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Introduction

Since the Baltic States regained independence in 1991, their foreign policy has 
been geared toward the West. As in the rest of Eastern Europe, EU and NATO 
memberships had increasingly became the daily mantra of Baltic political 
elites. Staging a unified front, the three republics closely cooperated in 
developing joint military structures, a regional free-trade area, and common 
infrastructure projects. While according to some analysts this veneer of 
common front was wearing thin in the late 1990s due to intensifying EU and 
NATO accession negotiations, the Baltic States coordinated their negotiation 
positions and maintained close working relations at the ministerial, 
parliamentary, and presidential levels. The Western attitudes of the Baltic 
States as a regional entity, which persisted throughout the Cold War, remained 
intact during the post-Soviet era, despite intensifying Lithuania’s relations 
with Poland and occasional attempts by Estonia to re-position itself as a 
Nordic country. It is also the assumption of the authors of this book that the 
three countries share significant historical, cultural, and geopolitical 
commonalities justifying the use of the word ‘Baltic’ to designate three unique 
nation states on the eastern coast of the Baltic Sea. For the last hundred years, 
their histories followed an almost identical sinusoid of fluctuating political and 
economic fortunes. In the book, we examine both a broader regional context 
and provide an individual country analysis. This combination reveals how 
domestic and international factors interacting within the Baltic region bring the 
countries together to take advantage of common opportunities and to address 
common challenges. For such small states cooperation with neighbors is not a 
privilege, but a necessity.

For the last three centuries, the Baltic region has been the 
battleground for the Europe’s powerful. Divided, conquered, and lost, this 
region rarely had a chance to decide its own destiny. This chance came again 
in the 1990s and the Baltic States chose to pursue the policy of full and speedy 
integration into the Euro-Atlantic community. In 2004 this pursuit was 
crowned with NATO and EU memberships. While these memberships clearly 
represent major milestones in Baltic foreign policies, their effects (or lack of 
them) are the primary focus of this work. Almost four years have passed since 
the three republics became the full members of the Euro-Atlantic community. 
While it is still hard to step back and evaluate even the short-term 
consequences of these shifts, this book attempts to examine the first seedlings 
of this newly sown crop. It attempts to understand how these memberships 
shape the behavior of the Baltic States. What are the patterns of continuity and 
change in the foreign policies of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania? How do the 
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national foreign policies compare among these three culturally distinct, but 
historically closely related countries? How does Euro-Atlantic membership 
affect inter-Baltic and regional cooperation? How do the Baltic States manage 
the new role of regional policy makers, not just policy takers? These questions 
form the core of our project. 

In addition to analyzing the post-2004 Baltic foreign policies, we also 
seek to contribute to theoretically driven debates about the formation, 
implementation, and change of national foreign policies. Specifically, we 
focus on the foreign policies of small states that are often neglected or 
sidelined in the minds of many ‘big-bang’ minded analysts. More importantly, 
the internal dynamics of national foreign policies are often misunderstood – 
what applies to the US or Germany does not necessarily fit such small states as 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. They have significantly smaller bureaucracies, 
closer cooperation among various political elites, and more intensive and 
direct participation of top political figures in daily foreign policy affairs. The 
distance between the domestic and foreign policy is much shorter in small 
states. One of the main reasons is the fundamentally regional focus of foreign 
policy, where domestic impacts are evident not only to decision makers, but 
also to an average voter. For the Baltic States, such regional co-dependency is 
a mute point. It applies to almost every sector of the economy: energy, trade, 
environmental issues, transportation, tourism, etc. Obviously, it is also at the 
core of foreign policy.

In addition to these largely structural conditions, we also touch upon 
the underlying logics of actor behavior. As described in the theoretical chapter 
of the book, the ideational versus instrumental reasoning lies at the heart of the 
‘grand debates’ in the discipline of international relations. It is not surprising 
that the Baltic States exhibit decision-making patterns driven by both 
ideational and instrumental logics. To conduct a more interesting and 
methodologically appropriate inquiry, we seek to determine which factors 
came to dominate particular foreign policy areas. We argue that national 
security and cultural-ethnic issues are to a large extent driven by such 
ideational variables as historical memory and national identity. On the other 
hand, economic issues largely confirm the instrumental framework of policy 
making: the cost-benefit analysis of national interests informs the majority of 
strategies and decisions. Once these two logics begin to interact, as often 
happens, ideational factors seem to trump instrumental calculations. The cost-
benefit logic dominates issues grounded within the ‘safety limits,’ but as the 
economic interests breach the cultural-historical framework, they become 
truncated by ideational perceptions. Therefore, the Baltic States are often 
willing to suffer substantial economic losses rather than compromise their 
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identity or reevaluate historical lessons. Among the most obvious examples 
are the removal of the Bronze Soldier in Tallinn, the privatization of Ventspils 
Nafta and reselling of Mažeiki  Nafta. At the same time, we argue that since 
May 2004 Baltic foreign policy has begun to enter the post-existential stage. 
While it is still framed by the historical memories of the 20th century, the new 
directions and foci emerge in the post-enlargement environment. Economic 
security and growth has increasingly become the forefront issue. It is placed 
within the larger geopolitical framework, which conceptualizes the Baltic 
States as the ‘western’ frontier taking up the role of ‘a bastion, beacon, or 
bridge’ vis-à-vis the ‘east’.1 With this new focus in the newly realigned region, 
Baltic foreign policies have shifted their attention to the Eastern neighborhood 
of the European Union. These are the most obvious changes in the national 
foreign policies. However, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are constantly 
vigilant not to fall back into Russia’s embrace. This enduring awareness and 
caution is the key lesson from the past. It continues to frame Baltic foreign 
policies. To paraphrase the famous saying of Pauline R. Kezer, continuity 
gives the Baltic foreign policies their roots; change gives them branches. 

Structure of the book 

This book maps out the patterns of continuity and change in the Baltic foreign 
policies following their EU and NATO accession. Chapter one, ‘Comparing 
foreign policy in the Baltic context’, begins with a theoretical overview that 
focuses on three major themes: structure-agent dynamics, endogenous-
exogenous determinants of foreign policy, and the instrumental-ideational 
logics of actor behavior. While each of these topics represents major research 
programs in political science, we limit our discussion to the most relevant 
aspects and the most notable literature sources. These subjective choices are 
necessitated by the relatively narrow thematic focus of the book.

Chapter two, ‘Foreign policy and nation building’, discusses Baltic 
foreign policies up to 2004. This analysis presents a broader historical 
perspective in order to better understand long-term regional developments and 
issues. We begin the overview with the interwar period because the political 
elites of all three countries treated the 1990-1 events as the restoration of pre-
WWII independence. This was not simply a rhetorical device, but a perception 
that informed policy and law making: from the restoration of the constitutions 
and property rights to the treatment of minorities. Beyond the initial acts of 
reestablishment of independence, the Baltic States focused on national security 
issues, which entailed simultaneous curtailing of political engagement in the 
Eastern neighborhood and integrating into the Euro-Atlantic community. 
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Successful accession to the EU and NATO concludes the chapter and leads 
into the main analytical segment of the book.

The next three chapters are devoted to each of the Baltic States. 
Given the similarity of structural conditions and recent historical experiences, 
it is not surprising to find substantial policy overlaps in all three cases. The 
comparative analysis reveals two pan-Baltic trends of the post-2004 foreign 
policy – economic growth and security as its primary subject and the Eastern 
neighborhood of the EU as its primary object. Empowered by the new set of 
institutional tools such as the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP), Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania seek to align institutional priorities with their national 
goals of long-term regional security and economic growth. Although this is a 
comparative study, each country chapter exhibits some variation in terms of 
the structure of the argument. Such an approach provides opportunities to 
develop strong case-dependent narratives balancing out both the macro and the 
micro levels of analyses. 

Chapter three, ‘Estonian foreign policy after enlargement’, analyses 
the post-enlargement diplomacy of Estonia. We observe strong patterns of 
ideological continuity as Estonian center-right coalitions continue to dominate 
the political scene. The US led NATO is still perceived as the primary 
guarantor of Estonia’s security. On the other hand, the EU remains a less 
reliable and predictable actor in the psyche of Estonian political elites. The 
euro skepticism has been carried over from the pre-membership phase. Being a 
Lilliputian state,2 Estonia is wary of such large states as Germany and France 
that occasionally engage Russia disregarding Tallinn’s security and economic 
interests.

Chapter four, ‘Latvian foreign policy after enlargement’, presents the 
Latvian case. As in Estonia, the center-right political parties have largely 
dominated Latvia’s government and its foreign policy. The patterns of 
continuity are especially obvious in its relations with Russia. On the one hand, 
Riga sought to finally conclude the border agreement. Such a strategy of 
engagement improved Latvian-Russian relations, but only on a very limited 
scale. The other key concern – natural gas and oil supplies – proved to be a 
much more challenging foreign policy item vis-à-vis Russia. Riga faced 
increasing prices and unwillingness of Moscow to augment its energy exports 
via Latvian ports. As indicated by the differences between 2004 and 2006 
foreign policy documents, Latvia also downgraded some of its lofty ambitions 
of regional leadership. Instead, it now pursues fewer but more focused 
objectives emphasizing the Eastern neighborhood and Baltic cooperation.

Chapter five, ‘Lithuanian foreign policy after enlargement’, looks at 
the patterns of Lithuanian foreign policy in 2004-2007. For Vilnius, this period 
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is one of political activism both in the Euro-Atlantic institutions and on the 
Eastern frontier. Similarly to its northern neighbors, Lithuania places a special 
emphasis on NATO as the key security organization in the Baltic region and 
beyond. It actively participates in peacekeeping missions in Afghanistan, 
leading the Provincial Reconstruction Team in the Ghor province. It has 
enthusiastically embraced EU membership seeking to advance integration 
through the attempts to adopt the euro, to embrace the European Constitution 
and to expand the Schengen area. Using its strategic partnership with Poland, 
Lithuania plays an active role in the EU’s Eastern neighborhood advocating 
further expansion of the Community into the former Soviet Union. Its 
balancing act between the Central and Northern European interests has been 
one of success producing results from Kiev to Brussels. If it manages to 
sustain current diplomatic finesse, Vilnius will remain an important player in 
regional politics. 

Chapter six, ‘Cooperation among the Baltic States’, examines the 
dynamics of Baltic cooperation. As indicated in the individual country 
chapters, the Euro-Atlantic membership not only empowered each Baltic 
country, but also provided many incentives for cooperation. Whether it is 
military cooperation, expansion of the Schengen zone, or joint civilian 
infrastructure projects, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania continue to utilize 
primary regional institutions – the Baltic Assembly and especially the Baltic 
Council of Ministers. In the post-2004 regional politics, the rising profile of 
Poland impacted inter-Baltic relations. Controversies surrounding plans to 
construct the new Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant indicate that Warsaw can be 
both an asset and a liability for the Baltic States. A clear delineation of 
common Baltic-Polish interests may help to sustain the longevity of the 
cooperation among Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

Chapter seven, ‘Baltic States and European Integration’, evaluates the 
impact of Euro-Atlantic membership on Baltic foreign policy making. Under 
the auspices of the EU, we focus on two key instruments – Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Defense Policy 
(ESDP). Substantively, these instruments for the Baltic States translate into 
two broad issue areas: the Eastern neighborhood and relations with Russia. In 
both cases, the Baltic States favor increased regional cooperation, 
democratization, and stability. The same priorities also transfer to NATO, 
although currently the Alliance’s primary areas of interest – anti-terrorist and 
peacekeeping operations – constitute relatively new dimensions for Baltic 
foreign policies. Given limited financial resources and administrative capacity, 
the challenges for Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania abound. Still they seek not 
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only to actively participate, but also shape the future of the Euro-Atlantic 
communities.
  Chapter eight concludes by revisiting the major findings of the book 
and placing them within the theoretical context. It highlights the importance of 
Euro-Atlantic membership as the empowering mechanism for the Baltic 
foreign policies. As Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania learn to navigate the 
institutional corridors of NATO and the EU, their profile and influence 
continues to grow in the Baltic, European, and international contexts. Despite 
the plethora of new institutional agendas, the core of the Baltic foreign policies 
continues to stem from domestic interests. The issues of national security and 
economic growth underlie Baltic regional outlook. In comparison to the pre-
2004 policies, the primary emphasis is gradually shifting to the latter. Since 
the Baltic States have gained significant hard and soft security guarantees 
under the umbrella of the Euro-Atlantic community, they refocus their 
attention to long-term economic stability and growth. Having achieved the 
formal comeback to Europe, the Baltic States now seek to bring European 
standards of living to every member of their societies.

We hope that both novices and experts on the Baltic States will find 
this project informative, interesting, and insightful. 



I. Analyzing Foreign Policy in the Baltic Context 

The foreign policy of the Baltic States is a worthwhile study for three reasons. 
Firstly, the Baltic States came a long way from Soviet Republics to EU and 
NATO member-states within thirteen years.1 The Baltic States made an 
amazing declaration as early as 1993 that they would become part of the Euro-
Atlantic security community as well as the European Economic Community; 
and so they have done. As much as this progress was part of changing 
domestic structures, the move toward the West was equally a success of Baltic 
foreign policies. Secondly, following their rebirth as sovereign states in 1991, 
foreign policy had to be created ‘from scratch’. How and by whom was 
foreign policy to be made? These questions were particularly pertinent with 
constant debates between the Baltic States and the new Russian Federation 
over troops, borders, and minorities.2 The fact that the Baltic governments 
were able to redirect their regional affiliations so quickly, unlike Georgia and 
Ukraine who wavered between east and west, is a testament to the amazing 
feat of Baltic foreign policy makers. Finally, Baltic foreign policy not only had 
to deal with the legacies of the Soviet occupation, but also with the 
contemporary conditions of the post-Soviet Baltic sub-region. In fact, we 
assume that both historical legacies and the present are connected in 
influencing foreign policy preferences. Even after joining the EU and NATO, 
the Baltic States still remain particularly aware of their history and their 
sensitive geo-political sub-region.3

The goal of this chapter is establish an analytical framework with 
which to analyze Baltic foreign policy after dual enlargement. In our analysis, 
we employ a range of conceptual approaches and epistemologies. In doing so, 
we intend to offer an insightful and engaging analysis of Baltic foreign policy 
since 2004. Our analytical framework is designed around three intersecting 
axes: structure-agency, exogenous-endogenous, and instrumental-ideational 
determinants of foreign policy. A discussion of structure and agency in 
international relations allows us to initiate a broader discussion of what role 
different actors play in the international system. Discussing structure and 
agency also allows us to bare our varying epistemological starting points for 
the study of foreign policy. Our second section is based around the axis of 
exogenous and endogenous factors of foreign policy. This section allows us to 
problematize sources of foreign policy. The final section is based around 
instrumental and ideational determinants of foreign policy. We assume that 
foreign policy is a result of observable current events which are interpreted 
and reconstructed based on previous held beliefs and experiences. In this 
section, we look at the ‘small states in international relations’ debate and how 
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this impacts foreign policy making and implementation. Overall, the point of 
this chapter is not simply to regurgitate existing literature, but rather to lay the 
foundation for our study of the Baltic States and their foreign policies since 
enlargement.

Structure and Agency 

International relations theory has traditionally been based around structural 
and agency-centered explanations for state behavior. By structure, both neo-
realism and world-systems theory posit that states are a function of the 
structure in which they exist, either anarchically or hierarchically defined 
respectively.4 Anarchy produces an international system that begets security-
seeking and thus power-maximizing nation-states. Since the structure of the 
international system is anarchical, neo-realists assume that international 
relations can be parsimoniously explained in terms of power. Since the 
international system is deemed as anarchical, its structure is seen as a constant 
of the international system. Thus, the level of analysis is the nation-state. We 
can envision this neo-realist view by seeing the international system as the 
‘market’ and states as the ‘firms’ in international relations. Similarly, world-
systems theory posits that the international system is hierarchically defined. 
Richer, powerful nations are at the top (or in the ‘center’) while those who are 
poorer, and thus less powerful, are at the bottom (or in the ‘periphery’). Within 
the jargon of world-systems theory, center-periphery relations characterize 
international relations. Those states in the center want to stay in the center, 
while those in the periphery want to be in the center. Since in terms of neo-
realism and world-systems theory, states are keen to gain over others, power 
matters, and the international system is characterized by a machtstaat.
 Agency, on the other hand, is seen in terms of international relations 
theory in pluralism and liberalism. Pluralists argue against the concentration 
on the state as the primary level of analysis in international relations.5 Rather, 
they argue that other transnational actors have an equally important role in 
international interactions. Not only have pluralists argued against the primacy 
of the state but also against the priority placed on power and security as well 
as the neo-realist assumption that the state is a unitary actor. Liberalism, an 
ontological cousin of pluralism, posits that states cooperate more than they 
conflict and thus the concentration on power and security is again misplaced.6
Rather, states seek absolute gains (i.e. I gain) rather than relative gains (i.e. 
more than you do) and thus international relations can be characterized as a 
positive-sum game (i.e. we all win) rather than a negative-sum game (I win, 
you lose). 
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 The discussion of structure and agency is particularly pertinent for 
our conversation of Baltic foreign policy. Like international relations, the 
study of foreign policy has also been split along these same lines. From the 
structural perspective, foreign policy is the process by which states deal with 
the anarchical international system. In this light, actors and agents do not 
matter other than as practical elements of the foreign policy making and 
implementation process. Rather, it is the structure of the international system 
that determines behavior. The state-centered approach of neo-realism means 
that as a theoretical framework it is rather unhelpful in explaining foreign 
policy. Perhaps this is of little importance, for Kenneth Waltz, the primary 
architect of neo-realism, has stated that neo-realism is not a theory of foreign 
policy but rather of international relations.7 His argument is based on a 
perceived limitation of parsimonious theories to account for the complexity of 
an issue like foreign policy. As we shall see, there have been recent moves to 
bring a neo-realist approach to the study of foreign policy. 
 The primary agency-centered approach to foreign policy has been 
foreign policy analysis (FPA), a decision-making challenge to state-centered 
realism.8 ‘FPA enquires into the motives and other sources of the behavior of 
international actors, particularly states’.9 Such an approach to foreign policy 
concentrates a great deal of attention on the decision-making process. In turn, 
this concentration requires an in-depth analysis of particular case studies. For 
this reason, FPA has been far more a part of European, and particularly 
British, studies of foreign policy than their American counterparts. The US 
study of foreign policy has been far more along the lines of comparative 
analysis. This study stakes a half-way point between in-depth analytical case 
studies and comparative research. We give a great deal of attention to 
individual case studies concentrating on actors, agents, and constituencies as 
well as discuss the Baltic States in a wider comparative context as ‘most-like’ 
case studies, whereby we consider the impact of structural determinants of 
foreign policies.10

 The study of international relations has largely moved away from the 
agency-structure debate and traditional approaches to international relations in 
general and foreign policy specifically. While some approaches have 
attempted to ‘square the circle’ between structure and agency, others have 
attempted to transcend structure and agency. Recently, new realist approaches 
have brought neo-realism and classical realism together to attempt a new 
analytical framework for the study of foreign policy. This approach remains 
state-centric, but concentrates far more on the decision-making process and in 
particular on how structure is interpreted by decision makers. Of these new 
realist approaches, so-called ‘defensive realism’ goes the furthest in analyzing 
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perception with the assumption that policy-makers are constantly faced with 
uncertain and unpredictable information.11 This uncertainty means that there is 
‘an explicit role for leaders’ pre-existing belief systems, images of adversaries, 
and cognitive biases in the process of intelligence gathering, net assessment, 
military planning, and foreign policy decision-making’.12 Preferences and 
perceptions matter in the study of foreign policy. 
 The social constructivist school has also had a considerable impact on 
foreign policy by moving beyond the agency-structure debate and by arguing a 
connection between structure and agency. Alexander Wendt has argued that 
the international system is a social construction and, in essence, ‘anarchy is 
what states make of it’.13

For Wendt, the agency-structure ‘problem’ is based on two understood 
assumptions. Firstly, ‘human beings and their organizations are purposeful 
actors whose actions help reproduce or transform the society in which they 
live. [Secondly,] society is made up of social relationships, which structure the 
interactions between these purposeful actors’.14 Thus, agency and structure are 
mutually constituted or codetermined entities. While Wendt is projecting a 
new theory of international relations, he also acknowledges that foreign policy 
is an important linkage between structure and agency.
 We employ the constructivist assumption that structure and agency 
are mutually constituted. From this assumption, we argue: 

a) Foreign policy is the primary point where the 
manifestation of this mutual constitution between 
structure and agency occurs; 

b) Some actors will be more influenced by structure than 
others, and vice versa;

c) In particular, small states are more particularly susceptible 
to structure than are their larger counterparts. 

These arguments illustrate the importance of looking at foreign policy in 
general and small state foreign policy in particular. Small state foreign policy 
is an important representation of international relations in the broader sense. 
We assume that the Baltic States and their policy-makers are heavily 
influenced by the structure of geo-politics in the post-Soviet region, where the 
Russian Federation remains an important actor. At the same time, these policy-
makers are equally influenced by their own personal experiences and historical 
legacies. Through these prisms, Baltic foreign policy-makers reinterpret and 
project their own vision of regional politics. Power and insecurity matter as do 
actors and agencies in the Baltic Sea region. 
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Exogenous and Endogenous Factors 

Foreign policy is the primary place where the international and domestic 
interact. We do not argue that foreign policy is the only place where the 
international and domestic interact, since globalization, Americanization, 
Anglicization, and Europeanization are four such examples that work outside 
the confines of foreign policy. Nevertheless, a considerable amount of 
international interactions are carried out by states. States and the people that 
live within them engage with other states and non-state actors through the 
vehicle of foreign policy. Foreign policy represents the internal to the external 
and interprets the external for the internal. In this way, foreign policies are 
affected by both exogenous and endogenous factors. 
 Over the years, many authors have attempted to link the connection 
between the domestic and the international. James Rosenau referred to 
diplomacy and foreign policy as ‘linkage politics’, whereby there is an ever 
increasing convergence of national and international politics systems.15 This 
convergence is a result of the different pressures on governments who have to 
trade off foreign policy objectives with domestic and international actors. 
‘Linkage politics’ was further elaborated by Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye 
who posited the notion of ‘issue politics’.16 Keohane and Nye argue that 
complex interdependence leads governments to ‘horse trade’ one issue for 
another in a complicated web of positive-sum results. Others, Like Ernest 
Haas, argued that there was a link between domestic political actors and 
European integration.17 Haas particularly focused on the process of ‘spillover’, 
whereby institutionalized collective action is interdependent to the extent that 
there are increasing costs to acting alone, giving more and more authority to 
act to the European Union. As Robert Putnam states, each of these processes 
came further and further away from the domestic factors as time went by, 
instead focusing on transnational, regional or international actors.18

Graham Allison’s seminal work on the Cuban Missile Crisis 
produced a framework for studying how foreign policy is made.19 In particular, 
Allison argues that the competition within ‘bureaucratic politics’ produces a 
given foreign policy outcome. The ‘bureaucratic politics’ model suggests that 
different constituencies within the civil service compete to capture foreign 
policy in two ways. Firstly, bureaucracies compete to set the foreign policy 
agenda. For instance, the finance, agricultural and foreign ministries may all 
attempt to impact the foreign policy decision-making process. Secondly, 
bureaucracies impact foreign policy through influencing the policy 
implementation phase. For example, Allison illustrates that the US Navy 
decided their own cordon sanitaire despite the orders of President Kennedy.20
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For Allison, the key determinant of foreign policy becomes the organizational 
unit of various bureaucracies. This level of analysis shift to the domestic 
highlights an important aspect of foreign policy making and implementation, 
and we should ask ourselves to what degree small states, and the Baltic States 
specifically, follow Allison’s model. While the ‘bureaucratic politics’ model is 
useful in our study, it brings us too far away from the relationship between the 
external and internal determinants of foreign policy. 

Other authors have gone further in illustrating the link between the 
domestic and international in terms of foreign policy. Looking specifically at 
foreign economic policies, Peter Katzenstein argues that

‘the consistency and the content of foreign economic policies 
result at least as much from the constraints of domestic 
structures as from functional logic inherent in international 
affairs…Since the primary constraints on government policy 
have shifted away from the international and toward the 
domestic level, foreign and domestic affairs have become 
closely intertwined’.21

Katzenstein comes at foreign policy from two directions. Internationally, 
Katzenstein lays out three approaches to foreign policy, which he refers to as 
interpenetration, interdependence and interconnection. These approaches 
largely overlap with the regional integration, neo-realist and neo-liberalist 
theories respectively. Domestically, Katzenstein lays out an alternative 
approach to foreign policy by looking at the state-society balance. He argues 
that domestic forces will have a greater impact on foreign policy if there is a 
weak state and strong society. He makes the case looking at US and French 
foreign policy. He argues that in the US case, domestic interest groups such as 
corporations are likely to have a strong influence in foreign economic policy 
because of the weak state, strong society domestic conditions. On the other 
hand, Katzenstein argues that France has been characterized by a strong state-
weak society balance. Thus, French foreign policy is largely government-led. 
While helpful in tying the domestic and international together in relation to the 
study of foreign policy, Katzenstein’s analysis oversimplifies the complex 
relationship between state and society. 

Putnam’s ‘logic of two-level games’ attempts to expand on 
Katzenstein’s work by looking at the complex link between domestic politics 
and diplomacy.22 Putnam goes a step further than Katzenstein by accounting 
for instances of reciprocal causation between state and society. Putnam argues 
that ‘at the national level, domestic groups pursue their interests by pressuring 
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the government to adopt favorable policies, and politicians seek power by 
constructing coalitions among those groups’.23 Thus, at international 
negotiations politicians not only sit across from other national leaders and 
negotiators but also have to maintain an ongoing domestic negotiation with 
domestic interest groups behind them. Portraying them as two separate, but 
related game boards, Putnam argues that leaders may use moves on either the 
international or domestic game boards to impact negotiations on the other.

Within the logic of two-level games, the foreign policy outcome will 
be determined by three factors. Firstly, domestically the ‘distribution of power, 
preferences, and possible coalitions’ will have an impact on the government’s 
expectation of possible outcomes.24 Secondly, foreign policy is partly 
determined by domestic political institutions. For instance, the nature of 
political institutions will have an impact on possible ratification or approval. 
Finally, the strategies of national negotiators matter. Putnam states

‘an experienced negotiator familiar with the respective 
domestic tables should be able to maximize the cost-
effectiveness (to him and his constituents) of the concessions 
that he must make to ensure ratification abroad, as well as the 
cost-effectiveness of his own demands and threats, by 
targeting his initiatives with an eye to [the domestic 
ratification stage]’. 

Overall, Putnam’s contribution to the study of foreign policy is significant. 
Domestic and in particular legislative influence on the foreign policy agenda is 
often left out of the study of international relations, but plays a large part in 
how governments behave. At first glance, the logic of two-level games seems 
ill equipped to apply to the Baltic States, given that Putnam primarily relies on 
the USA, Japan and Germany as case studies. However, while foreign policy 
has largely been government driven in the Baltic States, there are also 
Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian domestic constituencies that have an impact 
on the policy-making process. 
 Initially, it may seem that Baltic foreign policies are wholly dictated 
by their international environment. Most definitely, the international 
conditions of the post-Soviet region and the subsequent European integration 
project mean that foreign forces have had a large impact on foreign policy. 
While a largely belligerent Russia, expanding NATO and EU, as well as an 
encapsulating ‘Norden’ have all had a part to play in Baltic foreign policy, 
domestic factors have been equally important. The constant drive for NATO 
and EU membership is testament to the fact that domestic politics do matter. 
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Now, as EU members, the role of the Baltic States in Europe and the 
international system has grown. In these new circumstances, how have the 
Baltic States adapted to match these new roles? From this discussion, we 
conclude with three points in relation to the exogenous and endogenous factors 
of Baltic foreign policy: 

a) Foreign policy remains an elite project in the Baltic 
States, largely dictated by the government with little 
policy oscillation between parties.

b) Despite the fact that the Baltic States are in a geo-
strategically sensitive region, the domestic impact on 
foreign policy should not be underestimated. 

c) While the size of the Baltic States impairs our ability to 
relate to general theories of foreign policy, we maintain 
that government’s have to suit both international actors 
and their domestic constituencies. 

The focus on the Baltic States is a fruitful test of different approaches to 
foreign policy. Naturally, while theories of international relations have focused 
on the exogenous factors, approaches to foreign policy have concentrated on 
the endogenous factors. As we have illustrated the mutual constitution of 
structure and agency, we have also illustrated the reciprocal causation of 
exogenous and endogenous factors. Let us expand and elaborate on the ‘how’ 
and ‘why’ of foreign policy making and implementation. 

Instrumental and Ideational Factors 

We still have not shown a more in-depth understanding of why governments 
behave the way they do. We argue that both instrumental and ideational 
factors matter in foreign policy decision-making. By instrumental factors, we 
mean those that are a part of the traditional rational approach to international 
relations, such as action, power and size. By ideational factors, we mean those 
determinants that underlie the perceptions of action, power and size, such as 
history, identity and rhetoric. Like structure and agency, like exogenous and 
endogenous factors, we argue that instrumental and ideational factors of 
foreign policy are inextricably linked and foreign policy cannot be explained 
without recognizing its many determinants. 
 Perhaps the most important instrumental factor of foreign policy in 
many studies is power. Power is determined by what a state has and how that 
state projects power. In the study of international relations, power and state 
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size have been closely linked. Great empires are ordinarily large empires. 
Weak states are ordinarily small states. An entire subset of the international 
relations literature has been created around small states in international 
politics. Stephen Walt argues that the self-help international system allows 
states to do two things: balance or bandwagon.25 Accordingly, the only choice 
for small states is to bandwagon since they do not have the material resources 
to project large amounts of power. This realist perception of international 
relations allocates the role to small states as followers and never leaders. 
However, Robert Keohane argues that this stress on power underestimates the 
influence of small states on international relations.26 As Keohane states, a 
concentration on power in the international system does not explain why 
‘small states have risen to prominence if not to power’.27

 How can we define small states? Robert Rothstein defines small 
states as ‘…a state which recognizes that it cannot obtain security primarily by 
use of its own capabilities, and that it must rely fundamentally on the aid of 
other states, institutions, processes, or developments to do so…’28 At first 
glance, this definition tells us little about small states since nearly all states are 
interdependent with other actors in the international system. Functionalism 
(and its ‘neo’ variant) illustrates how states have continued to shed routine 
functions to international institutions.29 Whether large or small, states are 
interdependent with other actors in the international system. Yet, Rothstein 
goes further in saying that perception matters. Agents within the state must see 
their size as their primary weakness as do foreign actors. Thus, even size has 
its instrumental and ideational factors. We can look at population, geography, 
gross domestic product (GDP) and military capacity as indicators of size, but 
this tells us little about prominence or power. 
 In his discussion of small states in the EU, Baldur Thorhallsson 
moves beyond the traditional indicators of size.30 Thorhallsson’s conceptual 
framework incorporates the notion of internal and external capacities to 
illustrate state size. Internal capacity is determined by domestic resources and 
the government’s ability to act domestically. External capacity refers to a 
state’s ability to impact the international system, through influence and 
agenda-setting. For Thorhallsson, internal and external capacities are heavily 
interlinked. As a result, he introduces two concepts that tie the internal and 
external together. They are ‘action competence’ and ‘vulnerability’. Action 
competence ‘concerns states’ ability to formulate and implement policies, 
domestically, and their ability to exert influence, internationally’.31

Vulnerability ‘refers to states’ domestic and international weakness and 
possible subjugation in a wide context’ according to the traditional indicators 
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of size.32 Action competence and vulnerability shed light on how, as Keohane 
says, small states have risen to prominence if not to power. 
 Implicit in Thorhallsson’s analysis is that there is something 
particularly unique about small states within the EU, if not NATO. The 
decision-making procedures for instance at the European Council, Political 
and Security Committee, and the Committee of Permanent Representatives 
illustrates a member-state’s ability to have an impact on the agenda of the 
wider community. The EU is populated by small states and the Baltic States 
are some of the smallest. Baltic action competence and vulnerability have 
internal and external dimensions as indicated by Thorhallsson’s conceptual 
framework. EU and NATO membership has raised the Baltic States to 
prominence though not to power. The forthcoming chapters will highlight how 
these memberships have had an impact on Baltic foreign policies. 
 Instrumental factors of foreign policy only tell us part of the story. 
We identify three interrelated ideational factors: history, identity and 
discourse. History’s impact on foreign policy can be seen in two ways. 
History, more specifically historiography, is a tale of where a state has been. 
The international community consists of those who ruled and those who were 
ruled. A history of dominance, whether on top or on the bottom, has a lasting 
impact on individual conceptions of where the state sits in the international 
system. Secondly, we can see history in terms of trajectory. Not only does 
history tell us where we have been, but also gives us a remit of where we can 
go forward. Foreign policy sits between these two notions of history, looking 
back and looking forward. The best example of this is American history and 
US foreign policy. Richard De Zoysa illustrates how US foreign policy is 
predicated on the legacies of ‘Manifest Destiny’: a form of civilizing 
evangelism.33 Likewise, Bobo Lo has illustrated the force of history on 
Russian foreign policy equally predicated on a long-term identity crisis.34

But what of small, weaker states, that have not been the rulers but 
instead the ruled? Post-colonial states exude three foreign policy 
characteristics. Firstly, post-colonial foreign policy is directed at restoring the 
country to its previous state prior to colonialism. Secondly, these states 
attempt to seek redress for the dominance from which they have suffered. 
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, post-colonial states seek to prevent a 
return to  colonial status through the means of foreign policy. One might argue 
that the Baltic States are post-colonial states. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania 
have experienced outsider influence, and in many cases political control, since 
the thirteenth century. This long-term experience of control by outside forces, 
whether German, Swedish or Czarist Russian, have had considerable impact 
on the Baltic States’ notion of where they fit into the international system.
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Can we see the Baltic States in a post-colonial light? Three factors 
challenge this approach. First, historically Lithuania was somewhat different 
from Latvia and Estonia in terms of control from the outside. Until the end of 
the 18th century, the primary influence for Lithuania came from Poland. As 
illustrated in the next chapter, Poland was a major concern in the first part of 
the 20th century (especially the takeover of the Vilnius region). Despite this 
history between Lithuania and Poland, it is surprising to see a strategic 
relationship develop in the post-Cold War period. Second, one might argue 
that the Baltic States are not afraid of Russia per se or they are afraid of a 
particular kind of Russia (i.e. nostalgic over its former empire, eager to control 
the near abroad, etc). Let us take the case of Germany. The Baltic States do not 
perceive Germany as a threat today although historically it was a colonial 
power in the Baltic region. Similar to our first point, Germany is no longer 
considered a threat despite its previous role in the region. Third, it is perhaps 
unfair to use a colonial status for the position of the Baltic republics in the 
Soviet Union. Colonialism involves a clear subordination between the ruling 
and the ruled, such as the extraction of resources. While one can see certain 
aspects of this in the case of the Baltic republics and the Soviet center, the 
term ‘colonialism’ is also misleading. The Baltic Republics were involved in 
the governance not only of their region, but also at the national (Soviet) level 
as well. It would be hard to make a case that Moscow purposely extracted 
resources from the Baltic region without giving anything back. However, as 
we shall see in chapter two, the Soviet occupation remains the most relevant 
period in the Baltic region and has the greatest impact on foreign policy in 
terms of restoration, redress and prevention. We argue here that Baltic foreign 
policies have moved beyond a perception of the self as ‘colonized’ and instead 
have moved on to post-existential political debates in domestic and foreign 
policy.
 Identity, and in particular national identity, is a part of history as well 
as a result of it. In turn, national identity determines how we see history 
(historiography). This view of history is, in other words, a ‘collective 
memory’. Illya Prizel states that ‘since the memories of societies, much like 
those of individuals, are inconsistent and selective, the national identity is 
subject to what layer of a polity has the custodianship of the collective 
memory’.35 National identity is a complex phenomenon and there is no need 
for us to problematize it here or review approaches to it. What we do need to 
justify is national identity’s impact on the foreign policy process. By and large, 
foreign policy has been discussed in terms of instrumental factors, but no 
scholar of Baltic foreign policy could discount the impact of national identity 
on foreign policy. In fact, the literature on foreign policy in the post-Soviet 
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region pays a great deal of attention to the impact of national identity on 
foreign policy, against the grain of the larger body of work on foreign policy.36

This difference is partly recognition of the impact of nationalism and national 
identity in post-Soviet politics, but is also simply a matter of timing where the 
study of international relations in general began to be increasingly challenged 
by constructivist agendas. 
 All three states show a great deal of resentment toward their former 
colonizer, the Russian Federation, and are keen to restore, redress and prevent 
future Russian domination. We can see such a pattern in the pre-enlargement 
foreign policies in the Baltic States. Estonia and Latvia restored their inter-war 
regimes; constitutions, citizens and all. All three states have repeatedly sought 
redress for the illegal occupation, in particular the cost in lives and resources. 
Finally, the Baltic States have sought to prevent not only Russian regional 
hegemony but Russian dominance of any type, by seeking entry into NATO 
and the EU. 
 The impact of history and national identity on foreign policy can be 
seen in a state’s discourse. We follow that discourse is a representation of 
ideas. Thus, ideas of the ‘nation’, the state, one’s neighbors, etc, will manifest 
itself in foreign policy discourse. In their work on ideas and beliefs in foreign 
policy-making, Judith Goldstein and Robert Keohane argue that ideas are 
important factors influencing foreign policy.37 They challenge the rationalist 
accounts of foreign policy that prioritize interests over ideas. While they do 
not challenge the rationalist account of political behavior, Goldstein and 
Keohane do attempt to situate ideas and beliefs into the rationalist decision-
making process. The role ideas play in foreign policy is in many cases quite 
clear, especially in times of crisis and conflict. However, the role that ideas 
play is harder to determine in the minutiae of everyday foreign policy-making. 
How do ideas shape foreign policy? Goldstein and Keohane argue that 
‘…action taken by human beings depend on the substantive quality of 
available ideas, since such ideas help to clarify principles and conceptions of 
causal relationships, and to coordinate individual behavior’.38 Furthermore, 
once these ideas have been institutionalized, they continue to shape political 
behavior until new innovative ideas are created. 
 Goldstein and Keohane identify three ways in which ideas influence 
policy. Firstly, ideas can act as road maps toward certain preferences. How do 
policy-makers arrive at preferences and, thus, selective interests? Identifying 
ideas can determine why policy-makers may choose one strategy over another. 
Secondly, ideas can provide a basis for making decisions when there is a lack 
of information and/or obvious strategy to choose. For example, ideas and 
belief systems may influence whether a state chooses one ally over another, or 
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one trading partner over another. Finally, ideas can become institutionalized 
and thus be reiterated across time. Goldstein and Keohane imply that this 
institionalization of ideas is one of the reasons why many discount ideas and 
beliefs as causal factors in political behavior. In other words, once ideas have 
been incorporated into institutional design and operation, they become outside 
the scope of causality. All three ways in which ideas influence foreign policy 
illustrate the importance of ideational factors in foreign policy. 

