process towards the Treaty of Lisbon
has continued the urgent discussion about an institutional rearrangement that is more than other
issues characterised by national considerations of influence.

3.2.2.1 German Integration Policy

The development of Germany’s European policy must be placed in the context of the aftermath of
the Second World War. Former Nazi Germany was occupied by the four victorious powers and its
Western European neighbours agreed to “take such steps as may be held to be necessary in the
event of a renewal by Germany of a policy of aggression””". The East-West conflict soon
changed the role of the divided Germany. Nonetheless, the reestablishment of relations with its
neighbours remained an ever lasting task.

European integration provided the unique opportunity for West Germany to re-establish the coun-
try’s sovereignty and to assure its neighbours of its lasting will for peace at the same time — over-
coming the burden of past wars and setting a framework for future peace. The alternative to Euro-
pean integration was reunifying Germany first and seeing where the journey would go then — a
German Sonderweg, again. The Stalin Note of March 1952 made this option a real possibility, no
longer keeping it merely a theory. !

2 Quoted in: Helsinki Times: Estonians vent anger at Finland’s Lipponen over Nord Stream. 15.08.08. http://www.helsinkitimes.fi (14.01.09).
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In his first government declaration, Chancellor Adenauer, strongly Western-minded due to his
Cologne roots,® emphasised that he would prefer Western integration to national reunifica-
tion.>** In 1951, he signed the Treaty establishing the ECSC against the parliamentary opposition
and the West German economy.>>*

Concerning the ECSC, Adenauer soon got to know the value of having the Benelux states and
Italy involved, because in the post-war order West Germany was still a ‘small state’ on its own.>>
Most remarkably, the Occupation Statute remained enforced. With other ‘small ones’ on board it
was easier to limit French dominance.**®

The West German government soon proved its will for deeper integration — for a political union.
Article 24 (1) of the German Grundgesetz allows explicitly the transfer of sovereign rights to in-
ternational organisations. In May 1952, the six ECSC member states signed the Treaty instituting
the European Defence Community (EDC), which proclaimed a ‘supranational European organisa-
tion’ that should incorporate the EDC. In March 1953, an ad hoc Assembly of the ECSC adopted
a draft treaty defining the Statute of the European Political Community (EPC).>*” The EPC statute
would have provided a supranational architecture for a real political union that was strongly fa-
voured by Adenauer. The refusal by the Assemblée nationale in August 1954 dismissed any plans
of the EPC to history and its failure was the severest political disappointment in Adenauer’s ca-
reer.”® Achieving a supranational political union would remain the persisting goal of the German
European policy for the coming decades.

De Gaulle’s initiative for a political community in the early 1960s revealed a strong divergence
between big and small states as well as Germany’s role. De Gaulle proposed a ‘Europe of States’
with France and Germany in the centre.”* The so called Fouchet plans of 1961/62 drew a strongly
intergovernmental design of a European union and would have enhanced competences on foreign
policy, economics, cultural affairs and defence.’* The Netherlands and Belgium rejected the pro-
posal due to their suspicion of a Franco-German dominance.’*' Particularly the Dutch foreign
minister was accused by Adenauer of the repeated failure of a political union.** In January 1963,
de Gaulle and Adenauer, who had previously refused any sort of separate bilateral agreement,
signed the Elysée Treaty. The Franco-German friendship could easily conflict with the small
states’ interests and be interpreted as a coalition seeking for dominance.

The pro-integrationist orientation of Germany did not change under the social-liberal govern-
ments, but was amended with an Eastern policy of rapprochement. In 1981, the initiative of For-
eign Minister Genscher and his Italian counterpart, Emilio Colombo, renewed the call for a politi-

332 Cf. Schwarz, Hans-Peter: Adenauer. Der Aufstieg. 1876-1952. Stuttgart, 1986. pp. 9-49; Weidenfeld, Werner: Konrad Adenauer und Euro-
pa. Die geistigen Grundlagen der westeuropdischen Integrationspolitik des ersten Bonner Bundeskanzlers. Bonn, 1976.

333 Cf. Deutsches Historisches Museum: Regierungserkldrung des Bundeskanzlers Konrad Adenauer vom 20. September 1949.
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34 Cf. Schwarz, 1986. pp. 850-851.

35 Cf. Janning, 2007. pp. 751-752.

36 Cf. Schwarz, 1986. pp. 852-853.

37 Draft Treaty embodying the Statute of the European Community. 10.03.53. http://www.ena.lu (10.03.09).

338 Cf. Brunn, Gerhard: Die Europdische Einigung von 1945 bis heute. Bonn, 2004. p. 98; Schwarz, Hans-Peter: Adenauer. Der Staatsmann.
1852-1967. Stuttgart, 1991. pp. 139-143; Poppinga, Anneliese: Konrad Adenauer. Eine Chronik in Daten, Zitaten und Bildern. Bergisch-
Gladbach, 1987. p. 98.

339 Cf. Lettre de Charles de Gaulle a Konrad Adenauer. 23.09.60. http://www.ena.lu (10.03.09).

340 Cf. Draft Treaty — Fouchet Plan II. 18.01.62. http://www.ena.lu (10.03.09).
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SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

38



cal union.>* A break-through could not be achieved, but the EC prepared the creation of the Sin-

gle Market and postponed any further development.***

The change of world order has been accompanied with the unforeseen German reunification.
Germany’s European partners did not unanimously support the reunification, though.>* It was
due to American support that the division into two German states could be overcome so quickly.
A shift in the French European policy additionally enabled its European coverage. France had an
interest to bind Germany deeper into European integration and the German government could
easily agree as it had followed a strategy of self-restriction since the 1950s.%*

The Treaty of Maastricht was of epochal meaning for Germany.’*” Bismarck, Stresemann and
Adenauer tried to arrange Germany in its very central position with its European neighbours.***
Wilhelm II and Adolf Hitler pursued a confrontational and aggressive policy that led to the Euro-
pean disasters of the 20" century. The establishment of a political union gave Germany the oppor-
tunity to get rid of its past precarious position and let Germany become part of a wider and deeper
Europe. A strong European Union was of historical importance for Germany as it solved the key
task of German foreign policy — getting along with its neighbours in peace and cooperation.

At the 1991 Intergovernmental Conference on the political union, Germany supported wider and
deeper competences, particularly a common foreign and security policy with a defence compo-
nent.** The European Parliament should have been strengthened by the introduction of co-
decision and approval of the President of the Commission. Qualified majority voting should have
become the regular procedure in Council decisions. The European Council should have led the
Union’s policy with unanimous decision-making. Meeting the objectives that derived from Ger-
many’s historical interests, the country stressed the importance of strong European institutions
and was willing to support an institutional framework that provided the small states with consid-
erable influence in the decision-making process.

However, the result of Maastricht has not been sufficient from a German point of view. In a con-
cept paper of 1994, the leading heads of the governing CDU/CSU parliamentary group outlined
the future challenges for Europe and Germany.>*” In the face of a bigger, more differentiated Un-
ion, eminent, regressive nationalism and the urgent task of integrating Central and Eastern
Europe, strong European solutions were needed. A constitution-like document, orientated towards
a federal construction and the principle of subsidiary, should have reformed the Union’s institu-
tions. The EU was to become truly capable of joint foreign actorness. The European Parliament
should be developed into a legislative body equal to the Council and the European Commission
step by step to a European government body. Democratisation should have been the guiding prin-
ciple beside enhanced efficiency. Particularly the idea of a core has been publicly discussed, and

343 Draft European Act submitted by the Governments of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Italian Republic. 06.11.81.
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is ever since a very explosive matter. Further integration of willing states should not be vetoed by
others. The Monetary Union has been mentioned explicitly as the core group of the Political Un-
ion; France and Germany were to be the core of the core. Germany needed to prove its aim of a
strong and capable Europe in order to assure France its commitment. The ideas of that paper can
be found in Germany’s positions on the 1996 IGC.*"!

After reunification, Germany’s political class remained overwhelmingly European-minded.*** In
May 2000, Foreign Minister Fischer of the Green Party held a speech in which he mentioned
nothing less than a European federation, with real parliamentarian structures, as the future Euro-
pean solution.>> His speech caused not only applause in France.”* In a parliamentarian system,
asymmetry due to demography would threaten the Franco-German balance. At the IGC on the
Treaty of Nice, Germany accepted relative voting weights in the Council that did not reflect the
demographic differences.

In the European Convention, the German government introduced its positions on an institutional
rearrangement in a joint Franco-German paper from January 2003.%° In the context of the EU
Eastern enlargement, both states called for a balanced strengthening of the institutional triangle as
well as a fundamental reform of the Union’s external representation. According to the Franco-
German proposal, the European Council should elect a chairman with qualified majority for 2%
years. A European foreign minister, appointed by the European Council with qualified majority
and approved by the President of the Commission, should chair the Council on external relations
and defence, and strengthen coherence in the CFSP. Decisions on foreign affairs should generally
be taken with qualified majority voting. Strengthened cooperation should be introduced to mili-
tary and defence issues. The European Commission should be strengthened. Its President should
be elected by the European Parliament and approved by the European Council with a qualified
majority. The President of the Commission should guide the general policies of the Commission
(in the German document explicitly Richtlinienkompetenz) and the Commission should be com-
posed respecting the geographic and demographic balance. The European Parliament should hold
legislative power jointly with the Council of the EU. Co-decision procedures should be applied on
every issue of majority decision in the Council. The procedure of qualified majority should be
introduced as the regular way of voting.

Finally, the Convention Draft of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (TCE) was re-
garded as a good compromise that ‘made nobody happy, but everybody could live with’.*’ For-
eign Minister Fischer emphatically warned about reopening the package. In December 2003, he
repeated the German positions on double majority voting, the composition of the Commission, an

1 Cf. Erkldrung des Bundesaulenministers, Europdischer Rat in Turin — Sondertagung der Staats- und Regierungschefs der Europdischen

Union am 29. Mérz 1996. http://www.ena.lu (11.03.09); Pressekonferenz mit dem Bundeskanzler, Européischer Rat in Turin — Sonderta-
gung der Staats- und Regierungschefs der Europdischen Union am 29. Mirz 1996. http://www.ena.lu (11.03.09).

Cf. Schmalz, Uwe: Deutschlands europdisierte Auflenpolitik. Kontinuitdt und Wandel deutscher Konzepte zur EPZ und GASP. Wiesbaden,
2004. pp. 475-501.

Fischer, Joschka: Vom Staatenverbund zur Foderation — Gedanken iiber die Finalitdt der Europédischen Integration. Vortrag an der Hum-
boldt-Universitdt zu Berlin am 12. Mai 2000.

The French Interior Minister, Jean-Pierre Chevenement, caused an éclat with his statements: “There is a tendency in Germany to imagine a

352
353

354

federal structure for Europe which fits in with its own model. [...] Deep down, it is still dreaming of the Holy Roman Empire. It hasn't cured
itself of its past derailment into Nazism.” Quoted in: The Independent: Minister apologises for remarks on Germany’s ‘Nazi Past’. 22.05.00.
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/minister-apologises-for-remarks-on-germanys-nazi-past-716164.html (13.03.09).

E.g. Germany (82 million), United Kingdom (59 million), France (59 million), Italy (58 million) with each 29 votes. This principle is as old
as the ECSC, though.

Deutsch-franzosischer Beitrag zum Européischen Konvent iiber die institutionelle Architektur der Union. Berlin/Paris, 15.01.03.

355

356

37 Frankfurter Rundschau: Fischer warnt vor Zusatzwiinschen an die EU-Verfassung. 24.07.03.

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

40



elected president of the EU and a rotating chairmanship of the Council.””® Further negotiations

would in any case be better than the present state. If the Union had to return to Nice, Europe
would almost inevitably develop with different velocities and a core might emerge. In the end, the
member states agreed on a compromise and signed the TCE in October 2004.

German parliamentary ratification of the TCE, conducted in May 2005, was overwhelmingly posi-
tive.>” After the negative outcome of referenda in France and the Netherlands, and the following
reflection phase, Germany acted decisively in re-launching the ambitious EU reform. Taking over
from the previous Finnish EU presidency, Chancellor Merkel achieved an agreement on the out-
lines of a new treaty and a mandate of the European Council for an Intergovernmental Conference
during the Portuguese presidency.*®

The Treaty of Lisbon has been adopted by the German Bundestag with 515 to 58 votes. The Fed-
eral Council supported the treaty unanimously, the abstention of Berlin being the exception. Po-
litical support for the European integration is unquestioned. However, the Federal President did
not sign the ratification bill yet, due to an ongoing constitutional complaint.*®!

3.2.2.2 Finnish Integration Policy

During the Cold War, Finnish integration policy remained primarily economic-orientated. Market
access to Western Europe was a major goal, while Finland’s participation in political arrange-
ments was not suitable due to Soviet sentiments.>®? Therefore, Finland became an associate
member of EFTA in 1961. It held all economic advantages, but was under no political obligations.
The British and Danish accession to the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1973 meant an
economic need for a free-trade agreement with the EEC. The Finnish government signed agree-
ments with the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) and the EEC underlining
its political neutrality.’® Finland tried to ‘encapsulate’*®* its economic integration from political
elements. During the 1980’s, its integration policy changed slightly. The EC and EFTA began
closer cooperation towards a European Economic Space (later European Economic Area) in 1984.
At the same time, the Finnish business elite orientated themselves more and more towards the
EC.** Finland became an EFTA full member in 1987 and was therefore able to participate in the
EEA negotiations from 1990 onwards. The primacy of good relations to the USSR remained
though, and therefore there was continued reluctance to participate within supranational arrange-
ments. It is worth to note that Britain expected Finland to join its economic-orientated integration
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policy in the run-up for EU membership in 1995.>°° And today, there is even an established coop-
eration of Britain and other liberal economic orientated countries, such as Finland, the Nether-
lands, Denmark and Sweden.*®’

However, Finland changed its integration policy as the international environment did. The rapid
downfall of the Soviet Union caused a collapse of trade and the EC/EU became more than ever
economically attractive.*®® Moreover, the very decisive factor for a reserved position on political
integration disappeared. Finland still had a wait-and-see attitude and applied only after Sweden
went ahead, the outcome of Maastricht was clear and the USSR’s collapse was final, but the step
into a review of integration policy was done. In March 1992, Finland applied for EU membership.
In the referendum on membership in 1994, support towards integration was basically motivated
by aspects of economic benefits, security and stability, and influence as a full member.**® More
geneg%ly, one could summarise, it was the decision that Finns “are belonging to a bigger soci-
ety”.

In the first years of membership, Finland exercised an impressively active and supportive role in
the political union. The first negotiation round for Finland was the 1996 IGC. Finland’s positions
on institutional matters emphasised the interests of small states in equality, strong institutions and
clear rules; while at the same time supporting democratic and efficient improvements.’’' The
European Parliament should be strengthened in legislative procedures, but not in decision-making
on treaty amendments. “[TThe Union’s fundamental character as an association of states should be
preserved.””’? The Commission should have been preserved in its independent status and pro-
vided with resources for effective monitoring and sanctioning. ‘One commissioner per member
state’ has been the aim of Finland and there should have been no different classes of commission-
ers. Related to the CFSP, the Commission should not gain competences. The Council of the EU
should remain the central decision-making body on basis of equality of the member states.
Finland did not support a change of the existing arrangements for qualified majority voting. The
procedure should be extended to other sectors, though. Even on the CFSP and the EU’s third pil-
lar, Police and Judicial Cooperation in Criminal Matters (PJCC), increased use of qualified major-
ity voting has not been ruled out. Concerning the CFSP, Finland stressed consistency and visibil-
ity, but on an intergovernmental basis. External representation of the EU should be the matter of
the state holding the presidency at the time. A permanent office representing the CFSP has been
opposed.

The idea of flexibility was already supported by Finland at the 1996 IGC.?"” The first major deci-
sion in favour of being in the ‘core’ of the EU was joining the first wave of states entering the
third stage of the Economic and Monetary Union, thereby introducing the European single cur-
rency. Beside economic reasons, motivations regarding security and influence have been relevant.
The single currency would strengthen solidarity and Finland would be at the table where decisions
were taken.’” The government of Prime Minister Lipponen positioned Finland visibly as a pro-
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integrationist member state. Lipponen strongly supported the Euro in contrast to his Nordic coun-
terparts and defended the government’s decision against domestic criticism.>” Since then, support
for the single currency improved remarkably well, but the public opinion in Finland remained
reserved on European issues.’’® The Lipponen governments established the image of a small, but
active and pro-integrationist EU member.>”’

In November 2000, Prime Minister Lipponen held a speech at the College of Europe in Bruges at
the opening of the academic year.378 He spoke about the future of Europe and explained his plan
for further development of the European Union. Basically, he saw Europe confronted with two
problems at the time: Firstly, the EU was lacking legitimacy and transparency, and secondly, it
was unable to adjust to new, external as well as internal circumstances and shocks. In the context
of enlargement, Lipponen proposed to conduct some necessary amendments in the frame of the
Treaty of Nice first. At the same time an agenda for further reforms should have been set up. A
convention with a broad participation should start a “constitutionalisation process™ " that would
be finalised by an Intergovernmental Conference. The speech has been regarded as a response to
German and French proposals in the summer of 2000.**" In Finland, Lipponen has been criticised
for his quite federalist speech,®’ but he was one of the frontrunners of the later accelerating de-
bate on a convention. 15 months later, the European Convention convened under chairmanship of
Valéry Giscard d’Estaing.

In his speech at the College of Europe, Lipponen already outlined some of his basic positions. He
favoured an increased use of qualified majority decisions in the Council, which should require at
least half of the member states and half of the population. Lipponen welcomed the increased use
of co-decision making and a strengthened European Parliament. He warned of an intergovernmen-
talism tendency and called for strong institutions, particularly a strong Commission. One Com-
missioner per member state would be the only feasible solution at the moment, but innovative
alternatives for the future must have been realistically taken into account. He also made clear that
all changes in the institutional structure would have to “ensure that the fundamental principles of
equality3 gznd respect of the national integrity of all member states, large or small, are pre-
served.”