The relationship between ideas and discourse is rather 
straightforward. We can identify the role of ideas in foreign policy by 
analyzing the foreign policy discourse in the Baltic States. The words used to 
describe a state’s role in the international system are indicative of the ideas 
that shape foreign policy preferences. In the Baltic cases, this illustrates why 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were predisposed to seeking security guarantees 
from the Western European security organizations rather than remaining a part 
of the post-Soviet security architecture, like Ukraine and Georgia. Maria 
Mälksoo illustrates that the perception of Europe in the Baltic States remains 
unsettled: whether to be European or to act like it.39 She argues that foreign 
policy discourse in the Baltic States still locates the three countries on the edge 
of Europe, neither in nor out. We take these ideational factors to see whether 
or not enlargement has changed foreign policy narratives in the Baltic States. 

The instrument-ideational axis offers us two sides to explaining 
foreign policy in the Baltic region. The Baltic States are keenly aware of their 
vulnerability vis-à-vis Russia, especially at a time where Moscow continues to 
be increasing its pressure on the West in general and the Baltic States 
specifically through energy, war games and air space violations. The ideational 
factors are equally important but could easily be obfuscated by the 
instrumental factors. The Baltic governments have sought to restore, redress 
and prevent in the post-Soviet era. History, national identity and discourse 
represent ‘road maps’, focal points and institutions that determine foreign 
policy preferences. With these factors in mind, the instrumental-ideational axis 
presents us with three points on which to build in the forthcoming chapters. 

a) Instrumental and ideational factors of foreign policy are 
mutually constituted and are equally important in the 
Baltic cases. 

b) Dual enlargement allows us to see how much has changed 
in the Baltic region by considering whether instrumental 
and ideational factors have changed or continued as they 
were.

c) While the Soviet period of history has directed foreign 
policy since the first mention of NATO membership in 
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1992, we seek to discover whether or not the Baltic States 
remain in a post-Soviet geo-political mindset. 

While the structure-agency axis tells us about what or who is determining 
foreign policy and the exogenous-endogenous axis tells us about where foreign 
policy is determined, the instrumental-ideational axis gets at the heart of Baltic 
foreign policy as seen from Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius. 

Conclusion

Understanding foreign policy is key to uncovering continuity and change in 
the Baltic Sea Region. We approach Baltic foreign policy along three axes. 
The struggle for explanatory power of structure and agency has been a major 
debate in international relations for the past 35 years and they still remain 
important concepts in the study international relations and foreign policy. We 
agree that structure and agency are mutually constituted, but argue that some 
states are more influenced by structure than others. More importantly we 
include this discussion because foreign policy is at the point where structure 
and agency converge. Exogenous and endogenous factors of foreign policy 
illustrate the debates over sovereignty in the Baltic region. As we illustrate, 
while European organization memberships provide significant benefits, they 
come with their own costs. While the range of possibilities is limited by 
organizational and environmental constraints, endogenous actors still 
determine policy-preferences within these limits. Finally, the instrumental-
ideational axis provides us with an understanding of what impacts foreign 
policy internally. Small state status is not only a physical attribute of the Baltic 
States, but is also represented in the very notion of what it means to be 
‘Baltic’. Smallness is complimented by the Soviet period which has seen 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania seek restoration, redress, and deterrence.

All together, these three axes provide for conceptual framework on 
which to analyze continuity and change in the Baltic Sea region. We look at 
Baltic foreign policy next in the inter-war years and pre-enlargement post-
Soviet period to establish what has been the case. We then turn to individual 
state foreign policies before looking at Baltic cooperation as well as the Baltic 
States cooperation with the Nordic area. Throughout, our analysis follows the 
debates over structure and agency, the exogenous and endogenous, and the 
instrumental and the ideational. 



II. Nation Building and Foreign Policy 

Introduction

Baltic independence in 1991 led three newly restored states to seek a place in 
the Baltic, Europe and the World. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania had foreign 
policy experience in the inter-war years, but the impact of war, Sovietization, 
and time itself, meant that previous experience counted for little in building 
foreign policy ‘from scratch’. This chapter charts the development of pre-
enlargement Baltic foreign policies, from the Soviet Union to the European 
Union. We illustrate how Baltic foreign policy in general was aimed at 
restoration and deterrence, while at the same time seeking greater integration 
with the West. The chapter is divided into four sections. To set Baltic foreign 
policy in context, we begin by looking at the inter-war years. We find that the 
historical narrative that follows from the Second World War and the 
occupation of the Soviet Union continues to be a strong determinant of foreign 
policy even to the point of contradicting other foreign policy priorities. Thus, 
we analyze the Baltic inter-war republics, their efforts to preserve their nations 
in ever increasing crises, and finally the Soviet occupation of the Baltic States. 
Secondly, the chapter lays out the attempt of the newly restored states to create 
a foreign policy ‘from scratch’, following fifty years of occupation. Why did 
the Baltic States seek to integrate into the Western political and security 
communities so quickly? Why did the Baltic States not seek a ‘constructive 
neutrality’ as in the case of Finland?

Thirdly, we look at the relationship between the Baltic States and 
Russia. What part did Baltic foreign policy play in the continued rhetorically 
vitriolic relationship with the Russian Federation? Did the Baltic States have 
similar Russian policies? How did the relationships between the Baltic States 
and Russia change over time and between states? What were the key 
determining factors of Baltic foreign policies toward Russia? Finally, we look 
at the Baltic States’ attempts to join the economic, political and security 
communities of the West. Why was the priority put on NATO, as it remains 
today, as the primary security organization in the region? Why were the Baltic 
States willing to undergo such scrutiny, particularly over Russian-speaking 
minorities, in order to gain access to these communities? Overall, we show 
that while geo-political circumstances in the Baltic Sea region influence Baltic 
foreign policies, these policies were equally impacted by identity, history and 
‘smallness’.



Nation-Building and Foreign Policy 22

Foreign policy of the inter-war years 

The geo-political context of the inter-war years has been characterized by E. 
H. Carr as ‘the twenty years crisis’.1 Baltic foreign policy at this time was 
largely a product of geo-politics. Three states dominated the Baltic Sea region: 
the Soviet Union, Germany and Poland. The Soviet Union had a complicated 
relationship with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania following their independence 
from the Russian Empire in 1920, 1921 and 1918, respectively. Soviet foreign 
policy toward the Baltic States was characterized by practical trade relations 
and more dubious political intrigue.2 The Soviet authorities felt insecure on 
their western frontier and involved themselves in the Baltic States to ensure 
friendly regimes. Magnus Ilmjarv argues that the eventual coup leaders in all 
three states had connections to Soviet financing in the 1920s.3 By and large, 
the Baltic States were not the obvious targets of Soviet foreign policy but were 
rather part of a growing paranoia of Western powers, including the UK, 
Germany and Poland. Interestingly, there is little evidence that the Soviet 
Union had been securitized in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Before the coups 
in 1933 in Estonia and 1934 in Latvia, there was little affinity with Germany. 
Both states had increasingly restricted the privileges of the long-time 
governing German communities in a process of titularization. Many 
Lithuanian politicians even sided with the Soviet Union for fear of a Polish 
threat from the West. Ironically, the perception of the Soviet Union as a threat 
came about after the rise to power of the coup leaders in Estonia (Konstantin 
Päts) and Latvia (K rlis Ulmanis) despite having financial ties to Soviet 
authorities in the 1920s. Quite evidently, they had seen to what degree the 
Soviet Union was engaged in Baltic affairs first hand. Likewise, the 
Lithuanian coup (1926) leader, Antanas Smetona, was at one time seen by the 
Soviets as a statesmen they could trust. However, Smetona came to power in a 
coup that claimed that the Lithuanian military was trying to save Lithuania 
from its own government and parliament who, they claimed, wanted to sell the 
nation to Bolshevism.4

Perhaps a negative view of the Soviet Union in the Baltic States was 
not so much a result of the change in governments, but rather changes in the 
Soviet Union instead. Vladimir Brovkin illustrates how the Soviet power 
structure was turned upside down with the death of Vladimir Lenin and slow 
rise to power of Joseph Stalin in 1928.5 Of course, what followed were 
successive purges from the Communist Party elite to the Military ‘brass’, not 
to mention mass starvation as a result of political persecution and shambolic 
agricultural programs. In other words, the Soviet Union securitized itself and 
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its neighbors understandably responded in becoming more skeptical of Soviet 
intents and purposes. 
 With the rise of Stalin in 1928 in the Soviet Union to the East and the 
consolidation of power of Adolf Hitler in 1934, the Baltic States had little 
room to maneuver diplomatically. In Estonia and Latvia, neither Päts nor 
Ulmanis were keen to emulate German Nazism at home, nor where they 
willing to turn their agrarian political platforms into communist bastions of 
remote Soviet control. As stated, Smetona came to power in Lithuania on an 
anti-Bolshevik ticket, yet according to Ilmjarv, the Lithuanian coup leaders 
tried to satisfy Soviet representatives in Lithuania with the claim that it was 
not Moscow that was the problem but rather local communists, which is more 
than likely both a sign of Soviet support and an attempt to avoid unnecessary 
confrontation at the time.6 After flirting with Italian fascism, Smetona 
eventually developed a leadership cult of his own.7 We can see similarities and 
significant differences between the Baltic coups and their subsequent leaders, 
Päts, Ulmanis and Smetona, that may shed light on the foreign policy paths 
that were later chosen. All three coups were a reaction to what the coup 
plotters saw as internal ideological extremists. While Smetona was primarily 
concerned with the rise of Bolshevism,,(Ilmjarv claims it was simply a 
strategic ploy), coup leaders in Estonia and Latvia were equally concerned 
with the rise of ultra-nationalist groups, such as P rkonkrusts (Thundercross) 
in Latvia. We should also bear in mind that Lithuania’s coup and the rise to 
power of Smetona in 1926 was in a different geo-political environment than 
was the case in Estonia and Latvia. This statement is not meant to either 
denounce Smetona or defend the actions of Päts or Ulmanis, but rather is 
meant to highlight the different political regimes that existed across the Baltic 
States.
 As we saw in the previous chapter, domestic and international 
contexts are important in the study of foreign policy.  Europe and the Baltic 
Sea region in particular was increasingly unstable, where Lithuania was 
watching Poland (over tensions relating to the Vilnius region) and Germany 
(regarding the Klaip da district), and all three states were watching the Soviets 
and Nazis.8 Likewise, foreign policy, taken out of the hands of an elected 
government, changed the path of foreign policies in the Baltic States, even 
though one could argue that the outcome would have been the same 
regardless. Importantly, the end of democracy in the Baltic States in the inter-
war period meant that relations with democratic states, such as the UK, 
deteriorated. Key in discussing inter-war foreign policies, the Baltic leaders 
did not have their hands forced until it was too late, leading to a lack of 
strategy, cooperation and, eventually, defense. 



Nation-Building and Foreign Policy 24

 With tensions growing locally and regionally, the Baltic States 
attempted to negotiate their way through this geo-political nightmare. The 
discussions of small states in international relations tell us that small states 
have two strategies of survival: alliance and neutrality. One might expect that 
cooperation between the Baltic States would have come easily considering 
their shared insecurities and eventually regime styles. From 1923, Estonia and 
Latvia had a policy of coordinating defense, border issues and economic 
relations.9 However, Olav Knudsen finds that Estonia was more inclined to 
cooperate with Finland. Together, Estonia, Latvia and Finland wanted greater 
collaboration with Poland, which meant that Lithuania remained outside any 
cooperative framework. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union was keen to ensure 
that an anti-Soviet alliance was not created on its door-step.10 The Soviet 
authorities attempted to sign non-aggression pacts with several states of the 
Baltic Sea region. Only Lithuania responded at first, but eventually all of the 
Baltic States, as well as Poland and Finland, were persuaded to accept a non-
aggression treaty that recognized the Kellogg-Briand Pact, which renounced 
war and territorial acquisition, known as the ‘Litvinov Protocol’.11 Estonia and 
Latvia sought cooperation with Poland to counter the Soviet threat, but in 1934 
Poland signed a cooperation treaty with Germany, leading Tallinn and Riga to 
reconsider their strategies.
 The result of the changes in Estonian and Latvian foreign policies 
was the creation of the ‘Baltic Entente’ in 1934.12 The ‘Baltic Entente’ was the 
highlight of Baltic cooperation in the inter-war period. Despite early 
cooperation, the three Baltic States eventually ended this alliance by 1937. 
Estonia and Latvia had continued disagreements with Lithuania regarding 
Polish claims of the Vilnius region. Despite several years of cooperation, even 
the relationship between Estonia and Latvia turned sour, due to increased 
economic competition. Thus, by 1937 each Baltic State was largely on its own, 
not even trusting its neighbors. With alliance eliminated as an option, 
neutrality was the only choice. 
 Yet, even neutrality was not enough to save the Baltic States from 
Soviet and Nazi aggression. In 1939, the Soviets and Nazis signed the 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact carving Central and Eastern Europe into two spheres 
of influence. Estonia and Latvia, along with Finland and what came to be 
Moldova, where put into the Soviet sphere of influence. Lithuania and much of 
Poland were to be under the German sphere of influence, until the 28 
September German-Soviet Boundary and Friendship Treaty. Under the guise 
of ensuring non-aggression in the Baltic States, the Soviet Army rolled into 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 1940. Quickly following the presence of 
Soviet authorities, the three states were added to the Soviet Union in August 
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1940. Immediately, the Soviets began extrajudicial killings and deportation to 
Siberia of ‘class enemies’. When Nazi Germany attacked the Soviet Union in 
June 1941 in ‘Operation Barbarossa’, the Baltic States were then occupied by 
‘Army Group North’ whose job it was to take Leningrad (St. Petersburg). The 
Nazi’s promised liberation but brought their own form of terror. The Nazi’s 
defeat at Stalingrad in February 1943, led to a massive retreat by German 
forces. With the deterioration of the war effort, the Nazis forcefully mobilized 
the Baltic States. The relationship between the Baltic nations and the Nazi 
occupiers is complicated as Valdis Lumans illustrates in his story on Latvia in 
the Second World War.13 For many different reasons, Estonians, Latvians and 
Lithuanians fought alongside Nazi elite and auxiliary forces against the 
encroaching Red Army. By 1944, the Nazis had withdrawn and Soviet forces 
had near complete control of the Baltic States. Only a small force of resistance 
fighters known as the ‘Forest Brothers’ remained to contest Soviet rule, though 
largely defeated by Soviet forces by 1949. 
 In the end, neither alliance nor neutrality was an option for any of the 
Baltic States. The Baltic States were too divided amongst themselves to offer 
an organized resistance against the Soviets. Even had they been willing to 
cooperate, there is no evidence to suggest that they could have defended 
themselves. Soviet forces would have ruthlessly eliminated opposition, albeit 
experiencing greater casualties. Furthermore, the Germans were highly 
distrustful of the Baltic independence movements and only resorted to 
allowing them to fight once the Nazis were in retreat. Nevertheless, the end 
result was nearly 60 years of Soviet occupation that brought Sovietization and 
Russification. Importantly, this discussion of the inter-war years illustrates 
how the Baltic perceptions of security have changed over time. Estonia and 
Latvia were wary of Germany even before Hitler’s rise to power. Lithuania 
was concerned with Poland’s claim to the Vilnius region. While all three were 
keen not to fall in the hands of the Soviet Union, the Soviets were not the 
initial threats. However, events in the Soviet Union and at home led the Baltic 
States to increasingly perceive the Soviet Union as a threat. The Soviet 
invasion of 1940 and subsequent return in 1944 further established the Soviet 
Union (and thus Russia) as a threat to the nation. This image dominated the 
foreign policies of the post-Soviet Baltic regimes. 

Building foreign policy ‘from scratch’ 

In his study of Baltic foreign policies in the inter-war years and time of 
restoration, Knudsen dates the beginning of post-communist Baltic foreign 
policies to the spring of 1990. He argues that by this time, independent 
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political actors from Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania had already begun to 
consider their actions in relation to the wider world.14 Knudsen sets out four 
phases of Baltic foreign affairs between March 1990 and August 1991, when 
an attempted coup in Moscow opened the door for Baltic independence.15 The 
first phase began with the Lithuanian declaration of independence on 11 
March 1990. Chairman of the Supreme Council of Lithuania since elections in 
1990, Vytautas Landsbergis argued for direct diplomatic relations with the 
Soviet authorities, which were rejected out of hand. Moscow wanted the 
independence declaration withdrawn, but Landsbergis refused. The Soviets 
then installed an economic blockade but this was lifted in July 1990.16

Knudsen points out that at this phase, all three states made their first 
diplomatic contacts with the West. 
 The second phase followed with increased negotiations between 
Lithuanian authorities and Moscow. Knudsen argues there was a split in the 
Lithuanian leadership between Landsbergis on one hand and Prime Minister 
Kazimiera Prunskien  and Vice President Bronius Kuzmickas on the other. 
While Landsbergis was unwilling to negotiate, Prunskien  and Kuzmickas 
attempted to negotiate conditional independence with Moscow. However, for a 
short time Gorbachev’s attentions were turned to world events as Iraq invaded 
Kuwait in August 1990. Increased Western pressure on the Soviet Union 
influenced Moscow to resume negotiations with the Baltic republics. From the 
beginning, the Baltic leaders coordinated their strategies vis-à-vis Moscow. 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania demanded an apology for the illegal annexation 
of the Baltic States into the Soviet Union as planned in the illegal Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact. Moscow refused to apologize then and have continued to do 
so up to the time of writing, despite acknowledging the existence of the 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. The negotiations, and the third phase, ended when 
Gorbachev called off the negotiations, arguing that there had been no progress. 
Knudsen argues that there is an interesting coincidence between the end of the 
negotiations, Gorbachev’s award of the Nobel Peace Prize and the 
forthcoming Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) 
conference in Paris. 
 The CSCE Paris Summit in 1990 was ideal for the appearance of 
Baltic foreign affairs. The Paris Summit was the first of the CSCE summits to 
deal with the changing nature of the European security architecture.17 All of 
the participating-states of the CSCE agreed to an institutionalization of the 
‘conference’ that would eventually be called an ‘organization’. The Baltic 
appearance at such a summit marked the height of the internationalization of 
the Baltic nationalist movement.18 According to Knudsen, support for Baltic 
observer status came from the United States and United Kingdom.19 By the 



 David J. Galbreath, Ainius Lašas, and Jeremy W. Lamoreaux 27

time the summit occurred, the host-state France sent invitations to the Baltic 
republics to participate as guests. Yet, the Soviet delegation pressured the 
French government to remove invitations at the beginning of the summit. This 
marked a new period of confrontation between Moscow and the Baltic 
republics.
 By early 1991, the support for Baltic independence domestically and 
internationally had grown rapidly. The Baltic republics carried out referenda 
from February to March, where voters chose independence.20 Iceland’s 
government moved to openly recognize the Baltic States as independent, 
though they had recognized de jure all along. Knudsen argues that the Baltic 
States did not achieve their independence because of their improvised 
diplomacy, but rather because of fault lines in the Soviet Union itself. 
However, he does find that early Baltic foreign policy had five important 
effects. Firstly, increased independent foreign relations meant that Baltic 
leaders were able to consolidate their legitimacy in the eyes of Baltic 
populations. Secondly, Baltic foreign policy increased the pressure on Soviet 
General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev, especially within the ruling Politburo. 
Increased Baltic activities meant that Gorbachev could not afford to be seen 
giving the Baltic States further concessions. The early actions of Baltic leaders 
led conservatives in the Soviet republics and in Moscow to see an increasing 
western penetration of the Soviet Union. This further strengthened the policy 
of no further autonomy for the Baltic republics. Fourthly, the western visits of 
the Baltic leaders increased the knowledge of the Baltic arguments for 
independence in the West, applying greater international pressure to the Soviet 
authorities. Finally, Knudsen argues that early Baltic foreign affairs 
strengthened the link between conservatives in the Soviet republics and 
Moscow. Still, at the time there seemed to be little to indicate that actual 
independence would come any time soon for the Baltic republics. This 
changed with the August 1991 attempted coup. By the end of August, Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania had gained their independence, even with Russian SFSR 
recognition.
 After nearly 60 years of occupation, the Baltic States found 
themselves building a state around the institutions of the former Soviet regime. 
In many cases, those who worked in the public sector would continue to do so. 
However, two new ministries were created that had not existed in the Soviet 
era: foreign affairs and defense. While the ministries of foreign affairs set out 
to discover their states’ roles in the region and world, the defense ministries 
were set the task of building a military. Initially, foreign policy continued on a 
path similar to the late Soviet period. In Estonia, Lennart Meri was foreign 
minister from April 1990 to March 1992. Following elections in September 
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1992, Meri became the first president in post-Soviet Estonia. In Latvia, J nis
Jurk ns was foreign minister from May 1990 to November 1992. Jurk ns
resigned over the Latvian government’s restorationist policies, specifically to 
do with Soviet-era migrants predominantly from what became Russia, Belarus 
and Ukraine. In Lithuania, Algirdas Saudargas was foreign minister from 
March 1990 to December 1992. Saudargas would eventually return to the 
Lithuanian foreign ministry in 1996. The three men would have different 
impacts on their post-Soviet states’ foreign policies. Meri would become 
Estonian president and masterfully steer Estonia through the challenges of de-
Sovietization, democratization and marketization. Saudargas has been a re-
occurring politician in the foreign affairs driving seat. Finally, Jurk ns has had 
little impact on foreign policy since he resigned in November 1992. Jurk ns
began the center-left National Harmony Party (Tautas Saska as Partija)
which represented the rights of minorities in Latvia. Jurk ns retired from 
politics in 2006. 
 Following independence from the Soviet Union, which collapsed in 
December 1991, the Baltic States might have been preoccupied with their 
precarious position on the edge of their former empire. One might expect that 
the first elections in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania would have been won or 
lost on foreign policy issues. However, this was far from the truth. Politicians 
and voters in the Baltic States were debating issues of state- and nation-
building. These issues centered on restoration, citizenship, and the economy.21

In Estonia and Latvia, the governments adopted the inter-war constitutions, 
drawing a direct link between the inter-war republics and the post-Soviet 
states. Lithuania instead chose to adopt a new constitution, understandably 
given the longer dictatorial rule in Lithuania.22 Similarly, Estonia and Latvia 
chose to install citizenship laws which offered citizenship on the jus sanguinis
rule, meaning that only those with hereditary links to those citizens of the 
inter-war states could become citizens automatically. Others would have to 
pass language fluency exams before being naturalized. Again, Lithuania chose 
to enact inclusive policies of citizenship. Nearly all those who settled in 
Lithuania during the Soviet period had the right to Lithuanian citizenship. 
Estonia and Latvia proportionally had greater numbers of Russian-speakers 
than did Lithuania. Overall, the emphasis on restoration was far stronger in 
Estonia and Latvia than in Lithuania.23 Finally, the economic transitions varied 
across the three states.24 Estonia chose the path of shock-therapy early on and 
successfully received foreign direct investment from its northern neighbor, 
Finland. Latvia and Lithuania, on the other hand chose much slower economic 
transitions, and though their economies continued to grow steadily, they were 
far slower than Estonia.
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 Thus, like the making of foreign policy in general, foreign affairs 
were largely controlled by a few key institutions. In each state, these are the 
presidency, government and foreign ministry. The Baltic presidents have a 
great deal of influence on foreign policy, both rhetorically and practically. 
Estonia was represented throughout the 1990s by Lennart Meri, a great 
statesmen and former foreign minister. Succeeded by Arnold Rüütel (2001) 
and Toomas Hendrik Ilves (2006), Meri set out to break the links with Eastern 
politics and economic interdependence. Latvia has been represented by Guntis 
Ulmanis (1993), Vaira V e-Freiberga (1999) and Valdis Zatlers (2007). In 
Lithuania, presidents have been Algirdas Brazauskas (1993), Valdas Adamkus 
(1998 and again in 2004), Rolandas Paksas (2003). All three states confer a 
similar degree of power on the presidencies, although in Lithuania the 
presidential powers are more pronounced due to national elections for the 
presidency. All three are heads of their respective armed forces and convene 
foreign and security policy committees. Importantly, they speak on behalf of 
their states. For this reason, the Baltic presidents are often in the press, for 
rhetorical purposes if nothing else. 
 The governments of Estonia and Latvia have been consistently 
center-right coalitions with occasional social democratic parties included, such 
as the ‘Moderates’ (Rahvaerakond Mõõdukad) in Estonia and the ‘Saimnieks’
in Latvia. Center-right parties generally have represented one key domestic 
and one key international policy. Domestically, center-right parties have 
supported the continuation of the restorationist logic affecting minorities. This 
includes policies of linguistic integration. Internationally, center-right parties 
have typically supported NATO and EU membership, although nationalist 
right-wing parties like ‘Fatherland and Freedom’ (T vzemei un 
Br v bai/LNNK) in Latvia have been generally Euroskeptic. On the other hand, 
Lithuania has seen much more traditional oscillation between left and right in 
parliamentary elections. The right has been represented by the ‘Homeland 
Union’ (T vyn s s junga) and ‘Liberal and Center Union’ (Liberal  ir Centro 
S junga). The left has been represented by the ‘Social Democratic Party of 
Lithuania’ (Lietuvos Socialdemokratu Partija), ‘Lithuanian Peasant Popular 
Union’ (Lietuvos valstie i  liaudinink  s junga) and ‘Labor Party’ (Darbo
Partija).

After the presidents, foreign ministers have a considerable impact on 
foreign policy making, but especially foreign policy implementation (see 
Table 2.1). According to Christopher Hill, foreign ministers complete what he 
refers to as the foreign policy executive, made up of heads of government/state 
and foreign ministers.25 Baltic foreign ministers are generally in Hill’s 
categorization of government-foreign minister relations as ‘established foreign 
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Table 2.1 Baltic Foreign Ministers 

 Years Party Affiliation 
Estonia   
Lennart Meri  1990-1992  Popular Front of Estonia 
Jaan Manitski   1992-1992  Independent 
Trivimi Velliste  1992-1994    Pro Patria Union 
Jüri Luik  1994 -1995  Pro Patria Union 
Riivo Sinijärv  1995 -1995  Estonian Coalition Party 
Siim Kallas  1995 -1996  Estonian Reform Party 
Toomas Hendrik Ilves  1996-1998, 1999-

2002
Social Democratic Party 

Raul Mälk  1998-1999  Independent 
Kristiina Ojuland  2002-2005  Estonian Reform Party 
Rein Lang  2005-2005  Estonian Reform Party 
Urmas Paet  2005-   Estonian Reform Party 
   
Latvia    
J nis Jurk ns  1990-1992  Latvian People’s Front 
Georgs Andrejevs  1992-1994  Latvia’s Way 
Valdis Birkavs  1994-1999  Latvia’s Way 

1999-2002  Latvia’s Way 
Sandra Kalniete  2002-2004  independent, nominated by New 

Era
Artis Pabriks  2004-2007  People’s Party 
   
Lithuania    
Algirdas Saudargas  1990-1992, 1996-

2000
Lithuanian Christian 
Democratic Party 

Povilas Gylys  1992-1996  Lithuanian Democratic Labor 
Party (now Social Democrats) 

Antanas Valionis  2000-2006  New Union Party (unofficially 
Social Liberals) 

Petras Vaitiek nas  2006-   Independent, nominated by the 
Lithuanian Peasant Popular 
Union

Indulis B rzi š  
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minister’, as opposed to ‘equality’ or ‘subordinance’.26 Hill argues that these 
relationships work best when there is a clear division of labor. The political 
representative for a Baltic state in the international community has been the 
president, with a few exceptions like Latvia’s Artis Pabriks and Estonia’s 
Toomas Hendrik Ilves. However, the foreign minister has had an important 
role to play in the Baltic States during the pre-enlargement period because it 
was often they who managed international organization memberships, regional 
integration, political conditionality, and bilateral relations. Likewise, as we 
shall see, the foreign ministers have an equally difficult task managing post-
enlargement foreign affairs. 

Eastern Disintegration 

Post-Soviet Baltic foreign policies have been most often characterized by their 
disassociation from the Russian Federation. However, the relationship between 
the Baltic States and the Russian leadership of the late Soviet period was 
supportive if not collaborative. How did this relationship come about and what 
happened to turn a good relationship into an antagonistic one? ubova Zile 
illustrates how the Russian leadership, headed by Boris Yeltsin, and the Baltic 
leadership faced the same threat from the Soviet authorities.27 From Yeltsin’s 
election as chairman of the RSFSR parliament in 1990, he began to meet with 
Baltic leaders throughout that summer. Gorbachev saw Yeltsin and the Baltic 
nationalist leadership in the same light and was highly skeptical of both. The 
leadership in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Russia agreed that they would not 
renew the Union agreement that held the Soviet Union together. As a way to 
avoid an economic blockade by the Soviet authorities, those Soviet Republics 
leaning toward independence began to make separate economic 
arrangements.28 Overall, Yeltsin made a great effort to show support for the 
Baltic States because no doubt he knew it meant greater support for Russian 
independence. While the Baltic ‘people’s fronts’ supported closer links to 
Russian nationalists and supported Yeltsin’s willingness to cooperate with the 
Baltic elite, the conservative citizens committees, especially in Estonia and 
Latvia, were quite skeptical of tying a future independent state to a future 
independent Russia. For instance, in January 1991, the Latvian Supreme 
Council ratified a mutual agreement pact with the RSFSR. The Latvian 
citizens’ committee denounced the pact arguing that it did not serve the 
interests of an independent Latvia.29 This response set the tone for post-Soviet 
relations between the Baltic States and the Russian Federation. 
 The Baltic States’ relationship with Russia varied over time and 
between states for several reasons. Firstly, all three Baltic States had elections 
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in 1992 to replace the Soviet era Supreme Councils. Estonia and Latvia elected 
governments dominated by center-right to far-right political parties, taken 
from the ‘people’s fronts’ and the ‘citizens’ committees’. On the other hand, 
the Lithuanian electorate voted for a reformed, moderate communist party and 
S j dis, Lithuania’s version of a ‘people’s front’. Secondly, Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania shared between them approximately 120,000 Russian (originally 
Soviet) troops.30 Estonia and Latvia held the great majority. While the Russian 
administration argued for the continuation of Russian troops in the Baltic 
States, the number of Russian troops in Lithuania declined while the numbers 
in Estonia and Latvia remained constant (until August 1994).31 Thirdly, the 
border between Russia and the three Baltic States was complicated by changes 
since the original inclusion of the Baltic States into the Soviet Union. While 
Lithuania gained territory from Poland after the Second World War, Estonia 
and Latvia lost territory to Russia. The Lithuanians settled the border with 
Russia only several months after independence. Estonia and Latvia have had a 
much more difficult time gaining a recognized border with their eastern 
neighbor. Estonian and Latvian governments have long recognized that there 
is nothing to be gained by holding out for these small regions transferred to the 
RSFSR during the Soviet period. However, the Russian government has used 
the border issue in much the same way as the troop issue: to put pressure on 
Estonia and Latvia over their Russian-speaking minorities. 
 Finally, the relationship between Russia and Estonia and Latvia on 
one hand, and Russia and Lithuania on the other differed over the nature of 
state-minority relations.32 Estonia and Latvia had a remarkable increase in 
Russian-speakers who were typically eastern Slavs, such as Russians, 
Ukrainians and Byelorussians. Estonia and Latvia responded in a similar 
fashion to one another by restricting automatic citizenship to those who had 
not been citizens (or related to those who had been citizens) during the inter-
war years. In terms of citizenship and language, Estonia and Latvia 
implemented exclusivist nation-building policies. On the other hand, Lithuania 
had a far smaller proportion of Soviet-era migrants. Furthermore, as Dovil
Budryt  has illustrated well, Lithuania also had an important, geo-politically 
sensitive third group: Poles.33 The Lithuanian took an inclusivist policy toward 
citizenship and language.

Overall, the different relationship between Estonia and Latvia with 
Russia as opposed to Lithuania and Russia are largely due to differences in 
politics, the status of troops, borders, and Russian-speaking minorities. 
Lithuanians voters chose a less-nationalist alternative than did Estonia and 
Latvia, making for an easier diplomatic relationship with Moscow. Lithuania 
had fewer troops than did Estonia or Latvia making for a less contentious 
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discussion over withdrawal. While Lithuania signed a border agreement with 
Russia in 1997 (ratified in May 2003), Estonia is still attempting to finalize an 
official border agreement with the Russian Federation, and Latvia and Russia 
only concluded their agreement  on 18 December, 2007.. Finally, and perhaps 
most importantly, Lithuania had far fewer Soviet-era, Russian-speaking 
migrants than Estonia or Latvia. All of these issues are important for foreign 
policy because the Russian government was able link these issues together to 
put considerable pressure on Estonia and Latvia. This is commonly known in 
the international relations literature as ‘issue-linkage’.34 However, to say that 
Lithuania had a different relationship with Russia does not mean that 
Lithuania had an always easy or straightforward relationship with Russia. As 
we shall see, Lithuania was often painted with the same brush used on the 
other Baltic States. Furthermore, Lithuania remained supportive of Baltic 
solidarity and was often a leader in pushing for inclusion into NATO. Finally, 
Lithuania and Russia have had an uneasy relationship over Kaliningrad. Thus, 
while there are considerable differences between the Baltic States and their 
relationship with Russia, all three Baltic States have had a problematic 
relationship with Moscow that was a product of instrumental and ideational 
factors.

Events and circumstances within Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania can 
only explain part of why the Baltic States chose to withdraw from Russia’s 
sphere of influence and run into the arms of another ‘Union’. As Galbreath 
illustrates, domestic political events and foreign policy strategies also had their 
impact on the Baltic-Russian relationship.35 Yeltsin found himself increasingly 
challenged by alternative sources of political power from the left and the right. 
In 1993, Yeltsin faced down parliament in the 1993 ‘constitutional crisis’, 
where military forces stormed the Russian parliament building (the ‘White 
House’). Eventually, left and right political forces would combine in the ‘Red-
Brown’ coalition in an attempt to confront Yeltsin in the 1995 Russian 
parliamentary elections and in the 1996 Russian presidential elections. By 
1996, Yeltsin’s powers had been consolidated in a supra-presidential system. 
This political contest between Yeltsin and his political enemies on the left and 
right had a great affect on Baltic-Russian relations. Often, Russian-speaking 
minorities in the Baltic States were used as political capital for the left and 
right. Unwilling to allow his political enemies to have the upper hand, Yeltsin 
also began increasing the pressure on the Baltic States, even as early as 1992. 
As ‘Russians beyond Russia’ began to take increasing political importance in 
Russian politics, the vitriolic rhetoric from Moscow toward the Baltic States 
increased.36
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Russian foreign policy initiatives also had their effect on Baltic 
relations with Moscow. In April 1993, the Russian Security Council outlined a 
‘near abroad’ policy for post-Soviet foreign policy. Lena Jonson shows that 
the ‘near abroad’ policy had two broad characteristics.37 Firstly, the policy was 
designed to maintain control over the former Soviet territory. In essence, all 
post-Soviet states would remain within the primary Soviet successor state’s 
area of political influence. Secondly, the policy was meant to deny outsiders a 
strategic position on this territory. The ‘near abroad’ policy represents 
something of a post-Soviet Monroe Doctrine. Formally, the Russian 
government implemented the policy through the Commonwealth of 
Independent States (CIS), but several states refused to join, namely Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania. Informally, the Russian government used troop 
placement and delays of withdrawal as well as issues over common borders. In 
spite of parliamentary pressure and foreign policy doctrines, the Yeltsin 
administration was often rhetorically verbose, but politically soft. In fact, 
Russian foreign policy toward the Baltic States has been largely ineffective 
and in many cases unhelpful for Russians living in Estonia and Latvia. The 
Russian government did not have to be strategically concerned about the 
Baltic States as small states, but did use the ‘Baltic’ card when Russia itself 
was being accused of violating human rights, especially after the beginning of 
the Chechen conflict in December 1994. The Russian plied the two diplomatic 
weapons that it had: troops and borders. The former was solved by August 
1994, while the latter became increasingly irrelevant once de facto borders had 
been mutually agreed. 