A government report on the Convention of January 2003, adopted by the Grand Committee, re-
flected these positions.”® Some issues have been portrayed as especially critical from a Finnish
point of view. Every proposal for enhancing the efficiency of the Commission would be consid-
ered as long as the equality of EU members was secured. “The Commission’s collegiality and the
equality of its members are particularly important to small member states. A more emphatic role
for the Commission President might erode this collegiality.”*®* The issue of rotating presidencies

s Cf. Zianker, Alfred: Finnland strebt groBere Eigenstidndigkeit an. In: Die Welt, 04.11.07. http://www.welt.de/print-
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has been particularly sensitive for the country, as “rotation has been the best guarantee of the
equality of member states, something that is important to small member states like Finland.”**
Proposals concerning the presidency of the Council would be examined “in an unprejudiced spirit
[...] as long as the proposals are based on the equality of member states.”** Finland rejected the
office of an elected president of the EU. The report states: “Most recently the President of France
and the Federal Chancellor of Germany have published such a proposal. [...] The proposal for a
Union President contains a fresh derogation from the community model in favour of the hegem-
ony of the large member states.”*"’

From a Finnish point of view, the Convention Draft of the TCE would not have sufficiently safe-
guarded the small states’ interests. Therefore, Finland was among the states that wanted to reopen
negotiations at an Intergovernmental Conference. Together with other small states, Finland de-
manded extensive changes of the institutional arrangements.***

Finland did not insist on its own commissioner, but rejected the concept of commissioners without
voting rights as it would violate the principle of equality of the member states. In return for its
position on the composition of the Commission, Finland emphasised the need for safeguarding the
role of the Commission within the institutional architecture and the relative influence of small
states in the Council. In that respect, Finland refused the quota of three fifths of the Union’s popu-
lation for a qualified majority and plead emphatically for a 50 percent rule.”® Regarding the Con-
vention proposal on Council presidencies, Finland held a reserved position. Giving up the present
system of half-year rotating presidencies and introducing an elected President of the European
Council was clearly not favoured. Acceptance of the new president office was linked with a clear
definition of the president’s competences. In any case, the new office should not interfere in the
responsibilities of the Council of the EU. Similarly, a ‘foreign minister of the EU” should also not
have chaired the Council on foreign affairs.**’

Although Finland has been criticised even in its own ranks,*' it has been ready to negotiate and

offered alternatives. Particularly among the small states, Finland has been influential. Finally,
Finland agreed on the IGC’s result as a European compromise. It underlined its active and self-
confident European policy, though.

The governments of Matti Vanhanen have been more pragmatic on European policy than the Lip-
ponen governments. But Prime Minister Vanhanen, who was a national parliament representative
in the Convention, gave strong support for the TCE.**> The Finnish parliament ratified the Consti-
tutional Treaty at the end of its EU presidency in December 2006. Finland and Estonia have been
the only member state that ratified the TCE after the negative referenda in France and the Nether-
lands.™? Finland’s ratification has been the most visible sign of its ambitions to end the reflection

35 Ibid.
3B Ibid.
37 Ibid.
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phase during its own presidency in late 2006.*** Behind the scenes, the Finnish government held
bilateral consultations with every member state and handed over the results to the consecutive
German presidency.

The Treaty of Lisbon has been approved by the Eduskunta with a clear majority of 151 to 27 in
June 2008.°”> At a seminar on Finland’s EU policy in February 2009, Prime Minister Vanhanen
repeated: “The EU is a significant channel of influence for Finland. Finland needs to remain in the
mainstream of the EU. There is no influence from the margins.”396

3.2.2.3 Germany and Finland on European Integration

The development of the European integration has been characterised by a polarity of pro and anti-
integrationist approaches. Particularly the UK, which has launched the counter-model to the
European Community, EFTA, has been cautious towards deeper cooperation and supranational
elements. In stark contrast to the UK, Germany has been firmly in favour of deeper integration
and the wording ‘United States of Europe’ holds no negative connotations among German foreign
policy makers.

When Finland applied for EU membership, it was not clear in which direction the country would
develop. The decline of the USSR, and thereafter the rapid rapprochement of Russia and Europe,
opened the window of opportunity. If the European states had not tied in with the proclamation of
the CSCE Charter of Paris 1990 — “A new era of Democracy, Peace and Unity”*”” —, Finland
would probably have been constrained merely to economic aspects. But soon after accession, the
Finnish government under Paavo Lipponen led the country into the political centre of the Europe.
The Eu3r9c;pean Union gave Finland the opportunity to consolidate its position in Western
Europe.

Finland and Germany belong to the group of states, which welcome deeper integration and a
strong EU in international politics. At the first IGC, in which Germany and Finland were com-
monly involved in negotiations on the institutional future architecture, both states supported the
same principles, stressing the importance of institutions and a strong communitarian system. That
was not the result of a coordinated approach and differences already became visible, though.
Finland orientated towards other small states, which were more experienced in political processes
within the EC/EU, particularly the Benelux countries.” Germany prioritised its special relation-
ship with France and acted in close coordination with its western neighbour. Germany tradition-
ally emphasised communality though, and therefore came close to the Finnish position. Esko An-
tola commented: “That is an important point, because you have the federalist vision. [...] But you
will not find too many federalists in this country. [...] So that is a difference, Finland stresses
strong institutions but not in a federalist sense. [...] We see institutions and the Commission in
particular as a defender of the principle of equality between the member states. That is a differ-
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ence. We have no aspirations to go further. Germany has this long term vision of Europe, we do
not.”*” Finland is not decided to support a European federation.”! Antti Kaikkonen, Vice-
Chairman of the Grand Committee, emphasised the pragmatic, non-dogmatic, attitude of the Fin-
nish government.*® Step by step, Finland will probably follow deeper integration, but with cau-
tion and rationality.**

In the European Convention, the setting of big and small states became ever more evident. The
initial proposal of Gerhard Schroder and Jaques Chirac violated the community principle in a se-
ries of aspects. According to the German-French plan, the President of the Commission would
have been strengthened with extensive competences making him more than primus inter pares.
He or she would have been legitimated by the Parliament, gaining responsibility for the general
policy and more independence in composing the Commission. Finland did not insist on ‘one
commissioner per member state’, but the principle of collegiality within the Commission should
not be touched. The arrangement of the Commission has been traditionally of particular sensitivity
for small countries. In the case of a reduction of the number of Commissioners, as it is meant to
be decided by the European Council according to the Lisbon Treaty, the Finnish government is
dedicated that the “rotation of Commissioners must be based on equal turns between the Member

States”. 4%

The non-dogmatic position of Finland on the rearrangement of the number of Commissioners has
been linked with the details of double majority voting. Finland has favoured a quota of 50 percent
of member states and population. Germany has supported the Conventional Draft. From the Fin-
nish point of view, the crux of the matter is that the higher the quota is, the easier big states could
form a blockade. The quota of member states would have provided the small states with enough
influence to stop any big states domination. In the current EU-27, 14 states, no matter how small,
could reject any legislative project. But in the arrangement of the Constitutional Draft, simple
majority of states and 60 percent of the population, would have enabled the three biggest states,
Germany, France and Britain with 200 million, to veto. Therefore, a minimum of four member
states has been agreed to as being required for blocking a Council decision.*"

Furthermore, an elected President of the European Council and a European Foreign Minister
would have conflicted with the rotating presidency, which is still another centrepiece in safe-
guarding the equality of member states. Finland and other small states feared that the big member
states could easily influence these offices, as well as the Commission President, and thereby
dominate the EU. The newly established posts should not have chaired the Council of the EU and
be closely coordinated with the current presidency. The competences of the new offices have not
yet been fixed, neither in the TCE nor in the Treaty of Lisbon. Regarding the open institutional
questions of the Lisbon Treaty, which were to be cleared until 2009, Finland insisted “that the
permanent President of the European Council must act as a consensus-seeking chairman instead
of a president pursuing a separate policy. The permanent President must work in close coopera-
tion with the rotating presidency and the European Commission.”**® The European foreign minis-

0 Ibid.
401 Cf. Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttila.

Cf. Interview with Antti Kaikkonen.

Cf. Ibid.; Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttila.

Finnish Government: Finland’s positions on the institutional questions of the new EU treaty. Press Release 138/2008, 09.05.08.
http://www.government.fi/ajankohtaista/tiedotteet/tiedote/en.jsp.print? 0id=228629 (19.03.09).
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ter, now called High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, should act under the
mandate of the Council and the rotating presidency “must continue to have a role at all EU lev-
els” 407

On institutional questions, Germany and Finland are divided and have ended up in different
groupings. Whereas the German Chancellor traditionally coordinates with the French President,
Finland joined a summit of small states in March 2003 in order to signal that it felt ignored.**®
Teija Tiilikainen, who has been the Prime Minister’s delegate to the Convention, explained that
there has been real suspicion that the German European policy might have changed: “We had a
period when we thought we had lost you. [...] And there we thought for a while that... we noticed
that there the big-small constellation was a difficult one.“*” Former State Secretary Luoto men-
tioned in a similar attentive manner: “We drifted apart at some point in the negotiating process
and already during the Convention, when we saw that Germany was taking more a position of a
big member state when it comes to power sharing and the institutions and when we were talking
about the weight of different member states. So at that time Finland was very active, especially
with Portugal, Luxembourg, Austria joined by several other member states, in pursuing solutions
that were contrary to the thinking of France and Germany. At that time we did have different
views and we felt that Germany did not listen as much as it had before to the interest of the small
and the medium sized countries.”*"’

In the run-up to the 2003 IGC, Germany and Finland held good communication on their differ-
ences concerning the future of the EU, though. In August 2003, Foreign Minister Fischer visited
Helsinki on the invitation of his Finnish colleague, Erkki Tuomioja. Both have a left-wing biogra-
phy and shared a common hobby — running. After finishing the 10 km T6616nlahti run hand-in-
hand in 53 minutes 42 seconds, both held talks in a sauna.*'" Fischer remembered the joint sauna
session as one of the most comfortable atmospheres in his diplomatic career,*'? with exchange of

minds ‘in a very constructive manner’.*"?

In the end, both states agreed on the IGC compromise. Thereby, it is particularly important that
Germany and Finland held the same starting point concerning the role of the EU Parliament, the
Commission and the Court of Justice. Tiilikainen explained: “I think in most cases we had a good
common understanding. [...] We had some differences in opinion, but the main thing is that we
agreed on the basics. Neither of us, Germany or Finland was willing to challenge the communi-
tarian way of decision making, the role of the Commission and the Parliament. So that is why it
was easy to discuss and it was easy to understand each other, because it was not the only model of
thinking about the EU’s decision making. We shared this and in general we agreed with each
other. At some stages, | mentioned this, dividing line is a too strong word, but the differences
emerged. But I think we managed to go with them.”*'*

407 .
Ibid.

408 Cf. Middel, Andreas: Die ,sieben Zwerge“ der EU fiihlen sich ibergangen. In: Die Welt, 14.03.03. http://www.welt.de/print-
welt/article475472/Die_sieben Zwerge der EU_fuehlen sich uebergangen .html (20.03.09).
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4 Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland: German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer: EU evolves only through compromises. 24.08.03.
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From a German perspective, it has been firmly welcomed that Finland did not blockade the whole
process, but maintained a constructive approach. Kurt Bodewig, MP, commented: ,,Es war ein
Anliegen der Kleineren, ein stirkeres Gewicht zu bekommen. |...] Sie haben Interessen wahrge-
nommen, aber haben das nicht destruktiv gemacht. Das muss ich deutlich sagen, die Finnen ha-
ben immer versucht den Prozess weiter laufen zu lassen.“*"> Bodewig mentioned that, in face of
negotiations and conflicts of interest, the whole process must proceed and not be stopped by
few.*'® Axel Schifer, spokesman of the SPD parliamentary group on EU affairs, stated that small
states can give important contributions to Europe and should not use a blockade as their single
option. “[...] es ist wichtig, dass man eigene Vorschlige macht. Nicht wir blockieren, wie wir das
bei Irland und Ddnemark an zwei Stellen erlebt haben. Ich denke, Finnland ist da anders. Und
das ist hilfreich.“*"

In general, Finland is regarded as a very enriching member state. Hans-Dietrich Genscher stressed
that Finland always belonged to Europe.*'® It is perceived as an old member state, although it
joined the Union merely 14 years ago.*" Finnish European policy is appreciated, as it has sup-
ported the development of the Union. Axel Schifer mentioned: “Finnland ist ein Land, das sich
doch sehr iiberzeugend auf die Integration eingelassen hat.“**° Kurt Bodewig stressed that the
common view of Europe makes the proportion of big and small irrelevant, and that Finland under-
stood the philosophy of a common Europe as a chance.**!

The common aspiration of a strong Union is a binding element for both countries. Politically, rati-
fication of the TCE has been no problem. After the failure of the Constitutional Treaty in 2005, it
became Finland’s and Germany’s responsibility to re-launch the reform process. In June 2006, the
European Council decided to solve the reform crisis until the end of 2008.*** The German presi-
dency was tasked with reporting on possible future developments in the first half of 2007. The
prior Finnish presidency was not in charge of bringing the reform process back on track, but had
“a particular responsibility to ensure the continuity of this process.”*** Finland intended to “bring
the passive period of reflection on the Constitutional Treaty to a close and start active discussions
on the future of the Treaty with the Member States and EU Institutions.”*** Therefore, the Finnish
government held bilateral talks and gave a visible signal by initiating ratification of the TCE. The
consecutive German presidency then achieved the break through with a mandate for an IGC in the
Portuguese presidency. Finnish foreign policy makers were satisfied with the role Finland played
and praised Angela Merkel’s performance. Teija Tiilikainen stated “that the German role was cru-
cial, because we could not do that much yet then. It was already the time where we should keep a
low profile and somehow keep the thinking and the idea of a new treaty alive, but we could not do
much more. It was up to Germany then to create the final atmosphere, the final consensus and the
support from everybody that we should move forward to a new treaty. And it was very well done,

s Interview with Kurt Bodewig; Author’s translation: It was a concern of the smaller ones to get more weight. [...] They represented interests,

but did not do that in a destructive manner. That I must say explicitly, the Finns have always tried to keep the process in motion.
416 Ibid.
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it was a success. The position of Ms Merkel was crucial, I think so. The way she came to Euro-
pean publicity with the idea of having a new treaty and also gaining support and consensus at the
European level.”** Jari Luoto commented in the same way, but mentioned that already there the
German government carefully watched what Finland was doing: “So we were quite content with
the role that we had by pursuing these bilateral negotiations we held and then handing over as
results. And although there were doubts at the beginning of the German presidency about what we
were doing during the Finnish presidency, I think in the end we all agreed that it was useful to
have this dialogue. It was beneficial for the final outcome which is clearly a good remarkable
achievement by the German chancellor.”**

Esko Antola, who held close contacts to the German Embassy and has been invited to exclusive
events, commented more directly: “Merkel saw it as a possibility to make herself a European
leader. So Germans wanted to have the big issues like the Intergovernmental Conference and
warned Finland to be not too active, because it was a German issue. [...] This was an interesting
situation, Germany warned us, told us, do not be too active in this IGC issues, because it is re-
served for us.”*’

From a German point of view, it has been clear that Finland was not able to initiate the needed
revitalisation of the reform process and Germany did so by the demand of Europe.*** Kurt Bode-
wig, MP, explained: ,,Es war eine vorbereitende Arbeit. Die Finnen haben das Thema auf der
Tagesordnung gehabt, aber nicht in der Intensitdt Deutschlands. Ich glaube, das ging auch nicht.
Um ein solches grofses Rad zu drehen, braucht man ein anderes Gewicht im europdischen Kon-
zert als dies ein Land mit Randlage auch haben kann.“**

The implementation of the Lisbon Treaty has become uncertain due to the Irish rejection. In Ger-
many the ratification is also far from completed. The Federal Constitutional Court still could stop
the Treaty. As long as the treaty is delayed, the open institutional questions will be postponed as
well. But the practical arrangement of the Commissioner rotation and the tasks of the new offices,
the President of the European Council and the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Af-
fairs and Security Policy, will be important tests also for German-Finnish relations. In early 2008,
the speculation about candidates for the position of the new President of the European Council
made clear that the small states have no interest in a strong President.**” The more he or she gains
power the more the Commission and the Parliament will lose. Pertti Salolainen, MP, emphasised:
“Because the basic philosophy behind all this [...] is that we feel that the Commission protects
better and in a more balanced way the rights of the small nations. The Commission must deal in a
rightful way with the big and the small ones, whereas all other bodies may have too much pres-
sure from the big ones. We want strong institutions and clear rules how to operate, because we
feel that they protect best the interests of the small nations.”*!

Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.
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cert than a country in periphery position can have.
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Thus, also in the future Germany’s approach towards Finland and other small states will be care-
fully examined. “The role of Germany has been and is very crucial for the future of Europe.”***
Expectations in Finland are partly high. Germany is perceived as more predictable and accessible
than other big member states.*® Pertti Salolainen expressed his hope: “[...] we noticed that An-
gela Merkel had a positive role, we would really like that Germany would take a stronger leader-
ship in some issues in the European Union, to put some more common sense in the whole thing.
Germany has a special responsibility. We want a strong Germany to lead the European Union to
the right path.”**

3.2.3 European Security Policy

The question of a European security policy emerged soon after the Second World War. The West-
ern European Union (WEU) as well as the plans for the European Defence Community (EDC) can
be regarded as the first attempts to establish joint European action in defence and security affairs.
NATO dominated the security structure of Western Europe until the end of the Cold War and
thereafter. However, the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) opened up opportunities
for common efforts within the EU.

3.2.3.1 German Security Policy

In order to understand the German position on a common European defence policy, one has to go
back to the question of West German rearmament in the 1950s. After the Second World War, the
priority of the Allied Powers, especially of France, was to guarantee that Germany could never
again be a threat for world peace. But rising East-West tensions and a vast Soviet predominance
of conventional forces in Europe made a West German rearmament reasonable. On 24™ October
1950, the French Prime Minister, René¢ Pleven, took the initiative and presented the concept of a
European army that would have enabled a European control over newly deployed German
troops.*>> Two years later, the founding members of the ECSC agreed to establish the European
Defence Community (EDC) that should have been under the European Political Community
(EPC). But finally the Assemblée nationale refused to ratify the plans and so the EDC as well as
the EPC failed. Chancellor Adenauer gave strong support for the creation of a European army and
the failure of the EDC has been one of the worst moments in his political career.**®

West Germany’s main goal was the deployment of troops and integration into the Western alli-
ance as soon as possible, preferably within a European pillar of NATO. Thus, parallel to the plans
for the EDC, the West German government started negotiations on NATO membership in early
1950.*7 The country’s policy always meant Europe and America. So, after the failed attempt of
the EDC, West Germany became a member of the North Atlantic Alliance as well as member of
the former Brussels Pact, the Western European Union, to meet French interests.**® The message
was clear: West Germany was willing not just to subordinate itself in a common security organi-
sation — explicitly in Article 24 (2) of the German Grundgesetz. The West German government
also wanted to integrate its army into a European and an Atlantic frame, particularly because of
political aspects.