Despite considerably good relations between the democratic Russian 
leadership and the Baltic leadership in the late Soviet period, all three Baltic 
States chose to seek a withdrawal from Russia’s sphere of influence. While 
events in the Baltic States had an impact on Baltic-Russian relations, so did 
domestic politics and foreign policies in the Russian Federation. These 
explanations set out why the Baltic States chose foreign policies of distancing 
themselves from their eastern (and for Lithuania their western) neighbor. This 
analysis also explains why the Baltic States took a more confrontational route 
in their foreign policies vis-à-vis Russia rather than following the path of 
Finnish style ‘constructive neutrality’. For successive Baltic governments, the 
path to perpetual independence came in the form of European political 
integration. Economically however, the Baltic States and especially Lithuania 
and Latvia were quite engaged with Russia until the Russian financial crisis in 
August 1998. When the Russian economy collapsed, the Baltic States 
reoriented their trade westward as well. 
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Western Integration 

Like the relationship with Moscow, the Baltic relationship with the West has 
similarities and differences between Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, often 
mirroring the differences in the Baltic-Russian relations. For the Baltic States, 
and all Central and East European states, the method of western integration 
was organizational membership. Four organizations represent this process: the 
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the Council of 
Europe (CoE), the European Union (EU), and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO). Each of these organizations would offer the Baltic 
States a further step in the direction of western integration in their own way. 
These organizations would also take them further away from Russian 
influence and even give Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania a platform to fight 
against claims by some Russian of ‘ethnic cleansing’ and ‘genocide’. 
 The OSCE (formerly the CSCE) was the only Cold War era 
organization that included all of the members of NATO, the Warsaw Pact, and 
non-aligned countries.38 Created in 1975, the CSCE was a political agreement 
between superpowers in Europe to maintain peace and security through 
transparency and confidence-building.39 As early as 1990, the CSCE began 
thinking about its role in a post-Cold War European security architecture in the 
‘Charter of Paris for a New Europe’.40 Within the Charter, the participating-
states refocused their efforts on common and comprehensive security. The 
CSCE went from being a process of regular meetings to an institutionalized 
organization. As discussed before, the late Soviet Baltic leaders had an 
opportunity to be present at the Charter of Paris discussions, but were 
eventually refused entry after Gorbachev leaned on the French government to 
withdraw the Baltic invitations. Nevertheless, once the Baltic States were 
granted their independence, they became almost immediate participating-states 
of the CSCE in September 1991. Estonian and Latvian diplomats used the 
CSCE ‘Council of Senior Officials’ as a platform to gain international 
recognition of the Soviet troops that remained in their countries.41 However, 
the Russian government would eventually use this institution for 
internationalizing the status of Russian-speakers in Estonia and Latvia. 
Nevertheless, Baltic entry into the CSCE was the beginning of their ‘return to 
Europe’.
 The Baltic States first taste of conditionality came with their 
membership to the CoE. Unlike the OSCE, the CoE is a legal organization 
constituted by a series of treaties, such as the European Convention on Human 
Rights. During the Cold War, the CoE was the political conscience of 
Europe.42 In order to join, the Baltic States would have had to adapt their 
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political institutions to the norms set out by CoE treaties. Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania sought membership from the outset of independence. Estonia and 
Lithuania gained membership in May 1993, having had elections, established 
or reconfirmed constitutions, and (in Estonia) established mechanisms for 
dealing with a considerably large stateless population. Even then, the Russian 
government (not yet a member) lobbied to have Estonia denied membership, 
which failed to affect the vote.43 Latvia, on the other hand, was denied early 
entry to the CoE based on its non-existent citizenship policy. This left the 
Latvian stateless communities in limbo. When Latvia did come to draft a new 
citizenship law, the CoE sent represents to approve the draft. Considerable 
liaising between the CoE Secretariat Director, the OSCE High Commissioner 
on National Minorities, and Latvia’s Minister for Human Rights meant that the 
Latvian parliament eventually passed a law that matched the expectations of 
the CoE (and the OSCE).44 Latvia became a member in February 1995. Like 
the OSCE, the CoE became an important stepping stone to EU accession. Both 
organizations would become important informants and norm-makers in 
regards to democracy and human rights in the Baltic States that would affect 
the way the European Commission measured the Baltic States’ preparedness 
for membership. 
 Access to NATO’s membership was equally rigorous but was far less 
political in terms of micro-policy. The debate was not over what it took to be 
in NATO, but rather whether to be in NATO or not. From the late Soviet 
period, NATO was a foreign policy aim of the nationalists. Around the time of 
entry into the CoE, NATO membership became an explicit goal for the Baltic 
States. Yet, before this explicit statement, Estonian President Lennart Meri 
made the surprise announcement in 1993 that Estonia wanted to become a 
member of NATO as fast as possible.45 However, a joint-statement by all three 
heads of state in December of that year did not mention NATO membership 
but rather increased cooperation with NATO.46 Yet, before the ink was dry, the 
Lithuanian parliament and subsequently Lithuanian President Brazauskas 
made a request for entry into the North Atlantic Alliance. T lavs Jundzis 
illustrates how few politicians in the Baltic States took NATO membership 
seriously, expecting a Russian veto or Western disinterest. However, Western 
politicians did take Baltic membership in NATO seriously. By the end of 
1994, all three Baltic States had NATO membership as a primary foreign 
policy goal. Membership of the North Atlantic Alliance was delayed by the 
Clinton administration’s efforts to keep the Russians ‘on side’ in the former 
Yugoslavia. With Poland, Czech Republic, and Hungary joining in 1999, 
Baltic membership was not a foregone conclusion. However, two events put 
the NATO card back on the table for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania: the 
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deteriorating relations between NATO and Russia over NATO actions against 
Yugoslavia in response to what the West saw as ethnic-cleansing in Kosovo, 
and the election of George W. Bush in 2000.47 The Prague North Atlantic 
Council in 2002 made a formal invitation to the Baltic States to join in 2004. 
NATO membership for the Baltic States concluded an era of history for the 
three small states and allowed them to become post-Soviet if not post-
Colonial. Feelings of perpetual insecurity have most definitely been alleviated, 
but have not disappeared altogether. Nevertheless, NATO membership was a 
core foreign policy goal of the post-Soviet Baltic States and they succeeded. 
 Entry into the European Union was a natural progression for the 
Baltic States as it was for all Central and East European states. Yet, the EU 
would set out the biggest challenges for membership. EU enlargement after the 
accession of Sweden and Finland in 1995 was determined by states’ 
commitment to the so-called ‘Copenhagen Criteria’, which tied countries to 
political, social and economic reform.48 The Baltic States had made their aim 
to join the EU explicit from the beginning.49 The EU meant a formal ‘return’ 
to Europe but also an acknowledgement of ‘normalcy’.50 EU membership was 
a core foreign policy goal for the Baltic States, but the gate-keeper was the 
European Commission. Baltic entry came one step closer in July 1997, when 
Estonia was listed with Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, and 
Slovenia for future EU membership. Notably, the list did not include Latvia or 
Lithuania. Vello Pettai and Jan Zielonka argue that Estonia’s initial head-start 
came from more fiscally conservative, politically right governments.51

Nevertheless, the Amsterdam Inter-Government Council in 1997 and the 
Luxembourg European Council in 1998 established a new regime for 
measuring prospective member-states, referred to as the ‘Regular Reports’.

Like Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania began their yearly assessments by 
the European Commission, called the regular reports. Four characteristics of 
the regular reports are worth mentioning. Firstly, in the case of Estonia and 
Latvia, there was much comment about the status of Russian-speaking 
minorities. Incidentally, both Estonia and Latvia changed their citizenship 
laws in 1998 to include the automatic naturalization of children born of 
stateless parents since 1992.52 Secondly, the regular reports measured to what 
extent the Baltic States were adopting the acquis communitaire, the body of 
EU law to be adopted by member-states. This adoption and fundamental 
reform ranged from justice and home affairs to fiscal policy. Thirdly, the 
reports were not meant to hold back the original six states from membership. 
The wheels of enlargement had been set in motion and the regular reports were 
there to get states in condition for membership, but not to delay it. Finally, the 
regular reports illustrate a close relationship between the EU and the OSCE 
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and CoE. The European Commission relied on the two organizations as 
informers in the field in addition to norm-creators,  such as the CoE’s 
Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities. The 
Commission’s regular reports lasted until accession in May 2004.

Conclusion

By this time, the main foreign policy goals of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania 
had been met. The Baltic States had joined the two most important European 
organizations, the EU and NATO, which hopefully ensured their security and 
economic future. Foreign policy in the Baltic States was largely handled by the 
foreign ministries who often managed relations between domestic actors and 
institutions on the one hand, and European organizations on the other. 
However, the pre-enlargement phase also illustrates how foreign policy is not 
only a matter for the foreign ministry but, in fact, affects all ministries. This 
impact is especially a characteristic of EU member-states. In the forthcoming 
chapters, we will take a closer look at how EU and NATO enlargement has 
had an impact on Baltic foreign policies and to what degree we can see new 
foreign policy agendas. Now that the Baltic States have gained entry into the 
main institutions of Europe and the World, what might they do with it? We 
look at each country in turn to see continuity and change in the Baltic Sea 
region.



III. Estonian Foreign Policy after Enlargement 

Estonia’s role in the world is much determined by the region in which it lives. 
This small state is sandwiched between Latvia to the south, Russia to the East, 
and the Gulf of Finland to the North. Estonia is on the cusp of both the ‘Baltic’ 
and ‘Nordic’ regions, politically and culturally, while at the same time being 
of neither. Estonian foreign policy has in many ways looked like its southern 
neighbors, Latvia and Lithuania, and very little like its northern neighbors, 
Finland and Sweden. Estonian foreign policy has been essentially a ‘Baltic’ 
rather than a ‘Nordic’ foreign policy, contrary to the hopes and beliefs of 
Estonian political commentators. While Finland and Sweden still focus on 
neutrality as a key foreign policy goal, Estonia has become a part of the Euro-
Atlantic security infrastructure. At the same time, Estonia has become a part of 
the European economy through EU membership and future Schengen entry as 
well as part of the European political community through the EU, Council of 
Europe and the OSCE. These are communities shared by both the ‘Baltic’ and 
the ‘Nordic’ regions. Over time, we can see a convergence between these 
regions economically and politically as well as perhaps also in terms of 
strategic policy. Estonia’s foreign policy since enlargement illustrates this 
inter-regional convergence on one hand while it also highlights the differences 
that remain. 
 In this chapter, we focus on continuity and change in Estonia foreign 
policy specifically. Like the Latvia and Lithuania chapters to come, the 
chapter consists of three core sections. Firstly, we establish the post-
enlargement foreign policy agendas by relying on government documents and 
interviews in Tallinn and Brussels. Estonia’s post-enlargement foreign policy 
priorities are the positive engagement of institutional mechanisms to address 
geo-political circumstances in the region. We see that there is a change in 
priorities from ‘restoration, redress and deterrence’ to regional ‘consolidation, 
stability and expansion’. Secondly, we challenge the notion that as a small 
state, Estonia does not have the means to direct their foreign policy. We look 
at the domestic sources of Estonian foreign policy. We find that center-right 
governments continue to dominate Estonian politics in general and to control 
the foreign and defense ministries in particular. The center-right political 
persuasion has encouraged aggrandizement on the basis of Estonia’s 
membership of NATO and the EU. Finally, we look at the international 
sources of foreign policy. What impact has institutional membership had on 
Estonian foreign policy? We pay particular attention to the EU’s Common 
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), and within it the European Neighborhood 
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Policy (ENP) and the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP). We also 
turn our attention to the impact on Estonia of the conflicts in Afghanistan and 
Iraq. Overall, we find that Estonian foreign policy has moved beyond the post-
Soviet phase to the post-enlargement phase contextually as well as temporally. 

Estonia’s Post-Enlargement Agenda 

In order to know where we are and where we might yet go, we have to see 
where we have been. Our study of Estonian foreign policy is no different. 
Chapter two illustrates Estonia’s post-Soviet foreign policy of ‘restoration, 
redress and deterrence’. Restoration meant being restored or ‘returned to 
Europe’ as well as having Estonia restored or returned to the Eesti, the 
Estonian people.1 A ‘return to Europe’ included the establishment of a market 
economy and entry into the European and global economy. Redress meant 
establishing a post-Soviet relationship with the Russian Federation; a 
relationship that would lead to a constructive dialogue about the Soviet 
occupation. Lingering Soviet troops, like in Germany and Latvia, an unratified 
border with Russia and the constant vitriolic rhetoric from Moscow over 
minorities have not allowed for a constructive dialogue between the two states 
about their Soviet past.2 Finally, Estonia sought security guarantees from the 
West through membership of the Euro-Atlantic security infrastructure. Estonia 
became a member of the OSCE soon after independence in August 1991. 
However, serial Estonian governments nearly consistently worked toward 
NATO membership, achieved in 2004. NATO is seen as the ultimate 
guarantor of national security.3
 Accession to the EU and NATO in 2004 meant a new foreign policy 
agenda. How much would Estonia be able to develop a post-existential foreign 
policy? We can chart Estonian foreign policy priorities in the speeches given 
to the Riigikogu by the foreign ministers Kristiina Ojuland (2002-2005) and 
Urmas Paet (2005- ).4 We can see several issues on Estonia’s post-enlargement 
foreign policy agenda. These include EU reform, the eastern ‘neighborhood’, 
further integration and commitment to NATO, and maximizing their place in 
the EU’s common market. We begin with a discussion of Estonia’s initial 
post-enlargement foreign policy priorities, before then turning our attention to 
how these have evolved over the short time since independence. We illustrate 
that while many things have remained the same, events in the EU and the post-
Soviet region have led to significant changes on Estonia’s foreign policy 
agenda.

As foreign minister, Ojuland stated in June 2004 that entry into the 
EU and NATO was not ‘the end of history’ for Estonian foreign policy, but 
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rather it was a new beginning, with new challenges and opportunities.5 The 
foreign minister set out three core priorities in an address to the Riigikogu in 
June 2004: promotion of Estonia’s interests in Brussels, ensuring national 
security through NATO, and promoting the country’s economic interests 
abroad. The Estonian government began the post-enlargement period with a 
focus on maximizing the use of their new position around the EU table. 
Despite entering into a multi-lateral institution, the foreign minister stressed 
the importance of enhancing bilateral relations as a way of identifying 
common interests at the multi-lateral level. At the time, there was particular 
concern about the changes in the EU institutions in relation to the 
constitutional treaty.6 The Estonian government wanted three results from the 
negotiations. Firstly, the Estonians stressed the need for a team presidency for 
the EU Council. Secondly, the government wanted to maintain a minimum 
number of five seats in the European Parliament (EP). Estonia has one of the 
smallest population sizes in the EU and is quite conscious of the number of 
seats in the EP. Finally, the Estonian government was willing to allow 
majority voting on a wide-range of issues, but deemed taxation and social 
insurance issues be decided at the national level. 
 The foreign minister also expressed particular interest in two 
particular EU programs. In December 2003, EU member-states decided to 
establish a European Border Agency. The Estonian Government thought that it 
was in a prime location (at the edge of the EU) to host the border agency. 
Despite the Estonian candidacy, the border agency, referred to now as Frontex, 
is located in Warsaw, Poland. In reality, neither would have made good 
choices for the location, since the Frontex’s location in Warsaw has led to a 
staffing crisis, with few European professionals willing to relocate to Poland.7
Secondly, upon their entry into the EU, the Estonian government showed 
considerable interest in the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP). The ENP 
was born out of the European Commission document, ‘Wider Europe – 
Neighborhood: A New Framework for Relations with our Eastern and 
Southern Neighbors’, the year before Estonia joined. Within the document, 
there is a natural tension between the Eastern neighborhood and that of the 
South. Estonia, like most other Central and Eastern European member-states, 
have focused largely on the Eastern neighborhood, but larger more influential 
states like France, Portugal, Spain and Italy have a vested interest in the 
Southern Neighborhood. From the outset, the Estonian government set out 
their priorities regarding the Eastern neighborhood. In a speech to a conference 
on the ENP in Tallinn in November 2004, foreign minister Ojuland focused 
exclusively on the East.8 The main countries of interest are those that all three 
Baltic States have prioritized in their development cooperation: Ukraine, 
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Moldova, and the Southern Caucuses. The foreign minister also pays particular 
attention to Russia and Belarus. Ojuland summed up the Estonian point-of-
view neatly: ‘As we comprehend it, the [ENP] is definitely a bridge, not a 
wall’. As Galbreath and Lamoreaux argue, using the metaphors of ‘bastion, 
beacon or bridge’, there are questions as to how much Estonia, and the other 
Baltic States, can determine the future of EU enlargement.9 We take a closer 
look at exogenous factors in Estonian foreign policy later in this chapter. 
 Early statements by foreign minister Ojuland illustrate an 
understanding in Tallinn that their relationship with Moscow had changed. 
After all, Estonia had become a member of NATO and the EU, two 
organizations that have an internal security dimension, although one more 
evident than the other. Russia’s relationship with NATO had been soured first 
by the NATO bombing of Yugoslav forces in 1999 and then by the eastward 
enlargement of three former Soviet republics. Regarding the EU, the Russian 
government had been unwilling to be a part of the ENP. Moscow perceived the 
policy as providing for unequal relations between the Russian Federation and 
the EU.10 Moscow and Brussels settled on a ‘Common Spaces’ agreement that 
focused on the economy, freedom and justice, common threats to security, as 
well as science, education and culture. The ‘Common Spaces’ agreement 
marked a transition in the EU-Russia relationship where the latter moved away 
from an importer of European norms, values and development aid. As M. 
Steven Fish argues, this transition began much earlier following the rise of oil 
prices in 1998.11 Economic autonomy led the way to political assertiveness in 
what had formerly been termed Russia’s ‘near abroad’. Combined with the 
EU’s ENP, this Russian assertiveness has led to competing external strategies 
in the western post-Soviet region. Events in Georgia, Ukraine, and Moldova 
have stressed this point. 
 Estonia’s post-enlargement security policy was largely a policy of 
further NATO integration.12 Even before enlargement, Estonian soldiers were 
sent into combat in Afghanistan (2002) and Iraq (2003), taking part in 
operations ‘Enduring Freedom’ and ‘Iraqi Freedom’, respectively. Security 
policy at the time of enlargement was set out in the Estonian ‘national security 
concept’.13 Understandably, the strategy document focuses primarily on multi-
lateral methods of security. Externally, the Estonian government stresses the 
importance of NATO and EU membership, accepting that membership of the 
former could lead Estonia into conflict with another state. Otherwise, the 
document stresses the lack of military threats to Estonia. The perspective of 
Russia is also seen through the lenses of NATO and the EU. The document 
stresses that both organizations have established institutionalized relationships 
with Russia. However, the document also stresses the need for increased 
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political liberalization and economic prosperity in Russia, in order to make a 
safer region. Internally, there is considerable attention on continued military 
development, with a defense expenditure of 2% of Estonian gross domestic 
product (GDP). The document stresses the principle of ‘total defense’, 
meaning coordination between the Defense Forces (Kaitsevägi) and Defense 
League (Kaitseliit) on one hand, with the larger civilian community on the 
other to address comprehensive security threats.14 Estonia’s key sources of 
insecurity as illustrated by the document are organized crime, border 
transgressions, illegal migration, and environmental and natural disasters. At 
least in terms of the ‘national security concept’, Estonia does not portray itself 
as a vulnerable state in a vulnerable region.15

 Foreign economic policy was based on maximizing Estonia’s new 
location in the EU’s common market.16 Economic policy as foreign policy is 
somewhat different for obvious reasons. More importantly, foreign economic 
policy draws in other actors sitting around the ministerial table, such as the 
finance ministry. In Estonia, EU membership allowed the country to advertise 
itself as a stable state inside the common market with which to invest. There 
was an attempt to maximize foreign direct investment at home while 
protecting Estonian trade with Latvia and Lithuania, two important pre-
accession markets for Estonian business. While investment has seen the 
Estonian economy grow year after year, there have been two stumbling blocks. 
Firstly, while Estonia is inside the common market, it was not part of the 
Schengen Agreement until 18 December 2007 which allows for the free 
movement of persons across boundaries within the common market.17 Several 
EU countries did open their labor markets to new member states, such as 
Ireland, UK and Sweden, although the majority of labor markets remained 
closed. Secondly, the Estonian government was required to adopt the Euro and 
thus enter the Eurozone as part of the accession criteria. Statements by the 
foreign ministers to the Riigikogu illustrate a particular lack of enthusiasm to 
join the Eurozone and as Estonia continues to be delayed entry, any 
enthusiasm there was continues to decline. Nevertheless, the Estonian Kroon 
has been pegged to the Euro at a rate of 15.64664 to 1 since Estonia joined the 
EU’s Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM) in June 2004. 
 So far, we have seen how Estonian foreign policy looked at the time 
of enlargement, where the government attempted to lay out a new foreign 
policy agenda that capitalized on dual enlargement. Estonia has continued 
down the path first set out by minister Ojuland, although events in the EU and 
abroad have led to circumstances becoming more complicated. With this in 
mind, we turn to a short discussion of how things have changed since 
enlargement, before turning to the domestic sources of foreign policy. We look 
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at five policy areas: changes in the EU, the ENP, relationship with Russia, 
national security and foreign economic policy. 

1. EU Reform 

Like every EU member-state, Estonia signed the EU constitutional treaty on 
29 October 2004. Merely days apart, the French and then Dutch rejected the 
constitutional treaty in two referenda in 2005. In his statement to the Riigikogu
in June 2005, shortly after the ‘no’ referenda, foreign minister Urmas Paet 
stressed the importance of the constitutional treaty.18 He argued that the 
government had presented the constitutional treaty to parliament ‘so that every 
country will be able to express its opinion’. Strategically, the Estonian 
government was keen to lock into place preferences that had been set out in 
the constitutional treaty negotiations. While the Estonian government wanted a 
team presidency of the European Council, the constitutional treaty set out an 
elected presidency that would last for two and a half years. However, while the 
Estonian government wanted a minimum of five seats in the European 
Parliament, the constitutional treaty stated a minimum of six. Finally, from the 
Estonian perspective, the constitutional treaty ensured that member-states 
would have control over taxation and social insurance. Otherwise, a qualified 
majority in the Council would be 55% of the members of the Council and a 
blocking minority would be at least 4 members of the Council. Overall, the 
constitutional treaty was not implemented with the rejections of the French 
and Dutch voters. Since the Dutch referendum in June 2005, the EU and its 
member-states have continued to put the constitutional treaty back together 
again, in slightly different shape and slightly different name. The so-called 
Lisbon Treaty was signed by heads of member-states on 13 December 2007. 

2. Eastern ‘Neighborhood’ 

The EU’s relations with the ‘new outsiders’ has risen in importance for the 
Estonian government over the years since accession. In every statement to the 
Riigikogu since enlargement, foreign ministers have mentioned the importance 
of aiding the political transition in countries likes Moldova, Ukraine and 
Georgia.19 In April 2007, foreign minister Paet argued that Estonia had two 
reasons for supporting development cooperation in these countries.20 Firstly, 
he argued that Estonia had a moral responsibility to help these countries go 
through similar political and economic transitions as did Estonia since 
independence from the Soviet Union in August 1991. Similar to the Latvian 
policy of ‘from importer to exporter’, the Estonian government has sought to 
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use its development aid budget to benefit these countries because they have 
experienced the same tragedies of the Soviet experience and because they face 
the similar post-Soviet challenges. This moral aim is expressed in one policy 
document as thus: ‘Estonia has developed rapidly with the support of 
international donors and it is our moral responsibility, as it is that of every 
other successful country, to provide similar support for countries less 
developed than ourselves’.21 Ultimately, Estonian development cooperation is 
intended to encourage further EU and NATO enlargement, although the EU 
has lost its heart to further expansion.22 Secondly, the Estonian government 
has a strategic interest in promoting a stable region, which perhaps explains 
the target countries of development aid. Quoting from minister Paet’s 
statement to the Riigikogu on 7 December 2006, ‘[t]he Neighborhood Policy is 
one of Estonia’s priorities in the sphere of [CFSP]. For us, both an eastward 
and southward direction are essential. But we have more competence and 
opportunity for contributing to, specifically, the EU’s eastern neighbors, and 
we devote special attention to Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine’.23 The 
statement highlights the competition within the EU’s ENP between the 
southern neighborhood and the eastern neighborhood. Estonia, like the other 
Baltic States, has been keen to keep the EU’s attention to the East. 
 Estonian development aid primarily comes from the foreign ministry, 
although other ministries, such as the interior, also have development 
cooperation projects. Estonian development cooperation projects are based on 
cooperation between the foreign ministry and non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) as well as other government agencies. The process begins with the 
Estonian government and subsequently parliament agreeing to a development 
aid budget. The foreign ministry then sets out priority countries and issues to 
be addressed. NGOs and smaller government agencies then bid for projects 
along these lines. For instance, in 2005 the Estonian foreign ministry funded 
the training of local government officials and opposition leaders in the 
Ukrainian Kulikovka rayon. The training project was implemented by the 
country government of Põlva and an NGO, OÜ Aquatilis. To date, the largest 
single development cooperation project has been the development of 
vocational training and school management in Georgia, implemented by the 
Tartu Vocational Education Center and the Estonian Ministry of Education 
and Research. The project budget for 2007 was €147 425. While the majority 
of development cooperation projects are aimed at these three states, Estonia 
also supports projects in Latin America, Africa, and South-East Asia. Often, 
the Estonian government works in tandem with other states or international 
organizations, which provide more resources for development cooperation 
projects.
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3. Relations with Russia 

Estonia’s focus on the eastern ‘neighborhood’ has a direct impact on geo-
politics in the region. Russia’s democratic decline and increased geo-political 
activity is in direct contrast to Estonia’s (and the EU’s) strategic interests in 
the region.24 The ‘main guidelines’ of Estonian foreign policy have altered as 
the relations with Russia and the West have altered. With membership, Estonia 
sits at the table of decision-making for the EU. Thus, Estonia has the ability to 
influence and even block agreements with Russia. However, in his statement 
to the Riigikogu in December 2005, foreign minister Paet laid out the 
argument for being cautious.25 Taking the persistent problems regarding the 
failure of the Russian side to settle the Estonia-Russian border treaty, foreign 
minister Paet argued that Estonia would have been unwise to block EU-Russia 
agreements for the sake of applying pressure to the Russian side or for 
exacting retribution. Rather, he argues that the failure of EU-Russian 
agreements, for example in relation to Visa facilitation, would lead to a series 
of bi-lateral agreements between individual EU member-states and Russia, 
leaving Estonia outside an EU agreed system. Importantly, Estonia only has a 
rational interest in blocking EU agreements with Russia when alternative bi-
lateral agreements are unlikely. The Polish veto of a new partnership 
agreement at the EU-Russian summit in Helsinki in November 2006 illustrates 
a logical deviation from a common EU agenda since individual bilateral 
‘partnership’ agreements are realistically impractical.26

Estonia’s attitude to Russian regional politics has been one of specific 
concern.27 In particular, Russia’s deteriorating relations with Estonia’s primary 
targets of development cooperation projects have led to concern in Tallinn. In 
December 2006, foreign minister Paet stated that ‘Russia’s attitudes toward 
countries, that have established as their goal the democratization of their 
society and the development of a civil society, are causing concern’.28 The 
foreign minister then identified Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, but did not 
indicate what Russian attitudes are so problematic. But, in response to Russian 
regional politics, the foreign minister called for the EU to ‘remain true to its 
values, maintain its internal unity, and not sacrifice its values for the sake of 
pragmatic interests’. This statement represents one of the core concerns of 
Estonia and the other Baltic states that other EU member-states may break 
ranks and agree separate terms with Moscow, leaving Estonia isolated. In 
relation to the ENP, several countries, such as those that have a Mediterranean 
coastline, would prefer to see more attention given to the southern 
neighborhood. If continued intrusion in what some may see as Russia’s sphere 
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of influence disrupts otherwise stable, practical arrangements with Russia, 
then so much the better to limit influence in the eastern neighborhood. What 
Estonia wants from their large neighbor is summed up in Paet’s speech to the 
Riigikogu in February 2007: ‘We wish that our neighbor would be democratic 
and predictable’.29

4. National Security Policy 

Estonian security policy has become shaped, not only by their local region, but 
also events around the world. Seen in the 2004 National Security Concept, 
Estonia began its post-enlargement stage with promoting NATO at all costs 
and encouraging the EU to develop as a security organization only when not 
overlapping with NATO. Yet, by the time that Estonia became a member of 
the EU, the ESDP had already become a real agenda, even if still difficult to 
discern in action. The National Security Concept was complimented by the 
foreign minister’s speech to the Riigikogu in June 2006.30 In the speech, the 
foreign minister reiterated the commitment to NATO and encouraged the 
further development of ESDP where it did not overlap with NATO’s 
capabilities.31 Several issues are worth mentioning from the statement. Firstly, 
at the time, the Admiral Pitka of the Estonian navy was finishing its year-long 
deployment as part of the NATO Reaction Force. Secondly, Estonia called for 
NATO to open the Intensified Dialogue Program to Georgia, where Estonia 
has committed a defense reform advisor. Finally, the speech illustrates the 
breadth of military deployments with personnel in Iraq, Afghanistan, Kosovo, 
and Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

5. Foreign Economic Policy 

Foreign economic policy in the early days as part of the common market was 
focused on maximizing Estonia’s new position as an advanced, yet cheaper 
place in which to invest inside the EU. With several labor markets open from 
the beginning, there was a chance that Estonia would suffer a significant drain 
on the domestic labor market, which has noticeably been the case in Latvia 
and Lithuania. However, Estonia has not seen the same extent of emigration as 
did the other Baltic States.32 In 2006, Estonia’s efforts to enter the visa-free 
Schengen zone become more pronounced. According to the then Estonian 
president, Arnold Rüütel, the key problem facing entry was the lack of border 
guard personnel, especially in Estonia’s north-east region of Ida-Virumaa. The 
Estonian government had hoped that in preparation for joining Schengen, 
border controls between EU member-states would be removed as early as 
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2007. However, due to technical problems with a new computer database, the 
Estonian government feared that it would not be able to enter Schengen until 
2008 (rather than 2007). Nevertheless, the EU’s Schengen Evaluation 
Committee issued a positive report in October 2006, praising Estonia’s efforts 
such as the integrated maritime surveillance system. As stated earlier, Estonia, 
along with Latvia and Lithuania, was admitted to the Schengen zone on 18 
December 2007. 
 Energy has become an ever more important aspect of foreign 
economic policy since enlargement. The withholding of natural gas from 
Ukraine and ‘mysterious’ explosion of a pipeline leading to Georgia in 
January 2006 led the Estonians to prioritize energy in their foreign policy 
agenda.33 In June 2006, foreign minister Paet termed the connection between 
energy and security as ‘the dramatic intertwining of economics and security’.34

Of particular worry was that Russian investors, connected to the government 
in Moscow, were buying into Estonia’s energy infrastructure. Rather 
surprisingly, the Estonian government has used this threat against the 
liberalization of the energy market in Estonia. The importance of energy for 
Estonia is illustrated by the fact that such an interventionist policy goes against 
the rather liberal economic governments in Estonia’s post-Soviet era. 
Furthermore, Estonia has stressed the need for the EU to have a common 
position on dealing with the Organization for Petroleum Exporting Countries 
(OPEC) and the Russian Federation, which represents a large proportion of the 
non-OPEC petroleum spot market. Finally, as we will discuss in a later 
chapter, the Estonians have encouraged increased Baltic cooperation in the 
energy sector. Paet argued that increased Baltic cooperation is vital for Estonia 
due to ‘rising energy costs, the excessive connectedness of our power grids 
with monopolistic Russian firms, the isolation of Baltic power grids from 
those of the [EU] Member States, the fact that energy is becoming a means for 
applying international political pressure, the increasing significance of 
environmental requirements’.35 Together the Baltic States have a political, 
economic and environmental interest in discouraging the planned Baltic Sea 
pipeline from Russia to Germany. Yet, to what degree can the Baltic States, 
individually or collectively, have an impact on the remaining EU’s 
relationship with Russia? The question summarizes the geo-political position 
of Estonia. 
 Having seen the development of Estonian foreign policy since 
enlargement, we can identify several key themes that will allow us to take a 
closer look at the domestic and international sources of foreign policy. Firstly, 
the great majority of Estonia’s foreign policy is geared to run through the EU 
and NATO. From relations with Russia to Estonia’s participation in the ‘War 
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on Terror’, Estonian foreign policy is largely tied to these organizations, by 
virtue of its low action capacity and high regional vulnerability. Secondly, 
Estonian foreign policy has largely been divorced from the domestic political 
rhetoric, which has demanded a condemnation of Soviet atrocities in Estonia 
during the Soviet period; a condemnation that has not been forthcoming 
specific to Estonia or the Baltic States. Rather, Estonian foreign policy has 
practically managed its position between what some may consider ‘a rock and 
a hard place’. Finally, the direction of Estonian foreign policy suggests that we 
look at the determinants of these policies. As a small state, what impact do 
domestic actors have on foreign policy? Do international actors have as much 
impact as one might expect? These are the questions with which we engage in 
the following sections. 

Domestic sources of foreign policy 
   
On 14 September 2003, the Estonian state put its future in the hands of voters 
with a referendum on whether or not to join the EU.36 The result was a 64% 
showing of support for becoming an EU member-state.37 For the first and only 
time, thus far, the Estonian public was asked to make a judgment on a national 
foreign policy decision. Ordinarily, while foreign policy remains an important 
part of the national conscious, voter impact on foreign policy is limited to 
parliamentary elections. In this section, we look at the domestic sources of 
foreign policy more ordinarily associated with foreign policy: political parties 
and special interests. We also look at the role of EU coordination across the 
various ministries as a means of gauging bureaucracy’s impact on foreign 
policy making and implementation. We begin with a discussion of Estonian 
parliamentary politics before moving on to special interests. As we do, we ask 
the reader to bear in mind the small nature of Estonia, one of the smallest 
states in the EU. Should we expect to see a strong impact of domestic 
determinants on foreign policy in Estonia, given its size and geographic 
location? We find that while international conditions limit foreign policy 
options, there is considerable input from domestic constituencies of Estonian 
foreign policy. 
 As seen in chapter three, Estonian post-Soviet politics has been 
dominated by center-right political parties that differ on personalities but 
rarely on larger issues. In the lead up to the EU referendum, parliamentary 
elections were held on 2 March 2003. The election resulted in two clear 
leaders, the moderate Center Party (Keskerakond) and the center-right ‘Res 
Publica’ party.38 Each received 28 seats in the Riigikogu, followed by 19 seats 
for the center-right ‘Reform Party’. The remaining 26 seats went to center-
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right and nationalist parties. The resulting governing coalition was led by Res 
Publica and Prime Minister Juhan Parts. The coalition partners with Res 
Publica were the Reform Party (Reformierakond) and People’s Union 
(Rahvaliit). This governing coalition oversaw the referendum, in which it 
supported a ‘yes’ vote for joining the EU, as well as the entrance into NATO. 
Under Kristiina Ojuland (Res Publica) as foreign minister, the Estonian 
government began to change the foreign policy agenda of the forthcoming 
post-enlargement phase. 
 As enlargement came closer, there was bargaining over when new 
member-states would take their place as president of the European Council. 
What importance does the presidency of the European Council hold for new 
member-states? Riina Kionka, a former undersecretary in the Estonian foreign 
ministry and currently Personal Representative for Human Rights of the EU 
High Representative, argued that a state does not know the EU until the state 
has taken the reigns of the European Council. Only then does a state appreciate 
the bargaining process and its capacity to handle the complex nature of the 
EU.39 Several in the foreign ministry, Kionka included, saw a chance to enter 
into the fray early, gaining valuable experience sooner rather than later. On the 
other hand, Prime Minister Parts and foreign minister Ojuland preferred a long 
delay, allowing Estonia considerable chance to gain experience before 
becoming Council president. In the end, the Estonian government bargained 
for the longest period for a new member-state, which will come in January 
2018, evidence that such an important foreign policy choice was not dictated 
by external factors, but rather sat with domestic actors in the foreign ministry 
and government. 
 The Res Publica-led coalition came to an end because of on-going 
ministerial scandals, involving both the foreign and defense ministries. In 
November 2004, the defense minister, Margus Hanson, resigned following the 
theft of classified documents from his home.40 Several months later in 
February 2005, foreign minister Ojuland was sacked after classified 
documents were found to be missing from her ministry. The last straw for the 
government came in March 2005 when the Riigikogu passed a vote of no 
confidence for the justice minister Ken-Marti Vaher, following a controversial 
anti-corruption program.41 Prime Minister Parts promptly resigned and the 
government fell. Res Publica would not fight another election as an 
independent party. 
 Estonian president Rüütel asked Andrus Ansip (Reform Party) to 
form a government following Parts resignation.42 The new governing coalition 
included the Reform Party, Center Party and the People’s Union. The interim 
foreign minister Rein Lang, put in place following the removal of Ojuland, 
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was replaced by culture minister Urmas Paet who, at the time of writing, has 
been foreign minister since April 2005.43 Looking at the foreign policy 
guidelines between Ojuland and Paet above, there appears to be very little 
difference between key themes and priorities. However, two areas which we 
have discussed already have become more prominent over time. They are the 
eastern neighborhood and energy security. This should be seen less in terms of 
differences between the two foreign ministers, but rather a change in Russian 
tactics in the eastern neighborhood. We shall come to Russia’s impact on 
Estonian foreign policy later.
 Within this discussion, it is also worth mentioning the personal 
battles over the foreign ministry that occurred following the 2007 
parliamentary elections. The foreign minister of the previous ruling coalition, 
Paet, was running for re-election as part of the Reform Party. In the election, 
the Reform Party did well, winning the election with 31 seats in parliament.44

An unhappy previous government with Edgar Savisaar and his Center Party 
led the Reform Party to seek new coalition partners. The Reform Party joined 
with the new Fatherland and Res Publica Union (Isamaa ja Res Publica Liit)
and the Social Democrats (Sotsiaaldemokraatlik Partei). The leader of the 
Fatherland and Res Publica Union is Mart Laar, a former prime and foreign 
minister as well as generally well-known historian. By all accounts, the 
foreign ministry post should have gone to Laar.45 However, Ansip blocked the 
move, apparently for personal reasons, and instead maintained Paet in his post 
as foreign minister.46 Laar would have brought considerable experience and 
good relations with Western governments into the foreign ministry. Yet, Ansip 
was wary of having a foreign minister better known than the prime minister 
himself. Laar has since been made the Estonian president’s foreign policy 
advisor. Any change in foreign policy had Paet not continued as foreign 
minister is purely speculation. Perhaps any benefit that the foreign ministry is 
lacking without Laar has been compensated by the election of Toomas 
Hendrik Ilves as Estonian president in September 2006. Born in Sweden, 
raised in the United States, Ilves has been an outspoken critic of the Putin 
administration, promoter of the trans-Atlantic community and defender of the 
states in the eastern neighborhood. Ilves has previously been a member of the 
Riigikogu (People’s Party), a member of the European Parliament, and foreign 
minister (1999-2002). Nevertheless, there are no grounds for under-estimating 
Paet as foreign minister. Estonian interviews in and out of the foreign ministry 
indicate that Paet’s expertise lies with coordination and diplomacy at home 
and abroad. In the post-enlargement period, this is what Estonian foreign 
policy needs more than brave speeches.
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 While individual actors do matter in foreign policy making, 
institutions like the foreign ministry continue to lie at the heart of foreign 
policy implementation. Not only does the foreign ministry coordinate outgoing 
policies, but also coordinates incoming policies, such as those from Brussels, 
perhaps made by the European Commission. In fact, the role of EU 
coordination is a complex process of implementing EU directives at home 
while organizing Estonian policy preferences to be advocated in Brussels. 
Individual ministries are responsible for implementing the EU’s acquis (body 
of EU law) as well as formulating positions to present in Brussels in the EU’s 
Committee of Personal Representatives (COREPER). If a matter crosses the 
spectrum of ministries, the Coordination Council of EU Issues, chaired by the 
Director of EU Affairs (from within the foreign ministry), ensure cooperation 
between ministries. At a higher level, also the government will ensure 
cooperation across ministries. The foreign ministry also manages the 
dissemination of information regarding issue-specific positions through its 
representatives in Brussels and embassies abroad. Together, the complex 
nature of being an EU member-state, from government to EU coordination, is 
managed in the foreign ministry. From where does this system of EU 
coordination come?47 Is it a legacy of the accession process, where adoption of 
the acquis throughout the ministries was vital? Or was the EU coordination 
system adopted by either the observation of existing member-states or by 
bureaucratic twinning programs? In fact, Estonia’s EU coordination system is 
a result of its accession process. European Commission Regular Reports began 
to appear in 1998 evaluating the implementation of the acquis into national 
law of candidate states. The accession process was managed from within the 
foreign ministry, as opposed to creating a separate Ministry for Europe for 
example, as Croatia has done. 
 The final domestic source of foreign policy is the business 
community. The role of business in foreign policy should be less constrained 
by sentiments of insecurity or nationalism, as may be expected from political 
parties and politicians. In essence, business goes where the money is. 
Primarily, Estonia has been the target of foreign direct investment (FDI) from 
countries in the surrounding region, such as Finland, Sweden and Latvia. 
Russian investment in Estonia has been significant, especially in terms of 
Russian investment in the Estonian energy industry. Yet, as Jaanus Kroon 
from the Bank of Estonia says, by 2005 there was twice as much Estonian 
investment than Russian investment in Estonia.48 Estonian-Russian business 
relations are challenged by the often uncomfortable relations between states. 
For example, trade transit between states is often arduous due to the frequent 
delays at the border. Eero Mikenberg argues that efforts to create a tri-lateral 
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cooperative organization between Estonia, Latvia and the Pskov oblast in 
Russia has been dogged by poor regional administration on the Russian side of 
the border.49 Furthermore, he argues that the economic differences between the 
two Baltic States and the Pskov oblast impair cross-border trade. The Baltic 
economies are far more open, including memberships of the EU and World 
Trade Organization (WTO), while Russia has continually tried to protect its 
own markets. Finally, Mikenberg finds that, in fact, political tensions have led 
businesses on all sides of the borders to be more reluctant to initiate 
investment and trade. Distrust of Russian investment in Estonia has 
concentrated on the energy industry. Estonia is greatly dependent on Russia 
for its energy, from whom it receives 100 percent of its natural gas needs. 
While Estonia has a great deal of oil-shale to support its energy requirements, 
Estonia is increasingly reliant on Russia. Following the May 2007 ‘bronze 
soldier’ incident, the Russian state-owned Gazprom, which also owns 37% of 
Eesti Gaas, shut down the natural gas pipeline for ‘repairs’. Such a 
predicament for Estonia illustrates why energy security has become 
increasingly important for Estonia’s foreign policy. 
 Overall, there is no disputing that as a small state, Estonia is greatly 
influenced by those greater forces around it. However, we should not 
underestimate the importance of domestic actors in influencing Estonian 
foreign policy. Foreign policy has been an important differentiating marker in 
Estonian politics since independence from the Soviet Union. Voters and their 
elected politicians have consistently focused on foreign policy priorities. One 
might expect that foreign policy would recede behind issues closer to home, 
such as taxation, social security and welfare once Estonia became a member of 
the EU and NATO. However, this has not been the case. Foreign policy 
remains an important issue domestically. Why this is the case is what we shall 
turn to now. Estonia’s geographic location, membership of the EU and NATO, 
participation in the US-led ‘War on Terror’, and the constant reminder of 
Russia as a neighbor means that foreign policy remains an important part of 
Estonian politics. 

International sources of foreign policy 

This section takes a closer look at many of the international processes and 
foreign actors we have already discussed. While the three Baltic States will 
have no doubt experienced the same international sources of foreign policy, 
we constrain our individual chapters to look specifically at these sources in 
relation to the chapter-specific state. Thus, we focus on Estonia’s relationship 
with the outside world and determine to what extent the external shapes the 
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internal scope of foreign policy making and implementation. We look at three 
areas of special significance. Firstly, we look at the impact of enlargement on 
foreign policy. How has Estonia coped with membership in the EU and 
NATO? How does Estonia go about getting its voice heard in the EU and 
NATO? What impact has EU and NATO initiatives had on Estonian foreign 
policy? Secondly, we look at Estonia’s participation in the ‘War on Terror’. 
How has troop deployment in Afghanistan and Iraq helped shape Estonian 
foreign security policy? How has joining the ‘Coalition of the Willing’ shaped 
Estonian foreign policy choices? Finally, we turn again to the Russian 
Federation. What impact does an increasingly confident and arguably 
belligerent Russia mean for Estonian foreign policy? Together, these three 
areas will complete our focused analysis of Estonian foreign policy. 
 Estonia’s participation in international organizations is limited by its 
size and resources. Naturally, Estonia puts a great deal of resources into 
participating at the EU and NATO, while maintaining a low level presence at 
other organizations such as the OSCE where they maintain only two staff.50 In 
relation to the EU, Estonian officials were confronted by the complex and 
varied nature of EU affairs once they had joined.51 For all member-states, there 
is a steep learning curve for those entering the European Union, echoed by one 
senior Latvian official who stated that the post-enlargement period was a new 
game altogether compared to the accession process.52 There have been two 
challenges for Estonia in Brussels. The first is maintaining an insight and in 
many cases establishing a position on the issues that come across the EU 
institutions, such as the Council, Commission, COREPER, and the Political 
and Security Committee (PSC). For instance, the Estonian foreign ministry 
began in 2005 to create an agenda for Council Presidencies, beginning with 
the UK Presidency in July 2005. Estonia, like all other EU member-states are 
required to develop positions on nearly all issues that come through the EU’s 
institutions. This requires a significant epistemic input from policy-makers, 
bureaucrats and academics in Estonia. As one of the smallest states in the EU, 
this is particularly difficult for Estonia in terms of the resources that it can 
devote to this perpetual process. 
 Second, not only does Estonia need to have a position on most issues 
but also, in some cases, needs to make its voice heard in Brussels: in other 
words, agenda-setting. As the EU consists of different institutions and 
procedures to favor large or small states in different settings, Estonia’s voice is 
louder in some institutions than others, such as COREPER, the PSC, and 
Council. On the other hand, Estonia has less say in the Commission (naturally 
given its bureaucratic function) and the European Parliament, where it is 
outweighed by the larger states, the biggest being Germany. If international 
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organizations are about burden-sharing and cooperation, why does Estonia 
need to have a position on so many issues, other than, say, the ones that matter 
to the Estonian government most? For instance, the EU’s relationship with the 
Russian Federation is important for Estonia, but its relationship with Morocco 
less so. Why should Estonia need to have a policy position on both occasions? 
In fact, in the early days after enlargement, Estonia only offered positions on 
those issues that were most important to it, such as taxation, social welfare, 
and the eastern ‘neighborhood’. However, this leaves Estonia in an awkward 
position. Often, diplomacy is about networking and ‘horse-trading’. If a 
member-state only puts an issue forward when there is a relevant issue at hand, 
the member-state has nothing with which to bargain. Estonian officials soon 
learned that there needed to be a greater investment in less relevant issues so 
that they would have greater impact on negotiations when they mattered.53

Bargaining in the EU is much like diplomacy elsewhere: you find 
those member-states that share a similar position that you do and then attempt 
to build a successful coalition to swing the decision in your favor. A senior 
official in the Estonian foreign ministry stated in an interview that Estonia’s 
best chance at influencing the EU agenda is through utilizing existing EU 
policy initiatives. Estonia, with other like-minded states, has been able to keep 
the eastern ‘neighborhood’ on the EU agenda. However, even this initiative 
has its limitations. In 2006, the Council considered whether to establish an EU 
peacekeeping mission to Moldova so that Russian troops would then have one 
less reason to remain in the break-away region of Transdniestria. Many 
member-states, Estonia included, recommended the establishment of an ESDP 
mission to Moldova. Other member-states argued for a less robust presence in 
Moldova for various reasons relating to disrupting the EU’s relationship with 
Russia as well as concerns about the use of EU resources. In the end, France 
and Portugal effectively blocked the establishment of an ESDP mission.54 In 
the place of an ESDP mission, a rather toothless Commission observer mission 
was sent. A similar outcome happened with the debate in the EU whether or 
not to lift the ban on sales of weapons to China. The United States condemned 
the move to lift the ban and here was a chance for US allies in the EU to 
support the US position and block the initiative. In interviews, we asked why 
Estonia had not supported the US position.55 The response was that little could 
be done once the UK and Denmark changed their positions to be in support of 
the end to the ban. This brings us back to the comments made by foreign 
minister Paet discussed earlier. Estonia’s obstinacy would not have rewarded it 
with any beneficial returns, but instead would have complicated a growing 
relationship with China and forced other member-states to work bilaterally 
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with China. Knowing when to pick your battles is far more important for a 
small state like Estonia than for a large state like the UK. 

Estonia’s position in the EU and to what degree it can maximize its 
membership is a question of capacity. As stated, Estonia is limited by its 
resources in several areas. Firstly, with only 1.3 million people, and with 
nearly 20 percent having no Estonian citizenship, there is a challenge to recruit 
civil servants, associated practitioners and academics that can match the 
demands posed to Estonia by its membership in the EU. In the Baltic States, 
there is the problem of intellectual ‘brain-drain’, although Estonia tends to 
suffer from it less than its southern neighbors. Second, Estonia continues to 
make significant gains economically, but civil servants still lack a wage packet 
that can persistently recruit the best and brightest. Unsurprisingly, the defense 
ministry receives far more resources than does the foreign ministry, although 
foreign minister Paet has done well to gain wage increases for the foreign 
ministry while he has been in the post. Estonia is attempting to overcome these 
limitations, but to what degree is the government able? We argue that while 
Estonia has to continually work and think in this direction, capacity is 
naturally heightened by EU membership. International organizations are 
burden-sharing institutions and you have got to be ‘in it, to win it’. 
 Estonia’s relationship with NATO has been far less complex although 
more expensive and lethal. As stated, Estonia, along with Latvia and 
Lithuania, has sent troops to both Afghanistan and Iraq. In both cases, 
Estonian troops have experienced some of the heaviest fighting in Helmand 
Province in Afghanistan and the ‘Sunni Triangle’ in Iraq. While these are not 
NATO missions, despite the former controlled from SHAPE (NATO’s 
command center), Estonia’s commitment to NATO membership led the 
country to get involved in both foreign conflicts before enlargement took 
place. Closer to home, NATO provides Estonia with air surveillance (out of 
Šiauliai, Lithuania) and combat training. In return, Estonia is determined to fit 
within the overall NATO command structure and actively develop its niche 
capabilities such as bomb disposal units and military police. The niche 
capability aspect of the NATO command structure brought about by the 
Prague North Atlantic Council (2002) allows Estonia to contribute to a 
collective defense organization that is dominated by larger states. At the same 
time, Estonian interviews also highlight the restrictions that the niche 
capabilities function has on states. Take for instance, a politically 
advantageous mission that is initiated by NATO, but does not require a state’s 
niche expertise. This would leave the state out of operations. Likewise, say 
there may be a NATO operation that is politically unpopular for one state, but 
requires that to state participate anyway. We assume that the first scenario is 
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more likely to happen than the second, considering most NATO states would 
likely perceive most operations as politically beneficial. Estonia is similarly 
limited in its ability to put troops into the field. At the moment, there is a limit 
of 250 troops that can be deployed at any one time until 2009. For Estonia, this 
is a small price to pay for what successive governments consider to be the 
ultimate guarantor of security.56

 Finally, the Russian Federation has a great impact on Estonian 
foreign policy. Russia’s actions, such as constant airspace violations, cyber 
attacks, disruptions to natural gas supplies and bellicose actions in Georgia, 
Ukraine and Moldova have a definite impact on Estonian foreign policy in 
three ways. First, Russia’s actions push Estonia ever closer to the US and thus 
to NATO. Estonia, like its Baltic neighbors, has been a significant political 
accompaniment to the George W. Bush administration and its global ‘War on 
Terror’, as discussed above.57 Second, Russia’s actions encourage Estonia to 
prioritize NATO over the EU’s ESDP. NATO is a known deterrent of past 
aggression from the East and Estonian officials place much more faith in the 
trans-Atlantic relationship than the EU’s fledgling initiatives laid out in the 
European Security Strategy (2003).58 Third, Russian behavior causes distrust 
within the EU, between member-states. For instance, the planned Baltic Sea 
pipeline between Russia and Germany is causing friction between Germany 
and the Baltic States (as well as Poland). Other countries, such as France under 
Jacques Chirac, see the Baltic States as ‘trouble-makers’. Finally, Russia’s 
actions in terms of Estonian-Russian relations, as well as its behavior in the 
eastern ‘neighborhood’, such as the most recent ‘missile incident’ in Georgia 
(August 2007), leads Estonia to push for further European integration of these 
states, including NATO enlargement. While we can say that Russia helps 
shape the environment in which Estonia must implement its foreign policy, it 
is more difficult to say that policy-makers in Tallinn are actively attempting to 
counter Russian foreign policy. When such a question was posed to foreign 
minister Paet, he stated that foreign policy is not made in response to Russia, 
but rather represents long-standing priorities in Estonia’s national interest.59

Conclusion

In many ways, Estonia is ‘between a rock and a hard place’. From the Estonian 
perspective, the ‘rock’ has often been the Russian Federation in terms of 
troops, borders, and minorities. Yet, the ‘hard place’ is the EU. Estonia has 
entered the EU at its most dynamic; 12 new members states with perhaps more 
to come and a considerable rethink of the way decisions are made in Brussels 
with the now-revised constitutional treaty. Estonian’s foreign policy priorities 
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have largely fit its place at the edge of the EU, bordering Russia. After 2004, 
the foreign minister, Kristiina Ojuland, stressed the need to maximize their 
place at the table, despite the fact that Estonia remained outside the Schengen 
area. The foreign minister also stressed Estonia’s relationship with NATO as 
the primary security organization in Europe. Furthermore, Estonia prioritized 
the EU’s eastern ‘neighborhood’. This is where Estonia would devote most of 
its development cooperation projects. These priorities remained consistent 
despite a change in government and thus foreign minister. But, we see that for 
foreign minister Paet, the question of energy security has increasingly become 
more important as time has gone on. Overall, Estonia’s foreign policy has no 
doubt moved on from its primary motive of membership of the EU and 
NATO. Rather, Estonia’s foreign policy is driven toward maximizing these 
memberships for Estonia’s national interest. The degree to which they can 
maximize their position as member-states is the real question. The answer to 
the question lies in the future. However, this chapter has highlighted many of 
the opportunities and constraints facing Estonia after enlargement. Estonia 
may be ‘between a rock and a hard place’, but neither looks liable to crack this 
small state. 



IV. Latvian Foreign Policy after Enlargement 

Latvian foreign policy lies at the heart of this comparative study for two 
reasons. Firstly, while Estonia has its Finnish kin-state and local neighbor and 
Lithuania has its past Polish regional rival and Central European neighbor, 
Latvia sits between the two other Baltic States with the Baltic Sea and Russia 
and Belarus on either side. While Estonia can wish to be Nordic and Lithuania 
can claim to be Central European, Latvia can only claim to be Baltic. 
Secondly, Latvia personifies the opportunities and constraints of post-Soviet 
and post-enlargement foreign policy, evolving from the initial stages of 
foreign policy ‘from scratch’ to the steep learning-curve of EU and NATO 
membership. Latvia sits at the heart of the Baltic Sea region, both 
geographically and contextually.
 Latvian post-enlargement foreign policy has been formulated in a 
time of relative political stability, with a sitting government re-elected for the 
first time in the October 2006 parliamentary elections. During this phase, the 
Latvian government has set out to maximize its place at the tables of the EU 
and NATO. The main domestic challenges have been to overcome the post-
Soviet tendencies of ‘restoration, redress and deterrence’ and move toward the 
post-existential policies of ‘consolidation, stability and expansion’. By 
consolidation, we shall see that Latvia has sought to further integrate into the 
European political, economic and security communities. Further consolidation 
of its place in these communities has encountered similar constraints as we 
witness in the case of Estonia: size, human resources, and epistemic input. 
Latvia has also sought stability in the Baltic Sea region, especially in terms of 
its relationship with the Russian Federation. Finally, we shall see a policy of 
expansion in terms of Latvia’s relationships with the western former Soviet 
states of Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova.
 This chapter seeks to examine continuity and change in Latvia’s post-
enlargement foreign policy. This analysis of Latvian foreign policy is broken 
down into three sections. Firstly, we look at the post-enlargement foreign 
policy agendas of 2004 and 2006, which highlight the impact of dual 
enlargement on the Latvian governments’ core foreign policy objectives. 
Moving from the twin core objectives of EU and NATO membership, what are 
the core foreign policy agendas in the post-enlargement period? Secondly, we 
look at domestic actors in Latvia’s foreign policy process. What impact have 
domestic political changes had on Latvian foreign policy? Also, how has the 
Latvian government coped with EU coordination? Finally, this chapter looks 
at Latvia and the international community. How has Latvia been influenced by 
international actors and events, such as the ‘War on Terror’ and the invasion of 
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Iraq? How has Latvia attempted to use the EU’s ENP to provide a platform for 
its own foreign policy objectives in the region? We argue that the terms of 
Latvian foreign policy are largely dictated by the larger institutional 
framework and international context. However, we also maintain that Latvian 
foreign policy makers are important in managing this framework and context 
at the ‘margins’ by capitalizing on its membership in the EU and NATO. 

Latvia’s Post-Enlargement Agenda 

Latvia’s post-enlargement foreign policy has its roots in the pre-enlargement 
phase. While dual enlargement enabled the Latvian government to make 
drastic changes between the pre- and post-enlargement foreign policy agendas, 
many issues have remained constant since independence. The pre-enlargement 
foreign policy objectives were set out in the 1995 ‘Latvian Foreign Policy 
Agenda until 2005’ (Latvijas rpolitikas pamatvirzieni l dz 2005. Gadam).1
While many issues and objectives have remained the same, the institutions 
through which Latvia would engage these issues, such as bi-lateral relations 
and security, have changed. Since the 2004 enlargement, Latvia’s foreign 
policy guidelines have been revisited several times though only two 
documents were made public. In December 2004, the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs published ‘Latvia’s Foreign Policy Guideline Project 2005-2010’ 
(Latvijas rpolitikas pamatvirzienu projects 2005-2010 which outlines the 
vision of the Latvian government immediately after dual enlargement.2 These 
guidelines were revised again in 2006 with a more practical version of Latvia’s 
foreign policy agenda: ‘Latvia’s Foreign Policy Guidelines 2006-2010’ 
(Latvijas rpolitikas pamatnost dnes 2006. – 2010. gadam).3

The two documents outline similar action areas. These areas include 
economic development, national security, diaspora relations, regional 
integration, bilateral relations, and the state’s international image. These areas 
appear quite similar from one document to the next, although there are some 
differences.4 If we take the two documents together, we can produce a list of 
core foreign policy objectives. These are: 

1. National Security 
2. Economic Development 
3. Regional Policy 
4. The European Union 
5. Bilateral Relations 
6. The Latvian Nation at Home and Abroad 
7. Enhancing the State’s Image and Level of Recognition 
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Throughout the agendas, there is a constant stress on the utility of EU and 
NATO membership. Nonetheless, as we shall see, a key difference between 
the 2004 and 2006 document is the change in focus on the EU.

In the 2004 document the EU is prominent throughout and considered 
a lynchpin of Latvian foreign policy. However, in the 2006 document the EU 
is referred to in several issue areas, but often only in passing and, as an 
organization, only comes to the center of attention once security, economic 
development and regional cooperation have been thoroughly discussed. We 
identify three factors in why the focus on the EU has shifted from prominence. 
First, public support for the EU in Latvia has been typically weak. 
Furthermore, the political debacle surrounding the Constitution seems to have 
driven support even lower. Polls taken in 2005 and 2006 show that despite 
continued support for the EU Constitution among Latvians, the public support 
for the agreement dropped when the constitution failed to be ratified (from 
57% in 2005 to 52% in 2006).5 In addition, and more telling, the general level 
of approval among Latvians of their state’s membership in the EU has dropped 
considerably since enlargement. Immediately following enlargement, 51% of 
residents welcomed Latvia’s membership in the EU. However, by spring 2006, 
just before the new foreign policy document was published, the support 
dropped considerably to only 37%.6 The most recent polls still show an 
approval rating of 37%, one of the lowest in the EU.7

Second, there is considerable apprehension among the Baltic States 
about the interests of larger and older EU states. Specifically, there is fear that 
large states such as France and Germany are willing to ignore or sacrifice the 
interests of the Eastern states to satisfy their own interests.8 The agreement 
between German and Russia on the Nord Stream pipeline only intensified 
these fears. In the aftermath of the announcement of the Baltic Sea pipeline, 
Latvian politicians and officials, including then foreign minister Artis Pabriks, 
commented numerous times that such an agreement undermined unity within 
the EU, subverted the interests of EU as a whole to the interests of a single 
state, and had clear political implications.9 This perception is reflected in the 
opinion of the Latvian people as well. Nearly 50% perceive small states lose 
their influence in the EU to larger states.10

The final factor deals with the Latvian preference for the 
Transatlantic community. The risk of being sacrificed by Western Europeans 
for better relations with Russia has left Latvia hesitant to shift its security 
preferences from NATO to the EU. Since the inception of the European 
Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) in 1999, the Baltic States have voiced 
their opinion against this organization replacing NATO as the primary security 
structure in Europe.11 The French-initiated proposal in 2003 that a new ESDP-
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focused security center be created in Europe to replace NATO met with little 
acceptance across broader Europe. Eventually, it was agreed that while the 
ESDP would be strengthened, it would not replace or contend with NATO. 
While it is true that Latvia has participated in various ESDP activities, the 
foreign ministry maintains that the ESDP must not replicate or replace NATO, 
a view which is included in both the 2004 and 2006 documents.

The United States has constantly been perceived to support Latvia in 
its security, economic, political, energy and even ethnic relations with Russia. 
The EU, on the other hand, is viewed as keen to maintain good relations with 
Russia regardless of the cost to the Baltic States. Two examples highlight why 
the US and NATO are preferred confidants in Latvia’s relationship with 
Russia. The first example is the NATO summit held in Riga in November 
2006. According to interviews conducted prior to the summit, the event was a 
sign of US support of Latvia and arguably an intentional rebuke to Russia.12

For the EU’s part, Latvia has been the acting foreign embassy to Belarus for 
one of the more recent EU presidencies. However, because of the lack of high-
level political interaction between the West and Belarus, this assignment lacks 
the prestige that a NATO summit carried.13 The NATO summit, according to 
the foreign ministry, raised Latvia to the level of ‘equal’ among the ‘world’s 
most economically and politically developed nations’.14

The second example involves the lack of a common EU energy policy 
toward Russia. Prior to 1991 the port of Ventspils was the second largest 
petroleum product processing port in the Soviet Union. After 1991 the level of 
petroleum moving through the port remained relatively constant until 2003, 
when Moscow decided to stop the flow of oil through the Polotsk-Ventspils 
pipeline. According to Russian officials, the reason for the closure was purely 
economic as products being moved through that pipe could be transported 
more economically through Russian based ports. According to others, 
however, the motivation was political.15 Regardless of the Russian deviation 
away from the port, Ventspils still processes considerable levels of petroleum 
products via other routes (primarily via rail), but the closure of the pipeline 
alone initially caused considerable damage to Latvia’s economy. Along with 
the Nord Stream issue, reduced transit flows through the Ventspils has 
influenced Latvia’s decision to join other states in pressing the EU to create a 
common energy policy, aimed at Russia as a leading producer of the EU’s 
energy needs.16 The concept of a common energy policy has been pushed since 
2005, but to date no significant progress has been made.17 Thus, Germany still 
stands to benefit greatly from the German-Russian pipeline at Latvia’s 
expense. In addition, the port of Ventspils is still not processing petroleum 
products to capacity nor, according to a Russian official, will it ever do so 
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again; a situation made worse with Russia’s recent decision to drastically 
increase the cost of oil to the Baltic States by up to 40%.18 In short, while 
Latvia sees itself being victimized by Russian energy oligarchs, the EU is 
perceived as doing little or nothing to assist Latvia with this issue. 

Taken together, this failure on the part of the EU to assist in these 
situations cannot endear the EU to the Latvian public or the political elite. 
Indeed, these three factors lend credence to the claim that the EU occupies a 
slightly less important position in the 2006 document when compared to the 
2004 document. There is no doubt that the EU is still important, but its failure 
to satisfactorily assist Latvia with these concerns has clearly led to the demise 
of public and political approval. In short, we argue that the changes evident 
between the 2004 and 2006 policies reveal a maturing in Latvia’s foreign 
policy agenda as well as changes in Latvia’s relations with other state and non-
state actors. Shortly after dual enlargement, foreign minister Pabriks declared 
that Latvia had finally matured politically.19

Issues

We have already seen that many foreign policy issues extend across past and 
present foreign policy objectives. Issues such as security, the economy and 
relations with neighbors have been objectives of Latvia’s foreign policy 
agenda since restored independence and in some cases even before, as 
discussed in chapter two. Membership in the EU and NATO has brought with 
it foreign policy concerns such as human rights, and re-emphasized other 
issues such as relations with neighbors including Latvia’s border issue with 
Russia. Taking into account the decisions Latvia has already made to address 
many of these and other issues, what is the present situation of Latvia’s foreign 
policy and what are the prospects, concerns and goals for the future? We look 
at four issues that dominate the Latvian foreign policy agenda. These are 
national security, economic development and energy, the ‘wider’ 
neighborhood and the EU-Russian border.

1. National Security 

Regional security remains a priority for Latvia despite NATO membership, in 
large part due to Russia’s increasingly more aggressive and even belligerent 
stance toward the West.20 History shows that Russia is loath to lose its 
influence in what Russian officials once termed the ‘near abroad’.21

Furthermore, Russia is keen to reassert influence in Europe in general. 
Consequently, Latvia is determined to secure itself against regional 
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insecurities. At the same time, Latvia must maintain an eye on potential threats 
to global security. As the 2006 foreign policy guidelines state, threats to other 
states and in other regions are not isolated from becoming threats to Latvia. In 
other words, global security is a core part of Latvian security. It is this 
perspective, as well as the promise of security close to home, that has driven 
Latvia’s foreign security policy since 2004. For example, since 2003 Latvia’s 
military has been involved in the fight against terrorism in both Afghanistan 
and Iraq, even though at a relatively small level.22 As stated by the Latvian 
defense ministry, participation of Latvia’s armed forces in international 
operations is to show that Latvia is not just a consumer of security, but also a 
producer.23 A Latvian presence in international field operations extends 
beyond Afghanistan and Iraq. Latvia has military personnel in the NATO-led 
peacekeeping force in Kosovo, and as part of the NATO Response Force 
(NRF).24 Membership in NATO has also had a direct impact on the amount of 
military spending. For example, military spending increased from just over .5 
percent of GDP to 2% of GDP once there was a clear indication from NATO 
that membership was possible.25 While 2% is still minimal, especially in 
Latvia’s case where it represents only 254 million Lats, or about 500 million 
USD, it gives a clear indication that Latvia is willing to make sacrifices to 
accommodate this issue of national interest.26

Within the broader East European region, NATO membership has 
allowed Latvia to be more vocal and public about the institutions of regional 
security. In regard to Russia, Latvia has been keen to encourage Western 
cooperation with Russia under the auspices of NATO’s ‘Partnership for 
Peace’.27 Latvia’s relationship with Russia has become more stable as the 
interaction has become more institutionalized through NATO. At the same 
time, Latvia has been willing to confront potential threats to regional and 
global security. For example, recently Russia’s decision to pull out of the 
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty was met with a harsh rebuke 
from former minister Pabriks who called the decision a power move that 
reduces international trust. He further said that it must be treated as a serious 
threat.28 As foreign minister, Pabriks had considerable rhetorical influence on 
Latvia’s relationship with Russia. In particular, Pabriks was a central figure in 
the readjustment of Latvia’s foreign policy objectives to focus more on 
security. This perspective can be seen not only in official foreign policy 
documents but also in speeches where Pabriks has stated his belief that NATO 
remains the only effective contemporary military organization capable of 
meeting the security challenges.29

A preference for NATO does not mean, however, that the ESDP is 
irrelevant for Latvia. The EU has illustrated its ability to carry out military 
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operations. Although the Latvian government has stated repeatedly that it 
regards NATO as the primary security organization in Europe, Latvia has 
accepted a legitimate place for the ESDP in Europe, specifically related to the 
so-called ‘Petersburg tasks’ of humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping, 
and crisis management, including the deployment of combat troops in 
peacemaking.30 Presently, Latvia participates in the EU-led peacekeeping 
operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina and is a part of a rapid response battle group 
with Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Germany.31

2. Economic Development and Energy 

Since enlargement, Latvia has attempted to take advantage of its presence in 
the EU’s common market. Latvia’s 2006 foreign policy guidelines identify 
deeper integration into the EU as a primary aspect of continued economic 
growth. They also identify energy relations with the EU as being paramount in 
light of their struggling energy relations with Russia. Economically, the EU 
member-states have invested heavily in Latvia.32 The rate of growth of 
Latvia’s GDP was quite high even before joining the EU at around 7%. 
However, since joining, the rate has reached 12% in 2006 and 9% so far in 
2007. In addition, the rate of unemployment has dropped considerably from 
10% in 2003 to just 6% in 2007. As foreign direct investment (FDI) has 
grown, government debt has fallen, and private and public consumption have 
increased. Overall, the economy is much more vibrant since EU enlargement. 
Importantly, a key foreign economic objective was achieved on 21 December 
2007 with Latvia’s entrance into the Schengen area, which had been delayed 
because of technical problems throughout the EU.33

 Nevertheless, the EU lacks a common approach to energy, which is 
detrimental to Latvia’s energy needs and economy. Russia holds a near 
monopoly on Latvia’s energy needs. Russia deals with each of its customer 
states individually putting them at a distinct disadvantage. As we saw earlier, 
Latvia along with several other states have made a concerted push for a 
common EU energy policy, but currently to no avail. In this regard, the EU has 
not offered Latvia an institutionalized solution for its energy needs and fears. 
We are, however, seeing some promising signs from other sources. Latvia is 
cooperating with Estonia and Finland on a sub-Baltic Sea electricity cable 
which would somewhat lessen Latvia’s energy reliance on Russia.34 In 
addition, recent negotiations in Lithuania give a clear indication that energy 
cooperation with Lithuania, Estonia and Poland might be forthcoming.35 Even 
the US has been interested in a solution with a possible investment in Latvia’s 
energy infrastructure.36 In short, despite the EU’s lack of a common energy 
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policy, policy-makers are actively seeking other guarantors and sources of 
energy.

Intense bilateral cooperation provides Russia with one of its primary 
means of influencing Latvia’s foreign policy, despite efforts by Latvia to 
reduce its dependence on Russia. In particular, Russia still accounts for nearly 
10% of Latvia’s merchandise trade, 8% of Latvia’s FDI, 11% of Latvia’s 
tourism income, and 84% of Latvia’s profit from transit. Furthermore, transit 
of Russian goods accounts for over 3% of Latvia’s total GDP and exports to 
Russia account for a further 3% of Latvia’s GDP.37 In short economic 
partnership with Russia comprises a considerable portion of the total GDP and 
are vital to Latvia’s overall economic stability. Were Russia to decide to 
impose trade restrictions vis-à-vis Latvia, as they have threatened to do in the 
past, it would have a distinct negative influence on Latvia’s economy.

Economic development and energy relations with Russia are core 
foreign policy objectives. As discussed earlier, the reasons for closing the 
Polotsk-Ventspils pipeline could be political or economic. According to an 
interview in the foreign ministry, Russia is not keen to keep working with 
Ventspils Nafta because of the instability created through corruption 
accusations leveled at the company.38 The government has tried to step in and 
resolve the issue, at a time when the owner of Ventspils Nafta, Aivars 
Lembergs, is in custody on counts of alleged corruption. Specifically, the 
government has attempted to negotiate the use of gas storage facilities in 
eastern Latvia as a means of profiting from Russian gas.39 However, 
interviewees in the foreign ministry have expressed hope that Ventspils Nafta 
and its Russian counterparts will be able to come to an agreement regarding 
increased oil transit volumes through Ventspils port. It has even been 
suggested that a pipeline branch could extend beyond Ventspils and eventually 
connect with the Nord Stream pipeline.40

While in terms of energy, Latvian officials may feel they are between 
a rock and a hard place, the country is continually grown in terms of economic 
development. Latvia suffers much the same problem that many Central 
European countries of emigration to the West of young able-bodied workers. 
Entry into the Schengen area should help to bring more foreign investment to 
Latvia, but at the same time allow even more workers to leave for once closed 
labor markets in Western Europe. However, Latvia’s greatest challenge will be 
to secure future energy supplies and to manage its dependence on Russia. 
Perhaps luckily for Latvia, many other EU member-states are also dependent 
on Russia for oil and gas, leading to the prospect of greater collaboration 
among EU member-states in the future. 
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3. The ‘Wider’ Neighborhood 

Latvia and the other Baltic states occupy a unique position both historically 
and geopolitically. Historically, Latvia was part of the Soviet Union for fifty 
years prior to 1991. They share a common link to the other former Soviet 
states. Consequently, Latvia still has much in common with many of these 
states. Geopolitically, however, Latvia is considerably different as it has built a 
stable democratic polity, developed a market economy and implemented 
necessary reforms for becoming NATO and EU member. However, the shared 
history offers Latvia an opportunity to assist former Soviet states in their 
attempts to join Western institutions. Many of these states have looked to 
Latvia and the other Baltic States as models and sources of assistance.41 Since 
2004 Latvia has pushed for a much more open and aggressive policy vis-à-vis 
Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova. The Latvian government believes that 
prospective EU and NATO membership would help to induce reforms in states 
that have historically played host to communist regimes.42 Officials in the 
foreign and defense ministries have stated that they could see Ukraine and 
Georgia eventually becoming NATO member-states. Consultations regularly 
take place between officials from Latvia and officials from these countries to 
discuss closer cooperation and methods of closer integration with the EU and 
NATO.43

Latvia is also a driving force in implementing the ENP. Since gaining 
membership in the EU, Latvia has been keen to encourage and assist other 
states in the region to pursue a similar course. The ENP is the EU’s primary 
method for assisting and cooperating with states in its ‘neighborhood’. Thus, 
Latvia has been using the ENP as a tool to assist Moldova, Ukraine and 
Georgia, in their attempts to carry out necessary reforms and perhaps 
eventually become EU member states. As a state that has gone though similar 
historical experiences and has considerable expertise in tackling many of the 
same issues, Latvia has the opportunity to act as a beacon or a bridge between 
the EU and aspirant states.44 Whether these states ever become EU members is 
doubtful considering the EU’s present state of enlargement fatigue. Even 
among officials at the foreign and defense ministries, opinions differ on 
whether and when these states should achieve membership.45 However, 
Latvia’s foreign policy vis-à-vis these states has helped to focus the ENP on 
the EU Eastern neighborhood, and identified the EU as a determining factor in 
Latvia’s assertive a foreign policy. 