432 Interview with Antti Kaikkonen.

433 Cf. ibid; Interview with Petri Hakkarainen; Interview with Pertti Salolainen.

434 Interview with Pertti Salolainen.

433 Cf. Déclaration de René Pleven sur la création d’une armée européenne. 24.10.50. http://www.ena.lu (22.01.09).
46 Cf. Brunn, 2004. p. 98; Schwarz, 1991. pp. 139-140; Poppinga, 1987. p. 98.
#7  Cf. Brunn, 2004. p. 93.
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West Germany, however, did not support de Gaulle’s vision of a Europe that proposed itself,
dominated by France, as counterpart to American influence and NATO. The Fouchet plans of
1961/62 failed due to Belgian and Dutch refusals.* After that attempt to institutionalise de
Gaulle’s concept among the members of the European Economic Community (EEC), the Elysée
Treaty between France and Germany of 1963 raised suspicion in America and other European
states. These countries feared the treaty would constitute a Franco-German predominance against
NATO.*® Facing that critique, the German parliament ratified the treaty with a preamble that
assured the priority of the North Atlantic Alliance.*"!

A European dimension in West German security policy came back on the agenda in the 1980s. In
November 1981, the German foreign minister, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, and his Italian colleague,
Emilio Colombo, submitted a draft European Act proposing “a common foreign policy, to act in
concert in world affairs so that Europe will be increasingly able to assume the international role
incumbent upon it by virtue of its economic and political importance”*** and furthermore “the
security of Europe must be guaranteed by joint action on security policy.”*** At the end of the
1980s reform process, mostly due to British and French reservations,*** the Single European Act

of 17™ February 1986 stated “members of the European Communities, shall endeavour jointly to

formulate and implement a European foreign policy”.445

West Germany wanted a European security and defence policy enhancing West Europe’s cohe-
sion and giving America a single phone number. In that respect, the German position “Europe and
America” differed to the French “Europe” and to the British “America”.

But a German-French agreement on ESDP issues has been the precondition for any development
of that policy field.**® Furthermore, both have started a long series of initiatives and opened their
bilateral cooperation to other EC/WEU members. Thus, they developed the French-German Bri-
gade into Eurocorps — “A force for Europe and NATO”*". In the run-up to the Maastricht Treaty,
Germany and France worked on a common statement that proposed the WEU as “canal”**® be-
tween the Political Union and NATO. Moreover, the Union should have acted as one on questions
like disarmament. Germany in particular wanted to integrate the WEU completely and make it

complementary to NATO.*® The Maastricht Treaty, however, did not meet these proposals and

mentioned “the eventual framing of a common defence policy”.**°

49 Cf. Brunn, 2004. pp. 138-142.

at Cf. Lehmann, Hans Georg: Deutschland-Chronik 1945 bis 2000. Bonn, 2002. pp. 182-184.

e Cf. Gesetz zu der Gemeinsamen Erkldrung und zu dem Vertrag vom 22. Januar 1963 zwischen der Bundesrepublik Deutschland und der
Franzosischen Republik iiber die deutsch-franzdsische Zusammenarbeit, 15.06.63. http://www.ena.lu (22.01.09).

w2 Draft European Act submitted by the Governments of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Italian Republic, 06.11.81.

http://www.ena.lu (22.01.09). Preamble.

3 Ibid. Part One: Principles.

o Cf. Islam, Rana Deep: Die Avantgarde der europdischen Sicherheit. Deutsch-franzosische Zusammenarbeit auf dem Gebiet der Sicherheits-
und Verteidigungspolitik 1979-1986. Duisburg, 2006.

s Cf. The Single European Act, 17.02.86. Article 30.

6 Cf. Weske, Simone: Deutschland und Frankreich — Motor einer Europdischen Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik? Baden-Baden, 2006.
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In 1996, both states agreed on a joint German-French security and defence concept that also in-
cluded claims for the coming IGC.*' It repeated the intention to promote the integration of the
WEU into the EU, but described tasks comparable to the Petersberg tasks. Additionally, Germany
and France underlined their aspiration of a European armaments policy, which led to the estab-
lishment of the Organisation Conjointe de Coopération en matiere d'ARmement (OCCAR) in
February 1997.%2

Since West Europe’s territory was no longer being threatened, not just the ESDP started to de-
velop, but the German security policy shifted like a landslide. During the Cold War, the armed
forces of Germany were only meant to defend its own territory under NATO command. There-
fore, its equipment did not change significantly in the 1990s. However, in the new security envi-
ronment after the end of the Cold War and after a decisive rule of the Federal Constitutional Court
in 1994, the Bundeswehr began to participate largely in UN and NATO missions.** Under man-
date of the United Nations, German armed forces contributed to IFOR and SFOR in Bosnia-
Herzegovina from 1995 onwards. In 1999, the Kosovo War, and with it the German engagement,
marked Germany’s first war participation since the Second World War — under NATO mandate,
but without UN authorisation, and thereby against international law. It became evident that Ger-
many would follow the Northern Alliance, if necessary and reasonable, and that it was willed to
take responsibility for the continent’s security.

In face of the Kosovo War, which demonstrated once more Europe’s dependence on America in
questions of its own security issues, the Cologne Council agreed in June 1999 that “the CFSP
must be backed by credible operational capabilities”* and approved institutional arrangements
that have been put forward by the following Finnish presidency. The event leading to that break
through, the British-French agreement of St. Malo, showed that Germany and France have not
been the most decisive actors in the ESDP, though. France and Britain emphasised the priority of
military forces.*> “After a moment of hesitation, Germany quickly joined in”*° and seized the
opportunity of its presidency to strengthen the civil dimension.”’ Germany held good results with
its Zivilmacht concept™, so it aimed to shape the EU additionally as a civil power. Furthermore,
Germany opposed the wording ‘preemptive’ in NATO and EU, and achieved that the concept of
‘prevention’ entered the European Security Strategy, adopted in December 2003.*°

Another milestone in Germany’s recent military development has been its participation in ISAF.
Germany’s ISAF efforts demonstrate, on the one hand, the shift in German defence and security
policy towards global engagement — the Minister of Defence, Peter Struck, stated at the time: “Die

#l Cf. Gemeinsames deutsch-franzosisches Sicherheits- und Verteidigungkonzept gebilligt bei der 16. Sitzung des Deutsch-Franzosischen
Verteidigungs- und Sicherheitsrates am 9. Dezember 1996 in Niirnberg. http://www.ena.lu (27.01.09).

2 Cf. Organisation Conjointe de Coopération en maticre d'ARmement: OCCAR at a glance. http://www.occar-ea.org/Unternehmen

(27.01.09).

43 Hellmann, Gunther: Sicherheitspolitik. In: Schmidt/Hellmann/Wolf, 2007. pp. 605-617 (611-612).

454 Presidency Conclusions, Cologne European Council, 3 and 4 June 1999. Annex 111
http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/kolnen.htm (27.01.09).

455 Joint Declaration on European Defence. British-French Summit, Saint-Malo, 3-4 December 1998.

http://www .fco.gov.uk/resources/en/news/2002/02/joint-declaration-on-eu-new01795# (27.01.09).

Bertram, Christoph/Schild, Joachim/Heisbourg, Francois/Boyer, Yves: Starting Over. For a Franco-German Initiative in European Defence.
A joint study by the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique and the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik. Berlin, November 2002. p. 25.
Wagner, Wolfgang: Die Auflen-, Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik der Europdischen Union. In: Schmidt/Hellmann/Wolf, 2007. pp.
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Sicherheit Deutschlands wird auch am Hindukusch verteidigt.”*®® On the other hand, it reveals
German characteristics due to its history. Germany emphasises the need for civil crisis manage-
ment that it applies in its northern sector of Afghanistan. It regards the relatively calm situation in
the north as result of its civil component and avoids the use of military force as far as possible.
Also, it showed “how distant Germany remains from normality when it comes to the military.”*"!
In the context of increased attacks on German soldiers in 2008, the Minister of Defence, Franz
Josef Jung, refused to use the word ‘war’ with reference to Afghanistan.**

In the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on the USA on 11" September 2001, Germany’s attitudes
towards the use of military force became visible in its position on the Iraq War. Right after 9/11,
Chancellor Schroder assured Germany’s ‘uneingeschrinkte Solidaritit’*® to the United States.
But already on 19" September 2001, Schréder stated that solidarity would mean taking risks,
though not joining adventures.** Unlike Germany’s commitment to the US intervention in Af-
ghanistan, the Iraq War and its prehistory showed the limits of Germany’s solidarity. Germany
refused to take part in the American aggression against Iraq, opposed it and thereby challenged
the new way of American leadership.*®> On the 39" Munich Conference on Security Policy in
February 2003, Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer told Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
publicly: “I am not convinced.”*®

At the European Convention, Germany and France acted as forerunner in the area of the ESDP
once more. In November 2002, Dominique de Villepin and Joschka Fischer renewed their gov-
ernments’ aspiration for a common defence. They proposed a declaration on solidarity and com-
mon security with the perspective of a European Security and Defence Union (ESDU).**” The
principle of enhanced cooperation should be introduced for the ESDP. Additionally, de Villepin
and Fischer called for improved military capabilities, particularly by means of a European arma-
ments policy. They proposed the creation of a European defence agency and a European arma-
ments market. These ideas have influenced the TCE significantly, as it would introduce ‘perma-
nent structured cooperation’ and a solidarity clause. The EDA was established by a Council
agreement in July 2004.

In cooperation with Britain, Germany and France have also been ambitious to foster the Battle
Group concept.*®® Moreover, they have been the biggest supporters of its implementation. On the

460 Former Minister of Defence, Peter Struck, quoted in: Spiegel Online: Bundeswehr bleibt ein Jahr ldnger in Afghanistan. 20.12.02.

http://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/0,1518,228174,00.html (27.01.09); Author’s translation: Germany’s security will also be de-
fended at the Hindukush.
dol Kulish, Nicholas: Efforts to Restore Shine to Medal Tarnished by Nazis. In: New York Times, 20.03.08.
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/20/world/europe/20cross.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq= bundeswehr&st=nyt (27.01.09).
462 Cf. tagesschau.de: Bundeswehr-Einsatz in Afghanistan. Ein ,Krieg® oder ein ,,Krisenszenario®. 03.09.08.
http://www.tagesschau.de/ausland/afghanistan584.html (27.01.09).
Unlimited solidarity. Deutscher Bundestag: Erklarung der Bundesregierung zu den Anschlégen in den Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika.
Plenarprotokoll 14/186, 12.09.01.
Regierungserklarung des deutschen Bundeskanzlers, Gerhard Schroder, zu den Anschlagen am 19. September 2001 vor dem Deutschen
Bundestag in  Berlin. Published in: Internationale Politik, December 2001. http://www.internationalepolitik.de/archiv/
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463 Cf. Kaim, Markus: Die deutsche NATO-Politik. In: Jager, Thomas/Hose, Alexander/Oppermann, Kai (Ed.): Deutsche Auflenpolitik. Sicher-
heit, Wohlfahrt, Institutionen und Normen. Wiesbaden, 2007. pp. 87-105 (92).
At the 39th Munich Conference on Security Policy. http://www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/2003/index.php?sprache=en&
(27.01.09).
Propositions conjointes franco-allemandes pour la Convention européenne dans le domaine de la politique européenne de sécurité et de
défense. 21.11.02. http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/02/ cv00/ 00422en2.pdf (27.01.09).
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Military Capability Commitment Conference in November 2004, Germany committed to four
Battle Groups, for two as lead nation.*® In 2006, Germany led the second EU mission designed
after the Battle Group concept, EUFOR Congo, and during its EU presidency 2007, the German-
Dutch-Finnish Battle Group was the first one to be on stand-by.

The 2006 White Paper on German Security Policy and the Future of the Bundeswehr reflected that
for “several years, the Bundeswehr has consistently followed the path of transitioning to an expe-
ditionary force [...] Effective security planning thus calls for preventive, efficient and coherent
cooperation at national and international level, successfully tackling the root causes.“*”" Mean-
while, Germany is still strongly in favour of a European army. In the run-up to the EEC’s 50"
anniversary in 2007, Chancellor Merkel stated that a constitution and an army are Europe’s future
goals.”’! In May 2008, Foreign Minister Steinmeier renewed the idea and mentioned a structured
cooperation’ to be the best future opportunity.*’”* France would be Germany’s key partner.

In the future, Germany’s security policy will probably prioritise NATO. The ESDP is designed to
be complementary to the Northern Alliance, as it is fixed in the Berlin plus agreement. On practi-
cal NATO issues, Germany has been non-dogmatic and first of all interested in stability and coop-
eration, particularly with Russia that seems still being perceived as the alliance’s enemy by some
member states. The German government promoted the Eastern enlargement in the 1990s as secu-
rity strategy of integration to enhance mutual reliability and long-term peace.*”” Parallel, it has
tried to connect NATO and Russia through the NATO-Russia Council. In the 2008 war between
Russia and Georgia, Germany has firmly opposed to close that channel.*”* Months before the con-
flict, Germany did not give its support for quick NATO membership of Georgia and the Ukraine,
although the Bush administration pushed for accession.*”

3.2.3.2 Finnish Security Policy

Since Finland left the Russian Empire and became independent in 1917, the Finnish security pol-
icy had basically two options regarding its biggest neighbour and thereby its biggest security
threat — alliance against the Soviet Union or neutrality. After the Second World War there was
practically no choice any more. Finland had to seek neutrality — or become a Soviet satellite. Dur-
ing the Cold War period, Finnish Defence Forces have not been integrated into a military alliance,
neither NATO nor the Warsaw Pact. In practice, its armed forces were meant to keep foreign
forces out of Finland. Like the FCMA insisted, the Soviet Army would have supported them, if
necessary. From the 1950s on, President Kekkonen’s idea of active neutrality meant a supportive
membership in the United Nations. In UN peace keeping missions, Finland has been contributing
since 1956. Military interventions with UN mandate were excluded.*’

469 Cf. Military Capabilitiy Commitment Conference. Brussels, 22 November 2004. Declaration on European Military Capabilities.

470 Federal Ministry of Defence: White Paper 2006 on German Security Policy and the Future of the Bundeswehr. October 2006. pp. 4-8.

471 Cf. Die Zeit: Eine Armee fiir Europa. 23.03.07. http://www.zeit.de/online/2007/13/eu—armee (28.01.09).

4 Cf. Kramer, Sarah: Steinmeier fordert eine europdische Armee. In: Tagesspiegel, 06.05.08. http://www.tagesspiegel.de/
politik/;art771,2525734 (28.01.09).

43 Cf. Kaim, 2007. p. 90.

4n Cf. Deutsche Welle: NATO-Russian Relations Still on Hold Despite Germany’s Efforts. 10.10.2008. http://www.dw-world.de/
dwr/article/0,,3705391,00.html (28.01.09).

45 Cf. Schmitz, Gregor Peter: Germany Puts the Brakes on US Expansion Plans. In: Spiegel Online, 28.03.08.
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,544109,00.html (06.04.09).

476 Cf. Permanent Mission of Finland to the United Nations: Finland as a Peacekeeping Nation. 11.08.06.
http://www.finlandun.org/public/default.aspx?nodeid=35897&contentlan=2&culture=en-US (19.01.09).
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After the fall of the Iron Curtain, Finland gradually changed its security doctrine. It had already
joined EFTA as full member in 1986 and the Council of Europe in 1989. But applying for EU
membership in 1992 brought security policy consequences with it. Finns generally felt closer to
the Western world than to the Eastern sphere.*”’ For President Koivisto, security was the major
reason for joining the Union.*”® Most Finns shared that view; it was one of the main arguments
for accession in the 1994 referendum.*”” In August 2000, President Halonen stated: “In the view
of a majority of our people, the multidimensional security that EU membership brings was and is
more suitable for Finland than the guarantees of military security that NATO, which is based on
collective defence, offers.”*°

Moreover, by the Treaty of Maastricht, Finland accepted the second pillar of the EU, the Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The Treaty refers explicitly to “the eventual framing of a
common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common defence”.”®' In March 1994,
Prime Minister Esko Aho reported to the Eduskunta that obligations arising from EU membership
would not conflict with the core of Finnish policy of neutrality, namely “military non alliance and
independent, credible defence”.*® Aho declared that Finland, as a member of the EU, could
decide on the future development of the CFSP.

The Intergovernmental Conference of 1996 dealt with the relationship of the EU and the Western
European Union (WEU). The Treaty of Maastricht mentioned the WEU as ”an integral part of the
development of the Union”***, but left concrete measures open. At the IGC, a group of states,
among them Germany, proposed a full integration of the WEU — thereby introducing collective
military security to the EU. This has been rejected by Finland, Great Britain, Denmark and
others.*™ Finally, the Treaty of Amsterdam included the Petersberg Tasks that were adopted by
the WEU Ministerial Council in 1992. A Finnish-Swedish memorandum contributed to a great
extent to include “humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-keeping tasks and tasks of combat forces
in crisis management, including peace-making”.*® The proposal of the two Nordic countries was
especially attractive, because it mentioned the “primary responsibility of the UN Security Council
for international peace and security under the Charter as well as to the necessity to have a UN or
an OSCE mandate for peacekeeping and crisis management.”**® Thereby, Finland showed that it
was willing to support a European crisis management in accordance with the UN, but not a mili-
tary alignment. Finland’s active policy must also be seen in the context of scepticism about the
neutrals’ role within the ESDP.**

4 Cf. Prime Minister Esko Aho: The opening of the Finnland-Institut in Berlin. 26.08.94. In: Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 1994.
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In context of the Kosovo conflict and the change in Great Britain’s European policy regarding the
ESDP, the first Finnish EU presidency in 1999 was an especially delicate matter. President Ahti-
saari was particularly involved in the negotiations to end the conflict and repeatedly gave an out-
standing diplomatic performance. For this he was supported by the United States and Russia as
well as by Germany and France.**®* Not by coincidence, Ahtisaari received the Nobel Peace Prize
in 2008 and so contributed to the international reputation of Finland. The Kosovo conflict also
accelerated the development of the ESDP since the Cologne Summit in June 1999. At the end of
the consecutive Finnish presidency, at the Helsinki Summit in December 1999, the EU agreed to
build up military and civil capacities within the frame of UN, OSCE and the Council of
Europe.*® From a Finnish point of view, that was in line with the Amsterdam reforms.*° At the
same time, Finland contributed to the Kosovo Force (KFOR) with up to 820 soldiers.”! The Hel-
sinki Headline Goals meant the first practical step towards ESDP. Although the public opinion in
Finland was quite reserved, the Finnish presidency led the Union in that critical situation and ex-
pressed its will and ability to build up European military and civil capabilities.*?

The Convention’s draft of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (TCE) should have
introduced a couple of improvements to the ESDP. During the Intergovernmental Conference on
the TCE in 2003/2004, the Finnish foreign minister, Erkki Tuomioja, together with his Swedish
colleague, Laila Freivalds, pointed out their main objectives in a document titled “We want a
stronger EU security policy”.*® They demanded for stronger European commitment towards
global security that would require a repertoire of diplomacy, development aid, trade, civil and
military crisis management as well as prevention. Tuomioja and Freivalds opposed ‘structured
cooperation’**. The EU should have been “a political alliance with reciprocal solidarity, not [...]
a military alliance with binding defence guarantees.”*”> Obligations of mutual assistance, which
would be introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon, have been examined very carefully.*”® Unanimous
decision-making is of particular sensitivity, although it is evident that Finland would not stop or
keep out of common efforts to help another member.*’

In June 2004, the European Council endorsed the Headline Goal 2010, which was in line with
previous Finnish-Swedish demands. Finland welcomed the establishment of the European De-
fence Agency (EDA) and started its participations in EU Battle Groups with Sweden, Norway and

488 Cf. Office of the President of the Republic of Finland: Operation Balkans. The article appeared in the Finnish Suomen Kuvalehti magazine

on June 18, 1999. Translation. http://www.tpk.fi/ahtisaari/eng/ press/sken.html (19.01.09).
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Cf. Tiilikainen, Teija: Finland — An Active Member of the Common European Security and Defence Policy. FES 04/2001.
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Estonia respectively with Germany and the Netherlands. The German-Dutch-Finnish Battle Group
has been the first one on stand-by in the first half of 2007.*®

Finland’s second EU presidency in 2006 had to process several important ESDP issues.*” Con-
trolling the ongoing development of capabilities for the Headline Goal 2010 and tackling some
issues related to the EDA were scheduled. Moreover, Finland had to manage the German-led EU-
FOR Congo mission that has been accomplished without major incidents. The Lebanon War in
July and August 2006 emerged rather unpredictably for the Finnish EU presidency, though. The
developments in the Middle East and the EU’s member states’ reactions gave an example of what
kind of influence Finland can have in major crises. Javier Solana as well as the foreign ministers
of Germany, Great Britain and France started for the Middle East. Finally, Paris, Berlin and Rome
gave major European commitments to build up the UN peacekeeping mission. Finland had been
contributing to the existing UNIFIL mission and was willing to send 250 soldiers for an enhanced
force.’” As chair holder of the Union it had to organise EU actions.”' Nonetheless, Foreign Min-
ister Erkki Tuomioja complained publicly that foreign policy decision-making in the EU has been
especially problematic for small member states.””?

Finland’s relationship towards NATO has been discussed several times in recent years. Since
1995, the Finnish position has been to keep all doors open, also called “NATO option’.”” Full
membership is not scheduled so far, but major figures of Finnish politics raise the issue from time
to time.”™ In any case, a referendum on NATO membership would be probable, though not re-
quired, and the majority of Finns is still opposed to membership.’® In practice, Finland joined the
Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme in 1994 and the Partnership and Review Process (PARP)
in 1995, thus creating preconditions for full membership.’”® Finnish troops have contributed to
NATO missions in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo and Afghanistan.

On NATO enlargement, Finland has been pragmatic and foremost interested in stability, so in the
run-up for the first enlargement of NATO for former members of the Warsaw pact in 1999.°"
Previously Helsinki has hosted an American-Russian summit that dealt with the issues ahead.’®

498 Cf. Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland: Finland, Germany and the Netherlands planning to continue battle group cooperation. Press
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The second enlargement in 2004 has also been followed with interest to Russia’s reaction.’” And
finally, the Bucharest NATO Summit in April 2008, which announced future membership of
Georgia and Ukraine and therefore was commented with severe warnings from Russia, has been
carefully examined in Helsinki.”'"

In the meantime, Finland is aware of its three major security issues — “Russia, Russia, and Rus-
sia”’'! — and thus maintaining a conscript system that would provide wartime strength of 520,000
soldiers.”'* Moreover, it still has the largest artillery of Western Europe and so far has not joined
international agreements banning infantry land mines as well as cluster bombs.’"®> The Finnish
Defence and Security Report 2009, however, stated that Finland has strong reasons to consider
NATO membership.”'* This would probably result in a shift of the Finnish position on the ESDP
as well.

3.2.3.3 Germany and Finland on European Security Policy

Both states have been firmly supportive of the development of the ESDP. Germany sought to in-
tegrate its military capabilities into a European defence organisation from the early 1950s on-
wards. Since the 1990s, German military tasks have shifted towards crisis management, with the
principle of integration still being valid. To this day there can not be any unilateral German mili-
tary action. Therefore, Germany is dedicated to a European crisis management. Finland basically
continued its tradition of international engagement, though there has been a shift from UN to
NATO led missions. European crisis management is a complementary element in Finnish efforts
for multilateral conflict management. Finland has been supportive for this kind of conflict man-
agement principle and European joint actions have much potential for a small state.

In regards to the relationship of the EU and NATO, Finland and Germany have been pragmatic.
Finland welcomes America’s presence in Europe and NATO provides opportunities to enhance
interoperability with Western countries through the Partnership for Peace programme. From a
German perspective, there has never been doubt about the added value of NATO and a European
security dimension. Unlike others, Germany and Finland are experienced to deal with both institu-
tions. Juha Korkeaoja, Chairman of the Defence Committee, appreciated: “Germany is a kind of
balancing power in the European Security and Defence Policy. [...] And for Finland this is, what
we very much want to have. [...] we know that from our perspective, good cooperation between
US, Russia and Europe is essential. We need these three and I think Germany has in a way a simi-
lar approach. [...] NATO is for peace and stability.”*"* In ways of complementing, German repre-
sentatives do not regard Finland’s position as a problem. Thomas Kossendey, Parliamentary State
Secretary in the Federal Ministry of Defence, mentioned that Finland’s neutrality has caused little
difficulties due to its open and clear policy.’'® Of course, Article 5 of the NATO Treaty would
make a difference, but he appreciated Finland’s contribution. Regarding the ESDP, the spokesman
of the SPD Parliamentary Group on defence issues, Rainer Arnold, noted: “Ich glaube nicht, dass

309 Cf. Pursiainen, Christer/Saari, Sinikukka: Et tu Brute! Finland’s Nato Option and Russia. UPI Report 1/2002. pp. 36-39.
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die Neutralitdit Finnlands ein Problem fiir die ESVP ist. [...] Das hat nichts mehr mit dem prakti-
schen Vorgehen der Finnen zu tun.*>"’ Kurt Bodewig, MP, described: ,,Die ESVP ist fiir mich
kein Dogma, sondern es wird durch die Praxis ausgelebt. [...] Das ist etwas, das konkret wdchst.
Und da wird Finnland sich mit Sicherheit einbringen.«>'®

Asked for the German position on a Finnish request for NATO membership, with reference to the
NATO Summit in Bucharest and the German opposition to a quick integration of Georgia and the
Ukraine, German representatives did not reply unanimously. Thomas Kossendey mentioned:
“Was Finnland angeht, wdre es durchaus eine Frage des russischen Interesses, aber diese innen-
politischen Probleme [like in Georgia and the Ukraine] sehe ich nicht in dem Mape. [...] Das wird
sich dann zu entscheiden haben, aber ich glaube schon, dass Ldnder, die durch ihre Mitglied-
schaft die Sicherheit Europas erhéhen konnen, nicht vor der Tiir gelassen werden.“>"’ Rainer Ar-
nold, MP, has been more decided: ,,Da gibt es iiberhaupt keine Diskussion. [...] wenn die Finnen
dies wollen, sind die Tiiren meilenweit offen, aus deutscher Sicht.«>*°

But the consequences of a military threat to Finland are regarded similarly. Parliamentary State
Secretary Kossendey underlined Germany’s commitment: “Wir wdren natiirlich nicht nur willens,
sondern auch in der Verpflichtung, Hilfe zu geben. Da gibt es aus meiner Sicht gar keine Frage.
Und wir wiirden es auch tun. Obwohl das natiirlich eine relativ theoretische Geschichte ist. [...]
Aber ich glaube schon, dass die Finnen darauf vertrauen konnten, dass die Deutschen an ihrer
Seite wiren.”?! Rainer Arnold said: LIch denke, dass Finnland behandelt wiirde wie ein NATO-
Mitglied. Die Bindungen sind so eng und auch die geostrategischen Interessen der NATO insge-
samt sinagzgiort so ausgeprdgt, dass die NATO nicht zuschauen wiirde, wenn Finnland um Hilfe
ersucht.*

An issue of disagreement between the two countries is in the area of military alignment, though.
Germany would like to make the EU a European pillar of common defence within the Northern
Alliance. Unilateral action plays absolutely no role in German considerations.’> From the Euro-
pean Defence Community to the proposal of a European Security and Defence Union (ESDU),
Germany has been in favour of a European army. It would further strengthen the country’s mili-
tary and political integration. Finland, on the other hand, is keeping to its policy of military non-
alignment and opposes a common defence dimension within the EU. Also a permanent structured
cooperation is a matter of concern. The former Foreign Minister of Finland, Erkki Tuomioja, re-
sponded in April 2003 to the proposal of a ESDU that the EU “trademark” in this field should not
be passed over to the exclusive use of only a few members.”** On a visit to Helsinki one month

7 Interview with Rainer Arnold; Author’s translation: I do not think that Finland’s neutrality is a problem for the ESDP. [...] That has nothing

to do with the practical action of the Finns.
o8 Interview with Kurt Bodewig; Author’s translation: The ESDP is no dogma to me, but it is done in practice. [...] That is something that
develops concretely. And Finland will certainly contribute to it.
51 Interview with Thomas Kossendey; Author’s translation: Concerning Finland, it would indeed be a question of Russian interest, but I do see
internal problems [like in Georgia and the Ukraine] with that extent. [...] That will have to be decided then, but I think that countries, which
can enhance the security of Europe with their membership, will not be left outside the door.
Interview with Rainer Arnold; Author’s translation: There is no discussion. [...] if the Finns want that, the doors are wide open, from Ger-
man perspective.
st Interview with Thomas Kossendey; Author’s translation: We would naturally not just be willing, but also compelled to provide assistance.
In my opinion, there is no question. And we would do that. Even though, that is naturally a relatively theoretic issue. [...] But I think that
the Finns could rely on the Germans being on their side.
2 Interview with Rainer Arnold; Author’s translation: I think that Finland would be treated like a NATO member. Linkages are so close and
also the geostrategic interests of NATO in general are so far developed that NATO would not merely watch, if Finland would request help.
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2 Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland: Foreign Minister Tuomioja: Finland does not support European defence union. Press Release,
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later, the German Minister of Defence assured that “Finland is most warmly welcome to join”**

closer EU defence cooperation.

Finally, the TCE, then the Treaty of Lisbon, would enable a permanent structured cooperation in
the ESDP.”* Although a group of willing states could hardly exclude other members, acting
autonomously with an EU label could seriously threaten the unity of the EU. Thomas Kossendey
stated that conflict situations must be avoided in which some countries feel non-consulted or ig-
nored and pointed out that Lisbon has to be exercised in reality.””” In this question, he also ex-
pressed his general sense for communality. As Kossendey mentioned: “Aber wichtig wird auch in
Zukunft sein, dass |...] das eine Gemeinschaftsaktion ist. Wenn die Kleinen sich lediglich als Va-
sallen der Grofsen empfinden, dann wird das eine schwierige Sache in Europa werden. Dann wird
Europa auseinander brechen. Zumindest was die Gemeinsamkeit solcher Aktionen angeht, das
kann nicht in unserem Interesse sein.”>*® Rainer Arnold, MP, agreed that small states shall not be
left behind; it would split Europe and thereby weaken the EU’s appearance.’ 2

Juha Korkeaoja underlined: “[...] we are supporting the main stream, but we hope and we work
and we seek acceptance for those special needs we have because of our special role as a neighbour
of Russia and our non-aligned status.”>*" Former State Secretary Tiilikainen appreciated: “Ger-
many has promoted for instance the idea that what ever we do in order to enhance the union’s
actorness in international relations, [...] we have to keep the EU united; we have to keep every-
body on board.”>*' Finland opposed permanent structured cooperation, but finally it also takes
trust in Germany. The effects of permanent structured cooperation could be an important test for
the German-Finnish relationship.>*

Military relations began to normalise after Finland left the Paris Peace Treaty and the FCMA,
which restricted it in maintaining military contacts with Germany. In 1993, Jaakko Blomberg,
then Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, commented:
“By nullifying these limitations on its sovereignty, Finland, as a co-belligerent of Germany,
closed the book for its part on the Second World War.”>** In June 1992, Volker Riihe visited Hel-
sinki as the first Federal Minister of Defence and agreed with the Finnish government on an arms
deal of former GDR stocks.”** Finland has been the first non-NATO state to receive arms of the
former National People’s Army. Exchange of officers and broad contacts on military level have
been started. Finland expected and welcomed ““a growing German contribution to cooperation and
reform in the region.”**> Germany was eager to bring the Central and Eastern European states into
the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) and widen cooperation.”® Finland joined the

325 Quoted in: Helsingin Sanomat (International Edition): Germany offers Finland possibility to participate in closer EU defence cooperation.

13.05.03. http://www2.hs.fi/english/archive/news.asp?id=200305131E11 (20.02.09).
526 Treaty of Lisbon amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community. 13.12.07. Protocol (No 10)
on permanent structured cooperation established by Article 42 of the Treaty on European Union.
Interview with Thomas Kossendey.
Ibid; Author’s translation: Though, it will be important that it is a joint action in the future as well. If the small ones perceive themselves as
being vassals of the big ones, it will be a difficult thing in Europe. Then, Europe will break apart. At least concerning the communality of

such actions, this can not be in our interest.
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529 Interview with Rainer Arnold.

530 Interview with Juha Korkeaoja.

Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.

Interview with Esko Antola.

333 Blomberg, Jaakko: Finland’s Evolving Security Policy. In: NATO Review (Web Edition), no. 1, Feb. 1993, vol. 41. pp. 12-16.
http://www.nato.int/docu/review/1993/9301-3.htm (30.01.09).

534 Among these 90 T-72s and 300 artillery guns of 122mm. Cf. Thielbeer, FAZ, 13.06.1992.

535 Blomberg, NATO Review, Feb. 1993.

336 Foreign Minister Genscher and US Secretary of State Baker initiated the NACC in 1991.
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NACC in 1992 as observer and the PfP programme in 1994. Since 1995, German and Finnish
troops have jointly been engaged in a series of NATO missions — IFOR, SFOR, KFOR and ISAF.
Finland wanted to find good reliable partners with enough capacities. Former State Secretary Jari
Luoto stated: “Therefore it was quite natural for us to look for Germany.”>*’ In 2002, Finland
procured 124 Leopard 2A4 battle tanks from Germany; an arms deal that simply would have been
unimaginable 15 years ago.”*

Today, military-political contacts are relatively close and both states exchange frequently on secu-
rity issues.” However, Finland seeks military cooperation with its Northern partners first.”* In
2009, Finland presides over the Nordic defence cooperation. In EU security policy as well as in
military missions, particularly Sweden plays a major role due to its similar neutral status and the
Baltic States are becoming more integrated through the Nordic states’ efforts. This cooperation
finds its expression in the Battle Group of Sweden, Norway, Estonia and Finland. Juha Korkeaoja,
MP, emphasised: “But the next, we have two combinations Nordic and then German-Dutch-
Finnish.”>*' Tiilikainen explained: “Germany is a very reliable partner for Finland. [...] So you
have for a long time been a natural partner for cooperation for our peacekeepers. [...] We knew
that, we do not want to take any risk in order that it would function. The Battle Group concept is
something new. There was still the assumption when we were committed to these two troops that
they could be sent anywhere. This was a well reasoned decision.”**

For Finland, it was reasonable to seek for a bigger state as being its partner with capabilities and
influence in NATO and the ESDP. Finnish military history might also have an effect.”* The
Jager movement and German assistance in the early moments of Finnish armed forces are still
common knowledge in Finland.’** From a German perspective, it is noticeable that Finns seek
German assistance in foreign missions.”*> Moreover, Finnish representatives appreciate Ger-
many’s efforts to find compromises in the development of the ESDP and enhance the comprehen-
sive foreign and security policy instruments. Teija Tiilikainen emphasised: “There we have
France and the UK, who have been more oriented towards strengthening military security.
Whereas Germany, due to its history and starting points, has been more interested in a compre-
hensive security policy, showing also interests to other types of security policy. So very impor-
tant, though different to France and the UK, but if we took a look at what we have now in the
form of ESDP, I think that Germany has played a crucial role.”>*®

Germany’s characteristics and differences to France and Britain are well understood in Finland. In
situations like the Lebanon War 2006, Eero Akaan-Penttild, MP, mentioned: “Then the big states
have to be able to act. It is not up to small states to say. It is up to the big ones and the small ones

537 Interview with Jari Luoto.

538 Cf. Ministry of Defence of Finland: Finland has signed a contract with Germany for the procurement of Leopard main battle tanks. Press
Release, 17.09.02. http:/www.defmin.fi/?981_m= 1110&I=en&s=279 (02.02.09).

Cf. Interview with Thomas Kossendey; Interview with an official of the German Embassy in Helsinki; Interview with an official of the
Federal Foreign Office.

In 2009 the Nordic countries launched a new defence co-operation, the Nordic Supportive Defence Structures (NORDSUP) agreement. Cf.
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540

Ministry of Defence of Finland: The launch of new Nordic defence co-operation. Press Release, 21.01.09.

http://www.defmin.fi/?588 _m=3839&l=en&printer=1&s=8 (03.02.09).

Interview with Juha Korkeaoja.

Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.

Interview with an official of the German Embassy in Helsinki.

. Cf. Finnish Defence Forces: History of the Defence Forces. Germans leading the armed forces. 19.08.08.
http://www.mil.fi/perustietoa/esittely/historia/index_4_en.dsp (02.02.09).

s Meeting at the German Army Office, 22nd August 2008 in Cologne.

46 Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.
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follow in a way.”**” When the big member states, Germany, France and Britain, go forward and
lead, Germany, from a Finnish point of view, can be seen as a stakeholder for Finland.>*® Due to
its similar approach on crisis management, it is fairly welcomed that Germany is a “stabilising
power in this European combination with countries like France and the UK”™*, like Juha
Korkeaoja called it.