Another key area of Latvia’s foreign policy regards the EU’s 
development of assistance funds. These funds are available for states that are 
still developing in line with EU standards. Latvia has received billions of 
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dollars worth of funds to help develop various aspects of its infrastructure, to 
reform agriculture, and to strengthen its social and political fabric. Even now 
Latvia is a net receiver of EU funds. However, the development fund is not 
only for member-states. The EU also spends significant amounts on the 
‘neighborhoods’ and other states. As a member state, Latvia now has more 
influence on deciding where those funds will be allocated. Unsurprisingly, 
much of the funds under Latvian jurisdiction are directed toward Moldova, 
Ukraine and Georgia. It seeks to influence FSU states through its membership 
in the EU and NATO. However, as we shall see in chapter seven, there is also 
a geopolitical contest between ‘neighborhood’ and ‘near abroad’. Russia 
maintains military contingents in both Moldova and Georgia.46 Latvia’s 
attempts to help these states integrate further into Western institutions seem to 
be considerable, but actual membership in the EU and NATO is doubtful in 
the near future.47 The question remains as to how much Moldova, Ukraine and 
Georgia will reform without the prospect of membership. 

4. EU-Russian Border 

Latvia’s border issue with Russia, so significant in the past, seems to be 
coming to an amicable and satisfactory conclusion. As with other issues 
between these states, the problem has historical undertones and present-day 
security repercussions. Latvia has consistently declared that their 1940 
annexation into the Soviet Union was illegal and insisted that Russia 
acknowledge the illegality of the action and offer an apology. Despite the 
Soviet acknowledgement that the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact was illegal, 
Moscow has regularly stated that the Russian Federation was not responsible 
for the actions of the Soviet Union and that Yeltsin already expressed remorse 
for the annexation. The disagreement on history quickly became a foreign 
policy issue when it was linked to the agreement on border delineation. Prior 
to 2007, Russia was unwilling to conclude border negotiations. The border in 
question relates to a small region known as Abrene that was ceded from the 
Latvian SSR to the Russian SFSR during the Soviet era. From the beginning, 
Latvia acknowledged that the Abrene area was a victim of Soviet occupation. 
A border agreement between Latvia and Russia became serious for two 
reasons. First, one of the requirements for accession to the EU, NATO, and 
Schengen Area is that accession states must have no outstanding border issues. 
Thus, unless Russia was willing to conclude negotiations, Latvia was faced 
with the real possibility of being refused admittance to the Schengen zone. 
Second, many in the Latvian government insisted that the ‘illegality of 
annexation’ issue be part of the treaty. Unsurprisingly, Russia refused to 
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accept an agreement that included such sentiment. It was not until the 
‘illegality of annexation’ addendum was replaced that the border issue moved 
toward resolution in 2007. Treaties were exchanged on 18 December 2007.48

 The four issues of national security, economic development and 
energy, the ‘wider’ neighborhood, and the EU-Russian border illustrate the 
opportunities and constraints of post-enlargement foreign policy and how this 
agenda is shaped by institutional membership. While Latvia has never been 
more secure, the Latvian government has remained skeptical of Russian 
intentions in the region. At the same time, Latvia has been keen to play a part 
in the US-led wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. In terms of economic development 
and energy, EU membership has been both a help and a hindrance. Foreign 
investment and the economy have grown considerably since enlargement. 
However, the lack of a common EU energy policy means that Latvia is 
without an institutionalized relationship with Russia in regards to oil and gas 
supplies, allowing for an unmediated seller’s market.. Latvia, like its Baltic 
neighbors, have used their foreign aid funds to further the reforms in Moldova, 
Ukraine and Georgia. Latvia’s focus has been primarily on Moldova, more so 
than Ukraine and Georgia. As we will discuss in chapter seven, this strategy is 
a result of both instrumental and duty-driven concerns. Finally, Latvia’s long-
standing border negotiations with Russia have finally ended, only several days 
before entry into the Schengen Area. A ratified border by both parties further 
illustrates an increasingly post-existential nature of Latvian foreign policy. 
Now Let us turn our attention to the actors and agents of Latvian foreign 
policy.

Domestic Sources of Foreign Policy 

The issues above highlight several domestic and international sources of 
foreign policy. The following two sections address the primary actors, analyze 
their reasons for influence and re-engage some of their methods of influence. 
On the domestic side we look at political parties and individual politicians. 
Further, we look at special interest actors, such as corporations, and finally the 
foreign ministry as an extension of the EU foreign policy mechanism. 
Internationally, we analyze the Latvian/Russian relationship in light of the 
shared neighborhood, border agreements and minorities. Further, we look at 
the EU and NATO: specifically the role of Latvia in institutional agenda-
setting and involvement in the ‘War on Terror’. 

Since renewed independence Latvia’s government has been rather 
unstable with 14 coalitions over the past 17 years. Foreign policy, on the other 
hand, has remained stable, a trend driven by three factors: the continued return 



Latvian Foreign Policy 70

of rightist parties to government, relative stability in the Foreign Minister post 
(see Table 2.1 in chapter two) and, since 2004, a relatively stable ruling 
coalition. Since 1991, Latvia’s government has regularly been a coalition of 
center and rightist parties.49 Since 1991 only one government coalition has 
included a leftist party: the short-lived government of Vilis Krištopans.50

All parties in government have either been pro-EU and NATO or, at the least, 
not overtly opposed to membership. Ruling coalition parties have also 
supported such foreign policy decisions as sending troops to Iraq and 
Afghanistan, closer cooperation with the US, enhanced assistance to Ukraine, 
Georgia and Moldova, and stauncher policies vis-à-vis Russia as reflected in 
the primary foreign policy documents. 

Latvian foreign policy since 2004 has also been significantly 
influenced by individual politicians. Two people, in particular, have had 
considerable influence: former president, Vaira V e-Freiberga and former 
foreign minister, Artis Pabriks.51 President V e-Freiberga, a former 
psychology professor from Canada, became Latvia’s president in 1999 and 
was re-elected in 2003 by a vast majority. She has been a strong supporter of 
Latvia’s membership in the EU and, especially, NATO. She has defended and 
even shaped Latvia’s foreign policy positions. And her influence on foreign 
policy issues did not end with the conclusion of her presidential terms. V e-
Freiberga’s influence originates primarily from her responsibilities as the, 
then, president of Latvia. Latvia’s constitution lays out the responsibilities of 
the president, the first five of which deal specifically with international 
relations and international security.52 V e-Freiberga exemplified these 
responsibilities. For example, her decision to attend the 2005 World War II 
commemoration in Moscow and to use the occasion to not only present 
Latvia’s perception of past relations with Russia, but to lambaste Russia’s own 
version, was an important catalyst in drawing more international attention to 
Latvia’s ongoing struggles with Russia. It also resulted in increasingly 
negative rhetorical relations with Russia.53 More recently, V e-Freiberga used 
the international stage again to draw attention to discrepancies between EU 
and NATO views toward the East, referring to many of the western European 
states as selfish, ‘fat pigs’.54 Such sentiment resonates with Latvia’s frustration 
over decisions taken by larger EU states to develop good relations with Russia 
despite Russia’s treatment of the Baltic States. It also resonates with Latvia’s 
drive for a common EU energy policy vis-à-vis Russia and for closer EU and 
NATO integration with former Soviet states.

Where the president can broadly determine and direct foreign policy, 
the foreign minister has direct responsibility for its specific development and 
implementation. As foreign minister for more than three years, Artis Pabriks 
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was the primary author of Latvia’s foreign policy since dual enlargement. 
Three examples highlight Pabriks’ influence on foreign policy. First, Pabriks 
has been a vocal proponent of NATO. He has argued consistently that NATO 
security guarantees outweigh those from the EU and has taken decisions 
accordingly. The 2006 NATO Summit in Riga underscores Pabriks views. 
And while the summit cannot be attributed solely to Pabriks’ efforts, he was 
certainly a driving force in its success.55 Second, his push for closer economic 
integration with Europe, as emphasized in official foreign policy documents, 
resulted in the successful fulfillment of Schengen criteria and Latvia’s entry as 
of 21 December, 2007. Third, Pabriks and the People’s Party have put extra 
emphasis on human rights. Admittedly, this usually falls within the realms of 
domestic policy. However, with Russia’s constant interest in the treatment of 
Russian-speaking minorities, one of Pabriks’ earliest goals was to minimize 
the role of minority rights issue in foreign policy. Russia was not never be 
pleased with Latvia’s policies, but due to Pabriks efforts, the Council of 
Europe saw enough progress to close their monitoring mission in Latvia.56

Special interest actors also wield considerable influence on Latvia’s 
foreign policy, most specifically, corporate actors. Three specific examples 
serve to establish the connection between foreign policy and corporate actors. 
First, Ventspils Nafta claims to be ‘the owner of one of the biggest and 
process-effective crude oil and petroleum products transshipment terminals in 
the Baltic Sea region’, as well as the ‘oldest and most reliable partner of 
Russia’s biggest and influential oil companies’.57 Whether such claims are 
accurate is debatable. However, what is clear is the influence Ventspils Nafta 
has on foreign policy. Because Russia is both the primary source of Latvia’s 
energy and Latvia’s transit, Ventspils Nafta-owned port is an important source 
of national revenue. However, the 2003 closure of the Polotsk-Ventspils 
pipeline caused considerable unrest in the government. To date Latvia has 
been able to compensate for the loss of revenue through other means of 
petroleum transit, but the issue has influenced Latvia’s energy policy including 
their push for a common EU energy policy as well as closer cooperation with 
Lithuania and Estonia. More specifically, sources within the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs indicate that the matter has moved from the private to the 
governmental realm.58

While the first example demonstrates a less interventionist approach, 
the second example involving Air Baltica highlights an even more direct level 
of involvement. Air Baltica is not only the primary airline at Riga airport, but 
it is partially government-owned. While politics has not necessarily influenced 
business59, business has certainly influenced foreign policy. For example, 
among the GUAM states Latvia has worked closest with Moldova. Yet, Latvia 
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still lacks a Moldovan embassy.60 Latvia works less closely with Georgia but 
has recently opened an embassy in Tbilisi. When asked about the apparent 
inconsistency in foreign policy, an official in the MFA clearly identified Air 
Baltica as the driving force. Air Baltica was keen to increase flights to Georgia 
for business and tourists alike, and having an embassy there would improve 
opportunities for both, thus increasing flights and revenue.61

Air Baltica, also serves to emphasize the role of FDI in foreign 
policy, our third example. Scandinavian Airlines has operated Air Baltica for 
more than a decade, and the Scandinavian states, in general, have invested 
heavily in Latvia.62 Groups such as the NB6 and NB8 indicate Latvia’s 
willingness to defer national interest, on occasion, to Scandinavian interest. 
Indeed, sources in the MFA suggest that, until recently, FDI allowed a 
considerable amount of Scandinavian influence on Latvian domestic and 
foreign affairs. However, Latvia’s rapid economic development has slowed the 
trend of late, though Latvia welcomes the chance to cooperate on foreign 
affairs.63 On the other side of the spectrum, a considerable amount of FDI 
originates in Russia as does foreign policy influence (as we discuss later). 
While this influence is not publicly welcome, one MFA official pointed out 
that all relationships are a matter of give and take and that along with ‘taking’ 
Russia’s FDI, Latvia is willing to ‘give’ on other issues. An example is 
Latvia’s decision not to significantly raise visa fees for Russian citizens.64

The issue of minorities influences the direction of foreign policy in 
two ways. First, bilateral institutional cooperation provides a platform for 
Latvia and Russia to air their human rights grievances. Latvia’s minority 
policies have been heavily scrutinized since renewed independence. So much 
so, in fact, that the prospect of EU membership was threatened stimulating 
significant changes in said policies. Dual enlargement, though helping resolve 
many problems, was not a panacea on this issue. Indeed, Latvia still has to 
constantly defend its human rights record despite broad institutional support. 
For example, Russia has referred to Latvia’s human rights ‘violations’ on 
innumerable occasions at EU-Russia summits despite EU declarations that 
Latvia’s minority, language, citizenship and education policies are acceptable. 
Russia has also broached the subject within the OSCE and Council of Europe 
and even has the Council’s implicit support.65 Latvia has turned to the EU for 
extra support on this issue. The MFA has even counter-attacked, making 
specific reference to Russia’s own human rights violations.66 Second, Russia 
has not only attacked Latvia in international forums, but they have also taken 
actions against Latvia and issued threats. Specifically, Latvia’s 2004 minority 
education policy resulted in Russian officials calling on Russians to boycott 
Latvian goods. More dramatic, the speaker of the Russian state Duma 
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threatened Latvia with military obliteration.67 And as the Bronze Soldier 
events reiterated, such threats, while rarely followed up, cannot simply be 
ignored.

International Sources of Foreign Policy 

The minority issue also highlights Russia as an international source of foreign 
policy. Its ability to influence extends into such areas as Latvia’s energy 
reliance on Russia, economic ties between the two states, a shared border and 
shared interest in former-Soviet states such as Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova. 
As several of these issues have already been addressed above, this section will 
analyze Russian influence in two areas: bilateral border relations and 
multilateral neighborhood relations. The border issue rendered Russia 
influential in two specific ways. First, Latvian membership in various 
organizations was boosted by the successful conclusion of the border treaty. 
Because some full membership benefits require completed treaties, Russia can 
influence Latvian participation in such institutions. Understandably, then, the 
border agreement has caused considerable strain on the Latvian-Russian 
relationship. For example, EU and NATO initially required that Latvia have 
no unresolved border issues prior to membership. However, after Russia 
continued to stall the treaty’s conclusion, EU and NATO admitted Latvia. The 
Schengen Agreement provided another hurdle for Latvia. Schengen 
membership entitles states citizens and legal residents to free movement 
between all Schengen states which include all of the EU states except Ireland 
and the UK. There is some concern that this could lead to more security 
problems regarding illegal border crossings with non-Schengen states such as 
Russia and Belarus. Indeed, one foreign official in Latvia stated that even for 
large states, such as the US (with whom Latvia hopes to have a visa-free travel 
agreement soon), there are clear security implications of Latvia’s concluded 
border agreement with Russia when accompanied by Latvia’s entry into the 
Schengen Area.68 Consequently, the finalization of the treaty on December 18, 
2007 in Riga came as a relief to many in the foreign ministry.69

 Second, Russian influence greatly altered the wording of the treaty 
and even the geographical make up of both states. The Abrene region, which 
was granted to Latvia following World War I, became a central aspect of the 
treaty. Latvian officials insisted that that land belonged to them according to 
the Treaty of Riga in 1920 and demanded that the treaty be mentioned in the 
new agreement. Russian officials claimed that the region was legally returned 
to them after World War II and that the Riga treaty should be removed from 
the new agreement. Under pressure to conclude the border agreement 
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successfully, and despite many domestic attempts to stall the negotiations, 
Latvia agreed to remove mention of the Riga treaty and relinquish claim on 
Abrene in the new agreement.70 Abrene officially became part of the Russian 
Federation following the conclusion of the treaty. Many Latvians are frustrated 
with the outcome, but the government argues that such sacrifices were 
necessary for the greater benefits of full Schengen participation.
 Policies on the shared neighborhood provide additional examples of 
Russian influence on Latvian foreign policy. In particular, Russia’s hesitancy 
to remove troops from Georgia and (until very recently) Moldova has 
increased Latvian interest in the region. Riga’s support of these states is 
mentioned in both the 2004 and 2006 foreign policies. Recent events such as 
the ‘errant’ Russian missile that landed in Georgia, allegations that troops were 
supporting break-away governments in both states and that CIS ‘peacekeepers’ 
were abusing their positions have all elicited hasty and concerned responses 
from Latvia’s MFA. 71 Indeed, Latvian calls for the removal of Russian troops 
from these states have increased in the last year. As Russian influence there 
has increased, so has the level and intensity of relations between Latvia and 
Georgia/Moldova.
 Russia’s interest is not the only driving force of Latvian involvement 
in the neighborhood. Membership in the EU and NATO are equally 
influential. Both organizations have made involvement in the neighborhood 
important foci of their respective outreach programs. The ENP has emphasized 
a ring of security and prosperity in its immediate neighborhood. NATO’s PfP 
is similar, encouraging active, open engagement with prospective members as 
well as those states that simply wish to cooperate. Latvia, along with the other 
Baltic States, has become a driving force in EU and NATO involvement in this 
region. Unfortunately, Latvia is limited in the influence it can have on EU and 
NATO policies. Latvia’s relative smallness, especially in population and 
economic size, limits their weight in CFSP and ESDP matters as evidenced by 
the EU’s decision to not establish an ESDP mission in Moldova. Relative 
inexperience also limits their influence. Interviewees in the Latvian MFA and 
MoD emphasized the learning curve and the size challenges they face in 
attempting to influence EU and NATO policy. Latvia has overcome this 
challenge, to some extent, through cooperation with other states. The Nordic-
Baltic 6 and the Nordic-Baltic 8 illustrate Latvia’s ability, in cooperation with 
others, to influence policy. However, barring coalition support, Latvia is 
presently relegated to receiver and transmitter of foreign policy from Brussels. 
Two specific examples highlight this discrepancy: Latvia’s involvement in the 
Mediterranean and Middle-East region and its involvement in the ‘War on 
Terror’. Prior to 2004, geographical separation largely limited Latvian 
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involvement in the Mediterranean and Middle-East region. Even conflicts in 
the Middle-East were largely ignored in Latvian foreign policy. However, this 
has changed since dual enlargement. For example, Latvian and Mediterranean 
or Middle-East state diplomats made more official visits in 2003 than in 2006, 
but a vast majority of the 2003 visits were with EU/NATO member states 
while a large majority of the 2006 visits were to non-member states.72 In 
addition, despite a clear preference for lending vocal and economic support to 
the Eastern Neighborhood, Latvia sent humanitarian aid to states such as 
Jordan.73 The ‘War on Terror’ involves states such as Iraq and Afghanistan, 
states with whom Latvia has not previously had relations. However, as a result 
of Latvia’s support for and from the US (and by extension, NATO), Latvia has 
personnel in and provides assistance to US-led forces in both countries. This is 
also reflected in the ‘War on Terror’ being emphasized more in the 2006 
foreign policy than 2004. In short, the benefits of organizational membership 
are rarely gratis and Latvia is willing to pay the price, even if it means 
directing their foreign policy to regions and issues not normally addressed. 

Conclusion

What do we make of Latvia’s foreign policy since enlargement? Firstly, we 
see that it has become more engaged with international politics over the past 
three years. We also see that the EU has lost some of its luster in the eyes of 
the Latvian public and policy makers. Nevertheless, the EU is still a significant 
player in Latvian foreign policy and many of the issues Latvia currently faces 
are partly dictated by the EU. The same can be said of NATO though NATO’s 
popularity continues to rise. Domestic actors such as the president, minister of 
foreign affairs, political parties and special interest groups all influence foreign 
policy. Despite all of these sources, we argue that Russia occupies the center 
of Latvia’s foreign policy. Russia’s relations with Latvia have been volatile for 
decades and even centuries. Most recent indications are that while this 
relationship became more constructive, as evidenced by the concluded border 
agreement, we are not likely to see Vladimir Putin fishing with Valdis Zatlers 
any time soon.74 And while Russia’s centrality may not be born-out simply by 
looking at official foreign policies documents, one simply needs to consider 
any of the issues above to see Russia’s influence potential. In all areas 
(security, energy and economics, neighborhood, and the border) Russia is a 
central actor. This does not mean, necessarily, that Latvia and Russia are on a 
collision course. Latvia’s future relations with Russia will largely be 
determined by the EU and NATO. If these organizations can create an 
amiable, working relationship with Russia, Latvia will follow suit. On the 
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other hand, if NATO takes an aggressive stance on Russia, and the EU persists 
with a less coherent stance on Russia, Latvia could well suffer the 
consequences. This potential problem is only magnified by Latvia’s limited 
ability to influence key regional powers. Nevertheless, relations with Russia, 
both within and without organizational boundaries, seem to be normalizing. 
Even the rhetorical attacks have been missing for several months. If recent 
events are any indicator, Latvia’s foreign policy makers may hope for better 
things to come. 



V. Lithuanian Foreign Policy after Enlargement 

Any recent political or socioeconomic analysis of post-Soviet Lithuania cannot 
circumvent the importance of 2004. Undoubtedly, EU and NATO 
memberships signify the fundamental shift in the geopolitical status of the 
country. The symbolic comeback to Europe has occurred, but the actual one 
involves a day-to-day process of integration and transformation that has just 
begun. While the country may have enhanced its political power and national 
security, these factors do not automatically ensure everyday economic stability 
that seems to be crucial for the successful growth and prosperity of the Baltic 
States. Eventually, all three pillars – political, military, and economic – merge 
into one interdependent network that underlies national foreign policy 
agendas. While none of these factors can be fully attained, the priorities shift 
with the changing domestic and international environment. In the post-
enlargement era, Lithuania has increasingly emphasized economic security 
using enhanced political leverage and national security as stepping-stones 
toward the new objective. This configuration generates new strategies, 
partners, and coalitions, but at the same time it grounds current actions into a 
recent historical context. Thus, the basic building blocks of the national 
foreign policy have remained the same, but their arrangement has changed in 
the post-enlargement environment. As we disentangle the Lego World of 
Lithuania’s foreign affairs, the patterns of continuity and change will become 
more apparent.

In May 2004, all of the major Lithuanian parties agreed on key 
foreign policy priorities in the post-enlargement era. Because the two most 
important goals – EU and NATO memberships – were achieved, the new 
document put additional emphasis on the third pillar of Lithuanian foreign 
policy – good neighborly relations.1 While the language is quite similar to the 
tone of previous documents, it also indicates an important change that took 
place in 2004. Becoming integral parts of national politics, NATO and EU 
policy dimensions were not only adopted, but also projected. The 
‘domestication’ of Lithuania’s relations with the key international institutions 
empowered the previously neglected dimension of good neighborly relations. 
The Euro-Atlantic institutions are no longer goals in themselves, but rather 
tools in advancing Lithuania’s foreign policy agenda. In order ‘to become a 
secure, prosperous, competitive, and economically advanced [modern] state,’ 
Lithuania had to pursue transparent and consistent economic and political 
relations with its Eastern and Southern neighbors. We argue that this long-term 
economic stability and growth can be seen as the underlying motive of post-
enlargement Lithuanian foreign policy. Located on the West’s eastern frontier, 
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Lithuania casts itself as a strategically important country at the intersection of 
the North-South and the East-West axes.2

We begin this chapter by introducing key policy documents that 
delineate post-enlargement foreign policy agenda. The second, and main 
analytical section of this chapter presents a detailed discussion of current 
issues facing Lithuania and strategies that are being implemented to resolve 
them. The third section is devoted to the analysis of key national players in the 
Lithuanian foreign policy. Such an overview reveals the structural limitations 
and interests of the domestic players. Next, we examine international actors 
that influence Lithuania’s foreign policy. In the post-2004 environment, this 
dimension has become increasingly visible and important. We conclude by 
revisiting the theoretical chapter of this book and evaluating where Lithuania, 
a Lilliputian country with the ambitions of a regional leader, fits on the 
instrumental-ideational and exogenous-endogenous axes. 

Lithuania’s Post-Enlargement Agenda 

In October 2004, the representatives of all major political parties gathered at 
the presidential palace to sign a joint communiqué specifying the main foreign 
policy principles and goals for 2005-2008. This joint agreement is seen as an 
important signal to the international community indicating the consensus of all 
branches of government and the political elite at large over future foreign 
policy directions. The document builds on the hastily assembled Resolution on 
Directions in Foreign Policy passed by the Parliament in 1 May 2004. The 
latter became the first formal attempt to define foreign policy frontiers beyond 
NATO and EU accession. Because of its obvious gaps – the omission of the 
Baltic cooperation and relations with Belarus – the initial resolution should be 
analyzed together with the joint communiqué in order to see the full picture of 
the national foreign policy.3 The documents present three distinct sets of goals. 
The first one focuses on neighborly relations emphasizing Lithuania’s role in 
expanding the ‘zone of security and stability’ to the East and to the South of 
the Baltic region.4 This proposition entails support for increased bilateral 
economic and political ties between Lithuania and its neighbors throughout the 
Baltic-Black Sea region. The idea of Lithuania as a regional center stems from 
the vision of growing regional interdependence. The second set of goals is 
linked with EU membership. Within the Union, Lithuania seeks to further its 
economic integration westwards through various infrastructure projects, the 
adoption of the euro, and the full functionality of four basic freedoms – free 
movement of goods, services, persons, and capital. The EU dimension partly 
overlaps with the neighborly relations agenda as Lithuania tries to influence 
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Community policies toward its Eastern neighborhood, including Russia. 
NATO membership underlies the third set of goals. Lithuania pledges to 
maintain NATO as ‘the main organization of collective security, which 
guarantees the security of Lithuania’ under the Fifth Article of the North 
Atlantic Treaty.5 According to the resolutions, for NATO to sustain its central 
role in providing collective security for the Euro-Atlantic community, the EU 
should strengthen its military capabilities ‘in close cooperation with NATO, 
without duplicating the functions of this organization [NATO].6 Thus, 
fostering a constructive dialogue between the US and Europe is a key interest 
of Lithuania. 

The National Security Strategy presents a more in-depth look at key 
national interests. In addition to the traditional three components – NATO, the 
EU, and the Eastern neighborhood – it lists international terrorism and the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction as another major factor shaping 
Lithuania’s security concept. Contrary to many West European countries, 
terrorism is perceived as a purely external threat. Aside from these non-state 
actors, currently Lithuania sees no direct military threats. However, since 
regional security is a major concern, Vilnius seeks to actively promote 
‘freedom and democracy’ in Eastern neighborhood. But the strategy is split 
between Russia and Belarus on one side and the GUAM countries (Georgia, 
Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova) on the other. The former group is treated 
in a very pragmatic manner focusing primarily on selective issues of interest. 
The latter is all about integration into the Euro-Atlantic community. 
Interestingly, the January 2005 document does not even mention Georgia or 
Azerbaijan by name. At least officially the energy security dimension, a key 
national interest, is not clearly linked with the Black Sea region. The strategy 
only states that Lithuania wants to ensure ‘alternative energy supplies and 
supply of resources that are of strategic importance’.7

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) Strategic Action Plan for 
2007-2009 is another core document, which provides the most detailed and up-
to-date analysis of the national foreign policy directions in the global and 
regional context. While it is consistent with previously mentioned resolutions, 
it is much more candid in assessing the opportunities and challenges faced by 
the country. Using business lexicon, this document represents a SWOT 
(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) analysis of the state of 
current Lithuanian foreign affairs. 
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Current Issues and Dilemmas 

After entering the EU and NATO, Lithuania shifted its foreign policy toward 
the immediate neighborhood. While both memberships indicated a symbolic 
transformation in terms of Lithuania’s political, military, and economic status, 
the reality on 2 May 2004 stayed the same. Lithuania still remained 
economically weak, militarily vulnerable, and politically fragmented state 
struggling to ensure a brighter future. We would argue that its main challenges 
have been: 

To sustain a security buffer between itself and mainland 
Russia;
To ensure stable and relatively cheap supply of energy; 
To counter-balance regional influence of Russia; 
To access regional markets vis-à-vis trade and transit; 
To continue EU integration; 
To maintain visibility and influence in international affairs 
through active participation in international organizations, 
especially the EU and NATO. 

While we discuss these objectives separately, all of them are closely 
interconnected. The issues of energy resources feed into the expansion of 
regional trade and transit. The destabilizing regional influence of Russia forces 
Lithuania to look for alternative energy suppliers as well as various security-
enhancing measures. Underlying each of these challenges is the search for 
long-term economy stability and growth.

1. Security Buffer 

Since its first steps in pursuit of NATO membership, Lithuania clearly 
understood its vulnerable geopolitical situation. With its small territory facing 
the Baltic Sea, the Kaliningrad region to the southwest and the absence of any 
natural barriers to the east, Lithuania remained militarily vulnerable. The only 
reasonable and achievable solutions to this dilemma were integration into 
Western security organizations and the maintenance of the buffer zone 
between Lithuania and the mainland Russia. The former has been achieved, 
but the latter remains a constant challenge. Unlike Estonia and Latvia, 
Lithuania does not have a direct border with mainland Russia. Belarus acts as 
the buffer zone between the two states. It is also an important country for 
goods in transit between Lithuania and Russia. Ideally, Lithuania wants Minsk 
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to become a close partner and ally; however at the moment these prospects are 
quite grim. The situation is complicated by the realization that the emergence 
of democracy in Belarus might end its very existence. After all, it is only one 
referendum away from joining Russia. Therefore, in the words of an MFA 
official, Vilnius faces the dilemma ‘between independent Belarus and 
democratic Belarus’.8 Still Lithuania has initiated numerous projects geared 
toward democratization and westernization of Belarus.9 To name just a few, in 
February 2006 the Lithuanian government granted a temporary home to the 
European Humanities University, which was closed in Belarus after President 
Aleksandr Lukashenko expressed his disapproval at its pro-Western bias.10

Before the 2006 presidential elections, the ‘Baltic Waves’ radio station, 
established in 1999, expanded its broadcasting capacity to Belarus. This EU-
sponsored initiative purports to provide alternative sources of information for 
Belarusian society. The Lithuanian government also actively supports 
Belarusian opposition leaders, some of which reside in Vilnius. The recent 
peak of activities coincided with the presidential elections in Belarus, which, 
to the disappointment of the Lithuanian government, resulted in a third 
presidential term for Aleksandr Lukashenko. Since his ascent to power in 
1994, President Lukashenko largely succeeded in walking a fine line between 
courting Russia as a potential partner of the joint state while at the same time 
maintaining his absolute control over the country.11 The idea of the joint state 
of Belarus and Russia was, and still to some extent is, one of the most serious 
concerns for Lithuanian political elites. If this union were to take place, 
Lithuania would end up with the 502 km Lithuanian-Russian border to the east 
and the 227 km Lithuanian-Russian border to the southwest.

However, lately the short-term prospects of this geopolitical 
nightmare diminished as the tensions over natural gas (and later oil) prices 
between Belarus and Russia peaked in December 2006. Amidst mutual hostile 
rhetoric, Lukashenko accused Russia of trying to take over his country. From 
the geopolitical perspective this is a positive development for Lithuania, but 
the long-term perspectives are less optimistic. First, Lukashenko’s rhetoric 
changes often and unpredictably. One week he is ready to join the European 
Union and the Eurozone, the next he looks to Iran and Cuba for strategic 
partnership. Second, Gazprom’s acquisition of the 50 percent stake in 
Beltranshaz, the operator of the gas-transit network, consolidated Russia’s 
influence over Belarus’ pipeline infrastructure.12 If this takeover continues, 
Lithuanian foreign policy experts predict ‘a de facto constriction of Belarus’ 
sovereignty’.13 The economic costs for the region will also be substantial. In 
the aftermath of this clash Russia announced plans to build a branch of the 
Druzhba pipeline that would circumvent Russia’s Western neighbors by 
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transporting the crude oil directly to Primorsk export terminal. This move 
might close any prospect for crude supplies via the northern branch of the 
Druzhba pipeline for the Mažeiki  Nafta Refinery, even if Transneft 
eventually decides to repair the damaged sections of the presently inoperative 
pipeline. But these are only a few pieces of the larger regional puzzle of 
energy-related issues. 

2. Energy 

The topic of energy supplies dominates not only the domestic political 
landscape of Lithuania, but also is the red thread of the Lithuanian foreign 
policy. Lithuania has two regionally important energy production facilities: the 
Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant (INPP) and the Mažeiki  Nafta Refinery with its 
B ting  Terminal. Both of these enterprises have been a mixed blessing for the 
economy. The nuclear plant was built in 1980s using the Soviet-designed 
RBMK-type reactors that have been deemed unsafe by the European 
Commission. In order to close the energy chapter during EU accession 
negotiations, Lithuania had to pledge that the nuclear power plant would be 
closed down by 2009.14 So far it has successfully decommissioned the first 
reactor. Some Lithuanian politicians suggested extending the life of the second 
reactor till 2015, but the Ministry of Economy rejected this suggestion as 
unrealistic.15 Still as 2009 approaches, some analysts predict that Lithuania 
along with its Baltic colleagues will make another effort to win over the 
support of EU bureaucrats for a six-year extension for economic and 
environmental reasons. During this time, Lithuania plans to build a new 
nuclear power plant, Ignalina II which would comply with EU safety 
standards. Because of the high-costs of the project and moderate domestic 
electricity needs, Vilnius involved neighboring countries into this new project. 
Currently there are three partners besides Lithuania: Estonia, Latvia, and 
Poland. As discussed in chapter six, Lithuania’s insistence on Polish 
participation did not generate a lot of enthusiasm among its Baltic partners, but 
Vilnius sees this project as a part of the larger Lithuanian-Polish strategic 
alliance. It seeks to combine the Ignalina II and the long-awaited attempt to 
connect electricity grids between the two countries. The power bridge would 
provide an important export-import route to the Baltic region in addition to 
Estlink, the underwater cable between Estonia and Finland. However, the 
bargaining with Poland over the future supplies of energy turned out more 
complicated than Lithuanians anticipated. Warsaw threatened to abandon the 
project barring reception of a third of the nuclear plant’s output. With the 
coming of the new Polish government, the situation might change for the 
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better, but Vilnius faces a tough balancing act among all partners. In addition, 
the government plans to build a power bridge with Sweden, which raises 
further feasibility, profitability, and distribution issues.

For Ignalina II to succeed, Lithuania needs to move aggressively and 
transparently toward the implementation phase. At the moment, Vilnius is still 
in the process of sorting out the stakeholders of the domestic conglomerate 
that will be responsible for the project. Given the fiercely competing private 
interests, a minority government in charge and growing media accusations of 
shady deal making, progress is anything but fast. The initial deadline of 2015 
for launching the plant seems to be unrealistic. Any delays would expose 
Lithuania to longer periods of dependence on power supplies from 
neighboring countries after the closure of the second reactor in 2009. As stated 
in the MFA Strategic Plan, increasing energy prices pose ‘a serious threat to 
Lithuania’s economic stability.16 From a foreign policy perspective, Lithuania 
should also consider involving Belarus and the Kaliningrad Oblast into this 
project. These new partners might only be offered the status of observers, but 
the very gesture would earn important points regionally. Currently, the 
Kaliningrad Oblast imports about a third of its electricity needs from 
Lithuania.17 This dependence should be increased to the greatest degree 
possible. If Lithuania seeks to play a leadership role in the region, as it 
proclaims, it has to think and behave accordingly. This project is an excellent 
opportunity to increase regional interdependence and, from a national 
perspective, regional dependence on Lithuania. Sending a positive signal to 
Russia might also help to resolve other outstanding issues – in particular the 
supply of crude oil to Mažeiki  Nafta Refinery. Finally, Lithuania should not 
forget that it will need nuclear fuel to guarantee stable operations of the new 
plant. Again, Russia can be a likely source of such supplies.

Mažeiki  Nafta is another enterprise that created both opportunities 
and challenges to the Lithuanian political establishment. When it was sold in 
1999 to Williams International, the US-based oil company, Lithuanian 
politicians hoped that the move would ensure both the steady flows of crude 
oil and closer ties with the United States. However, this hope was short-lived 
because the US company resold the oil refinery to the Russian giant Yukos in 
2002. As the Russian president Vladimir Putin found his personal nemesis in 
the Yukos CEO Mikhail Khodorkovsky, Lithuania faced another period of 
dwindling oil supplies. With Yukos driven to bankruptcy, Lithuania sought to 
find another buyer. Despite the attempts of the Russian giant Lukoil to acquire 
the refinery, Mažeiki  Nafta and Yukos made a deal with Polish company 
PKN Orlen in May 2006. Undoubtedly, this was not only an economic 
decision, but also a political choice in favor of deepening the strategic 
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Lithuanian-Polish partnership. Russia’s reaction soon followed. Two months 
later, Transneft, the monopoly operator of the Russian oil pipelines, stopped 
the supply of oil to Lithuania. The official reason was the leakage in the 
northern section of the Druzhba pipeline, but unofficially most Lithuanian 
politicians interpreted the decision as Moscow’s attempt to teach Lithuania a 
lesson.18 In October of the same year, a major fire at the oil refinery cut its 
refining capacity in half. According to more radical politicians, Russia was 
involved with the fire. Whether some of these conspiracy theories have some 
validity or not, Russia shows little interest in restoring the oil flows to 
Lithuania (and Latvia). Despite the EU-backed efforts to obtain an 
independent assessment of the damage and potential schedules for opening, 
Russian officials have been sending mixed signals. In February 2007 Semyon 
Vainshtok, the CEO of Transneft, said that this section of the pipeline might 
never be reopened.19 His statements were repeated by Russian Energy and 
Industry Minister Viktor Khristenko at the beginning of June.20

The cessation of the northern pipeline section forced the new owner 
of the Mažeiki  Nafta to bring in crude through the B ting  Terminal. While 
this sea route entails higher costs and lower profits, it also provides a number 
of advantages, especially if the PKN Orlen agrees with the Lithuanian 
government to build another pipeline from Mažeiki  Nafta to Klaip da Nafta 
Terminal, which currently handles oil supplies by railway. With two terminals 
linked by pipelines to Mažeiki  Nafta, it could reach its full refining capacity 
of about 12-15 million tons per year. Also, the refinery would have a steady 
supply of oil without dependence on the current state of Russian-Lithuanian 
relations. Furthermore, Lithuania can become an important supplier of oil to 
Belarus. When in December 2006 Belarus faced dwindling supplies of oil due 
to its conflict with Russia, Lithuanian politicians were eager to offer their oil 
supply services to the eastern neighbor.21 Finally, there is an underutilized 
section of the pipeline leading to the major Latvian port of Ventspils. 
Therefore, Russia’s decision to cut-off oil supplies might boost Lithuania’s 
regional profile.