Especially, Germany’s commitment to multilateralism is important. Korkeaoja explained: “Ger-
many is in a key position to keep the EU as one unit [...]. I think it is also in German interest that
the European Union acts as one and is not divided to different national groups. And the proposal
of a joint European army [...], my interpretation is that it is a signal of desire to have even more
clearly a European hand instead of national hands or forces or military.”>>® The ESDP is espe-
cially vulnerable to tensions between big and small members.”>" A joint action by France, Britain
and Germany could easily split the EU and even other bigger states like Italy fear a dominance of
these three countries. In this context, Finland is particularly pleased that Germany is among these
three.

For Germany, Finland is one partner among many. Its priority is certainly towards France. Howe-
ver, Germans know that Finland is a valuable partner. Thomas Kossendey appreciated: ,,Uberall
wo wir mit den Finnen zu tun hatten, ging es prdazise, klar, ordentlich und gut voran. Da kann man
nichts Negatives sagen.“>>* Rainer Arnold agreed: ,,Dort wo deutsche Soldaten mit finnischen
zusammenarbeiten sind die Erfahrungen extrem positiv. Finnen sind sprachgewandt, konnen alle
Englisch, auch runter zu den Mannschaftsdienstgraden. Sie haben eine militdrische Kultur, die
unseren Prinzipien der inneren Fiihrung nicht so ganz fremd ist. Insofern ist diese Zusammenar-
beit absolut positiv.“>> These statements have also been strengthened by personal discussions
with German officers, who have been on missions with Finnish soldiers in Kosovo and Afghani-
stan.” Finland is not an unknown partner just due to its size. On the contrary, Finland has a fairly
high reputation among German defence politicians and military personnel.

Especially Finland’s experience in UN missions had an impact on German expert opinions. It is
regarded as an important additive to the ESDP. As Thomas Kossendey mentioned: ,,Es gibt in der
Tat wenige Ldnder, die so intensive und vielfiltige Erfahrungen gemacht haben, wie die Finnen.
Die Finnen haben auch aufgrund ihrer Mittlerrolle [...] zwischen Ost und West, Stichwort Hel-
sinki, auch einen ganz besonderen Vertrauensvorschuss bei vielen Léindern. Und wir wdren gut
beraten, das auch im europdischen Sinne zu nutzen.*>> Kurt Bodewig, MP, pointed to Finland’s
international engagement as one of its main characteristics: “Das eine ist, dass Finnland mit der
Neutralitdt, aber trotzdem mit internationalem militirischem Engagement, ein wichtiges Zeichen
setzt [...]. Das schafft mit diesem Label der Neutralitit noch ein zusdtzliches Gewicht fiir die

47 Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttila.

548 Cf. Interview with Esko Antola; Interview with Juha Korkeaoja; Interview with Antti Kaikkonen.
Interview with Juha Korkeaoja.

30 Ibid.

551

549

Cf. Schwarzer, Daniela/von Ondarza, Nicolai: Drei Zylinder fiir einen neuen Integrationsmotor? Voraussetzungen und Herausforderungen
fiir eine britisch-deutsch-franzosische Fiihrungsrolle in der ESVP. SWP-Diskussionspapier, September 2007. pp. 42-44.

592 Interview with Thomas Kossendey; Author’s translation: Everywhere when we had to deal with Finns, the proceedings happened precisely,
clearly, ordered and well. There is nothing negative to say.

353 Interview with Rainer Arnold; Author’s translation: When German soldiers work together with Finnish, experiences are extremely positive.
Finns are lingually talented, all speak English, also the lower soldier ranks. They have a military culture, which is not so different to our
Prinzip der inneren Fiihrung. In this respect, this cooperation is absolutely positive.

54 Meeting at the German Army Office.

3 Interview with Thomas Kossendey; Author’s translation: Indeed, there are few countries like Finland that made so many intensive and
manifold experiences. The Finns enjoy considerable trust in many countries, due to their moderating role [...] between East and West, key-

word Helsinki. We are well advised using this in a European sense as well.
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Wichtigkeit im Kosovo oder in anderen Bereichen.“>° Therefore, Finland is regarded as a mem-

ber who can especially contribute to the ESDP’s reputation. Its active, strong and intensive com-
mitment, as Thomas Kossendey mentioned, is a model case for other small members.”’

Towards concrete cooperation, Germany welcomes Finland because of its experience and notable
efforts in crisis management. Finland is regarded as a partner who uses all its instruments and
does not prefer military means. Rainer Arnold mentioned: ,,Ich denke, dass der Ansatz, den gan-
zen Baukasten der Mittel zu haben, bei den Finnen auch politisch sehr stark gesehen wird. Also
Militéiir als letztes Mittel, aber die anderen Dinge der Prdvention, der fairen wirtschaftlichen Be-
dingungen, der Diplomatie [...].>>® Thomas Kossendey also pointed to the common thinking:
»l.-.] man muss auch aufpassen, ob man von den Philosophien zusammenpasst. Da passt nicht
jederslsogit jedem zusammen. Wie unterschiedlich man Dinge angehen kann, sieht man in Afghanis-
tan.*

German representatives emphasised that Finland’s contribution to the ESDP could be, first of all,
its experiences and its reputation. There is a rather realistic view within the military needs. Tho-
mas Kossendey mentioned it is important to include small states and there could even be some
leading tasks for them, but due to military infrastructure the big states are the main actors.’® Rai-
ner Arnold stated: ,,[...] wenn da mal 10, 20 Soldaten mit dabei sind, ist das fiir den Einsatz nicht
besonders relevant. Dann liegt die Bedeutung wirklich im politischen Signal, das aber trotzdem
wichtig ist fiir uns.“>®" Finland should develop some niche capabilities and enhance cooperation
with its Baltic and Nordic neighbours. Moreover, there are also possibilities for future coopera-
tion. Arnold mentioned air transport capabilities that could be used by Finland.’** Finland could
contribute helicopters in return. Germany is realistic about what can be performed by Finland and
thus interested in an efficient team work.

3.2.4 Baltic Sea Region

Finland and Germany hold no common border. Indeed, there are several hundred kilometres be-
tween the German and the Finnish coastlines. However, the Baltic Sea has been the binding link
throughout history. Particularly the Hanse is an often named synonym of trade and cultural ex-
change. The region constitutes a common environment that changed dramatically in the past. Dur-
ing the Cold War, the Iron Curtain divided the region. For twenty years, there are new opportuni-
ties of regional cooperation and prosperity.

336 Interview with Kurt Bodewig; Author’s translation: Finland’s neutrality gives an important signal even through its international military

engagement [...]. This gives additional weight to the importance in Kosovo or other areas, with its label of neutrality.
37 Cf. Interview with Thomas Kossendey.
558 Interview with Rainer Arnold; Author’s translation: I think that the approach, having the whole tool box of instruments, is also politically

strong for the Finns. Thus, military as last resort, but other things of prevention, fair economic conditions, diplomacy.
59 Interview with Thomas Kossendey; Author’s translation: [...] one must be careful, if philosophies harmonise. Not everyone harmonises
with everyone. How different one can approach things, can be seen in Afghanistan.
360 Interview with Thomas Kossendey.
sl Interview with Rainer Arnold; Author’s translation: [...] when 10, 20 soldiers participate, it is not especially relevant for the mission. Then

the meaning is really a political signal, which is nonetheless important for us.
362 That area of cooperation has been promoted by Germany for many years. Cf. Stiitzle, Walter: Die deutsche Position zur ESVP und zu einem
europdischen Sicherheitsinstrument. In: Hoyer, Werner/Kaldrack, Gerd F. (Ed.): Europdische Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik (ESVP).

Der Weg zu integrierten europdischen Streitkraften? Baden-Baden, 2002. pp. 156-165 (161).
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3.2.4.1 Germany and the Baltic Sea Region

Germany has been important to the Baltic Sea region for a long time. Since the early Middle
Ages, Germans had moved eastwards and settled along the southern coast of the Baltic Sea.’®
Expansionist ambitions stopped in 1410 for a first time, when a Polish-Lithuanian army defeated
the Teutonic Order in the Battle of Grunwald (Lithuanian: Zalgiris, German: Tannenberg), which
is of high importance in Polish and Lithuanian historic memory.’** The medieval Hanse is a syno-
nym of cultural and economic heritage, whilst being one of hegemony throughout the Baltic Sea
and beyond at the same time. In 1900, the German Empire reached from Hadersleben over
Liibeck, Stettin, Danzig and K6nigsberg to Memel, some 1000 km air distance.’® Furthermore,
ethnic Germans were important minorities in the Baltic provinces of the Russian Empire.

In 1919, the Treaty of Versaille ruled minor German areas at the Baltic Sea to Denmark, Poland
and Lithuania. The end of the Second World War marked a historical break of German history in
the Baltic Sea region. Between 1944 and 1947, about 14 million ethnic Germans fled or were ex-
pelled from their former home lands in Central and Eastern Europe to areas western of the Oder-
Neisse line.”*

Then, the East-West confrontation shadowed the Baltic Sea region for the next 40 years. In 1949,
the West German coast reached from Flensburg to Liibeck, some 140 km air distance, and the Iron
Curtain began beyond Liibeck. Therefore, the Baltic Sea was almost out of reach for West Ger-
many. The Bund der Vertriebenen (BDV), which represents the interests of refugees and expellees
from former Eastern German territories, promoted revanchism. The political class of West Ger-
many could not ignore them, but there was not more than rhetoric about the former German terri-
tories. In the German-Polish Treaty of 1970, West Germany accepted the Oder-Neisse line and so
approved the Federal Government in November 1990,

After mutual recognition of the FRG and the GDR, both states joined first initiatives to establish
international regimes on environmental issues in the Baltic Sea region, namely the Convention on
the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area, which led to the establishment
of HELCOM.®® However, the significance of HELCOM remained rather declaratory in the con-
text of the détente.

Until 1990, the Baltic Sea region existed merely as historical memory. Then the reunification of
Germany opened new horizons. Germany’s Baltic coast was no longer divided by the inner Ger-
man border, its eastern neighbours became democracies and the Soviet Union did no longer over-
shadow the region. In March 1992, the German foreign minister, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, and his
Danish colleague, Uffe Ellemann-Jensen, convened with the foreign ministers of Estonia, Finland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia and Sweden as well as the European Commissioner for
Economic and Financial Affairs in Copenhagen to establish the Council of Baltic Sea States

363 Although it is questionable, if the wording ‘Germans’ is appropriate. There has not been any nationalist identity in that period. Cf. Hell-

mann, Manfred: Die Deutschen im Européischen Nordosten. In: Rothe, Hans (Ed.): Deutsche im Nordosten Europas. Cologne, 1991.
pp. 1-19.

364 Cf. Lerski, George J.: Historical Dictionary of Poland, 966-1945. Westport/Conn., 1996. pp. 181-182.
565 Today: Haderslev, Liibeck, Szczecin, Gdansk, Kanunaunrpan, Klaipéda.

Noack, Hans-Joachim: Die Deutschen als Opfer. In: Aust, Stefan/Burgdorff, Stephan (Ed.): Die Flucht. Uber die Vertreibung der Deutschen
aus dem Osten. Bonn, 2003. pp. 15-20 (16).

Vertrag zwischen der Bundesrepublik Deutschland und der Volksrepublik Polen iiber die Grundlagen der Normalisierung ihrer gegenseiti-
gen Beziehungen. 07.12.70. Article I; Vertrag zwischen der Bundesrepublik Deutschland und der Republik Polen iiber die Bestdtigung der
zwischen ihnen bestehenden Grenze. 14.11.90. Article 1-3.

Broms, Bengt: Multilaterale Abkommen im Ostseeraum. In: Auffermann, Burkhard (Bearbeiter des Schwerpunktthemas): Umfassende
Sicherheit im Ostseeraum. Militdrpolitik Dokumentation, issue 83/84, 1991. pp. 49-57.
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(CBSS) ““as an overall regional forum to focus on needs for intensified cooperation and coordina-

tion” 569

The first proposal for a new cooperation of Baltic Sea states dates back to 1987. In the campaign
for state parliamentary elections in Schleswig-Holstein, Bjorn Engholm, later prime minister from
1988 to 1993, introduced a future concept for the northern German state, which mentioned a Neue
Hanse. In his first government declaration of June 1988, Engholm said: “Das Mare Balticum, die
Ostsee, als Region einer aufbliihenden wirtschaftlichen und kulturellen Begegnung — das ist eine
unserer grofien Visionen. Ich halte es nicht fiir irreal. Unser Land steht als Partner dafiir be-
reit.>’" In the following years, Engholm campaigned for a Baltic Sea council. However, it was
Federal Foreign Minister Genscher who initiated the decisive steps. The wording Neue Hanse was
no more used. Especially Denmark, but also the young Baltic States, rejected it due to negative
associations of German dominance. The medieval Hanse, with influence from Novgorod to Lon-
don and its centre in Liibeck, was rather an opponent of Denmark.””'

Suspicion of German hegemony has, needless to say, also some more recent causes. Therefore,
Bjorn Engholm, as well as Hans-Dietrich Genscher, avoided any reason for suspicion and acted in
coordination with Danish party colleagues.’’” In the following years, Germany tried to keep a low
profile. During the 1990s, various organisations developed to promote the Baltic Sea cooperation.
For Germany it has been attractive to integrate in regional organisations and delegate its Baltic
Sea activities to international, supranational and subnational levels.””> Germany prefers particu-
larly the EU as the central actor, with its enlargement being favoured, first the Northern enlarge-
ment, then the Eastern.””* While Foreign Minister Genscher chaired the first CBSS meeting with
his Danish colleague in March 1992, Chancellor Kohl visited Helsinki and called for a European
approach on Eastern Europe.”” Thus, the establishment of a CBSS secretariat was first delayed
by Germany and then limited on coordination tasks.’’® From a German point of view, the CBSS
as a regional grouping is a complementary element for EU efforts and its Eastern foreign policy.
Particularly, it offered a forum including Russia regionally.’”’

The northern German states have to be mentioned separately in the context of Baltic Sea coopera-
tion. Schleswig-Holstein, Hamburg and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern have a genuine interest in the
region’s prosperity. Particularly Schleswig-Holstein has welcomed the Finnish accession at
strengthening the Baltic Sea cooperation and claimed a Union approach towards the Baltic Sea

369 Council of  Baltic Sea States: 1992 CBSS Ist Ministerial Session  — Copenhagen Declaration.

http://www.cbss.st/documents/foundingdocs/dbaFile751.html (10.02.09).
Quoted in: Burchardt, Rainer/Knobbe, Werner: Bjorn Engholm. Die Geschichte einer gescheiterten Hoffnung. Stuttgart, 1993. p. 208;
Author’s translation: The Mare Balticum, the Baltic Sea, as region of prosperous economic and cultural encounter — that is one of our big

570

visions. I do not consider it as unreal. Our state is a partner for that.

Cf. Vares, Peeter/Zurjari, Olga: The Sharp Angles of Baltic Independence: Actors in International Politics. In: Joenniemi, Pertti (Ed.):

Cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region. Washington, DC, 1993. pp. 9-22 (15); Joenniemi, Pertti: Regionalization in the Baltic Sea Area: Ac-

tors and Policies. In: Ibid. pp. 161-178 (167-168).

The social democrat Bjorn Engholm with Svend Aucken, then chairman of the Danish social democrats and the liberal Hans-Dietrich Gen-

scher with Uffe Ellemann-Jensen, also a liberal. Cf. Burchardt/Knobbe, 1993. p. 209; Saldik, Heribert: Deutsche Auflenpolitik in der Ost-

seeregion. Global Governance auf subnationaler Ebene. Frankfurt, 2004. p. 61.

7 Cf. Saldik, 2004.

M Cf. ibid. pp.111-134; Heimsoeth, Hans-Jirgen: Die deutsche Ostseeratsprésidentschaft. In: Jahn, Detlef/Werz, Nikolaus (Ed.): Politische
Systeme und Beziehungen im Ostseeraum. Munich, 2002. pp. 282-293 (282).

57 Cf. Hamburger Abendblatt: Kohl: EG muss Osteuropas Aufbau steuern. 06.03.92. p. 4.
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Cf. SchultheiB, Wolfgang: Wie weit liegt Bonn von der Ostsee entfernt? Der Stellenwert Nordeuropas und des Ostseerates im Rahmen
deutscher AuBenpolitik. In: Wellmann, Christian (Ed.): Kooperation und Konflikt in der Ostseeregion. Kiel, 1999. pp. 23-34 (30).
ST Cf. Schulthei, 1999. pp. 30-32; Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 22.06.98.
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region in 1994.°7® Although there have also been doubts about the real results of regional coopera-

tion,”” Schleswig-Holstein and Hamburg are leading board members of the Baltic Sea States
Subregional Co-operation (BSSSC) and active participants in the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Con-
ference (BSPC). Schleswig-Holstein chairs Ars Baltica, a cultural network, and maintains liaison
offices in Gdansk, Kaliningrad, Vilnius, Riga, Tallinn and St. Petersburg. The Prime Minister of
Schleswig-Holstein, Peter Harry Carstensen, stated in his first government declaration in May
2005 that exports to Baltic Sea states got more important than to the USA and the markets of Rus-
sia are just ‘in front of the door’.>*® In practice, the northern German states possess important op-
erational capacities for regional cooperation and have a strong role due to the very practical work
of Baltic Sea cooperation.”®' Particularly, Schleswig-Holstein has been the motor for German
policy in the Baltic Sea region. In the run-up to the founding of the CBSS, Germany proposed to
involve these states directly in CBSS meetings;* it was clear that Baltic Sea cooperation was in
their natural interest and furthermore the Ldnder themselves would not awaken feelings of Ger-
man hegemony like a federal approach.”® Today, the Federal Government coordinates its policy
with the three northern states and consults them on every Baltic Sea issue.”®*

The Federal Government generally kept a low profile and could have been more active.”® Even
though, the new capital Berlin symbolised a move towards north-east and, therefore, inspired
some suggestions about change,”™ German foreign policy persisted in its Western orientated po-
litical culture. Particularly in the Council of the CBSS, the German foreign ministers, Klaus
Kinkel (1992-1998) and Joschka Fischer (1998-2005), did not show deep interest.”® In August
1999, the Minister for European Affairs of Schleswig-Holstein, Gert Walter, complained in an
article for the weekly FOCUS: “Der Ostseeraum gehort zu den Zukunfisregionen Europas. Ob
alle Deutschen das mit der nétigen Klarheit sehen, bezweifle ich. Die norddeutschen Bundeslin-
der, allen voran Schleswig-Holstein, fiihlen sich hiufig genug wie Rufer in der Wiiste.“>*® And so,
Germany supported the Finnish NDEU initiative almost silently in the Luxembourg European
Council in 1997, its 1999 EU presidency and its CBSS presidency in 2000/01.°* Regarding the
latter, Germany was reluctant to chair the CBSS for a long time.”° After the start of an institu-
tionalised Baltic Sea cooperation in 1992, Germany passed its leadership position on to other
states of the region.

378 Cf. Walter, Gerd: Das klare Ja der Finnen. In: Sozialdemokratischer Pressedienst, 49. Jahrgang/199, 17.10.94. pp. 2-3.

579 Cf. Hauck, Christian: Wende von Nordost nach Siiden. Schleswig-Holsteins ,,Aussenpolitik. In: Das Parlament, Nr. 14, 29.03.04.
http://www.das-parlament.de/2004/14/inland/001.html (14.02.09); Statistisches Amt fiir Hamburg und Schleswig-Holstein: Statistische Be-
richte. Ein- und Ausfuhr des Landes Schleswig-Holstein 2007. 13.03.08. http://www.statistik-nord.de/uploads/tx_standocuments/
G_III_1_GII_3_ jo7_S_SB1.pdf (10.04.09).

Landesregierung Schleswig-Holstein: Regierungserkldrung von Ministerprasident Peter Harry Carstensen am 25. Mai 2005 im Schleswig-
Holsteinischen = Landtag.  http://www.schleswig-holstein.de ~ /STK/DE/Service/Rede/PDF/2005/050525 stk regierungserkl C3_A4
rung.html (12.02.09). p. 11.

Cf. Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office; Interview with Jari Luoto.

82 Cf. Burchardt/Knobbe, 1993. p. 209.

83 Cf. Joenniemi, 1993. p. 168.

i Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office.

Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher.

3% Cf. SchultheiB, 1999. pp. 33-34.

%7 Cf. Saldik, 2004. pp. 64-65.

588 Walter, Gerd: Der Ostseeregion gehort die Zukunft. In: FOCUS, Nr. 32, 1999. http://www.focus.de/politik/deutschland/standpunkt-der-
ostseeregion-gehoert-die-zukunft _aid 180601.html (12.02.09); Author’s translation: The Baltic Sea region is one of the future regions in
Europe. If every German sees this with the necessary clarity, I doubt. The Northern German states, first of all Schleswig-Holstein, often feel
like heralds in the desert.

Cf. Interview with Jari Luoto; Neubert, 18.11.98; Federal Foreign Office: Priorities of the German Presidency of the Council of the Baltic
Sea States (CBSS) 2000-2001. http://www.infobalt.de/2002/2001/cbss/GermanPresidency-priorities.htm (09.04.09).
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CBSS Summits, initiated by Sweden in 1996, have not been visited by a German Chancellor since
2002. The Baltic Sea region is obviously not among the priorities of the Federal Government. The
CBSS Summit in Riga in June 2008 was attended by all heads of government, except Angela
Merkel and Vladimir Putin. Foreign Minister Steinmeier has set a new emphasis on Baltic Sea
policy, though. Steinmeier joined the Ministerial Meeting in 2007 and participated in the CBSS
Summits in 2006 and 2008 as Vice-Chancellor. In Riga, he proposed a ‘ring of partner schools’
and §a9r11 intensified cooperation in education to foster the development of a shared Baltic Sea iden-
tity.

The 16™ annual meeting of the BSPC in Berlin in August 2007 brought the Baltic Sea on the
agenda of the Bundestag.”* The parliamentary groups of SPD and CDU/CSU introduced an am-
bitious proposal calling on the Federal Government to strengthen the Baltic Sea cooperation.’”
Parliamentary State Secretary Franz Thonnes, member of the Standing Committee of the BSPC
and Chairman of the BSPC Working Group on Labour Market and Social Welfare, has been par-
ticularly ambitious to promote the goals of the BSPC. The Federal Government underlined its
commitment to the BSPC with participation of four government members, among them the Minis-
ter for the Environment, Sigmar Gabriel, and the Minister of Labour and Social Affairs, Franz
Miintefering.’* In a statement on the resolution adopted at the 16™ BSPC, the Federal Govern-
ment outlined its main positions.””> It favours a qualitative improvement of the regional dialogue
due to ‘limited resources’.”® The EU Baltic Sea Strategy is expected to enhance coordination of
EU activities and provide attention for the region’s needs in Brussels. Furthermore, the Federal
Government supported the incorporation of energy and climate issues to the CBSS priorities and
welcomed the BSPC’s working group on labour and social affairs with a German chairman. The
Integrated Maritime Policy of the EU has been supported within the European Council and the
Federal Government proposed dealing with maritime policy also regionally in the CBSS.”"’
Thereby, maritime security is a special German concern.”® Pollution, and eutrophication particu-
larly, have been issued within HELCOM and the drafting of the Baltic Sea Action Plan has been
supported. Emphasis is put on practical implementation and binding rules.*”’

91 Cf. Federal Foreign Office: Improving cooperation among Baltic Sea countries in the education sector. 05.11.08. http://www.auswaertiges-

amt.de/diplo/de/Laenderinformationen/Daenemark/081105-moeller, page=1.html (03.03.09).
92 Cf. Deutscher Bundestag: Plenarprotokoll Nr. 16/109, 06.07.07. http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btp/16/16109.pdf (13.02.09).
393 Cf. Deutscher Bundestag: Ostseekooperation weiter stirken und Chancen nutzen. Drucksache Nr. 16/5910, 04.07.07.
http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/16/059/1605910.pdf (17.02.09).
Cf. Nordic Council: Sustainable Development in the Baltic Sea Region: Social Welfare, Maritime Policy, Energy Security.16th BSPC
Conference  Report,  Copenhagen, 2007. pp. 44-45.  http://www.norden.org/bspcnet/seiten/bspcl6_docs/16%20BSPC%20
Final%20report%20proof%20version.pdf (13.02.09).
Auswirtiges Amt: Stellungnahme zu den in der Resolution der Ostseeparlamentarierkonferenz 2007 enthaltenen Forderungen an die Regie-
rungen der Ostseeanrainerstaaten sowie der Ostseepolitik allgemein. 30.05.08.
The Federal Government regards the CBSS as valuable organisation and is firmly interested in a reform of the CBSS in order to enhance its
performance. Cf. Steuer, Helmut/Rinke, Andreas: Ostseerat muss sich neu erfinden. In: Handelsblatt, 04.06.08.
http://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/international/ostseerat-muss-sich-neu-erfinden; 1438954 (14.02.09).
Chancellor Merkel gave support and opened a major international stakeholders’ conference on maritime policy in Bremen during the Ger-
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man EU presidency. Cf. Federal Government: Speech by Federal Chancellor Angela Merkel at the European Conference “The Future Mari-
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German report on maritime safety attached to 11th BSPC resolution. Deutscher Bundestag: Bericht der Bundesregierung zur “Maritimen
Sicherheit auf der Ostsee”. Drucksache 14/9487, 03.06.02. http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/14/094/1409487.pdf (27.02.09).
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598

599

terium fiir Umwelt, Naturschutz und Reaktorsicherheit: Bundesumweltminister Jiirgen Trittin fordert engere Kooperation der Ostsee-
Anrainer. BMU-Pressedienst 175/01, 10.09.01.

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

67



The Baltic Sea region is not a priority of German foreign policy. And therefore, Chancellor
Merkel is rarely handling the issue. However, under the political top level, Germany is participat-
ing fairly, with Chancellor Merkel intervening where needed. When Nicolas Sarkozy tried to in-
stall an exclusive Mediterranean Union, Merkel rejected the proposal and saved also the Baltic
Sea region’s interests. "

3.2.4.2 Finland and the Baltic Sea Region

The cultural orientation of Finland has traditionally been westwards, although there has been in-
fluence from competing powers throughout history. In the 12 century, when southern Finland
has been explored, Catholic influence came via Sweden, England and German areas, and orthodox
influence from Novgorod and Kiev. Sweden became the predominant power, though.®”' Since the
13™ century, Sweden colonised and dominated Finland; thus, bringing European civilisation and
the Roman Church.® However, rivalries in the Baltic Sea continued, then between Swedes,
Danes, the Teutonic Order, the Hanse, Poland-Lithuania, Novgorod, and, starting with the reign of
Peter the Great, Russia. Finland has been influenced by all of these developments, foremost the
rise of Russia as a Baltic, and, since the Great Northern War in the early 18" century, as a Euro-
pean superpower. After the Russian period from 1809 to 1917, Finland orientated itself westwards
again. Nonetheless, it could not change its geography. Finland’s historical neighbourhood is the
Baltic Sea region. Its cultural heritage came via the sea from central Europe. Today, Finland is
undoubtedly a part of the Western industrialised world. However, the Baltic Sea region and
Finland had to deal with combating and rivalling forces throughout its history.

The first attempts of a Baltic Sea cooperation can be traced back to the post World War I period,
when Finland tried to weaken Soviet hegemony with cooperation of the Baltic States, Poland and
Finland. Between 1919 and 1926, Estonia, Latvia, Poland and Finland met on more than 40 re-
gional conferences.®” In 1922, the four states signed a common defence agreement, which was
never ratified by Finland though.®® The limits of that strategy were evident.

During the Cold War, balancing between East and West applied to Finland’s foreign policy in the
Baltic Sea as well. Sweden, West Germany and the Soviet Union were its most important trading
partners and Finland was in a unique position in East-West trade.®® In 1973, Finland signed
agreements with the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) and the EEC under-
lining its political neutrality.®®® Economically, Finland needed and continues to need both its
Western and its Eastern partners, while the Western ones remain more important.®’

On environmental issues, Finland began cooperation with the Soviet Union in order to protect the
Gulf of Finland in the late 1960s.°®® Then, rapprochement between East and West opened up new
perspectives. In the context of Kekkonen’s active neutrality, Finland invited the Baltic Sea coun-

600 The French plan could have overshadowed the Baltic Sea cooperation and weakened Brussels’ attention for the region. Cf. Siiddeutsche

Zeitung: Die Mittelmeerunion kommt. 14.03.08. http://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/401/436147/text/ (13.02.09).

€1 Cf. Singleton, 1989. pp. 19-21.

802 Cf. ibid. pp. 21-24.

85 Saldik, 2004. p. 58.

804 Cf. Jussila/Hentild/Nevakivi, 1999. pp. 160-161.

605 Cf. Prime Minister’s Office: The Baltic Sea region as Finland’s economic environment. Prime Minister’s Office Publications, 22/2007.
p. 37.

€6 Cf. Singleton, 1989. p. 154.

87 Cf. Maude, 1976. p. 95.

608 Velner, Harald A.: Die Kommission zum Schutz der Meeresumwelt der Ostsee. In: Auffermann, Burkhard (Bearbeiter des Schwerpunkt-

themas): Umfassende Sicherheit im Ostseeraum. Militdrpolitik Dokumentation, issue 83/84, 1991. p. 60.

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

68



tries to Helsinki for a conference on environmental protection.®” On the 22™ March 1974, the
then seven coastal states signed the Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of
the Baltic Sea Area (Helsinki Convention). It entered into force in 1980 and set up the Helsinki
Commission (HELCOM), seated in the Finnish capital as governing body of the Helsinki Conven-
tion. HELCOM is of main interest to Finland, as it suffers directly from bad environmental condi-
tions.

The idea of a new Baltic Sea cooperation, initiated by Bjorn Engholm in 1987, got new conditions
with the decline of the Soviet Union. In 1990, Finland remained politically reserved and empha-
sised the importance of including Russia due to the overall situation, but it showed its principle
interest.®'® The prospect of a revived Baltic Sea was firmly supported by the Finnish economy. A
report of the Finnish Policy and Business Forum in 1990 stated that partners for cooperation were
being selected with a map, instead of political teaching books.®'' The conclusion would be a
strengthening of regional cooperation.

Starting point for structured debate about new regionalism was the international conference on
“The New Hansa — The Revitalisation of Northern Europe” in Kotka 1990.°'* Prominent partici-
pants from the field of politics, science, culture and economy debated on concepts and visions for
the region. Soon thereafter, in January 1991, the Speaker of the Eduskunta, Kalevi Sorsa, con-
vened the first Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference (BSPC) in Helsinki. Parliamentarians from
all over the Baltic Sea met and drafted a resolution supporting the “establishment of a Baltic Sea
Council for planning cooperation in economic and cultural affairs and in sustainable develop-
ment.”®"® Both conferences were affected by the struggles of independence in the Baltic States.®*
And therefore, the Finnish hosts tried not to displease Russia on that issue. However, Finland did
underline its pro-active policy in that uncertain time.

The German-Danish initiative that led to the Copenhagen Declaration and thereby the establishing
of the CBSS was strongly supported and welcomed by Finland. It organised the first presidency of
the CBSS 1992/1993.°"> The idea of a Neue Hanse and thereby the role of Germany were less
suspicious to Finland, while other states were quite cautious about possible German claims in the
Baltic Sea region.'® For Finland, the political development of Baltic Sea cooperation offered new
opportunities for its foreign policy as well as its economy.®’’ The creation of a homogenously
area of market economy and democracy was a unique prospect in the history of the Baltic Sea,
which had been characterised by East-West conflict for so long — Rome vs. Constantinople, Swe-
den vs. Russia, NATO vs. Warsaw Pact. Confrontation should come to an end it was believed. In
Tartu 1994, President Martti Ahtisaari mentioned: “Viewed from Helsinki, the Baltic Sea now
really has two shores.”®'®

699 Saldik, 2004. p. 54.
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Finland also put forward the integration of the Baltic Sea region into the European Union. In that
respect, the Finnish government has always been cautious about the appearance of a Nordic coali-
tion. In the run-up to EC application in 1992, President Koivisto believed strongly that there
should be no Nordic bloc within the EU that would spark regional rivalries between North and
South of Europe.®'” President Ahtisaari stated in Berlin 1994 that an enlarged Union would have a
northern dimension, but not a Nordic bloc.%°

Finland also differed from the Swedish approach on the Baltic Sea. While Sweden was more re-
luctant to support other applicants in the early 1990s and was expected to give less emphasis on
the EU, Finland favoured enlargement over the whole Baltic Sea from the beginning on.®*' In
1994, President Ahtisaari assured Estonia: “Finland supports EU membership for Estonia and the
other Baltic countries at the earliest possible moment.”®* In the late 1990s, Sweden preferred the
CBSS and, thereby, aspired a leading role in the Baltic Sea region via the CBSS.®* It initiated the
first summit in 1996 and the establishing of the CBSS Secretariat in Stockholm in 1998 should
have underlined the Swedish claim.®**

For Finland it has been more promising to differ from the Swedish policy and to ‘customize’®>

the Union for a European approach on the Baltic Sea region. In 1997, Finland launched its initia-
tive for a Northern Dimension of the European Union (NDEU) — without involving Sweden.
Finland campaigned for the proposal on its own. Right after the countries of the region, it con-
sulted the southern member states to avoid any misinterpretation of being an opponent to the
Mediterranean cooperation.®”® The Finnish government convinced the other member states that
the NDEU was of interest for the whole of Europe, especially since Russia became a direct
neighbour of the EU with the Finnish accession in 1995.°*” The NDEU enhanced the Union’s
actorness in the Baltic Sea region and offered a new framework including Russia and the Baltic
States.®®® Finland decisively put the initiative forward during its first presidency in 1999. Thereaf-
ter, Finland hosted a series of forums on the NDEU to foster the practical arrangement of the ini-
tiative.®”” The second Finnish EU presidency made it a permanent EU policy with Russia as an
equal partner.

Since the EU Eastern enlargement of 2004, the Nordic and the Baltic States consult on EU issues
regularly.®*® However, the so called “NB6”®" do not have a political heavy weight. Their inter-
ests differ on major issues like Russia, NATO and the role of the EU. Furthermore, the regional
grouping has kept a low profile in order to avoid a Nordic bloc. Poland and Germany are fre-
quently invited to join these meetings. For Finland, its Nordic and Baltic neighbours are priorities
of national foreign policy.®** Estonia is an outstanding close partner due to its cultural and geo-

o9 Koivisto, 1997. pp. 241-242.
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graphical proximity.®*> EU enlargement on all Baltic Sea states, except Russia, has been particu-
larly important for Finland and the enlargement has been expected to support the economic and
political development of the region as it is Finland’s economic environment.***

The region is among the priorities of Finnish foreign policy. In March 2008, President Halonen
hosted the fifth Presidential Forum, where the state and the future of the Baltic Sea were dis-
cussed.® Halonen explained: “Finland has a special interest in developing Baltic Sea coopera-
tion, since over 80% of our foreign trade is shipped through the Baltic Sea.”®*® Russia must be
involved in regional cooperation as its significance in the area has increased in recent years and
environmental problems could not be solved without Russian commitment. President Halonen
stressed the importance of environment and maritime safety, and mentioned that “[above] all this
requires political will, since technical problems are easier to resolve”.*” Furthermore, cooperation
needs to be improved and the Swedish presidency in the second half of 2009 could draw the EU’s
attention to Baltic Sea matters. Finland would presumably support the Swedish efforts.

An enhanced EU policy for the Baltic Sea region could be achieved by the EU Strategy for the
Baltic Sea Region which is currently being prepared by the European Commission. It shall be
presented at the end of June 2009 and will be a major priority of the Swedish EU presidency. For-
eign Minister Alexander Stubb, who has previously been Member of the European Parliament
from 2004 to 2008, had particular success in preparing the “European Parliament resolution on a
Baltic Sea Region Strategy for the Northern Dimension” *** being rapporteur. Already in early
2008, Finland issued its thinking and kept a constant dialogue with all Baltic Sea EU members.®*

On 1% January 2008, President Halonen and Prime Minister Vanhanen sent a letter to the heads of
state and heads of government of all Baltic Sea countries and called for strong political commit-
ment “to save the sea and to put into practice the programmes that we have all approved.”®*

3.2.4.3 Germany and Finland on the Baltic Sea Region

The Finnish coast is almost 900 kilometres away from the German border. Geographically, both
states are far away from each other. But in terms of economy and politics, Finland could be settled
in the middle of the Baltic Sea — bordering Sweden to the north-west, Denmark to the west and
Germany to the south-west. The water way makes distance almost irrelevant. At the same time,
that sea is the environment in which both states interact. And since the 1990s, that region is open
for real neighbourhood.
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Basically, both states share the same opinion about the region. After the collapse of the Soviet
Union, a revived exchange between bordering states was in the very interest of Germany and
Finland. Therefore, both countries made efforts to establish dialogue and cooperation. In 1992, the
German government launched the CBSS initiative jointly with Denmark. And Finland used its
international reputation to start dialogue in Kotka in 1990 and Helsinki in 1991.