While this disruption puts a dent in PKN Orlen’s bottom line, it also 
creates new opportunities to diversify oil supplies, to ensure long-term 
stability of the major enterprise, and, from a national perspective, to boost 
regional dependence on Lithuania. In addition, Lithuania is very keen to see 
the extension of the Odessa-Brody pipeline to Plock, which would provide an 
alternative source of oil supply from the Caspian region to Eastern Europe 
circumventing Russia. While Lithuania would not have direct access to this 
pipeline, it could receive oil shipments from the port of Gdansk. However, it is 
not clear whether this project will ever see the light of day. Since its opening 
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in 2002, the Odessa-Brody pipeline struggled to secure reliable supplies of 
crude. It seems doubtful that Kazakhstan, the most likely supplier of crude, 
will seriously commit to this project. Polish attempts to jumpstart this process 
during the March 2007 energy summit in Cracow produced few tangible 
results. Involved parties – Poland, Lithuania, Ukraine, Georgia, Azerbaijan, 
and Kazakhstan – only agreed to set up a new company to manage the 
extension project.22 In contrast, Putin’s visit to Central Asia at about the same 
time was crowned with commitments from Central Asian republics to further 
increase oil and gas exports through the Russian pipeline infrastructure. 
According to Jamestown Foundation’s Eurasian affairs analyst Vladimir 
Socor, these agreements ‘signify a strategic defeat of the decade-old US policy 
to open direct access to Central Asia’s oil and gas reserves. By the same token 
they have nipped in the bud of the EU’s belated attempts since 2006 to 
institute such a policy’.23 Although the consequences may be overstated, it is 
clear that for the Odessa-Brody-Plock-Gdansk project to become a reality, 
Polish and Lithuanian efforts need to be expanded to the EU-wide 
multidimensional strategy. During the October 2007 Energy Summit in 
Vilnius, the involved parties again confirmed their resolve to built the pipeline, 
but the project will first have to wait for the results of the feasibility study.

While chasing the oil supplies in the Central Asia, Lithuania should 
not forget the Baltic offshore reserves on the Lithuanian-Latvian border. 
Although they are not substantial on a global scale, the estimated combined 
offshore reserves of about 450 million barrels would meet both Lithuanian and 
Latvian domestic demand for almost a decade.24 It could potentially become 
an important source of crude for Mažeiki  Nafta Refinery as well. Given the 
intensity of cooperation between the two countries during the last seventeen 
years, it is surprising to see that the parties cannot agree on a joint plan to 
explore these oil reserves. It seems like Latvian and Lithuanian officials forgot 
about this important source of energy on their territories. Of course, this may 
not immediately resolve all oil supply issues for Lithuania, but it would 
definitely diversify the sources and potentially even lower the price of 
Mažeiki  Nafta-bound crude. The first step, however, is for Latvia’s 
parliament to finally ratify the Lithuanian-Latvian sea border agreement. 

3. Counterbalancing Coalition 

All the above-discussed strategies in the energy sectors tie in with Lithuanian-
Polish attempts to build a tighter coalition of East and South European 
countries that would be able to counterbalance the influence of Russia. While 
Estonia and Latvia are also involved in a number of regional projects and 
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initiatives, they usually stay aloof from more daring adventurism of their 
southern neighbors. Whether it is the Orange Revolution in Ukraine or the 
November 2007 political crisis in Georgia, the Lithuanian and Polish 
presidents are often the first ones on the scene to offer their services.

Over the last several years, Vilnius has been very active in the 
Caucasus, Moldova, and especially Ukraine. Given Ukrainian sensitivities 
over the historical domination of Poland in Ukrainian territories, Lithuania is 
well positioned to expand its cooperation with Ukraine. Since Adamkus took 
the presidential post in 1998, he visited Kiev over a dozen of times. He played 
a notable role in peacefully resolving the presidential election dispute 
surrounding the Orange Revolution, but at the same time might have scared 
more pro-Russian politicians in Ukraine. When the new political crisis erupted 
in April 2007, Lithuania was wise to stay in a more neutral position suggesting 
that the political crisis should be solved by the Ukrainian leaders themselves.25

Lithuania has also been a steady supporter of Ukrainian membership in NATO 
and the EU. These attempts to pull Ukraine westwards are a part of the joint 
Polish-Baltic effort not only to build a security buffer, but also to end any 
Russian ambitions to restore its former imperial glory. Because Ukraine is so 
central to Russian historical identity, without their ‘younger’ brother the 
resurrection of the past empire is simply impossible. In turn, this should bring 
Russia closer to the West, which is a key interest of the Baltic States. This 
strategy seems to closely follow the advice of the former US National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, who thinks that ‘if Ukraine moves closer to the 
West […], it will pave the way for Russia to move West’.26 Lithuania also has 
significant economic interests in Ukraine. At the beginning of 2007, its direct 
investment stock in the Ukrainian economy reached 77 million euros, the 
fourth highest total after Latvia, Russia, and Poland.27 The economic interests 
are only bound to increase as the access to the 46 million-strong market 
steadily improves and the Ukrainian economy continues its upward trend. 

Similarly, Lithuania has been actively supporting Georgia in its 
attempts to consolidate the fractured state and to join the Euro-Atlantic 
institutions. Since the start of the Russian-Georgian crisis over the status of the 
renegade Georgian provinces, Lithuanian politicians repeatedly backed Tbilisi. 
On October 17, 2006, the Lithuanian Parliament even issued a resolution 
condemning Russia’s economic and political sanctions against Georgia.28 As 
noted by the Europarliamentarian Vytautas Landsbergis, Lithuania’s support 
for Georgia has an obvious self-help dimension – this Caucasian republic can 
become a strategically important link between the Caspian Sea oil and Central 
Europe.29 As in the case of Ukraine, Vilnius was forced to make some 
readjustments after Georgian president Mikheil Saakashvili announced the 
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state of emergency and closed down opposition media outlets in November 
2007. Interestingly, both Lithuanian President Valdas Adamkus and the 
Foreign Minister Petras Vaitiek nas limited their criticism to a minimum. 
During his visit to Tbilisi for the fourth anniversary celebrations of the ‘Rose 
Revolution’, Adamkus joined by his Polish counterpart Lech Kaczy ski,
expressed hope that Georgia would pass ‘the democracy exam’.30 This refined 
diplomatic tiptoeing underlines the risks of having a foreign policy for 
Saakashvili or Yushchenko rather than for Georgia and Ukraine. If Vilnius 
wants to sustain its long-term influence in the region, it has to exhibit 
evenhandedness in support of the democratic process in those countries. Too 
much emphasis on particular personalities exposes Lithuania to criticism and 
distrust by other political forces. 
    In addition to bilateral initiatives, Lithuania (and Poland) has been 
eager to participate in regional multilateral organizations. In August 2005, the 
presidents of Ukraine and Georgia announced their aspiration to create the 
Community of Democratic Choice (CDC), a regional alliance of democratic 
states that would span from the Caspian to the Baltic Sea.31 This 
announcement was made right before the upcoming meeting in Crimea among 
the presidents of Ukraine, Georgia, Lithuania, and Poland. In December of 
2005, nine countries – Estonia, Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, 
Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, and Ukraine – signed the founding document of 
the Community which, in the words of Ukrainian President Yushchenko, will 
strive ‘to strengthen democracy, stability, and economic development’.32

However, the CDC seems to have waned after the inaugural meeting as the 
pre-planned March 2006 session in Romania did not take place. Instead in 
May 2006, Lithuania hosted a Black-Baltic Sea Summit attended by 
representatives from 25 countries. As the text of the final communiqué 
indicates, it was a very broad discussion forum aimed at raising regional issues 
and concerns.33

GUAM – a regional organization of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, 
and Moldova – is yet another forum where Lithuania is actively involved. 
Currently, it holds a status of an observer, but future membership should not 
be excluded if the organization manages to overcome internal frictions. 
President Adamkus attended the last three annual summits.34 At one of the 
latest meetings in Baku he even managed to bring along Polish president Lech 
Kaczy ski. As stated by Adamkus himself, energy transit is the primary reason 
for Lithuania’s active involvement in GUAM: ‘The Baku Summit provides an 
excellent opportunity to discuss the further implementation of the Odessa-
Brody-Plock-Gdansk pipeline project. A continuous supply of the Caspian oil 
to the pipeline could be GUAM’s real and significant contribution to the 
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energy security of Europe’.35 Besides the talk of energy and possible 
expansion, the Baku summit further elaborated on joint peacekeeping 
initiatives in such regional hotspots as Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and 
Transdniestria. However, before GUAM can become a functional and 
noteworthy international organization, it has to overcome internal tensions and 
involve at least one Central Asian country that would be willing to export its 
natural resources circumventing Russia. Neither of these goals is easily 
achievable. So far both Ukrainian and Moldavian parliaments have not ratified 
the charter of the organization. In both cases GUAM’s positioning as a 
counterbalancing coalition to Russian-dominated CIS raises suspicion among 
proponents of greater cooperation with Russia. The absence of Turkmenistan 
and Kazakhstan representatives in Baku is another bad note for the 
organization which, in the words of Ukrainian president Yushchenko, seeks ‘to 
reopen the Silk Road’.36 During his visit to Central Asian republics in May 
2007, President Putin signed a landmark deal to build a new pipeline from 
Turkmenistan to Kazakhstan and into Russia’s pipeline network locking in 
Russia’s role as the key exporter of energy resources to Europe.37 This is a 
setback not only for Lithuanian efforts, but also for US and Western Europe, 
to establish alternative export routes for energy resources from Central Asia. 
Lithuanian foreign policy experts expected this outcome. For a number of 
years they expressed frustration over the continuing reluctance of the Euro-
Atlantic community to back Lithuanian and Polish diplomatic efforts with 
financial commitments.38

Lithuania’s involvement in the post-Soviet space is closely 
coordinated with Poland. The majority of Lithuanian politicians tout the 
strategic partnership with its historical partner, but there are some pitfalls to 
this ‘Alliance of the Hearts,’ a phrase coined by one of Adamkus’ 
speechwriters. First, there is an obvious mismatch between the two countries 
in terms of their regional economic and political footprints. For Lithuania, 
Poland is increasingly turning into its primary regional partner, but for Poland, 
Lithuania is only one of several important allies. Thus, the interests of both 
countries do not always overlap. Lithuania risks being sucked into the Polish 
power games within the EU. This in turn might raise reputational concerns 
because during the reign of the Kaczy ski brothers Poland was seen as an 
arrogant and obnoxious state actor that lacked diplomatic tact and refinement. 
The new Polish Prime Minister Donald Tusk came with a more moderate 
foreign policy agenda, but the tension between the government and the 
president might bring a different set of challenges for Lithuanian politicians. 
They will have to engage both branches of the Polish government without 
overplaying either side. Having a small and tight bureaucratic apparatus and 
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clear foreign policy agenda, Vilnius often finds it frustrating to deal with the 
complex and very slow foreign policy decision making process in Warsaw.39

Also, Lithuania’s bondage with Poland may potentially weaken the Nordic-
Baltic axis that has been nourished during the 1990s. In part the blame falls on 
the Nordic States themselves as they lost interest in the EU Eastern 
neighborhood after 2004 enlargements. They are eager to cooperate with the 
Baltic States on the EU agenda, but are less willing to join Baltic foreign 
policy on GUAM countries and Russia. Stålvant argues that the normalization 
of the Baltic-Russian relations is the main reason behind this trend.40 This is 
especially true of Denmark, which until 2002 was very actively involved in the 
region, but subsequently downgraded the Eastern dimension of its foreign 
policy.41 Thus, Lithuania finds itself split between an intensive Nordic-Baltic 
coordination on EU affairs and the Polish partnership in the Eastern 
neighborhood. The challenge for Lithuania is to develop and sustain an 
independent and flexible foreign policy perspective that combines both East 
European and Baltic-Nordic axes without compromising either of them. If 
Lithuania’s successful mediation between Poland and some Western European 
countries during the June 2007 European Council in Brussels is an indication 
of its future diplomatic finesse, then Vilnius will be able to successfully 
advance its national interests without aggravating relations with its many 
neighbors.

4. Trade and Transit 

A natural extension of these coalition-building attempts is regional economic 
cooperation. With the vision of stable pro-Western democracies from the 
Black and to the Baltic coast, Lithuania sees itself as an important North-South 
and East-West trade and transit hub. Like the yet nameless Black-Baltic Sea 
region, the idea of the hub remains largely an analytical concept. In addition to 
various governmental efforts to make Lithuania more attractive for foreign 
investment, the idea seems to rest on two projects: Via Baltica and Rail 
Baltica. While the former road upgrade project has been going on for a number 
of years, a high-speed rail link connecting Warsaw, Kaunas, Riga, and Tallinn 
is still a paper tiger, which may become a reality by 2016. However, as noted 
by analysts, even the ongoing Via Baltica is yet to become a congruent 
regional effort rather than ‘a local road-improvement scheme’.42 Future 
Central European transport corridors place Poland at the heart of the highway 
networks. Lithuania is strategically placed in the north-south axis connecting 
the Baltic States (and St. Petersburg) with the rest of Europe, but it is by no 
means the regional transportation hub. In the context of Black-Baltic Sea 
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regional integration, limited infrastructure south of Warsaw also presents 
obvious challenges. 

While Lithuania is connected to the northern branch of the Druzhba pipeline, 
Russian oil exports circumvent Lithuania. Currently, the major East-West oil 
and gas transit routes go through Poland and Ukraine and increasingly through 
the Finnish Gulf. If Russia’s plans to connect the Druzhba pipeline with 
Primorsk terminal materialize, oil supplies can diminish to a trickle via the 
traditional East European routes. The rhetoric coming from Russian politicians 
provides few reasons for optimism in the Baltic States. During his visit to 
Primorsk port, the Russian First Vice-Prime Minister Sergey Ivanov declared 
that Russia intended to gradually reduce transit volumes of all goods through 
the ports of the Baltic States and redirect traffic to the newly built Russian 
ports.43 While such a scenario is unlikely in the short term due to the 
continuous growth of transit volumes and still a limited capacity of Russian 
ports, the message clearly conveys current ‘real politik’ mentality in the 
Kremlin. Finally, Lithuania’s market is too small and its purchasing power too 
weak to exert regional economic influence. Therefore, it seems that ‘a vision 
of Lithuania as a center of the region, with Vilnius as a regional capital’ 
presented by Acting President of the Republic of Lithuania Art ras Paulauskas 
in May 2004 is a distant or maybe even unrealistic goal. Political scientist 

its immediate neighborhood – Belarus and the Kaliningrad Oblast.44 This 
suggestion has a strong economic backing: the trade volumes with Belarus and 
the Kaliningrad region in 2006 exceeded the combined equivalents with the 
Trans-Caucasian republics 35 times and 14 times respectively.45 Lithuania also 
remains one of the largest investors in the Kaliningrad Oblast. Given the 
enclave’s geographical isolation from mainland Russia, the Kaliningrad Oblast 
is and will be dependent on transit routes through the territory of Lithuania. 
Increasing that dependence should be the primary interest of Lithuanian 
politicians because of leverage it provides vis-à-vis Russia. Another route to 
regional leadership would focus on the development of knowledge-based 
economy with substantial research and innovation capabilities. However, at 
the moment Lithuania has the least number of scientists in the European Union 
and very limited investments in research and development.46 Unless this trend 
changes substantially, knowledge-based regional leadership will remain just a 
mirage.

Laurynas Jonavi ius suggests scaling back Lithuanian regional ‘hegemony’ to 
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5. EU Integration 

If the unmet regional leadership goals produce little anxiety among politicians, 
the fiasco of the euro introduction by 1 January 2007 led to bitter domestic 
debates. Since it joined the Exchange Rate Mechanism II in June 2004, 
Lithuania put a special emphasis on the early adoption of the euro. To quote 
the president, it was a ‘matter of honor’ to be among the first ones from the 
new member states to introduce the currency.47 While in 2005 the Lithuanian 
prospects still looked bright, the fortunes started to turn during the first months 
of 2006 due to growing inflation. Despite initial warnings from the European 
Commission, in March 2006 Vilnius decided to submit an early request to 
evaluate its readiness in joining the Eurozone. Two months later the European 
Commission and the European Central Bank reviewed Lithuania’s progress 
and concluded that it failed to meet inflation criteria – its 12-month average 
rate of inflation exceeded the stipulated ceiling rate by 0.1 percent. The two-
year long build-up of expectations did not prepare Lithuania for a rough 
landing. The blame fell not only on Brussels for its legalistic approach, but 
also on the government for its failure to maintain low levels of inflation and to 
apply political pressure on the European Commission. During the June 2006 
European Council meeting in Brussels, President Adamkus made a last effort 
to gain an early access to the Eurozone. In Adamkus’ words, ‘some great 
leaders of Europe got very angry’ when he interrupted the presiding official in 
order to make his argument.48 Lithuania even intended to submit a resolution 
to the Council stating that it met all convergence criteria. Despite the expected 
support from the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary and Latvia, at 
the last minute Vilnius decided not to pursue this controversial option. While 
Lithuania has maintained its commitment to introduce the euro at the earliest 
possible date, this goal cannot be achieved in the short term due to elevated 
levels of inflation. 
 There remains something to be said about Lithuania’s eagerness to be 
first. It achieved this goal when the Parliament ratified the European 
Constitution twelve days after the European leaders agreed on its text in 29 
October 2004. Lithuania consistently supported strong supranational EU 
institutions as the most effective way to advance its national interests. It was 
especially pleased that the Constitution embraced further enlargement 
prospects and strengthened common EU foreign policy formation. In the 
words of the Lithuanian Foreign Minister Antanas Valionis, ‘we have little to 
loose and much to gain’ from adopting the document.49 Subsequent rejections 
of the Constitution by the Dutch and French voters downgraded this ambitious 
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project, now known as the Reform or Lisbon Treaty, but throughout the 
process Lithuania remained its strong supporter. 
 As already mentioned, Lithuania along with its EU neighbors is 
especially keen to consolidate and shape the EU foreign affairs agenda. In line 
with the national foreign policy objectives, it seeks to intensify the dialogue 
between the EU and its Eastern neighborhood. It pursues two primary 
objectives: to devise a unified European stance toward Russia and to pull 
GUAM countries westward. Not surprisingly, Lithuania actively participates 
in various projects under the ‘Eastern branch’ of the ENP. As stated in the key 
strategy paper, the ENP’s vision ‘involves a ring of countries, sharing the EU's 
fundamental values and objectives, drawn into an increasingly close 
relationship, going beyond co-operation to involve a significant measure of 
economic and political integration’.50 For Vilnius, it is a perfect opportunity to 
leverage significant EU institutional incentives in order to achieve its foreign 
policy objectives. After all, as remarked by a high-level MFA official, the 
Eastern dimension constitutes 80 percent of Lithuanian foreign policy.51 The 
institutional component considerably expands Lithuania’s otherwise very 
limited national influence. However, ideally Vilnius would like to move 
beyond the ENP as soon as possible. Its ultimate goal is to transform the EU 
‘neighborhood’ policy into accession policy for the GUAM countries.
 The final segment of Lithuania’s EU integration objective was the 
accession to the Schengen Agreement, which abolished border controls among 
the signatory countries. Along with other new EU members, Lithuania joined 
the Schengen area in December 2007. The technical side of the project was 
closely coordinated with Estonia and especially Latvia. There was also a 
political side of the issue as the CEECs sought to expedite the expansion of the 
Schengen area. Their successful cooperation in part contributed to the EU’s 
decision to maintain the early date of expansion despite technical problems 
with updating the Schengen Information System. 

6. International Profile 

In the global arena, Lithuania’s foreign policy objectives focus on maintaining 
visibility through active participation in international organizations. In 
addition to various rotational responsibilities, such its 2013 EU presidency, 
Lithuania has lately stepped up its activities in NATO, OSCE, and even UN.
 Since becoming a NATO member, Lithuania has made significant 
effort to become not only a consumer, but also a contributor to the alliance’s 
security. If Estonia was often seen as a favorite pupil among the EU officials 
in the 1990s, Lithuania has gained a similar status among NATO officials. In 
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summer of 2005, its troops took up the lead in establishing the Provincial 
Reconstruction Team (PRT) in Afghanistan’s Ghor province. In two years, 
Lithuania doubled its annual budgetary allocations to overseas missions to 34 
million dollars, the majority of which goes to the reconstruction of 
Afghanistan.52 Lithuanian forces also continue to participate in the KFOR and 
SFOR units in the former Yugoslavia. In addition to overseas missions, 
Lithuania has become an important part of the NATO infrastructure in Eastern 
Europe. Regional NATO air policing mission has been stationed in Zokniai 
Airport since 2004. The establishment of the Karm lava Control and 
Reporting Center, which conducts air space surveillance and control of NATO 
fighter jets, is another important defense infrastructure project in Lithuania. 
Since 2007 the center has primary control over the NATO jets stationed in 
Zokniai.53 Previously, any air missions from Zokniai had to be cleared by the 
NATO control center in Germany.
 Besides its growing role in NATO, Lithuania seeks more prominent 
roles in other international organizations. In 2007, Lithuania’s permanent 
representative to the UN chaired the Economic and Social Council. This one-
year commitment is seen as a stepping-stone toward gaining a non-permanent 
member seat at the UN Security Council for 2014-2015. Also, Lithuania has 
been elected chair of the OSCE in 2011. These are and have been attainable 
objectives due to Lithuania’s constructive and flexible relations with all of its 
neighbors. Even the most problematic countries – Russia and Belarus – have 
little grounds to oppose its candidacy. The usual piñata of Russian speaking 
minorities does not apply to the Lithuanian case. Therefore, unlike its Baltic 
colleagues, Lithuania can elevate its international profile without encountering 
significant opposition from its immediate neighbors.

Domestic Sources of Foreign Policy 

Over the last seventeen years of independence three domestic actors primarily 
shaped Lithuania’s foreign policy: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the 
Parliament (Seimas), and the Office of the President. Other governmental 
institutions played more ad-hoc policy roles at different historical junctions. 
This section introduces the key players and their fluctuating fortunes in the 
context of the dual enlargement. If one were to reduce the complex inter-
institutional dynamics to a single storyline, the rise of the foreign ministry 
would be its red thread. 

The MFA is by far the most dominant player on the Lithuanian 
foreign policy scene. With the end of EU negotiations and the dismantling of 
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the European Committee under the Government of Lithuania, the MFA has 
become the ultimate source of intellectual expertise and administrative 
capacity in Lithuanian foreign policy.54 It is actively involved at almost every 
step of the preparation of national positions on EU agenda. It also synthesizes 
and disseminates information to other actors, including the Office of the 
President. As one analyst candidly remarked, ‘the MFA is the sheep dog and 
the rest are the sheep’.55 The MFA has more than eight times the number of 
personnel as the Office of President. The Law on the Diplomatic Service 
stipulates that the MFA also delegates its representatives to the Office of the 
Government, ministries, the Office of the President, and the Office of the 
Seimas.56 At this point, the delegation process works most effectively with the 
Office of the President, while the exchange of the personnel among ministries 
occurs on a more ad-hoc basis as staff move from one job to another.57

Although imperfect, this practice ensures that the main domestic players 
closely coordinate their agendas and often appear to speak in one voice. On a 
more informal level, the MFA also works closely with several academic 
institutions and think tanks to generate new policy ideas.58

In the early 1990s, the Seimas was one of the most active and visible 
players in foreign policy formation. It only not monitored the MFA through 
the Parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affairs, but also initiated several 
controversial resolutions and declarations on the Parliamentary floor. One of 
the most vivid examples of such adventurism was the initiative by the 
Conservatives to organize the International Congress on the Evaluation of 
Crimes of Communism. The second session of this ‘tribunal’ in September 
2000 coincided with the official visit by Li Peng, the chairman of the chairman 
of the National People's Congress of China. The Chinese delegation cancelled 
their visit to Vilnius and instead met with President Valdas Adamkus in 
Reykjavik.59

Lately, the Parliament has lost its previous position and only 
occasionally contributes to foreign policy debates. This trend started in 1997, 
when Lithuania, unlike Estonia, was not invited to begin EU negotiations. At 
the time, it became clear that Lithuania’s foreign policy was failing due to its 
weak administrative capacity and unnecessary ‘politization’ of the accession 
process. The start of the EU negotiations process further marginalized the role 
of the Parliament. Also, in 1999, the Conservative Party along with its leader 
Vytautas Landsbergis – the most forthcoming Lithuanian party in foreign 
affairs – lost the majority in the Parliament and with it the ability to actively 
lead foreign policy debates. As the administrative capacity of the Foreign 
Ministry and to some extent the Office of the President grew, Seimas became 
clearly disadvantaged. One of the leaders of the Liberal Party and a member of 
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the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Petras Auštrevi ius, acknowledged that the 
Parliament has been largely pushed out from foreign policy formation.60

However, the structural conditions for a more prominent role by the 
Parliament remain salient – it is in charge of annual budgetary allocations and 
retains strong procedural controls over the activities of the MFA and the 
government at large. For example, according to the Seimas statute, the 
government has to consult the Parliament, or in other words to obtain its 
mandate, on all ‘very relevant and relevant documents of the European 
Union’.61 Because the degree of relevance is essentially decided by the Seimas
itself, there are many opportunities to monitor and influence the actions of the 
MFA. The recent incident over the confirmation of new ambassadors clearly 
illustrated the potential for friction between the two institutions: the 
Parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affairs refused to discuss the 
candidacies of the proposed ambassadors until the MFA provided a strategy 
paper on Lithuania’s diplomatic activities.62 Finally, since the winning 
coalition of political parties designates a Minister of Foreign Affairs, they 
maintain some influence over the nominee. Current minister Petras 
Vaitiek nas was recently reminded of his ‘electorate,’ when Kazimiera 
Prunskien , the head of the Farmers’ and New Democracy Party, demanded 
the appointment of some of their party members as his advisors.63 While 
currently these minor incidents have little or no effect on the Lithuanian 
foreign policy, such structural cleavages point to potential venues of inter-
institutional friction and competition.

Unlike the Parliament, the Office of the President became 
increasingly involved in the foreign policy formation. Since Adamkus 
assumed the post in 1998 and regained it in 2004, he and his growing team of 
advisors actively pursued and shaped foreign policy goals. Because this role 
has been inscribed in the Constitution, the Lithuanian president has a right and 
duty to project ones influence in this realm. As expected, he usually focuses on 
macro-level initiatives, which are best achieved via high-level meetings, visits, 
and various regional and international forums. Among some of these 
achievements was Adamkus’ active engagement in the negotiations in Kiev 
during the Orange Revolution, the Vilnius Ten initiative, the Democracy 
Forum, and George W. Bush’s visit to Lithuania. While at the moment both 
the MFA and the Office of President closely cooperate on foreign policy 
implementation, the constitutional mandate of the President – to ‘settle basic 
foreign policy issues and, together with the government, implement foreign 
policy’ – provides opportunities to take ones own foreign policy initiatives.64

At the same time, the formula ‘together with the Government’ is rather vague 
offering ample space for interpretation. This is yet another potential cleavage 
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point, especially if a Prime Minister decides to take up foreign policy 
initiatives. NATO and especially EU enlargement favors governmental 
institutions, in particular ministries, over the president because the ministries 
not only have the appropriate administrative capacity, but they also are the 
primary points of contact for Brussels-based bureaucrats. Due to the nature of 
the communication channels and a relatively weak administrative capacity, the 
Office of the President depends on the ministries for day-to-day information 
and analysis. Thus, it is bound to focus on several broad issues of interest 
sifting through the daily flood of information.

In addition to the actors discussed above, several government 
institutions play a more ad-hoc role. First, the Ministry of Defense has had 
some say in foreign policy. However, its influence was narrowed down after 
Lithuania’s accession to NATO. The MoD was relegated to implementing 
more technical tasks and coordinating various overseas missions. With the 
growing Lithuanian commitments in Afghanistan since June 2006, i.e. heading 
the PRT in the Ghor province, the MoD again started to play a broader role in 
shaping Lithuanian foreign policy. Second, the State Defense Council, which 
includes the President, the Prime Minister, and the Head of the Parliament, is a 
governmental body that has been entitled by the Constitution to make key 
decisions including ones pertaining to the foreign affairs. But up to this point, 
the Council remained largely symbolic in its agenda-setting abilities. Rather it 
has been used as a vehicle for consensus building and responsibility sharing 
among the three branches of government during the critical decision making 
junctions, as in the case of the privatization of the Mažeiki  Nafta Refinery.65

Third, the Prime Minister also has some influence over the foreign policy 
being in charge of the whole Cabinet including the MFA. Until recently, the 
Prime Minister was a relatively marginal figure in foreign policy formation, 
but with the appointment of Gediminas Kirkilas in July 2006, the situation 
might have changed. For the last fifteen years, Kirkilas held numerous key 
parliamentary and governmental positions, which places him in an 
advantageous position to evaluate and monitor foreign affairs. He is also fluent 
in English, a feature shared only by one more Lithuanian prime minister to 
date. To the extent that domestic issues interplay with foreign policy 
dimensions, the prime minister has opportunities to intervene. The EU agenda 
is the most obvious opening for the Office of Government to step up its policy-
setting role. The final test to the MFA’s dominance comes from other 
ministries that were empowered by the EU accession. Lacking sector-specific 
expertise, the MFA faces challenges monitoring activities at various ministries 
and ministerial councils in Brussels. This problem may be alleviated if a more 
systematic delegation (or rotation) of staff among ministries is implemented.
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International Sources of Foreign Policy 

In its drive to become a part of the Euro-Atlantic community, Lithuania, like 
other Central and Eastern European countries, saw EU and NATO 
memberships as the ultimate foreign policy milestones. Both of these 
organizations pursued exclusive socialization strategies, i.e., candidate 
countries had to accept and implement EU and NATO rules and requirements 
before the accession.66 Not surprisingly, the organizations became key external 
actors shaping foreign policy choices of the candidate countries. Lithuania was 
no exception. After Lithuania’s membership, the importance of the EU and 
NATO further increased because now Vilnius acquired a seat, a voice, and a 
vote at decision-making tables. Before 2004, Lithuania primarily used the 
Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers to express its foreign 
policy stance above and beyond national institutions. Thus, the emergence of 
the new and considerably larger institutional dimensions in Lithuania’s foreign 
policy is a significant development. Also, Lithuania’s membership provided an 
opportunity not only to shape policy outcomes most pertinent to its national 
interests, but also to get involved in pan-European and worldwide issues. For 
better or for worse, the NATO and EU agendas became Lithuanian agendas. 
This extension of national foreign policy horizons became an important shift 
for all CEECs. It clearly affected the nature and scope of national foreign 
policy. Still few would disagree that the core issues largely stem from 
individual country’s interests. 
  Russia is yet another important international actor that has affected 
the CEECs throughout the last 17 years. The countries that shared a direct 
border with the powerful Eastern neighbor especially felt this effect. For the 
Baltic States in general and for Lithuania in particular, Russia remains a very 
important economic and political partner. Despite its membership in NATO, 
Vilnius cannot afford to have antagonistic relations with Moscow. The 
deterioration of the regional security environment would immediately and 
directly affect Lithuania’s well-being. Therefore, it is an obvious truism that 
Russia influences Lithuania’s foreign policy. The concrete patterns are more 
apparent in the earlier examination of Lithuania’s post-enlargement agenda. 

So far the ‘Lithuanian’ list of important external players match the list 
of the other Baltic States. What is unique about Lithuania is the influence of 
Poland on its foreign policy. Unlike any other Baltic country, it sought to 
develop strong and close relationship with Warsaw since 1993.67 There are 
two reasons for this strategic alliance. First, Poland is Lithuania’s only land 
route to Western Europe. Second, it is an important partner in dealing both 



Lithuanian Foreign Policy 98

with Russia and the rest of the Eastern neighborhood. Because of its 
substantial size, Poland can make a substantive impact in regional politics. In 
the dreams of some grand visionaries, this Polish-Lithuanian alliance coupled 
with Ukraine may even become the Rzeczpospolita of the 21st century 
counterbalancing the influence of Russia. Setting these future visions aside, 
Poland already has an effect on Lithuanian foreign policy as indicated by the 
cases discussed earlier and the following chapter on Baltic cooperation.
  Finally, Belarus is yet another important external actor, which is often 
underrated by analysts. At this point its president, Aleksandr Lukashenko, is 
shunned both by the EU and to a lesser extent by Russia. This isolation limits 
Belarus’ current role, but sooner or later it will set ablaze a regional 
geopolitical fire. For Lithuania, any substantial shift of Belarus toward the 
West or Russia will fundamentally transform its foreign policy outlook. 
Therefore, it is necessary to include Belarus in the post-2004 regional 
geopolitical picture.

Conclusion

This chapter demonstrates that Lithuania pursues active and flexible regional 
foreign policy, reflecting its post-existential phase. To a large extent Lithuania 
moved on from its pursuits to beef up national sovereignty and security to 
more economic growth-driven goals: regional transportation, energy, and trade 
issues. Still this new direction is framed by the historical memory, especially 
as it relates to Russia. We perceive this framing as an ideational rather than 
structural factor because Lithuania is not wary of Russia per se, but of a 
specific kind of Russia: autocratic, aggressive, and unreliable. If Russia – like 
Germany after 1945 – moves closer to the West, that fear may subside. Poland 
is another example of transformed perceptions. In the 1920s regarded as one of 
the biggest threats for Lithuania’s sovereignty, now it is not only a strategic 
partner, but also, using Adamkus’ words, an ally of the heart. 

We observe similar dynamics along the endogenous-exogenous axis 
of foreign policy formation. The national interests largely drive Lithuania’s 
foreign policy, but the international factors provide a framing effect. Because 
of its ‘Lilliputian size’, Lithuania has very limited capacity to influence even 
the regional environment by itself, but its membership in the Euro-Atlantic 
community provides plentiful opportunities for joint leverage and action. 
Although Lithuania is unlikely to become the regional leader in the near 
future, together with Poland, Latvia, and Estonia it has already managed to 
expand both EU and NATO policy frontiers. The 2006 NATO summit in 
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Latvia is a good example of such efforts. In a clear reference to the Russian oil 
supply disruptions to Latvia and Lithuania, the final communiqué states:

‘As underscored in NATO’s Strategic Concept, Alliance 
security interests can also be affected by the disruption of the 
flow of vital resources. We support a coordinated, 
international effort to assess risks to energy infrastructures and 
to promote energy infrastructure security. With this in mind, 
we direct the Council in Permanent Session to consult on the 
most immediate risks in the field of energy security, in order 
to define those areas where NATO may add value to safeguard 
the security interests of the Allies and, upon request, assist 
national and international efforts’ (Riga 2006).68

Given that NATO is first and foremost a military security and defense alliance, 
it is surprising to see the emergence of the new dimension of security that 
clearly stems from the needs and vulnerabilities of the Black-Baltic Sea 
region. A closer look at the speeches of the participants also indicates that the 
Baltic political leaders have been the most active proponents of this new 
dimension.69 These efforts clearly tie into the underlying motive of current 
Lithuanian foreign policy – long-term economic security and growth. 
Similarly, the EU neighborhood policy has been adjusted due to joint efforts of 
Lithuania and other EU members. The policy now includes three Trans-
Caucasian republics. While these changes might be relatively small steps 
forward, they clearly align with Lithuania’s national foreign policy goals. In 
order to increase the effectiveness of such efforts, Lithuania has to invest 
heavily in its administrative and academic-intellectual capacity. It also has to 
build a dynamic, technologically advanced, post-petroleum economy that can 
find its niche on knowledge-driven frontiers of the 21st century.





In August of 1989 the people of Soviet Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania joined 
arms across the region to commemorate the 50 anniversary of the Molotov-
Ribbontrop Pact. A human chain of two million people demonstrated their 
common resolve to lift the yoke of occupation and rejoin Europe as 
independent states. This symbolic rally was one of the first instances of 
effective Baltic cooperation at the time. It laid down the path for other 
coordinated actions that contributed to the collapse of the Soviet Union, the 
reestablishment of independence, and the withdrawal of ex-Soviet troops. Just 
a few years later, the Baltic States looked ready to sacrifice their cooperation 
on the altar of competition for NATO and EU memberships. Any signs of 
unity were fading away among harsh political rhetoric.1 Despite some 
disturbances, the Baltic partnership has survived the ‘comeback to Europe,’ 
but it faces new challenges ahead. This chapter examines the scope and depth 
of Baltic cooperation following their memberships in the EU and NATO. 
What are the underlying factors for regional partnership? How did 
membership in the Euro-Atlantic community affect Baltic coordination 
efforts? To what extent does the construct of Estonian, Latvian, and 
Lithuanian sisterhood match the reality on the ground? These are the questions 
that form the core of this chapter. It is divided into two broad sections. First, 
the chapter examines the underlying conditions for regional cooperation. 
Second, it surveys institutional-systemic and ad-hoc examples of Baltic 
foreign policy efforts since their NATO and EU memberships. These 
particular cases reveal the strengths and weaknesses of regional cooperation 
today and in the future.

Conditions for Cooperation 

While any act of coordination among states can have many contingent reasons, 
long-term cooperation usually involves deeper conducive conditions. In the 
case of the Baltic States, we argue that there are structural and historical 
factors that bring these three republics together. As alluded to in the 
introduction, the Baltic States share similar geography. Their landmass is of 
comparable size. All of them not only border each other, but they also share 
over 2,000 kilometers of uninterrupted Baltic Sea coastline. Because of their 
access to the sea, milder climate conditions (especially the southern coastline), 
and flat topography, they have become important transit hubs between 
Western Europe and their Eastern neighbors – Russia and Belarus. None of 

VI. Cooperation among the Baltic States 
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them can boast substantial fossil energy resources with a partial exception of 
Estonia that currently mines oil shale, a sedimentary rock containing organic 
chemical compounds, to meet over 50 percent of its total fuel consumption 
needs.2 Still, Russia supplies all the natural gas and a significant amount of 
other petroleum products for the three countries. The geopolitics of the region 
also provide compelling reasons for Baltic cooperation. All three republics 
border Russia. Unlike Estonia and Latvia, Lithuania is shielded from mainland 
Russia by Belarus, but faces the Kaliningrad Oblast to the southwest. Some 
scholars of geopolitics designate Lithuania as the most eastern-looking of the 
three states because of its inland capital.3 However, we would argue that, for 
Baltic cooperation, more significant factors are Estonia’s geographical 
proximity to Finland and Lithuania’s southern border with Poland.4 As 
discussed later in this chapter, in both cases these neighbors bring in additional 
complexity to the regional cooperation dynamics. Demographics is yet another 
important structural factor. The Baltic States have very small populations in 
contrast to some of their neighbors. Combined with geographical, 
topographical and ethnic variables, this creates a sense of vulnerability in the 
Baltic republics and propels cooperation. 

In addition to the structural conditions, there are shared historical 
experiences, which provide a sense of comparable identities. The historical 
parallels are especially obvious starting with the nineteenth century and 
through the present. While there are some important differences in details, all 
three countries followed very similar historical trajectories over the last 100 
years.5 Their histories were shaped by the same regional developments. More 
keen scholars of the Baltic States might point to different external influences 
and internal dynamics for Lithuania as opposed to Estonia and Latvia; 
nevertheless, their macro histories are quite similar. Whether it is the 
declarations of independence in 1918, its loss in 1940 or the reestablishment of 
the Baltic States after the 50 years of Soviet occupation, these factors frame 
the current outlook of the political elites. Along with the structural conditions, 
the 100 years of history demonstrate that political stability, economic 
prosperity, and military security of an individual Baltic country cannot be 
assured in isolation. Only by joining resources, opening up their markets and 
borders, can the Baltic States turn their vulnerabilities into strengths. This 
fundamental understanding of the necessity for regional cooperation underlies 
Baltic foreign policies, but its full potential remains unfulfilled.

The last seventeen years comprise the historical period most relevant 
to the issues analyzed in this book. During the 1990s, the Baltic States almost 
exclusively focused on the accession into the Euro-Atlantic community. On a 
number of joint initiatives such as the Baltic Defense College, they not only 
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saved limited resources, but also demonstrated the adherence to Western 
institutional values that emphasize regional cooperation and stability. On 
others, e.g. the Baltic Battalion (BALTBAT), the results have been mixed. The 
next sections of the chapter examine Baltic initiatives in the post-2004 
environment. Because the scope of the cooperation is a true smorgasbord of 
foreign policy related issues, we divide them into two categories: institutional 
and ad-hoc cooperation. As the word implies, the institutional section 
emphasizes specific regional or international organizations, where certain rules 
and routines of interaction bring the Baltic States together. On the other hand, 
the ad-hoc category includes instances of engagement that fall outside any 
particular institutional setting. 

Institutional Cooperation 

Since the early 1990s, the Baltic Assembly (BA) and the Baltic Council of 
Ministers (BCM) have been the most visible and the most important regional 
cooperation institutions. At their annual joint meeting they become known as 
the Baltic Council. Most of its institutional structure and coordination 
procedures have been copied from the equivalent Nordic institutions. Just prior 
to EU and NATO memberships, the Baltic States decided to reform the BA 
and the BCM in order to improve the decision making process and to adjust 
these institutions to the growing volumes of Brussels-centered agenda. We 
discuss these revisions in greater detail as each institutional body is 
introduced.

The Baltic Assembly consists of 12 to 20 parliamentarians from each 
member state, six committees, and the presidium. It meets at least once a year 
to discuss and vote on the agenda that committees have been addressing 
throughout the year.6 Typically, the annual meeting of the Baltic Assembly 
coincides with the Baltic Council of Ministers (BCM). The same country holds 
the rotating presidency of the two institutions for a period of one year. The BA 
decisions are passed by consensus, where each Baltic delegation gets one vote. 
Meeting at least once a year, the Baltic Assembly addresses major regional 
issues. Starting with the formal EU negotiations in 1997, the profile of the 
Baltic Assembly suffered from the ongoing competition among the Baltic 
States. Some parliamentarians even suggested discontinuing its work.7
Following the EU and NATO memberships, the Baltic Assembly underwent 
additional structural changes in order to enhance its efficiency and flexibility: 
fewer committees, more members on each committee, and increased 
responsibilities of the presidium.8 One of its main goals became ‘to enforce a 
more effective cooperation of the parliaments and governments of the Baltic 
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countries in the EU’.9 Given the importance of the EU dimension for national 
domestic and foreign policies, the Assembly sought to coordinate not only 
Baltic, but also Baltic-Nordic, and Baltic-Benelux positions in a more 
systematic way. In 2004, the BA and the Nordic Council established a 
temporary joint European Affairs committee to explore the questions of 
common interest. The Baltic parliamentarians sought not only to harmonize 
positions among themselves, but also to consult other EU states. Such trans-
border issues as migration, human trafficking, energy policy and environment 
increase the relevance of the Nordic-Baltic 3+5 (NB8) and especially the 
Nordic-Baltic 3+3 (NB6) formats. The latter includes only the EU member 
states from both sides. Still the most intense dialogue under these formats 
occurs at the intergovernmental level. Currently, the NB6 prime ministers 
meet before every EU summit to discuss the upcoming agenda. Also, the NB6 
foreign ministers convene in advance of each General Affairs and External 
Relations Council under the EU Council of Ministers. In the words of the 
Finnish Minister for European Affairs Paula Lehtomäki, the NB6 is already ‘a 
working community inside the Union’.10

As with the Baltic-Nordic cooperation, the most intense working 
relationship among the Baltic States is through the Baltic Council of Ministers. 
In comparison to the more political and declarative nature of the Baltic 
Assembly, the BCM is focused on defining and achieving concrete policy 
goals. In 2003 it underwent some structural changes to enhance its 
effectiveness and relevance. The four basic changes included designating five 
broad areas of common interests, reducing the number of permanent 
committees, strengthening coordinative roles of the national foreign ministries, 
and delegating more tasks to subcommittee and provisional working group 
levels.11 The BCM by statute meets at least yearly. Like the Baltic Assembly, 
it has its own rotational presidency, secretariat, and committees. The branch 
ministers meet at the Committees of Senior Officials to discuss issues under 
their competence. The foreign ministers, who are in charge of the overall 
coordination of Baltic cooperation, form what is known as the Co-operation 
Council. It supports and reports to the Prime Ministers’ Council, which 
oversees the BCM activities.12 The BCM places most emphasis on the five key 
areas of trilateral interests that correspond to the permanent committees – 
defense, energy, transport and communications, home affairs, and 
environment. At all levels, it makes decisions by consensus.13 Thus, the issues 
of strong trilateral interests move under the BCM, while more limited in scope 
or controversial agendas are often addressed at a bilateral level. For example, 
the accession to the Schengen area was one of the most prominent issues on 
the BCM agenda since 2005. As discussed below, the Baltic States pursued a 
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mix of trilateral and bilateral initiatives adjusting to the mutual needs and 
concerns. Even during the EU Council of Ministers meetings in Brussels, the 
Baltic States informally use the BCM ministers’ framework to coordinate their 
positions.14 Following the five areas of common interests outlined above, we 
provide a succinct overview and analysis of recent Baltic initiatives and 
projects. Since a number of them started before the accession, we predict 
strong patterns of continuity in Baltic partnership. Both structural and 
historical conditions provide more reasons in support of this expectation.

1. Defense 

Despite the pre-accession commitments of the governments to assign at least 
2% of GDP for defense spending, the Baltic States reduced this budget line 
item following NATO membership. In 2005, Estonian military spending 
dropped to 1.4% of the GDP, Latvian – 1.7% and Lithuanian to a mere 1.2%.15

However, actual and proposed spending figures for 2007 and 2008 indicate a 
strong upward trend. Interestingly, Baltic defense cooperation followed similar 
dynamics. The first two years saw a discontinuation of the joint Baltic 
battalion (BALTBAT) for peacekeeping missions, reduction in field exercises, 
and continuing frustrations over procurement coordination.16 Established in 
1997, Baltic Security Assistance Forum (BALTSEA) also faded away with 
NATO accession. 2006 saw the termination of the trilateral management of the 
Baltic Command, Control and Information System (BALTCCIS). It was 
relinquished to individual countries.17 While the Baltic States participated in 
missions to Iraq and Afghanistan, they worked separately in these distant 
corners of the world. Finally, new proposals for joint contribution to NATO 
Reaction Forces (NRF) have been slow to materialize.18 This situation led 
some analysts to conclude that ‘Baltic military co-operation is suffering from a 
hangover caused by the end of a successful past and achievement of major 
goals’.19

While such criticism has its merits, it is also important to note that the 
pre-accession frenzy can hardly provide a realistic picture of long-term Baltic 
military cooperation. Some of these initiatives faded out because they outlived 
their common utility. Also, as the external expectations and pressure subsided, 
the internal problems and frictions became more visible. But this does not 
seem to be the end, but rather the beginning of the road. In 2005 the Baltic 
States jointly acquired airspace control and information system for the 
Karm lava Control and Reporting Center (CRC). Two years later, they jointly 
procured munitions for anti-tank guns. As the Estonian Defense Minister Jaak 
Aaviksoo following the announcement remarked, ‘by joining forces, Estonia, 
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Latvia, and Lithuania that otherwise suffer from a small scale and small 
quantities can benefit from the scale effect and save their resources’.20 During 
the September 2007 meeting of the BCM, the parties agreed to cover 
accommodation and relocation expenses for the regional NATO Air Policing 
mission based in Zokniai, Lithuania. Sooner or later the Baltic States will have 
to jointly acquire their own aircraft for air policing. In addition, the Ministers 
of Defense signed a joint memorandum affirming their plans to provide a 
Baltic battalion to NATO Rapid Reaction Forces by 2010.21 Such small 
successes do not imply a smooth ride in the future because of the lingering 
differences in military equipment and even procurement procedures, but it 
demonstrates that new initiatives have not stalled. Next we explore some of 
the ongoing Baltic projects that are geared toward military integration under 
NATO.

A. Baltic Defense College 

The Baltic Defense College grew out of the need of the Baltic militaries for 
Western style general staff education. With financial backing from Denmark 
and Sweden, the academic initiative of the Defense Attaché of Denmark to the 
Baltic States Michael Clemmesen went through several states of growth. What 
started as a ‘senior staff course’ in 1997 developed into a small military 
education institution by 2004. As foreign faculty and external funding 
gradually being phased out, the Baltic States step up their financial and human 
resources commitments. In January 2007, the Baltic Defense Ministers charted 
a future vision of this academic institution, which would serve the needs of 
Baltic military personnel and civil servants from security and defense 
institutions. It would also become a tool in promoting harmonization across 
national military training systems of the three republics.22 In line with current 
foreign policy directions, the college is also keen to become a key training 
facility for Ukrainian, Moldavian, and Georgian military officers. This would 
enhance the role and profile of the Baltic States as not only the experts on the 
former Soviet Union (FSU), but also as the bridge linking the Euro-Atlantic 
institutions with the Eastern neighborhood and the potential member states. It 
is yet another way to enhance regional stability and to draw key FSU states 
westward.
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B. Baltnet 

Another brick in the wall of the Baltic military cooperation is the 
establishment of the Regional Airspace Surveillance Co-ordination Center 
BALTNET in Karm lava, Lithuania. In April of 1998, the Baltic Defense 
ministers signed an intergovernmental agreement that envisioned establishing 
interconnected national radar systems that would feed into the single 
monitoring center. The project has been in part financed by the United States 
and coordinated by Norway. The joint 24-hour surveillance of the Baltic air 
space began in 2001. Three years later, BALTNET was incorporated into the 
NATO Integrated Air Defense System. Due to the growing support needs of 
NATO air-policing mission stationed in Zokniai, Lithuania, BALTNET was 
expanded to include the Control and Reporting Center (CRC). In addition to 
air surveillance, it now conducts command and control activities and weapons 
control. Since 2007 the Allied Air Component Command Headquarters in 
Ramstein, Germany delegated the control of the Baltic NATO air-policing 
mission to the CRC in Karm lava. Like other joint Baltic initiatives, the center 
is staffed and supported by all three countries. Such projects not only enhance 
the security of the Baltic States, but also boost the role of the Baltic region in 
NATO.

C. Baltron 

The establishment of the Baltic Naval Squadron (BALTRON) in 1998 was 
also geared toward taking up a particular niche in NATO. With its focus on the 
mine countermeasure operations, BALTRON seeks to provide a unit for the 
NATO Naval Mine Countermeasures forces. At the same time, it has a 
regional mission ‘to enhance security of the Baltic States territorial waters and 
help to remediate environmental damage in the territorial waters and economic 
zones of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania’.23 It consists of 1-2 mine 
countermeasure vessels provided by each country. Their respective countries 
maintain the vessels and the joint personnel.

There are a number of subprojects under BALTRON that are in 
different stages of development. With Norwegian financial and training 
support, the Baltic States opened the Naval Diving Training Center in Liep ja
(Latvia) in 2001. Similar to the Defense College, they use this center not only 
for training Baltic personnel, but also sharing expertise with naval specialists 
from non-NATO countries.24 BALTRON takes advantage of the Mine Counter 
Measure Equipment Maintenance and Repair Center in Liep ja, the Gunnery 
and Deck Equipment Workshop in Klaip da and other facilities that fall under 
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the national naval forces. Finally, in 2007 the Baltic States with the help from 
NATO members started a Baltic Naval Junior Staff Officer course in Riga.25

The post-2004 story of Baltic defense cooperation may have lost 
some its pre-accession glee, but remains a very robust undertaking in progress. 
Following NATO and EU memberships, the storm of joint activities subsided 
for a few years. National missions to Iraq and especially Afghanistan absorbed 
the attention of Defense Ministries and kept several hundred Baltic soldiers 
scattered around the world. Since NATO, led by the US, is considered the 
primary underwriter of Baltic national security, these contributions to NATO 
(and particularly the US) interests are aimed at maintaining the high Baltic 
profile in the Alliance. It also demonstrates that, in the words of Estonian 
Minister of Defense, Margus Hanson, the Baltic States are not only security 
consumers, but also contributors to the Alliance.26 In that sense, the financial 
and human sacrifices of the Baltic soldiers are a price for continued 
commitments of NATO (and the US) to the Baltic region.27 However, it is 
ironic that the three republics have been pursuing this goal separately. Still it is 
unlikely that the national security trajectories of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 
will undergo a radical long-term shift toward individualization. In order to 
enhance their security, the three republics still have two complementary 
options: building their own military capabilities, and keeping the allies (in 
particular the US) interested and involved. Due to very limited financial 
resources and peripheral geographical location, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 
cannot afford to go it alone and cannot reasonably expect to receive 
individualized treatment by the allies. Only together they form a unit that can 
become relevant in the Euro-Atlantic security architecture. 

2. Energy 

Since the restorations of independence, national security has been the 
paramount concern for the Baltic States. In the 1990s security was exclusively 
linked with the potential military threat from Russia. With the memberships in 
the Euro-Atlantic community, the focus from military security gradually 
shifted to the security of energy supplies. The 2006 NATO summit in Riga 
bore witness to the importance of this new security agenda for the Baltic 
States. In the closing memorandum, NATO acknowledged the importance of 
this new security dimension and directed ‘the Council in Permanent Session to 
consult on the most immediate risks in the field of energy security’.28 This was 
an important diplomatic victory, but it produced no immediate effects on the 
ground. In order to enhance their energy security, the three republics continued 
their day-to-day cooperation on common projects. One of them was Estlink, 
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the underwater power cable between Estonia and Finland. The four-party 
agreement was signed on 6 July 2004 establishing the AS Nordic Energy Link 
company to implement and manage the project. Estonian Eesti Energia got 
39.9% of the shares, the largest holding in the company. Latvian Latvenergo 
and Lithuanian Lietuvos Energija obtained 25% of the shares each, while two 
Finnish companies Pohjolan Voima and Helsingin Energia received the 
remaining 10.1%. At the beginning of 2007, Estlink was put into operation 
giving the Baltic States, as the Estonian President Toomas Hendrik Ilves put it, 
their first ‘energy window to Europe’.29 But it was only the first step in Baltic 
efforts to bridge their way out of power grid isolation. On the heels of this 
successful project, Estonia and Finland began examining a possibility of 
putting a second cable between the two countries, which would enhance total 
capacity to 1,000 megawatts. At the time of writing, it was unclear whether all 
three Baltic States would be involved into this project. Judging from early 
media reports, it seems that the project might be limited only to two partners – 
Eesti Energia and Fingrid, the operator of the Finnish national grid.30 If agreed, 
this project may be a good fit with Estonia’s plan to join its northern neighbor 
in constructing Finland’s sixth nuclear reactor.

At the same time Lithuania is also exploring an underwater cable 
option with Sweden. A preliminary feasibility study confirmed the commercial 
viability of a 700-1,000 megawatts cable, but at this point the plans are still in 
the making. According to Lithuania's Economy Minister, Vytas Navickas, 
Latvia was invited to join the project as well.31 If it were to materialize, this 
would finally close in the Baltic energy ring. As mentioned in the chapter five, 
the Polish-Lithuanian power bridge is another project that could provide an 
important connection between the Baltic and European power grids. The 
Polish footprint also made a mark on the Baltic plans to replace the Ignalina 
Nuclear Power Plant. 

A. Ignalina 

The idea of the Ignalina plant replacement has been discussed among the 
Baltic States since Lithuania agreed with the European Commission’s request 
to close it down by 2009. The discussions elevated into more formal dialogue 
by the end of 2005. Although Poland was always kept in the loop, the initial 
memorandums among the Baltic States envisioned a new nuclear power plant 
equally owned by the three national energy companies – Eesti Energia, 
Latvenergo, and Lietuvos Energija. At the same time, Lithuania was eager to 
sign up Poland in order to bundle the construction of the new plant with the 
power bridge project between the two countries. After much convincing, 
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Lithuania managed to strike a preliminary deal with Poland, but at a price to 
other Baltic partners. The initial 33% ownership plan underwent significant 
revisions – Lithuania now owned 34%, while Estonia, Latvia, and Poland 
shared 22% each. Although Lithuanian Prime Minister Gediminas Kirkilas 
claimed that all involved parties are ‘more or less’ in agreement over these 
changes, the reaction from Riga and Tallinn indicated otherwise. The Latvian 
Prime Minister Aigars Kalv tis was quite blunt: ‘We have not agreed to it’.32

The Estonian government called it a ‘violation of our current agreement’.33

Some Lithuanian politicians threatened to go ahead with the bilateral Polish-
Lithuanian agreement, if the Baltic partners refused to cooperate. Although the 
new partner was eventually welcomed, Poland in the short-term, as predicted 
by some analysts, turned out to be less of an asset and more of a liability. On 8 
October, 2007 Polish Economy Minister, Piotr Wozniak, threatened to 
withdraw from the energy bridge project if the replacement plant would not 
provide at least a third of its energy production to Poland.34 Given such a 
confrontational Polish stance, it was no surprise that the highly touted October 
2007 Energy Summit in Vilnius did not produce any formal agreement on 
Ignalina II. Ironically, Poland’s bullying provided impetus for Lithuania to 
move closer to its Baltic neighbors. During the summit of the Baltic presidents 
in Riga, Lithuanian President Valdas Adamkus assured his colleagues the 
project ‘isn't waiting for Poland to make up their minds’.35 Still at the time of 
writing, the confusion over the ownership stakes remains. Estonian President 
Toomas Hendrik Ilves warned that his country would not wait for this project 
forever. Instead, the Estonian government has considered joining a nuclear 
project with Finland.36

The micro dynamics of the Ignalina II perfectly reflect deeper 
geopolitical tensions in the region. Lithuania is drawn to Poland as its strategic 
partners because the latter provides the best access to Central and West 
European markets. At the same time, this bilateral partnership is far less 
important for Poland than for Lithuania. Polish interests are much more 
diverse reflecting its many neighbors and its large footprint in Central Europe. 
To the north, Estonia has looked to Finland and other Nordic states seeking to 
reinvent itself from a Baltic to a Nordic country. However, both geography 
and distinct historical experiences keep bringing Estonia back to its ‘Baltic’ 
reality.37 Latvia then seems to be the only true Baltic country sandwiched 
between its often-distracted neighbors. However, it also has its own 
distractions as it becomes apparent in the section on ad-hoc cooperation.
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3. Transport 

Like the energy projects, Baltic cooperation on transportation is a patchwork 
of initiatives in progress. Rail Baltica and Via Baltica are the two major 
priorities both at the regional and European levels.38 Among the Baltic States, 
the implementation of the projects is primarily coordinated through the Baltic 
Council of Ministers. There are also a number of bilateral meetings and 
initiatives especially as it relates to Poland, which is the key to the ultimate 
success of these projects. At the EU level, the involved parties seek to secure 
adequate funding, streamline project planning across states, and maintain the 
political momentum both in Brussels and the national capitals. 

Rail Baltica is growing into of the most ambitious regional 
transportation projects in terms of scope and proposed timeline. At this point 
the fast European-gauge railway is envisioned to connect Warsaw and Tallinn 
via Kaunas and Riga. According to the Council of the European Union and the 
European Parliament’s decision, the construction is divided into three stages. 
During the first stage, the railway should be built between Kaunas and 
Warsaw by 2010. The line will be extended to Riga by 2014 and eventually to 
Tallinn by 2016.39 Lithuania and Poland has already initiated the beginning of 
the construction with a symbolic plaque at the border crossing point. While the 
involved parties agree that it is a strategically important infrastructure project, 
its financial viability raises some doubts. The incompatibility of the Soviet and 
European gauges is at the heart of the problem. Standing by itself in the 
network of the Soviet-gauge rail infrastructure of the Baltic States, the north-
south axis of Rail Baltica has low estimates of passenger and cargo volumes. 
As Latvian Transport Minister inars Šlesers ironically remarked: ‘If we carry 
out this project, where will goods be traveling to the EU from? Will it be 
Latvia? Or perhaps Estonia?’40 Therefore, the Baltic States suggested 
involving Russia in order to maximize the financial viability of the project. At 
the time of writing, there has been no reaction from Russia regarding this 
proposal. If it joins in, the importance of the Baltic States as transit countries 
would increase exponentially. Despite many complicated problems, there is 
little doubt that the Rail Baltica with the financial help from the EU will 
eventually become a reality. However, the question remains whether the 
ambitious plans of the modern 250 km/hour train line might be downgraded to 
a more modest 120 km/hour rail with mediocre transit volumes in the short to 
medium term.

Unlike Rail Baltica, Via Baltica highway system connecting Tallinn 
and Warsaw has been constructed and reconstructed for over a decade. 
Throughout the 1990s the Finnish Ministry of Transport and the Swedish 



Baltic Cooperation 112

Ministry for Foreign Affairs financed the Monitoring Committee for Via 
Baltica that was responsible for the transnational coordination of the project. 
As the Baltic States progressed from EU candidate to member countries, 
various European funding instruments became the primary contributors and 
monitors of the project. Because such pre-accession programs as PHARE and 
ISPA focused almost exclusively on a national level, Via Baltica struggled to 
maintain comparable levels of funding and progress among all countries.41 At 
this point, the Baltic States have completed major sections of the project, but 
the progress in Poland has been repeatedly slowed down by the lack of 
political will, bureaucratic inefficiencies, and environmental concerns. The 
latest dispute between the European Commission and Poland involved the 
construction of the ring road around the town of Augustow because the 
proposed motorway would cut across a unique nature reserve, protected by the 
Natura 2000 program. After Poland dismissed the EC concerns, in July 2007 
the Commission appealed to the European Court of Justice requesting a halt to 
construction.42 Interestingly, Lithuanian officials unequivocally sided with 
Poland, while Estonia refused to support the controversial bypass. Citing its 
environmental concerns over the proposed German-Russian gas pipeline, 
Estonian Foreign Ministry spokeswoman Ehtel Halliste insisted on 
maintaining consistent foreign policy: ‘If the government has said nature 
matters, it matters everywhere’.43 With the coming of the new Polish 
government in November 2007, that vowed to minimize politicized 
confrontation with Brussels, the stalled project will most likely be rerouted to 
accommodate the Commission’s concerns.44 With the ongoing highway 
expansion projects in Lithuania and Latvia, and the further delay of the bypass 
construction around the Estonian city of Pärnu, the Via Baltica may 
optimistically reach its full potential by 2015. 

4. Home Affairs 

Although the Baltic States became full-fledged members of the European 
Community in May 2004, one of the fundamental freedoms of EU – the free 
movement of workers – was not immediately extended to the newly acceded 
countries by all member states. Thus, during the first three years of 
membership the Schengen agenda became one of the key domestic and foreign 
policy priorities. Under this broad umbrella, the issues of migration, visa 
issuance, border guarding, information sharing, and police work required both 
bilateral and multilateral solutions. Recognizing the challenges ahead, in 
December 2004 the Baltic Assembly urged its governments to work in unison 
implementing Schengen accession requirements.45 All three republics agreed 
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that they should accede to the area together in order to avoid any external 
borders among them.

To provide political and bureaucratic focus on this issue, the Baltic 
Prime Ministers endorsed the establishment of a Task Force on Schengen 
issues, which aimed to intensify ‘joint coordination on streamlining of efforts 
between Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in the process of accession to the 
Schengen area’.46 Under the auspices of the Home Affairs Committee of the 
BCM, the Baltic Interior Ministers became the primary coordinators of this 
joint effort. In April 2006 they addressed the Vice-President of the European 
Commission and their Austrian counterpart – at the time Austria held the EU 
presidency – urging to resolve the issues of Schengen Information System 
(SIS) upgrade without delaying the accession process.47 The Baltic States also 
conducted a number of joint operations and training exercises in order to 
improve their information sharing and operational capabilities. In June 2005, a 
joint operation was conducted at the Tallinn airport border crossing point.48 In 
May 2006 the Baltic States organized Schengen Evaluation Modeling Actions 
in all three states where joint simulation exercises were meant to reveal any 
inconsistencies and gaps in air, land, and sea border monitoring.49 Where 
appropriate, bilateral initiatives played an important role in increasing cross-
border cooperation. At a June 2006 trilateral meeting in Vilnius, the Baltic 
States signed Lithuanian-Latvian and Latvian-Estonian agreements on Cross-
border Cooperation in Combating Crime.50 Latvia and Lithuania were also 
interested in joint border contact points in order to facilitate the cooperation 
between the Police and the Border Guards. Because Estonia saw this effort as 
a duplication of current information sharing channels, the parties agreed to 
pursue the issue bilaterally.51 In addition, there were numerous interagency 
meetings and seminars on Schengen acquis implementation, equipment 
procurement, implementation of SIS information systems and other 
information sharing tools.

The Baltic States not only coordinated Schengen accession among 
themselves, but also involved other European neighbors. They joined the 
Visegrad group in order to present a unified front demanding equal treatment 
for all Schengen candidates within the EU. In November 2006, seven foreign 
ministers urged the EC to maintain the commitment to expand the area by the 
end of 2007.52 At the parliamentary level, Kristiina Ojuland, the head of the 
European Affairs Committee of the Estonian Parliament, initiated a meeting of 
counterparts from eight national parliaments in order to draft a resolution 
protesting against any delays of the Schengen expansion.53 These initiatives 
became important in solidifying the commitment of the EU institutions to 
implement the Schengen agenda on time.
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5. Environment 

Over the first decade of Baltic independence, environmental issues were often 
sidelined by more immediate economic and geopolitical concerns. By the time 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania started EU accession negotiations, there was 
little left of the Baltic environmental idealism of the late 1980s. Only the 
Green Party in Latvia continues to play an important role in national politics. 
Recently, environmental issues made a comeback on the Baltic Council, but 
this time they were handed down from Brussels. The EU agenda almost 
exclusively dominates the meetings of the Baltic Ministers of Environment. 
The primary focus is on information sharing and consultations before every 
Environmental Council of Ministers. Substantively, the Baltic States share 
their concern over the protection of the Baltic Sea marine environment, but it 
translates into little agenda setting activity.54 Only when aligned with 
geopolitical issues do environmental concerns surface on Baltic foreign policy 
agendas. The Nord Stream pipeline project between Russia and Germany is a 
good example of such an intersection. As the plans of the gas pipeline on the 
bed of the Baltic Sea came to light, the Baltic States decided to play hardball 
with Russia. In November 2005 the Baltic Assembly accepted a resolution 
expressing environmental and energy security concerns.55 The Baltic Ministers 
of Economy asked the European Commission to fund a feasibility study on 
overland pipeline alternatives.56 In September 2007, Estonia announced it 
would not allow Nord Stream to conduct surveys of its seabed.57 Apparently, 
the Baltic States even managed to convince Finland and Sweden to play the 
‘not on my territory’ game.58 Judging from the rhetoric of Baltic (and Polish) 
governmental officials, it is quite clear that the shadow of geopolitics falls 
over the environmental risk arguments. This seems to be a belated Baltic 
response to Russia’s closure of the northern branch of the Druzhba oil 
pipeline.

The five areas of common Baltic interests reveal intense cooperation 
at various institutional levels. Although the Baltic States sustain strong 
patterns of institutional continuity, in comparison to the pre-2004 agenda, the 
common interests became more focused on, and driven by NATO and 
especially the EU agendas. From relatively broad and in some areas quite 
shallow patterns of cooperation, the Baltic States moved toward more narrow 
and deeper levels of engagement. Given the multiple layers of regional 
institutionalization, it is not surprising that most issues flow almost seamlessly 
from national foreign policy to the Baltic Council, on to Brussels or the other 
way around. The more unusual part of the Baltic cooperation is the extent to 



David J. Galbreath, Ainius Lašas, and Jeremy W. Lamoreaux 115

which consensus-based decision-making, both under the BCM and the BA, 
provides an effective tool in foreign policy coordination. Because of shared 
historical experiences and similar political and economic interests, the Baltic 
States have been able to utilize this lowest common denominator mechanism 
in setting and achieving ambitious goals. For example, the Baltic Assembly 
has agreed on a number of strong resolutions that would not have been 
adopted by most other regional organizations. In 2004, the Assembly passed a 
resolution urging both Germany and Russia to work with the Baltic States in 
order to assess the damage of the Soviet occupation.59 In 2005, the BA 
expressed its disapproval of the plans to build a gas pipeline from Russia to 
Germany on the seabed of the Baltic Sea.60 The Eastern neighborhood is 
another common (though loosely coordinated) ground for setting joint foreign 
policy agenda. The Baltic parliamentarians issued joint resolutions on the 
political developments in Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Georgia. Such 
decisions indicate that Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian cooperation has deep 
structural and ideational basis. The consensus-based decisions only enhance 
the semblance of Baltic mutual support. 

Ad-hoc Cooperation 

The analysis of the institutional engagement generally leaves a buoyant 
impression of the Baltic partnership. In order to avoid a selection bias of only 
institutional cases, we now turn to ad-hoc examples of Baltic foreign policy 
making. We examine two less-than-perfect cases of cooperation: the 9 May 
2005 celebrations in Moscow and the Bronze Soldier removal in Tallinn. 
These events not only provide more insight about the nature of the regional 
partnership, but also reveal potential weak links of the Baltic cooperative web. 

1. May Celebrations 

It is not uncommon that historical events are interpreted differently by 
different nation states. What is perceived as the greatest triumph by one 
country, symbolizes occupation for others. For Russians, 9 May 1945 is the 
Victory Day over Nazi Germany, but for the Baltic States this date provides 
little joy. Against their will, they were occupied and locked into the Soviet 
Union for the next 45 years. Given this controversial historical context, it was 
no surprise that President Putin’s invitations to the Baltic presidents to 
celebrate the 60th anniversary of the V-Day in Moscow generated 
unprecedented discussions in Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian societies. To 
go or not to go was the question posed by every media outlet. 
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As already accepted and expected among the Baltic political elites, all 
three presidents met to discuss this issue. In November 2004, the presidents 
announced that they had not made the final decision yet, but agreed to 
coordinate their positions. Despite the initial intentions, Latvian President 
Vaira V e-Freiberga broke the silence first, promising to attend the 
celebrations in Moscow.61 In addition to the unexpected announcement, she 
also dismissed the notion of a ‘united Baltic bloc’ as a relic of the past. In her 
opinion, the Baltic republics should set aside the stereotypical image created 
by the international press and act as ‘independent states’.62 The reaction from 
Lithuania and Estonia was one of dismay and disappointment. Lithuanian 
President Valdas Adamkus did not hide his regret: ‘I am sorry that such 
statements are made, and it wasn’t the first time. We reject the idea that the 
Baltic states should individually and independently settle certain international 
issues. The proposition is completely unacceptable to me’.63 Estonian 
President Arnold Rüütel struck a more conciliatory note emphasizing that ‘the 
Latvian president’s decision will naturally not interfere with Baltic 
cooperation that will continue closely at all levels’.64 On all political levels, 
there were abundant reactions ranging from relatively mild to highly critical. 
As often categorical in his remarks, the former Chairman of the Lithuanian 
Parliament Vytautas Landsbergis stated that since the late 1980s, Latvia has 
been ‘the weakest link of the Baltics’.65 President V e-Freiberga was also 
absent from a meeting of the Baltic presidents in Tallinn in March 2007. Still 
the Lithuanian President asked not to overdramatize the situation. Touching 
upon the probable reasons for such decision, he said: ‘Contrary to Lithuania, 
Latvia has differences concerning the situation of the minority. Besides, 
Lithuania already has signed a border treaty with Russia’.66 Both Lithuanian 
and Estonian presidents decided not to attend the May celebrations in 
Moscow.

While the Latvian president denied that the border treaty was one of 
the reasons for the decision to attend, her actions witnessed to the contrary.67

Several weeks before the visit, Vaira V e-Freiberga publicly renounced any 
claims to Pytalovskiy District (Pskov’s region), which during the interwar 
period belonged to Latvia.68 Also after her meeting with President Putin in 
Moscow, she urged for more intensive negotiations over the border treaty.69

Whatever the actual reasons for V e-Freiberga’s decision to attend the V-Day 
celebrations, the most sensitive part of the incident was a lingering perception 
among some Baltic politicians that Russia succeeded in temporarily splitting 
the Baltic States and scoring a small diplomatic victory.70 Fundamentally, the 
levels or intensity of the Baltic cooperation did not change due to this episode, 
but it left a bitter aftertaste in the mouths of some officials. It might also be a 
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sign that the three countries no longer share the same levels of security anxiety 
vis-à-vis Russia.71 About a year later, Latvian politicians again managed to 
unpleasantly surprise their Baltic colleagues. 

2. Bronze Soldier 

The saga of the Bronze Soldier started well before the April 2007 events in 
Tallinn. The fate of the monument to the Soviet soldiers has been discussed in 
Estonian society for a number of years. Estonian Prime Minister Andrus Ansip 
argued for the removal of the WWII statue as early as May 2006.72 At the 
time, his radical stance was opposed by a number of Estonian politicians 
including President Arnold Rüütel, Mayor of Tallinn Juri Ratas, the Center 
Party, and the People's Union Party. Ansip’s strong stance on the removal of 
the monument helped his Reform Party to stand out from the crowd and to 
gain political support of more nationalistic voters.73 When in March 2007, his 
party carried the parliamentary elections with 28 percent of the national vote, 
Ansip decided, as re-elected prime minister, to deliver on his promises. The 
tension over the relocation of the Bronze Soldier spilled into April 26-27th riots 
that resulted in one death and over 150 injured.74 Following the unrest, the 
government immediately removed the Bronze Soldier from central Tallinn to 
the Cemetery of the Estonian Defense Forces. 

These events present another interesting example of the ad-hoc Baltic 
cooperation. As in the case of 2005 May celebrations, the controversy over the 
Bronze Soldier demonstrates the Baltic unity in principle, but at the same time 
reveals some country-by-country variations. Following the riots, the 
Lithuanian and Latvian delegations to the Baltic Assembly issued a joint 
statement in support of Estonia emphasizing that the decision is ‘a prerogative 
of Estonia as a sovereign state and interference of other countries in Estonia’s 
internal affairs is not admissible’.75 Lithuanian and Latvian Presidents, Prime 
Ministers, and Foreign Ministers made similar statements. But at the 
parliamentary level, Latvian and Lithuanian positions differed. On 3 May, the 
Lithuanian Parliament passed a resolution expressing strong support for 
Estonia and condemning Russia for ‘intervention to inner matters of 
Estonia’.76 The same day, the Latvian Parliament rejected a similar resolution 
of support introduced by an opposition party. The ‘no’ vote came not only 
from leftist parties, but also from liberals and conservatives, including the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee and former Prime Minister 
Andris B rzi š.77 While the parliamentarians cited various technical reasons, a 
more likely interpretation linked this rejection with the upcoming ratification 



Baltic Cooperation 118

of the Latvian-Russian border treaty. Again Lithuania and Estonia exhibited 
more intense levels of coordination and mutual support than Latvia.