A positive example of joint action is the Baltic Sea Forum, which was founded in Helsinki in
1992, then called Pro Baltica Forum, as a German-Finnish initiative to support the economic, po-
litical and cultural integration of the Baltic Sea region.®*' Today it is seated in Hamburg. Chair-
man of the Board is Kurt Bodewig, Member of the Bundestag and former Federal Minister of
Transport. Martti Ahtisaari, one of the initiators, is Honorary Chairman. The Baltic Sea Forum
brings together the elite of economy, politics, culture and science, and performs significant efforts
to strengthen the region’s civil society. In 2008, the non-governmental organisation was asked by
the UN to apply for official advisor status.**

Independence and stabilisation of the Baltic States was favoured both by Germany and Finland.
However, they did keep an eye on the Russian neighbour. Russia itself has been included in their
initiatives from the beginning. The European Union also played a major role for both of them.
Germany pursued the integration of the former Warsaw Pact states into Europe; the Baltic Sea
cooperation has complemented that strategy regionally. Finland joined the Union in 1995 and
called for fast accession of the Baltic States to consolidate the new regional order.

In practical issues there is hardly disagreement. In the preparation of the EU Baltic Sea Strategy,
both countries highlighted the need for efforts to strengthen environmental protection and eco-
nomical competitiveness, to improve transport infrastructure and maritime security, to enhance
the functioning of the internal EU market and the cohesion around the Baltic Sea.®” Both want
effective implementation of adopted agreements, supported by EU action, instead of new struc-
tures. Getting Russia and other third states involved is an important common goal.

Finnish as well as German representatives point to the future role of the Baltic Sea region. Presi-
dent Halonen emphasised Finland’s aspiration in Hamburg in 2008: “Our aim is a clean Baltic Sea
and an economically strong and prosperous Baltic Sea region.”®** Parliamentary State Secretary
Thonnes opened the 16™ BSPC in Berlin in 2007 with similar enthusiasm: “Eine sichere und sau-
bere Ostsee, eine okonomisch starke und innovative Ostseeregion, stabile Gesellschaften mit sozi-
aler Verantwortung, ein zukunfistrdchtiges und nachhaltiges Netzwerk der Zusammenarbeit in der
Region und eine enge Zusammenarbeit mit Russland, das sind die Maximen fiir eine erfolgreiche
Entwicklungsstrategie im Ostseeraum.“*"

et Cf. Baltic Sea Forum: The Network in the Baltic Sea Region. http://www.baltic-sea-forum.org/download/BSF-Image.pdf (14.02.09).

042 Cf. Maass, Stephan: Baltic Sea Forum soll die Vereinten Nationen beraten. In: Die Welt, 08.01.08.

http://www.welt.de/welt_print/article1529392/Baltic_Sea_Forum_soll die Vereinten Nationen beraten.html (14.02.09).

Cf. Preparation of the EU’s Baltic Sea Strategy: Finland’s objectives for the priorities of the Strategy. Finnish Non-Paper, 25.02.08.

http://www.euroregionbaltic.eu/downloads/file87.pdf (28.03.09); Preparing an EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region — A Contribution from

Germany. 25.09.08. http://www.strategia-baltyk.ukie.gov.pl/WW W/baltyk.nsf/47E191BD12F38121C12574EA00502416/$FILE/

Germany.pdf?open (28.03.09).

Office of the President of the Republic of Finland: Speech by President of the Republic of Finland Tarja Halonen at the Uberseeclub in

Hamburg, 8 May 2008. http://www.presidentti.fi/netcomm/news/showarticle.asp?intNWSAID=6948 1 &intSubArtID=27682 (06.03.09).

o4 Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference: Eroffnungsrede anldsslich der 16. Ostseeparlamentarierkonferenz am 27.8.07.
http://www.bspc.net/seiten/bspc16_docs/Greeting% 20Thonnes%20(ge)%2016%20BSPC%20Berlin.pdf (05.03.09); Author’s translation: A
safe and clean Baltic Sea, an economically powerful and innovative Baltic Sea region, stable societies with social responsibility, a promising

643

644

and sustainable network of cooperation in the region and a close cooperation with Russia, these are the maxims for a successful develop-
ment strategy in the Baltic Sea region.

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

72



Although Finland and Germany basically share the same positions on Baltic Sea issues, a signifi-
cant asymmetry is evident. Finland’s focus is foremost on the Baltic Sea. Particularly, the increas-
ing eutrophication threatens its direct environment. It is urging for significant action to fight pol-
lution: “The state of the Baltic Sea is alarming.”®*® For Germany it is one neighbourhood of
many. The present situation is understood, but it just does not hold the same urgency. Finally, the
issue is processed on different levels politically. In Finland, the Baltic Sea cooperation is a matter
of the President and the Prime Minister. In Germany, the Baltic Sea is rather a second class matter
of the Foreign Minister.

From a Finnish point of view, Germany is one of the most important Baltic Sea states. Former
State Secretary Tiilikainen emphasised that Germany plays a major role and is the economic mo-
tor of the region.®*” Its significance in the Baltic Sea cooperation is fairly understood and former
State Secretary Luoto asserted: “We have seen the importance that Germany is taking part ac-
tively in the cooperation around this region.”®** Esko Antola underlined: “You can not envisage
the Baltic Sea region as a European region without the commitment of Germany.”**

Moreover, even a partly German leadership in the Baltic Sea region seems to be favourable from a
Finnish perspective. Pertti Salolainen, MP, responded: “This is one area where I really appeal to
Germany that they should take a much stronger role in the EU, so that EU will start funding all
kinds of programmes that will protect the Baltic Sea.”®" Antti Kaikkonen, MP, agreed: “It would
be good, because Germany is the biggest country. And the Baltic Sea region needs some leader-
ship ri%?lt now, because there are a lot of different ideas and emotions and too little concrete
work.”

But despite the role Germany is given, its interest in the region is perceived as being rather low.
Esko Antola asked suggestively: “How to get to see Germany its Baltic Sea dimness?”®** Antti
Kaikkonen refered to Germany “as the biggest country, could take a stronger role. It could be so
important for the whole region.” Teija Tiilikainen pointed out: “[...] we would like to get more
Germza()1g3attention, also at the governmental level to the issues and concerns of the Baltic Sea re-
gion.”

The Finnish call for more German commitment basically has three aspects. Firstly, Germany’s
own weight is decisively important. Secondly, Germany is necessary to get the region’s big play-
ers, Russia and Poland, into cooperation. Thirdly, without Germany, the EU would probably not
care about the Baltic Sea region. Teija Tiilikainen emphasised: “[...] the Nordic countries Finland
and Sweden in particular, see that there is also a competition going on in the European Union
about or between all these regional projects and EU’s attention to the South, to the East. [...] We
need firmly you in order to get Russia to take its role, because it is also responsible together with
us. So we need a stronger EU policy and in order to achieve that we need the firm interest and
attention of Germany.“654 And Jari Luoto commented in the same tone: “[...] we need to have
issues which are important for the Baltic Sea region on board when we are discussing EU-Russia
relations. [...] And we certainly do hope that Germany will take actively part in the development

646 Preparation of the EU’s Baltic Sea Strategy: Finland’s objectives for the priorities of the Strategy. Finnish Non-Paper, 25.02.08.
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651 Interview with Antti Kaikkonen.
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633 Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.

64 Tbid.
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of this [EU Baltic Sea] strategy.”®> Esko Antola pointed out that Russia is a decisive factor: “The

Baltics do not even want to hear of Russia as a Baltic Sea country. [...] Then it is Finland and
Germany who share the view of Russia, because of historical reasons, as a Baltic Sea country and
that we should accommodate Russia and try to link them into Baltic Sea cooperation to follow the
rules. There we have a common interest. And we are alone in the European Union.”®*°

Pushing the Baltic Sea forward, Finland needs partners. The most plausible grouping would be
with the Nordic and the Baltic States. And Finland indeed maintains extensive contacts with these
states, most visibly in “NB6” meetings, but they are neither united on the main issues, Russia,
NATO and future of the EU, nor are they politically strong enough. Antti Kaikkonen mentioned:
“The Baltic States are in every sense very small states. They grow fast in economy, but they do
not have a big role. [...] we have of course a strong cooperation with those states, but Germany is
economically in another level.”®7 With reference to Poland and Russia, he added: “[...] it has
more meaning what Germany says than what Finland says. In Finland we know quite well that we
are not a big country.”®® Teija Tiilikainen referred: “Poland is a problem and Russia. They are at
a very different level, for instance with environmental issues. [...] All of us are needed, but some-
how I think that Germany would... It is not enough, if Finland, Sweden and... Here I would like
to stress the role of size. Because the more Germany gives its example and shows interest towards
the region, the more we get the attention of others. If Germany does not pay attention to the con-
cerns and challenges of the Baltic Sea region, others think there is no reason for them either.”®”

Finland desperately seeks for German commitment to Baltic Sea issues. And that need is a critical
point in the bilateral relationship, although Finns understand that the region has a different impor-
tance for Germany. Petri Hakkarainen, staff member of the Finnish Embassy Berlin, commented:
»Da kommt man wieder dazu, dass Deutschland ein grofles Land ist. In dem Sinne ist die Ostsee
nur ein Thema von vielen. Das versteht man auch von der finnischen Seite. Trotzdem widire es fiir
uns wichtig, dass das etwas hoher eingestuft wire.“*® Asked if Germany has a kind of backyard
policy, former State Secretary Luoto responded: “We do not think that it is backyard thinking.
[...] It is in our interest and probably we would always work for more active participation of
Germany. But in many ways you can also have the understanding that they have also other con-

cerns 29661

However, it is watched that Germany uses its influence in critical moments, when a small member
state and even a regional coalition could hardly change Brussels’ agenda. Eero Akaan-Penttild,
MP, explained Germany’s role: “For instance now when president Sarkozy came with the idea of
a new Euro-Mediterranean Union and suggested that only a part of the EU members would be in
and all the neighbourhood countries around the Mediterranean. So it was Merkel and Germany,
and Sarkozy had to go to her and have a chat with her and after that Sarkozy somehow found out
that the EU is going to do something as a whole. It means that all the member states must be
within the cooperation. That was due to Merkel that Sarkozy found that very simple idea. And
now the Mediterranean questions are going better forward.“°®> From a Finnish point of view, it

655 Interview with Jari Luoto.

656 Interview with Esko Antola.

657 Interview with Antti Kaikkonen.

5 Ibid.

659 Interview with Teija Tiilikainen.
660 Interview with Petri Hakkarainen; Author’s translation: There you again get to the fact that Germany is a big country. In that sense, the

Baltic Sea is one topic of many. That is understood by the Finnish side. Nonetheless, it would be important for us, if it were rated higher.

ool Interview with Jari Luoto.

662 Interview with Eero Akaan-Penttila.
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was followed with appreciation that Germany took responsibility in that critical development.
Luoto asserted that the German chancellor is aware about the region’s importance: “It has been
visible in the way she has taken part in the development of the Union’s maritime policy, [...]. So I
think she has a political understanding of this region. But that is an issue where Finland constantly
would like to influence countries like Germany and Poland for that matter, [.. 1,766

Contacts to the northern German states have special importance for Finland and their commitment
is valued fairly due to the very practical work in Baltic Sea cooperation.664 In Hamburg, Finland
maintains its only consulate general in Germany. On her visit to Hamburg in May 2008, President
Halonen pointed to the severe environmental condition of the Baltic Sea and stated: “Both Finland
and Germany have a Baltic identity. Here in Hamburg you know very well that Germany’s contri-
bution to cooperation in the Baltic Sea region is very important. I hope that the northern Lénder
can convincg{)ghe German Federal Government of the importance of safeguarding the future of the
Baltic Sea.”

A good link to the northern German states is probably an important strategy, but the Federal Go-
vernment remains the key player and Berlin's attention a challenge for Finnish representatives:
“Es ware fiir Finnland und die ganze Ostseeregion ganz wichtig, wenn wir auch mal von Berlin
ein politisches Signal von der Bundesebene gekommen wiirden und eine starke Unterstiitzung von
der Bundesregierung. Und dann kénnte man das wieder an die Léinder outsourcen.«®®

From a German point of view, Finland plays an outstanding important role as partner in the re-
gion. An official of the Federal Foreign Office explained: ,,Finnland hat eine ganz wichtige Rolle
als Partner in der Ostsee, weil Finnland in den vergangenen Jahren sehr viele Ostseekooperati-
onsprojekte angestofien hat. [...] gerade die Nordliche Dimension der EU oder die Umweltzu-
sammenarbeit, die Helsinki Kommission, das sind finnische Initiativen, wo Finnland sehr viel
Werbung gemacht hat und sehr daran interessiert ist, alle Ostseeanrainer und dariiber hinaus mit
einzubeziehen.“*®” Referring to Finland’s engagement in environmental protection, Parliamentary
State Secretary Thonnes asserted: ,,Die Finnen sind da ein starker Motor, die natiirlich ein Inte-
resse daran haben, ein saubereres Meer vor der Haustiir zu haben.“®®® Moreover, its role regar-
ding Russia is fairly valued: ,,Und wenn man die Ostseepolitik, die zu einem grofien Teil die Poli-
tik der Nordlichen Dimension beinhaltet, betrachtet, dann ist Finnland ein wichtiges Land, das
die Integration von Russland in die Politik der Nordlichen Dimension auch erméglicht.“®*® Fin-
nish initiatives and its active role have been remembered impressively well. Axel Schéfer, MP,
noted: ,,Gerade die Nordliche Dimension hat noch einmal gezeigt, wie intelligent, auch von der

663 Interview with Jari Luoto.

664 Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland: Speech by Ms Paula Lehtoméki, Minister for Foreign Trade and Development of Finland, at the
delegation of the European Commission. Berlin, 21.10.03. http://www.finnland.de/public/default.aspx?contentid=118359
&contentlan=33 &culture=de-DE (06.03.09).

Speech by President of the Republic of Finland Tarja Halonen at the Uberseeclub in Hamburg, 8 May 2008.

Interview with Petri Hakkarainen; Author’s translation: It would be very important for Finland and the whole Baltic Sea region, if we also
received a political signal from the federal level from Berlin and strong support from the Federal Government. And then it could be out-

sourced to the Lander again.
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667 Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office; Author’s translation: Finland has a very important role as partner in the Baltic Sea,

because Finland has initiated many Baltic Sea cooperation projects in past years. [...] particularly the Northern Dimension of the EU or the
environmental cooperation, the Helsinki Commission, that are Finnish initiatives, for which Finland made a lot of advertisement and is very
interested in involving all Baltic Sea countries and beyond.

Interview with Franz Thonnes; Author’s translation: The Finns are a strong motor in that respect, which naturally have an interest in having
a clean sea in front of the door.
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669 Interview with Franz Thonnes; Author’s translation: And when you look at Baltic Sea politics, which includes the policy of the Northern

Dimension for a big part, then Finland is an important country that also enables the integration of Russia into the policy of the Northern Di-
mension.
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Struktur her, ein kleines Land Politik bestimmen kann. Die gesamte Ostseekooperation wire ohne
Finnland in dieser Art und Weise nicht zustande gekommen.*®"

Finland’s influence on the whole region is a major characteristic asserted to it. Kurt Bodewig sta-
ted: ,,Ich glaube, dass Finnland einen unabhdngigen Vermittlerstatus dort hat. [...] Finnland hat
sowohl nach Skandinavien Wirkungskreise wie auch eine intensive Forderung der baltischen
Staaten. Ich glaube, dass am ostlichen Ende der Ostsee damit auch ein Land vorhanden ist, das
vermittelt, das zusammenbringt, nicht trennt“®’' Franz Thénnes pointed out that Finland has
never been a country that tried to dominate the region, due to its history, but got used to being a
useful mediator: ,,Die Finnen hatten nie so eine Vormachtstellung und standen auch zu sehr unter
dem Einfluss von anderen. |...] Die Schweden versuchen das manchmal heute noch, bestimmen-
der Faktor zu werden, Orientierungsfaktor besonders fiir die baltischen Linder. Die Finnen ha-
ben die Rolle nie gehabt und haben immer eine Mittlerrolle iibernommen.«®"

Finland is indeed a unique partner from a German perspective. Kurt Bodewig stated that the tradi-
tionally positive relations between Germany and Finland mean a particular factor.®” It is probably
the most German-friendly country in the region. It has neither fear of German domination — which
is clearly not aspired by Germany — nor is it famous for its nationalist egoism, but for its interna-
tional reputation. Particularly Finland’s attitude towards Russia is an exception among the border-
ing countries of the Baltic Sea. Finland is the only country that has been truly supportive for the
German-Russian pipeline project. There rarely has been a visible German-Finnish initiative, be-
cause Denmark and Poland remain the countries Germany has to agree with first. Hans-Dietrich
Genscher emphasised that Germany’s interest in Finland is mainly due to its role in the Baltic Sea
region.’”* In the future, with growing integration of the region, Finland will probably become
even more important.

Nonetheless, the Baltic Sea region remains a low priority issue in German foreign policy for the
moment. Wishes for more German commitment and criticism that Germany might be reluctant or
even slowing down regional cooperation have been raised several times in the past.””> Confronted
with the Finnish point of view, German representatives did not agree. Kurt Bodewig explained the
German contribution: “Ich glaube, wir haben sowohl auf der Regierungsseite im Ostseerat wie auf
der Parlamentsseite in der Ostseeparlamentarierkonferenz sehr deutlich gemacht, dass Deutsch-
land sich einbringt. Man kann das erkennen. Die Ostseeparlamentarierkonferenz hat zurzeit zwei
Arbeitsgruppen, in einer stellt ein Deutscher den Vorsitz, in der anderen die Stellvertretung. Wir
halten uns nicht raus, sondern beteiligen uns.“®’® Franz Thénnes mentioned that it is important

670 Interview with Axel Schéfer; Author’s translation: Particularly the Northern Dimension has shown how intelligent, also in the structure, a

small country can determine politics. The whole Baltic Sea cooperation would not have established itself in this way without Finland.
Interview with Kurt Bodewig; Author’s translation: I think that Finland has a status of an independent mediator. [...] Finland has influence
in Scandinavia as well as an intensive support for the Baltic States. I think that therefore, at the Eastern end of the Baltic Sea, a country ex-
ists that mediates, that brings together, does not divide.

Interview with Franz Thonnes; Author’s translation: The Finns never had a position of supremacy and have been too much under influence
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of others. [...] Sweden sometimes tries becoming the decisive factor even today, orientation factor particularly for the Baltic States. The
Finns never had that role and have always acted as a mediator.

Interview with Kurt Bodewig.

Interview with Hans-Dietrich Genscher.

67 Interview with an official of the Federal Foreign Office; Schultheif3, 1999. p. 29.
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Interview with Kurt Bodewig; Author’s translation: I think we have made very clear that Germany contributes on a governmental level in
the Council of Baltic Sea States as well as on a parliamentary level in the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference. You can see that. The Baltic
Sea Parliamentary Conference currently has two working groups, in the one a German is chairman, in the other substitute. We do not keep
out ourselves, but participate.
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that Germany advanced cooperation in the decisive moments and pointed to the Baltic Sea pipe-
line that would bring Europe and Russia closer to each other.®”’

Referring to the absence of Chancellor Merkel at the CBSS Summit in Riga, Bodewig commen-
ted: ,,Ich bin zufrieden, weil unmittelbar nachdem Steinmeier Auflenminister wurde, hat er am
Ostseerat teilgenommen als sichtbares Zeichen. Davor war sieben Jahre Deutschland weder auf
Ebene des Ministers noch des Staatssekretiirs vertreten. Das war schon ein ganz gutes Zei-
chen.“®™ Franz Thonnes agreed: ,,Ich glaube nicht, dass das Gewicht darauf gelegt werden muss,
ob nun Frau Merkel oder Herr Putin da sind, was natiirlich gut wdre. Sondern wichtig ist, was
eingebracht worden ist in den Reformprozess des Ostseerates, |...].<°"

Kurt Bodewig responded to the Finnish calls for more commitment: ,, [...] Vielleicht sind die Er-
wartungen héher in diesem Bereich als Deutschland sie auch erfiillen kann. Wir haben als grofer
Staat in der globalen Wahrnehmung auch andere Aufgaben.“**° Franz Thonnes explained that
Germany is not aspiring leadership, but equal partnership in the region: “Es ist notwendig, als
gleichberechtigte Partner aufzutreten. Diese Frage der gleichberechtigten Partner wird von den
kleineren Ldndern auch sehr sensibel gesehen, so dass es sich verbietet, eine Fiihrungsrolle zu
tibernehmen, weil die wiirde mit Sicherheit dazu beitragen, dass sofort wieder Skepsis aufkdme
und eine gute Vertrauensbasis, die jetzt da ist, ins Wanken geriete.“®™

Baltic Sea issues are highly affected by the disproportion of the both countries. Although there is
good basis for mutual understanding and a common interest towards each other, both states have
strongly different views on each other. Interestingly, no Finnish representative seemed to appreci-
ate the current German contribution, but called for more engagement. Germany makes efforts on a
lower political level. Additionally, it is not completely understood. Germany is a country with
many neighbourhoods and it must be careful about its appearance, particularly towards Denmark
and Poland, which have suffered so much by German domination in the past. The region is not
among Germany’s priorities. The more it would be unwise to worsen German reputation with an
overemphasised political claim. However, the Federal Government took a leading role in the
Mediterranean Union issue and represented the region’s interests towards the Union’s South. No
one blamed Germany for that.

4 Conclusions

Since the Cold War order has changed, both states re-established a close relationship. Today
Germany and Finland are members of the European Union. Particularly during the consecutive
EU presidencies in late 2006 and early 2007, foreign policy leaders met frequently. On the one
hand, it became evident that meetings on the political top level depend very much on the current
European agenda. On the other hand, both countries also maintain links that are less dependent on
current issues. The Prime Minister’s Office and the Federal Chancellery hold a regular exchange

677 Interview with Franz Thonnes.

678 Interview with Kurt Bodewig; Author’s translation: I am satisfied, because just after Steinmeier became Foreign Minister he participated in
the Council of Baltic Sea States as a visible signal. Before that, Germany had not been represented for seven years neither on minister level
nor on state secretary level. That was a real good signal indeed.

Interview with Franz Thonnes; Author’s translation: I do not think that it must be emphasised whether Ms Merkel or Mr Putin are there,

although that would be good of course. But important is what has been brought into the reform process of the Council of Baltic Sea States.
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680 Interview with Kurt Bodewig; Author’s translation: Maybe expectations are higher in that area than Germany can fulfil. We also have other

tasks as a big state from a global perception.
68l Interview with Franz Thonnes; Author’s translation: It is necessary to act as equal partners. This issue of equal partners is considered very
sensitively by small countries, so that it is forbidden to take a role as leader, because it would for sure contribute immediately to scepticism,

which would rise again, and a good basis of trust, which is existent at the moment, started wavering.
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on all major EU policies. On the parliamentary level, there has also been a traditional channel in
form of the German-Nordic Parliamentary Group for many decades. Personal contacts have been
very good throughout recent history — Brandt-Sorsa, Kohl-Lipponen, Fischer-Tuomioja, Merkel-
Halonen. These can change from time to time. It must be emphasised that particularly in the early
1990s the political leadership of Germany was firmly Finland-friendly. Chancellor Kohl as well as
his foreign ministers, Genscher and Kinkel, promoted the Finnish EU accession decisively. A mu-
tually favourable perception remains. However, the asymmetry in knowledge and attention for
each other is immanent. In that respect, size matters a lot. Germany has many neighbours. France
and Poland are probably the most important ones. Contrary, Finland has its focus, inevitably by its
geography, on the states along the Baltic Sea region. Sweden, Germany and Russia are the most
significant partners. The peripheral position of Finland enhances that concentration, because the
country has no comparable neighbours to the north. Nonetheless, Finland enjoys, regarding its
size and peripheral situation, a relatively high attention and a very good reputation in Berlin.

The examination of four relevant policy fields drew a varied and detailed picture. In the area of
Russia policy, both states have an outstanding position among the 27 EU members. Germany has
held good contacts to Russia throughout most of its history. Since the end of the Cold War, Ger-
man governments pursued a Russia-friendly policy aimed at integration, modernisation and de-
mocratisation. Germany was able to bring Russia into a dialogue with NATO, to promote partici-
pation in the then G8 and a partnership with the EU. Finland developed a comparably constructive
approach. In the post-war order, the country’s bilateral relationship towards its eastern neighbour
had to be designed according to the imperative of good relations with the Soviet Union. Finland
applied an active strategy of neutrality. Its moderating role in the Helsinki Process is famous and
branded the country with international reputation. As EU member, Finland continued its coopera-
tive policy. Particularly, its Northern Dimension initiative is a renowned example. The common
interest in good relations between Russia and Europe as well as the USA is a binding element in
the German-Finnish relationship. Finns know about the decisive role of Germany in the East-West
atmosphere and appreciate that Germany was a thoughtful actor, committed to multilateralism and
cooperation instead of confrontation. Contrary, Germans see Finland in a key position as one of
the most experienced states in dealing with the Eastern giant. Accordingly, Finnish ‘Russia know-
how’ is truly valued. Brandt emphasised the role of Northern Europe for East-West rapproche-
ment. Genscher watched Finnish-Russian relations carefully and considered Finnish interpreta-
tions of new developments. Today, Finns are still one of the most important conversation partners
for Germany regarding Russia. In that respect, the German-Finnish relationship is indeed charac-
terised by the disproportion in size. Germany knows that it does not have to follow a Finnish ad-
vice and Finland is much more depended on what the Federal Government does than the other
way round. Therefore, it is apparent that Finnish foreign policy makers mentioned that they care-
fully watch what Germany and Russia are talking about. Moreover, Finland tries to bring in its
expertise as far as possible in order to have a certain influence. There is a kind of suspicion due to
the imperative of a possible German-Russian agreement to the disadvantage of smaller countries.
For Germany, Finland is not just ‘small’ in that issue. There are other countries that enjoy by far
not that appreciation and access in Berlin. The historical experience and the present knowledge
about Russia make Finland quite a ‘big’ partner.

The positions on European integration and the institutional questions of the recent EU reform
process revealed a significant divergence between Germany and Finland. On the first sight, both
countries have a historically motivated interest in the development and strength of the European
Union. Germany solved the strategic dilemma of its central position between East and West
Europe by integrating into a wider and deeper political union. Finland anchored itself in the West-
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ern world to which it had always the closest ties in terms of culture, economic development and
political thinking. Therefore, both states favour integration. However, Germany and Finland have
different ideas of Europe due to considerations of influence. Germany as the biggest state in the
EU-27 will almost automatically remain with considerable influence. For Finland, the small, pe-
ripheral state of 5.3 million people could easily be overruled. After the Swedish and the Russian
rule over Finland, the country has no interest in being a province of a European empire. Thus,
Finnish governments, Lipponen as well as Vanhanen, understood themselves as ‘small’ and for-
mulated their interests quite often explicitly as small states’ interests. At the European Conven-
tion, the 2003/2004 1GC during the negotiations of the institutional questions of the Treaty of Lis-
bon, Germany and Finland had contrary positions. Particularly, the introduction of a president of
the EU and a European foreign minister, the arrangement of the Commission and the role of the
rotating presidency were critical issues that followed the logic of a big versus small cleavage.
Finland tried to keep the reform process in motion, but positioned itself in a coalition of small
states at the same time. Thereby, it also relied on the German attitude to listen to the small states.
That has been appreciated in the past and was missed then. Traditionally, Germany was not re-
garded as a usual big state, but a state using its influence for the well-being of the whole Union.
There is even the expectation of a thoughtful leadership. Finally, both states agreed on the TCE.
Germany valued the Finnish constructive approach, giving impulses and ideas instead of vetoes.
A conflict of big and small states, and thereby Germany and Finland, remains immanent. The is-
sue of the re-launch of the reform process during the Finnish and German presidencies revealed
that Germany sees itself in a leading position. Finland was satisfied to play a mediating role. The
German government watched carefully that it remained only mediating, though. For the future, it
will be decisive whether Germany plays its European-orientated role suitable for small states or
accentuates the Franco-German motor, particularly within a core. Finland is determined to defend
a small state’s interests.

In the field of European security, both states have a different starting point first of all. Germany
has been NATO member for more than 50 years, while Finland stays consciously outside the
Northern Alliance. Moreover, Germany supported the creation of a European pillar within NATO
since its rearmament in the 1950s. Finland repeated its opposition of a military alliance and en-
hanced cooperation of a group willing to advance joint security and defence efforts within the EU,
as it was mentioned by Germany and France at the Convention. However, the shape of the present
ESDP is pretty much what both states can agree on and support. Finland was particularly suppor-
tive for European crisis management. In order to prove suspicion of the neutrals’ role wrong, the
country called for strong military and civil capabilities. Germany also emphasised the need for the
civil component of the ESDP and gave efforts to the multilateral security dimension due to self-
restriction on unilateral action. Finnish representatives acknowledged that Germany is one of the
leading actors in the development of the ESDP. The German approach has been appreciated.
Moreover, the country’s function as counterweight to France and the UK was emphasised. During
the Lebanon War 2006, the limited influence of Finland became evident. Finns welcome that
Germany is among the big states, which go forward in such a situation. From a German perspec-
tive, the Finnish contribution to European security efforts was strongly welcomed. German for-
eign policy makers stated that the status of military non-alignment does not mean any problem.
Germany’s support for a Finnish NATO membership is likely, although it would probably depend
on the over-all situation, particularly regarding Russia. In the case of a military attack on Finland,
German defence experts said that support would be expectable. In that respect, Germany is con-
scious about its responsibility not only for the NATO states’ security, but also for that of all EU
states. A distinction between NATO and non-NATO countries within the EU was not emphasised.
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In the area of European security policy, Finland’s engagement and experience within the UN was
pointed out. The country’s knowledge and international reputation could contribute to the impor-
tance of the whole ESDP. Therefore, the Nordic country is given a role that is more important
than its size might suggest. Nonetheless, German representatives also emphasised the limits of
Finnish participation. Finland should develop niche capacities in order to bring in most effec-
tively. Germany is willing to take responsibility and a leading position within European security
efforts. Referring to security issues, the big-small proportion is fairly existent. However, Germany
is playing its role in a European way, underlining its responsibility and the need for joint action.
German plans for the ESDP were adjusted to the demands of countries like Finland. Nonetheless,
the realisation of enhanced cooperation within the ESDP will be a test for bilateral relations. The
Nordic country played an active role that makes the development of a European security dimen-
sion probably easier, but it is determined to safeguard its special needs.

Baltic Sea cooperation is an area of mutual interest on the first sight. In both countries there is a
kind of historical memory of a prosperous region and they want to tie in with the idea of a new
Baltic Sea era. For Finland, its only coastal waters are the vitally important water way the country
needs to trade and exchange with Western Europe. For Germany, or more precisely northern
Germany, the region is a neighbourhood with manifold future opportunities. The Baltic Sea also
functioned as a regional forum for interaction of Russia and the West, NATO and the EU. In that
respect, the region’s cooperation is also secondary to the relations with Russia, Poland and Den-
mark. Therefore, the huge asymmetry in attention for the Baltic Sea region is apparent. While the
President and the Prime Minister of Finland call for needed political commitment, related issues
are a matter of the German Foreign Minister seconded to other, more important tasks. Finnish
policy makers see themselves in an urgent situation with limited opportunities on their own. They
called for German support and leadership in the region. In that area, it has been mentioned more
explicitly than in any other policy field: We are small, we need your leadership. Finland is not
able to put the Baltic Sea cooperation forward on its own, although it has been active in promoting
joint action since the early 1970s. Germany is regarded as a big state that could do much more.
However, the country is not willing to take a visible leading role. There is hardly a German politi-
cian who denies the Baltic Sea region being a European future region. But they do not see neces-
sity for more German engagement and refer to the current activities. On the other hand, the Ger-
man policy is not only a result of the low priority of the region, but also of the self-interpretation
of Germany. Because it is so big and has a past in which it used its power to the disadvantage of
its neighbours, the country remains careful about being a leader. However, the intervention of
Angela Merkel in the Mediterranean Union issue showed that Germany is ready to take a stance
as leader towards the rest of the EU. Finland is fairly regarded as a country that gives strong im-
pulses to the Baltic Sea cooperation. Moreover, it is appreciated due to its similar approach that
emphasised the EU, the integration of Russia and cooperation of equals, free of hegemonic con-
siderations. Additionally, German policy makers are conscious about the outstandingly German-
friendly attitude of Finland. The bilateral relationship is characterised by Finland’s call for more
commitment and German reluctance to take a more active role, though.

All in all, the fact of size is immanent. Foreign policy makers of both states are conscious about
that and it has consequences for their thinking. A rationalist perspective points to important fac-
tors for the bilateral relationship. First of all, it explains the big asymmetry between both states in
terms of knowledge and attention. Furthermore, it reveals the preconditions that explain Finnish
suspicion of a German-Russian agreement and a Franco-German predominance in the EU. Then,
it gives some evidence for the German reluctance towards the Baltic Sea region and the Finnish
efforts for regional cooperation. Additionally, the sheer capacities Finland or Germany can con-

SWP Berlin
Big and Small in Europe
October 2009

80



tribute to the ESDP are important. However, a rationalist point of view does not fully serve to
understand the complexity of German-Finnish relations. Germany gives Finland an extraordinary
role in EU Russia policy. The country’s experience and advice is fairly valued. In security issues,
Finnish knowledge is appreciated as well. In the area of EU constitutional affairs, the active and
constructive attitude of the Finnish negotiators as well as the country’s support for integration is
truly welcomed. Finland is regarded as a small, constructive and intelligent partner. It must be
emphasised that the newcomer from 1995 is regarded as an ‘old” member state. On the other hand,
the country also cultivates its ‘small state identity’. Germany is perceived as a big state with a
sense for small states. The ability to listen to others and interpreting its size as responsibility are
characteristics that are not given a priori, but the result of German history and perception. Hence,
history is an important factor for the German-Finnish relationship in general. In retrospective,
both states also seem to cultivate their historical interpretations. Germany has been the helping
hand since the First World War that Finns still can rely on. Finland is the smart active neutral that
mediated between East and West, and is still convincing with its intelligence, knowledge and ex-
perience. However, Germany is not an ally by nature. There were considerable reasons for Ger-
man assistance. Similar preferences mean good preconditions that Germany will remain a friend
of Finland, though. Additionally, Finland should feel invited to remind Germany any time of its
European commitment, because this is the strongest insurance for German unilateralism. On the
other hand, Germany should focus its attitude towards small states. The key goal of German for-
eign policy for the last 60 years has been the creation of a united Europe. Frictions with small
states are an important indicator, if that goal is compatible with the current foreign policy. During
the Schroder era, there have been reasons for reserved perceptions of Germany. In the EU-27, it is
more than ever important to take small states’ interests into consideration. Germany and Finland
are a kind of model couple of big and small in Europe. They give a good example that a self-
confidently active small state and a responsibly leading big state can interact very constructively
for the future of Europe.
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Abbreviations

BDV
BSPC
BSSSC
CDU

CFSP
COMECON
CSCE
CSU
DFG
EC
ECSC
EDA
EDC
EEC
EFTA
EPC
ESDP
ESDU
EU
FCMA
FDP
FRG
GDP
GDR
IGC
KESK
KOK
MP
NATO
NACC
NDEU
OSCE
PCA
PfP
PICC
SDP

SPD

SWP

TCE
UK
UN
UPI
USA
USSR

Bund der Vertriebenen/Federation of Expellees

Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference

Baltic Sea States Subregional Co-operation

Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands/
Christian Democratic Union of Germany

Common Foreign and Security Policy

Council for Mutual Economic Assistance

Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe
Christlich-Soziale Union in Bayern/Christian-Social Union of Bavaria
Deutsch-Finnische Gesellschaft/German-Finnish Association
European Community

European Coal and Steel Community

European Defence Agency

European Defence Community

European Economic Community

European Free Trade Association

European Political Community

European Security and Defence Policy

European Security and Defence Union

European Union

Agreement of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance
Freie Demokratische Partei/Free Democratic Party
Federal Republic of Germany

Gross domestic product

German Democratic Republic

Intergovernmental Conference

Suomen Keskusta/Centre Party of Finland

Kansallinen Kokoomus/National Coalition Party
Member of the Parliament

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

North Atlantic Cooperation Council

Northern Dimension of the European Union
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement

Partnership for Peace

Police and Judicial Cooperation in Criminal Matters
Suomen Sosialidemokraattinen Puolue/

Finnish Social Democratic Party

Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands/

Social Democratic Party of Germany

Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik/

German Institute of International and Security Affairs
Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
United Nations

Ulkopoliittinen instituutti/Finnish Institute of International Affairs
United States of America

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
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