The ad-hoc examples demonstrate that the Baltic partnership should 
not always be taken for granted. Compelling national interests can challenge 
established norms and practices. At this point, such challenges are few and far 
in between, but they indicate the inherent fluctuations and limitations of a 
consensus-based decision-making process.

Conclusion

With the achievement of EU and NATO memberships, some analysts 
diagnosed growing discrepancies among the Baltic States. Having locked 
themselves into the Euro-Atlantic communities, the three republics should 
have less apprehension in pursuing individualistic routes of foreign policy. 
However, this chapter demonstrates that the raison d’être for Baltic 
cooperation has extensive and deep roots. Both structural and historical factors 
pull Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania almost instinctively toward each other. The 
immediate national interests also largely align among the three states. Still, as 
the sections on defense, energy, and ad-hoc cooperation indicate, there are 
some underlying regional tensions that expose any unwarranted romanticism. 
In contrast to the claims by some Baltic politicians, the weakest link of the 
Baltic cooperation is not Latvia, but, ironically, it is Poland. Its increased 
regional engagement may provide ample benefits for the Baltic States and 
especially Lithuania, but there are also significant risks of upsetting the fine 
balance of Baltic solidarity. With its large economic and political footprint, 
diverse foreign policy interests and diplomatic clumsiness, Poland may 
become a dark horse partner of the Baltic cooperative process. Although some 
scholars enlist Finland as another centrifugal force, Helsinki demonstrates a 
relatively balanced and caring attitude toward its southern neighbors. The 
contrast between Finland’s collegial approach on Estlink and Poland’s arm-
twisting practices on Ignalina II clearly highlight the differences between the 
two countries. Therefore, Estonia, Latvia, and especially Lithuania need to 
delineate the scope and nature of their engagement with Poland. Clearly 
communicated expectations, transparent rules and policies of regional 
cooperation will not only lay a solid foundation for Baltic-Polish engagement, 
but will also ensure the health and longevity of the Baltic partnership.



VII. Baltic States and European Integration 

The Baltic States’ entry into the European Union (EU) and North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) in 2004 led to a shift in foreign policies beyond 
Euro-Atlantic integration alone. While international organizations (IOs) 
provide collective goods and help avoid collective ‘bads’, they also constrain 
their members. Galbreath and Lamoreaux have described the Baltic position as 
‘bastion, beacon or bridge’, asking the question of what role Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania may take vis-à-vis the EU’s new outsiders.1 However, this 
research does not engage with the question of agenda-setting and policy 
implementation within either the EU or NATO. Both the EU’s Common 
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Defense 
Policy (ESDP), as well as NATO’s operations and policies provide direction, 
structure and thus constraints on Baltic foreign policies. This chapter will look 
at the ability of the three Baltic States to work within the constraints of the 
CFSP, ESDP and NATO. Relying on field work undertaken in the Baltic 
foreign and defense ministries in Spring 2005, Spring 2006 and in Brussels in 
Winter 2007, this chapter examines the impact of EU and NATO initiatives on 
Baltic foreign policies.

To what degree has Euro-Atlantic integration impacted Baltic foreign 
policy? This is our primary question for this chapter. The chapter follows in a 
succinct narrative to show that CFSP, ESDP and NATO operations and 
policies offer specific challenges to the Baltic States as small and new member 
states. First, we look at the benefits and costs of international organizations in 
general and the European Union and NATO specifically. Second, we briefly 
revisit post-enlargement Baltic foreign policies, highlighting the increased 
roles of CFSP, ESDP and NATO in foreign policy development. Third, we 
look at the opportunities and constraints of these three entities and their impact 
on the Baltic States. We conclude that the Baltic States’ biggest challenge, as 
‘small fishes in a big pond’, is developing an epistemic infrastructure. 

Benefits and Costs of European Organizations 

From a rationalist perspective, states will come together to form an 
international organization when goods that cannot be derived from private 
action require the formation of collective action.2 In other words, states come 
together to gain collective goods and to avoid (externalities). By collective 
goods (or public goods), we mean ‘any good such that, if any person Xi in a 
group X1,…,Xi,…,Xn consumes it, it cannot feasibly be withheld from the 
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others in that group’.3 By -externalities, we mean negative consequences for 
not acting collectively assuming private action through the market does not 
provide a solution, such as pollution or over fishing. All international 
organizations help to provide collective goods and to avoid - externalities for 
their members, and thus so do the EU and NATO. 

What do collective goods pertain to such organizations? This chapter 
offers a general sketch of political, economic and social collective goods. 
Since 1945, security has been the foremost collective good in Europe. 
Security, in one way or another, has underpinned the raison d’être of NATO, 
the Council of Europe (CoE), the EU and the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). The economies of scale within these 
organizations have allowed for significant burden-sharing in terms of 
collective-and comprehensive security. Furthermore, European organizations 
have bolstered democratic actors and governments in the so-called ‘second 
wave’ (post-War) and the ‘third wave’ (post-1974).4 - Also, European 
organizations, specifically the EU, have provided for a common economic 
zone facilitating the positive-sum game of single market development. Finally, 
European organizations have –influenced a development of what it means to 
be ‘European’ (or, at least, ‘Western’), both explicitly, as in the case of the 
Council of Europe, and implicitly, for example the EU and NATO. Political, 
economic and social norms, standards and values have coalesced around 
European organizations. As members of all four major European organizations 
(EU, NATO, CoE, OSCE), the Baltic States now have the ability to gain from 
these collective goods. 

Yet, membership in an organization not only provides benefits 
(collective goods), but also costs. In the clearest sense of the word, the costs of 
being a member of an international organization are the basic membership fees 
a state would be expected to pay. Perhaps less mundane, being a member of an 
international organization generally means the cost or sacrifice of some degree 
of sovereignty. The cost of sovereignty for small states is complex. On one 
hand, one might expect that small states do not have the ability to shape the 
international organization’s agenda as do larger states. Yet, through burden-
sharing (or in other words bandwagoning), small states have less to sacrifice in 
that their benefits are exponentially greater than their sacrifice given their -
limited ability to effectively act outside of an international organization.5

In terms of the larger geo-political circumstances in the Baltic Sea 
region, the biggest impact on Baltic foreign policy comes from the EU via the 
CFSP and ESDP policies and from NATO via its Euro-Atlantic Partnership 
Council (EAPC) which includes the Partnership for Peace (PfP). The EU’s 
CFSP is an initiative set out in the Treaty of Maastricht (or Treaty of the 
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European Union) in 1992, although convergence in foreign policy initiatives 
can be dated back to The Hague Summit in 1969 and are referred to in the 
Luxembourg Treaty in 1970.6 CFSP has faced many hurdles since it was 
formalized in 1992 and its further elaboration in Amsterdam (1997) and Nice 
(2000), in terms of convergence.7 How does an international organization go 
about encouraging (then) 15 member-states to behave like a single actor, when 
faced with such events as the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia? Musu argues 
that there have been exogenous and endogenous barriers to convergence.8
Most important have been the role of the United States (US) in European 
Security and the Middle-East. Illustrated by the UK’s ‘special relationship’ 
with the US, a strictly ‘European’ foreign policy can be hard to come by at 
times of crisis. Endogenous barriers include the lack of a common political 
vision across the member-states. Musu argues that convergence is a long-term 
goal of the EU’s CFSP.  However, the focus should be on congruence as a 
short-term goal, whereby member states exercise complimentary foreign 
policies.9 The conflict in Iraq has shown great divides in member-state foreign 
policies but at the same time has overshadowed congruence, if not 
convergence in the case of post-Taliban Afghanistan.

CFSP initiatives have focused on everything from the Middle-East to 
relations with the Russian Federation. Several of these initiatives are worth 
highlighting here that relate specifically to the Baltic States, although as 
members of the EU, the Baltic governments are required to have opinions on 
everything from the Congo to Myanmar. The most important for the Baltic 
States are initiatives which deal specifically with the larger European area. 
These initiatives are the Northern Dimension Initiative (NDI), the European 
Neighborhood Policy (ENP), and the EU-Russian relationship. The NDI was 
first recognized in the Luxembourg European Council in 1997 following 
Finland and Sweden’s accession to the EU in 1995. The NDI, with help from 
the Finnish Presidency, was formally established in 1999.10 The NDI has been 
aimed at maintaining a focus on the EU’s northern frontiers, improving shared 
border areas, and orchestrating multi-level relationships between sub-regional 
organizations (e.g. the Council of the Baltic Sea States), member-states, and 
local authorities.11 More recently the Finnish Presidency in 2006 launched a 
fourth phase of the NDI (now the Northern Dimension Action Plan or NDAP). 
Secondly, the European Neighborhood Policy has come about with the Wider
Europe – Neighborhood document established by the European Commission 
in 2003.12 There are essentially two neighborhoods, the eastern post-Soviet 
neighborhood and the southern Mediterranean neighborhood. As to be 
imagined, the Baltic States are mainly, although not exclusively, interested in 
the Eastern Neighborhood. Finally, CFSP has included the EU’s relationship 
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with the Russian Federation. Moscow refused to be a part of the ENP and 
instead negotiated a separate ‘Common Spaces’ agreement with the EU. The 
four common spaces are the economy, ‘freedom, security and justice,’ external 
security, and ‘research, education and culture’. Funding for the common 
spaces programs come from the same budget as the ENP. While the Baltic 
States maintain an eye further a-field, Baltic foreign policy priorities lie closer 
to home. 

A common approach to European security is related but more 
contentious than a common foreign policy. Europe already has a regional 
security organization in the form of NATO (an actor we engage shortly) and 
this is the favored security institution for many EU countries who are members 
of both IOs.13 The EU’s ability to assume some approach to security rests on 
the EU being able to become ‘an actor’ in and of itself. To what degree does 
this actor then become a power projector or does it rest as a space that the 
organization must defend?14 Early on, a European sense of ‘actorness’ came in 
the form of the Western European Union (1948), which has since been 
overshadowed by the EU’s own ESDP initiative under Pillar II. More recently, 
the EU’s transition from space to actor has come about in the European 
Security Strategy (2003) establishing a plan of positive power projection.15

According to Biscop, the prime objectives of the ESDP are the so-called 
‘Petersburg tasks’ developed by the WEU in 1992 and included in the EU’s 
Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997.16 These tasks are humanitarian intervention, 
peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations in the field. In this fashion, 
the EU has been active in post-Yugoslav and post-Soviet areas as well as 
Afghanistan more recently. 

Following the change in government in the UK, and thus a change in 
policy toward EU security initiatives, as well as the 1999 NATO-led bombing 
in the former Yugoslavia, ESDP began to develop further as an EU 
alternative/addition to NATO. New institutions were created to deal with 
ESDP at the Cologne European Council in 1999, including the creation of the 
Political and Security Committee (PSC or the French acronym COPS as it is 
often referenced) and a European Military Committee. Ironically, ESDP was 
declared to be fully functional at the same time as the invasion of Iraq began in 
2003.17 ESDP operations began with the EUFOR Concordia operation to 
Macedonia in 2003 and have been deployed in places like the Congo, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Georgia and Indonesia. Again, since 2003, the ESDP operations 
have been based on the three Petersburg tasks of humanitarian intervention, 
peacekeeping and peace enforcement. Most recently, ESDP resources have 
been focused on reconstruction and peace keeping in Afghanistan, which 
directly relates to the Lithuanian government that operates a Provisional 
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Reconstruction Team (PRT) in Chaghcharan, Ghor province, central 
Afghanistan.

Together CFSP and ESDP make up the core of the EU’s strategy to 
act as a global actor. Both policy areas are directed by the High Commissioner 
for Common Foreign and Security Policy, currently Javier Solana, as well as 
member-states through the Council institutions, such as the PSC. Quite clearly 
CFSP and ESDP are interdependent in that often a successful common foreign 
policy may depend on a successful common security and defense policy. 
However, as Missiroli illustrates, the Nice European Council in 2000, divorced 
ESDP from CFSP by making cooperation for the former far less coherent than 
for the latter.18 In essence, member-states’ defense industry and procurement -
have been protected from interference by the EU. While Missiroli sees the 
separation of ESDP from CFSP as increasing incoherence, we argue that in 
fact the decoupling makes for a more successful CFSP in that the ‘second 
speed’ states such as Britain and Denmark will be more comfortable with a 
converging CFSP that does not encroach on defense policy. This should be 
even more the case with the 2004 and 2007 EU enlargements of pro-Trans-
Atlantic states like the three Baltic States.

NATO, on the other hand, offers an alternative security organization 
with a history and membership that the ESDP cannot rival, and one to which 
many EU countries are happy to join. The PfP and EAPC initiatives, created in 
1994 and 1997, offer an avenue for cooperation and collaboration between 
NATO, as an entity, and partner countries including those keen to become 
members, those keen to continue cooperation and those who simply wish for 
dialogue.19 However, despite its popularity among many EU member states 
(especially among the newest states) NATO has encountered various 
challenges stemming from the collapse of the Soviet Union. First, NATO’s 
primary objective of defending Europe against a Soviet invasion changed with 
the 1990 London Declaration, which led many to argue that NATO had 
outlived its relevance in European security. Indeed, as was discussed earlier, 
several European states argued for a diminished NATO influence in Europe to 
be replaced with a strengthened ESDP. The attacks of September 11, 2001 
provided a new orientation for NATO.

Second, as a result of the Soviet collapse, several states (not least the 
Baltic States) expressed a deep desire to separate themselves from any vestige 
of the Soviet era and to obtain guarantees that they would not be included in a 
potentially revanchist Russian empire. In many cases NATO membership was 
pursued as that guarantee. However, despite initial cooperation with NATO in 
the early 1990s, throughout the decade Russia increasingly opposed NATO 
expansion, especially when it became apparent that, were the Baltic States 
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and/or Ukraine to become NATO member states, NATO would spread right to 
the borders of Russia. Once again, the terrorist attacks of 2001 provided 
something of a salve to the NATO-Russian relationship. The ‘War on Terror’ 
inclined the US to take a more lenient perspective on Russia’s struggles with 
Chechnya. The result was closer cooperation between NATO and Russia as 
well as a slightly more lenient Russian perspective on NATO expansion into 
Eastern Europe. Indeed, in 2004 when seven states joined NATO, including 
the Baltic States, Russia’s response, while still not welcoming, was at least 
restrained, recognizing that an international melee would prove counter-
productive to NATO-Russian cooperation.20

Despite these challenges, NATO has proved to be an effective tool 
for cooperation especially in Eastern Europe. The Russian government has 
cooperated with NATO in the war in Afghanistan and through the NATO-
Russia Council (NRC) has cooperated on various security issues in the broader 
Eurasia area. It has also provided an opportunity for states to integrate with the 
West despite the diminished opportunities for EU expansion. Indeed, under the 
auspices of the EAPC and PfP states such as Ukraine and Georgia have 
worked extensively with present NATO member states for closer integration 
and, potentially, membership in NATO.21 All of this, in addition to NATO’s 
primary purpose, collective security against external aggression, provides a 
very inviting view of NATO membership. However, one cannot overlook the 
present costs of NATO membership. At present NATO forces are involved in 
seven missions ranging from the war in Afghanistan to Operation Active 
Endeavour which has NATO warships monitoring ships at the Straights of 
Gibraltar.22 While not all members are involved in all missions and operations, 
member states are expected to assist according to NATO’s needs and members 
abilities. Indeed, for many of the newest member states, requirements for 
membership included an increased security/defense budget and for their 
military to develop in such a manner as to compliment already existent NATO 
forces along with a list of other requirements ranging from the development of 
domestic democracy to a commitment to economic liberty and environmental 
responsibility.23 In short, as with CFSP and ESDP, NATO members that reap 
the benefit of collective burden-sharing, are compelled to forfeit certain 
degrees of sovereignty, compromise on issues that are (or are not) of interest to 
them, and contribute to the good of the whole. With this in mind, we turn to 
the Baltic States’ foreign policy in general and then specifically to how CFSP, 
ESDP and NATO have influenced the development of these policies since 
2004.
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Baltic Foreign Policy in Transition 

As the previous chapters have shown, Baltic foreign policy objectives 
following independence from the Soviet Union have been the same across the 
three states: security and integration. The Baltic States’ primary security 
concern was partly strategic and partly constructed from memory. Real 
security concerns were determined by Russia’s unwillingness/inability to 
remove military forces from Estonia and Latvia until August 1994 (although 
August 1993 for Lithuania). Matched with this was constant rhetoric on the 
part of the Russian government, declaring everything from discrimination to 
‘ethnic cleansing’ in Estonia and Latvia.24 Time did not ease relations. In 
1998, the Russian Federation Council passed a non-binding resolution that 
called on the government to freeze all trade between the Russian Federation 
and Latvia.25 Since then, security has been at least preliminarily guaranteed by 
membership of NATO and the EU. Regional integration in terms of the 
European security architecture as well as the political, civil and economic 
contexts was also suited by the enlargement process and fundamentally by 
enlargement itself. 

Baltic post-enlargement foreign policies illustrate the shift away from 
explicit traditional security concerns by emphasizing ‘soft security’ and a 
further deepening of European integration. For instance, the Estonian 
Government’s European Union Policy for 2004-2006, lists environmental, 
health and societal security as primary foreign policy tasks. The Latvian 
Foreign Policy Directive Project 2005-2010 calls for focus on regional 
security, illegal migration and organized crime, as well as increased economic 
relations within the EU common market. The Lithuanian Parliament’s 
Resolution on Directions in Foreign Policy calls for the government to 
‘continue expanding the zone of security and stability in the region’. All three 
states make a point of concentrating on the EU’s European Neighborhood 
Policy. Partly as a response to geopolitical gamesmanship in the western post-
Soviet region as well as EU recommendations that member-states allocate at 
least .4 percent of Gross Domestic Product for development policies. This has 
not, however, diminished the role that hard security still plays in the foreign 
policy of these three states. Indeed, in his most recent foreign policy speech, 
Estonian foreign minister, Urmas Paet, highlights the ever-present nature of 
hard security in Baltic foreign policy when he stated that ‘some of the most 
urgent security problems are connected with the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction’.26 A similar situation arises in Latvian and Lithuanian 
foreign policy guidelines where we find issues of hard security in both foreign 
policies.27 However, even in these cases, the focus is not so much on the hard 
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security of the Baltic States, but on global security broadly and regional 
security specifically. 

In light of this potential conflict in foreign policy interests, have the 
Baltic States developed ‘normal’ foreign policies since enlargement? Looking 
at the shift in foreign policy objectives across the three states, one might come 
to this initial conclusion. Galbreath finds in relation to Latvian post-
enlargement foreign policy, that the Latvian government has used its position 
within the EU and NATO as part of a policy of ‘aggrandizement’.28 Switching 
largely from the subject of European emulation, policy documents and 
guidelines illustrate a move to ‘punch above their weight’. The new issue-
areas are the global market, the ‘War on Terror’, and the concentration on 
transition politics in Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia. However, while policy 
documents from Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania illustrate a shift in focus from 
the ‘self’ to the ‘other’, Maria Mälksoo argues that ‘despite certain relief in 
their immediate security concerns after the dual enlargement, the shift by the 
Baltic States from existential politics to normal politics is far from being 
accomplished’.29 Mälksoo illustrates how Baltic politicians have maintained a 
discourse of ‘Europe but not Europe’, asking the question ‘is the ‘modern 
narrative’ more about ‘being European or, indeed ‘behaving like one’?’.30

The difference between the Galbreath and Mälksoo analyses 
illustrates the different processes involved in foreign policy and 
implementation. On one hand, the Baltic States have a role to play as member-
states of the EU and NATO which requires that they look less at the self and 
more at the group as well as beyond it. On the other hand, as Mälksoo 
illustrates well, there still remains a tension in the political discourse in 
defining the ‘self’. This tension is a result of the geopolitical circumstances in 
the Baltic sub-region. What it means to be ‘Baltic’ remains relative to those 
who use the term. At least one Estonian politician has said that his state was 
not ‘Baltic’ but ‘Nordic’. Furthermore, the Baltic States are outposts for both 
the EU and NATO, bordering states that are undemocratic and (to some 
degree) ‘kleptocratic’. Yet, there has been a change in foreign policy 
objectives even if the Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian identity crisis is not 
over. And CFSP, ESDP and NATO have given the Baltic States both new 
opportunities with which to build and new challenges with which to contend.



David J. Galbreath, Ainius Lašas, and Jeremy W. Lamoreaux 127

Baltic Accommodation of the EU and NATO 

If Baltic foreign policies prior to enlargement were focused on EU and NATO 
membership, the situation has changed, but only slightly. As mentioned above, 
Baltic foreign policy since enlargement is still focused on EU and NATO 
integration and cooperation, but as insiders instead of outsiders. Indeed, Baltic 
foreign policy objectives in Brussels are focused on three issue areas: the 
Eastern neighborhood, relations with the Russian Federation, and enhancing 
the EU’s and NATO’s capabilities as international actors. As Riina Kionka, 
Personal Representative of the SG/HR on Human Rights in the area of CFSP 
and Head of Human Rights Unit in the EU Council Secretariat, stated in an 
interview, the Baltic States had a big shock waiting for them when they 
became members of the EU.31 Going from accession state to member state 
overnight added an entirely new dimension to Baltic States’ foreign policies. 
The same has been said of their accession to NATO.32 As we shall see, the 
three issue areas illustrate this transition. 

1. The Eastern Neighborhood 

Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have each expressed support for increased 
engagement with the countries of the western post-Soviet area: Ukraine, 
Georgia, Moldova, and to a lesser extent, Belarus, Armenia and Azerbaijan. In 
relation to Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova, the Baltic States have expressed 
support for not only further integration but also further enlargement of the EU 
and NATO. While increased engagement and even integration is practical, 
further enlargement is less than practical. The EU is in a phase of enlargement 
fatigue and while NATO has not ruled out further enlargements in the semi-
near future, these states are in no condition to join either. At present the 
Ukrainian government is split between pro-Western nationalists and pro-
Russian supporters who are opposed to explicit western integration. At the 
same time, Georgia is in constant tension with Russia and has the two 
breakaway regions of South Ossetia (monitored by the OSCE) and Abkhazia 
(monitored by the UN), and Moldova with the breakaway region of 
Transdniestria. To put the icing on the cake, the Baltic States have been strong 
supporters of Turkey’s efforts to accede to the EU, in return for the earlier 
Turkish support of Baltic membership in NATO.

As Galbreath and Lamoreaux argue, the Baltic States are in the 
position to be bastions, beacons or bridges to the western post-Soviet states.33

Bastion means that the edge of the EU separates the ‘European’ space from the 
‘other’, much like the role of the Mediterranean in the south. Beacon means 
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that having gone through de-Sovietization, democratization, and 
marketization, the Baltic States can provide a successful example of post-
Soviet transition that will increase engagement and further integration with 
these states by the EU and NATO. Finally, bridge refers to the Baltic States 
role as facilitators of further enlargement. Nevertheless, as small states, the 
position of bastion, beacon or bridge is dictated less by the Baltic governments 
and more by the domestic politics in Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova, the 
resolution of the ‘frozen conflicts’ (which includes the participation and - 
engagement of the Russians), and the key member-states of the EU and 
NATO.

Interviews of senior officials in the Baltic capitals and the delegations 
in Brussels illustrate the nature of Baltic efforts to shape the agenda at the EU 
level in relation to the western post-Soviet area.34 As highlighted by an official 
in the Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), simply being in the region 
makes a difference, as in the case where the Latvian embassy in Minsk was 
used by the Austrian EU presidency in 2006 to engage with Belarusian 
authorities. The Baltic States have also sent officials into the field of EU 
sponsored missions, such as to Moldova and Georgia. For instance, in 
Moldova in 2006, the Latvian government had an estimated 60 personnel 
working on the customs and border operations.35 In May 2006, the Latvians 
had a joint meeting with the Ukrainian government on the challenges of 
European integration.36 Recently, former Latvian minister for social 
integration Nils Muižnieks was made the EU’s ‘Group of experts’ to Georgia. 
The Baltic States are just as involved in NATO activities in the region. The 
Baltic Defense College in Tartu, a joint project of all Baltic States and working 
closely with NATO, regularly plays host to and offers training for military 
personnel from states in the region including, unsurprisingly, Ukraine, Georgia 
and Moldova.37 In addition, according to interviewees, the Baltic States are 
considered experts on post-Soviet reforms which render the reformers 
palatable to NATO. This, coupled with Baltic desire to see Russian influence 
in the region diminish and the Article 5 guarantees, underscores the broader 
reasons for Baltic NATO membership. More specifically, however, in 
comparing interview responses from officials in Latvia and Lithuania, we can 
see a difference in the rationale for supporting NATO and EU expansion into 
the Eastern neighborhood. Latvian officials responded that Latvia had a 
strategic objective to help bring the Eastern neighborhood closer, if not into, 
the ‘European’ space. On the other hand, Lithuanian officials often stated that 
Lithuania had a moral obligation or imperative to ‘help’ these countries. 
Regardless of reason, since dual enlargement the Baltic States have made a 
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conscious decision and effort to engage the Eastern Europe area and to 
encourage further cooperation between the West and states in the East. 

However, despite such lofty and, one could argue, altruistic (or 
realistic) goals, moves to assist engagement and integration in the Eastern 
neighborhood are limited by the Baltic States’ status as small states. As a 
larger state, for instance, Poland has significant leverage in its pressure tactics 
on Belarus and support for Ukraine. This is also the case with Poland’s 
willingness to play host to a US constructed and operated missile shield (a 
structure the Baltic States wholly support). As new states as well, the Baltic 
States have faced a learning process following entry into the EU and NATO 
on how to affect organizational agendas. According to a Lithuanian official, in 
order to get attention to your own initiative, a state had to take an active part in 
‘horse-trading’ over unrelated issues. Thus, Estonia, for example, has forces in 
Afghanistan, Kosovo and Iraq as part of NATO forces. In each of these cases, 
Estonia faces no direct threat to its security, but cooperating with NATO on 
these issues implies the hope that NATO will be more willing to assist Estonia 
in its regional goals: namely deeper integration between NATO and Ukraine 
and Georgia.38 All three Baltic delegations faced the steep learning curve for 
the new member states once they became full members. Some member states 
are easier to engage than others. Officials from the Estonian and Lithuanian 
delegations expressed satisfaction with states like the UK, the Netherlands, 
Belgium and the Nordic member states. However, they also stated that other 
states like France and to a lesser extent Spain and Portugal were more 
reluctant to support initiatives in the Eastern neighborhood. This is particularly 
true when one considers the potential conflict of interest in the ENP. One such 
example was the French and Portuguese veto over establishing an ESDP 
mission to Moldova. Despite such challenges, however, the Baltic 
governments have been able to play at least a small part in influencing agenda 
and implementing policy in areas related to Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova.

2. EU/NATO-Russian Relations 

Baltic relations with the Russian Federation have been significantly affected 
by history and current events. Historically, the Baltic States were granted 
independence from the Russian Empire in the early twentieth century only to 
formally lose their sovereignty in 1944 to the Soviet Union.39 Thus, as stated 
earlier, the primary objective of the post-Soviet era was to solidify 
independence of the Baltic States. The Baltic governments did this by 
integrating into the security networks of NATO and the EU. Although 
members since 2004, as Mälksoo illustrates, the issue of security and Russian 
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bellicosity still remains important in the Baltic psyche. Events since the post-
Cold War period, disagreement over the inter-related issues of Russian-
speaking minorities, Russian troop withdrawals, and the loss of territory as 
well as the drawn-out debates about border agreements, have done little to 
help the Baltic States get past their history of Soviet occupation.40

The Baltic States have attempted to use their position in the EU to 
influence the EU-Russian relationship. Firstly, as we see above, the Baltic 
governments are keen to use the EU as a geo-political heavyweight to counter 
the influence of Russia in its own ‘near abroad’. Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius 
know that increased pressure, engagement and integration with the West can 
weaken Russia’s influence in Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova and Belarus. 
Secondly, the EU gives the Baltic States an institutional vantage point lacking 
before 2004. In particular, the Russian government has used the United 
Nations, the OSCE and the Council of Europe as ways to apply pressure to the 
Baltic States in general and Estonia and Latvia specifically. While the Baltic 
States are members of all of these organizations, the key is that Russia is not 
part of the EU. With the move for a common foreign policy within the EU, 
Baltic interests can be projected onto the EU agenda, as seen in the EU-Russia 
summits in 2003 and 2006 where criticism of the Baltic States by the Russian 
government was not allowed as part of the discussion. Finally, and more 
optimistically, the EU-Russian relationship may be positively affected by the 
Baltic States. The Baltic States are stable and secure states through which to 
move goods between the EU and Russia. For instance, the Latvian foreign 
ministry has consistently concentrated on promoting –transit through the 
region as a foreign policy priority. 

To what extent, however, have the Baltic States been able to use their 
position as a NATO member to impact Russia? The situation is slightly 
different from the EU in that EU policy is determined by states with which the 
Baltic States do not always agree. In the case of NATO, however, the Baltic 
States rarely disagree with its most powerful member: the US. Thus, 
determining to what extent a policy is influenced by the Baltic States as 
opposed to just accepted and supported by the Baltic States proves somewhat 
problematic. However, various factors indicate that when it comes to relations 
with Russia, the Baltic States are likely not in the proverbial drivers seat of 
NATO-Russian relations. Although the NATO Summit of 2006 was held in 
Riga, the issues that are important to the Baltic States, namely peaceful 
relations with Russia and increased cooperation with Ukraine and Georgia on 
NATO membership received no extra attention. While mention was made of 
these issues, they received no more attention that during the previous two 
summits.41 Indeed, according to President Bush, the topic most heavily pressed 
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during his meetings with Latvia’s President V e-Freiberga, was the 
possibility for visa-free travel for Latvians to the United States.42 Does this 
mean that the Baltic States are simply followers when it comes to the EU and 
NATO’s relations with Russia? Not necessarily, but examples of the Baltic 
States initiating NATO policies vis-à-vis Russia are few. Nor should we 
expect to see Baltic governments using their seat at NATO to antagonize 
Moscow. The Baltic governments have an incentive to normalize relations 
with Moscow. 

Back to the question at hand, to what degree have the Baltic States 
been able to shape the EU-Russia and NATO-Russia relationships? 
Seemingly, there is little impact. An official in the Latvian MFA stated that 
EU and NATO membership has not changed the relationship between Latvia 
and Russia. Another official stated that in the first year of membership, the 
Russian foreign ministry was trying to see whether or not the Baltic States 
would be considered by other member states as full and equal members. The 
problem with the EU-Russian relationship vis-à-vis the Baltic States is that 
practical interests of individual states may override the geo-political concerns 
of the Baltic governments. For example, the Western European heavy reliance 
on Russian natural gas or the prospect of a pipeline under the North Sea from 
Russia to Germany could undermine EU solidarity. However, this has as yet 
not happened. The relationship between NATO and the Baltic States, is 
slightly different in this regard. The Baltic States have not expressed concern 
about Germany undermining the unity of NATO or the well-being of other 
NATO member states in their relations with Russia.

3. EU and NATO as International Actors 

To some degree, the EU’s role as an international actor overlaps with the 
Eastern neighborhood initiative. At the same time, the EU’s ability to engage 
with far-flung regions of the world marks one of the greatest challenges for 
Baltic foreign policy. Through ESDP, the EU has had a peacekeeping and 
state-building force in the FYR Macedonia and has since taken over NATO’s 
Stabilization force (SFOR) in Bosnia and Herzegovina in December 2005. The 
EU also has had Police Training missions in Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUPM) 
and FYR Macedonia (Proxima). In fact, a Latvian female police officer 
participated in the Proxima mission. As stated earlier, the Baltic governments, 
as well as many other EU member states, tried to generate an ESDP force for 
Moldova, which was blocked by France and Portugal. The ‘frozen conflict’ in 
Moldova has been one of the longest lasting conflict zones in Europe, although 
for the most part peaceful.43 In the end, supporters of the ESDP mission had to 
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settle with a European Commission field mission of essentially rapporteurs. In 
Georgia, the European Commission has a delegation and has recently 
established an ‘EU group of experts’ of which former Latvian social 
integration minister, Nils Muižnieks, has taken part.

This has not, however, stopped the involvement of the Baltic States in 
both EU and NATO military and peacekeeping operations. All three states are 
involved in NATO forces in Afghanistan, Iraq and Kosovo. In addition, all 
three Baltic States participate in the NATO Response Force (NRF) which was 
declared operational at the 2006 Riga Summit. More specifically, the Baltic 
role in Afghanistan is more pronounced than in the Balkans and Caucuses. All 
three states have soldiers serving in Afghanistan and in Iraq. Estonian troops 
are currently serving with the British in the southern Helmand province. 
Latvian troops are serving in Mazar-e Sharif near the Uzbek border as well as 
in Maymaneh in the east. However, Lithuania has the largest deployment in 
Afghanistan with around 120 soldiers and civilians leading a Provincial 
Reconstruction Team (PRT) in central Afghanistan. It is Lithuania’s 
involvement in Afghanistan that highlights the difficulties facing the Baltic 
States as small states in powerful organizations. Recently, the European 
Council deemed ESDP funding could be used to support PRTs in Afghanistan. 
According to a senior Lithuanian official in Brussels, the prospect of ESDP 
support offers its own set of opportunities and challenges.44 On the one hand, 
EU funding for the Lithuanian PRT has the ability to make a significant 
impact on the reconstruction effort, rewarding this small Baltic state for taking 
a lead in security and reconstruction on a micro-level in Afghanistan. On the 
other hand, with increased funding comes increased responsibility and the 
need for an infrastructure that can benefit from this input. According to the 
same senior official, Lithuania has the military and administrative capabilities 
of running the PRT, but increased funding requires non-governmental 
development organizations that are lacking in Lithuania. This absence is an 
illustration of how the transition of going from an importer to an exporter of 
know-how has its own significant challenges. One solution would be working 
through international non-governmental development organizations in order to 
recruit ESDP funding. At the same time, perhaps the Lithuanian government is 
loath to bring in larger NGOs for the fear of losing administrative control over 
certain aspects of reconstruction. As of January 2007, the Lithuanian PRT has 
yet to receive ESDP financing.

In considering these examples of Baltic involvement in EU and 
NATO missions and operations, we see a common trend: the Baltic States 
have had to cooperate with other states to accomplish their goals. And while 
cooperation brings collective gains, it limits the agenda setting abilities of the 
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Baltic States. As mentioned before, in order to make an impact on EU or 
NATO agenda and policy implementation, especially in high-politics issues, 
the Baltic States require an epistemic infrastructure that can support these 
initiatives. They do not have such infrastructures individually, and even as a 
group which severely limits their opportunities to influence policy or 
implementation. At the same time, their responsibilities as ‘good’ member 
states of both organizations are to participate in and contribute to the overall 
institutional goals. Thus, on the one hand they are limited as to their influence 
to decide international goals of both organizations, but on the other hand, they 
are expected to participate. 

Conclusion

What conclusions do we draw from this review? First, CFSP, ESDP and 
NATO policies and influences have transitioned the Baltic States from 
importers to exporters of know-how. Through their involvement in the ENP, 
the NDAP, various ESDP peacekeeping operations as well as the EAPC, PfP 
and NATO military operations, the Baltic States have been able to use their 
influence to provide collective ‘goods’ not only for other members of those 
organizations, but (as exporters) to potential members and even states which 
will likely never be members. Second, membership in the EU and NATO have 
balanced out, to some extent, the asymmetry in Baltic-Russian relations. While 
Russia’s ability to exercise unilateral influence over the Baltic States has been 
limited by various actors since 1991, EU and NATO membership offer the 
Baltic States the possibility (theoretically, if not practically) to become more 
influential actors in the EU/NATO-Russian relations. On a more practical 
level, these states provide the Baltic States with increased, though not 
absolute, security vis-à-vis Russia. Third, and in slight tension with the first 
two conclusions, the relative newness and size of the Baltic States in both 
organizations limits their ability to influence both policy and practice of these 
organizations. In simple terms, the Baltic States simply do not have the 
experience to be trend-setters of EU and NATO policy. In addition, they 
simply do not have the infrastructure to single-handedly carry out official 
policy. In most cases they are obliged to cooperate with other states which, in 
turn, limits their ability to influence policy.

In short, the Baltic States have benefited greatly from EU and NATO 
membership. Through CFSP, ESDP, EAPC and military operations, they have 
been able to carry out the broader goals of the EU and NATO. These 
organizations have also provided security and a platform from which to 
engage Russia. However, size and lack of experience limit them to the role of 
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policy implementers as opposed to policy setters. When, if ever, will this 
change? One former Estonian senior official remarked that no state truly 
appreciates how the EU works until they hold the Presidency of the European 
Council. Unfortunately for Estonia, they have to wait until 2018, while 
Lithuania and Latvia must wait until 2013 and 2015, respectively. While 
Mälksoo’s argument that perceptions of security and identity have not changed 
enough rings true, we can see that in terms of policy, there has been a clear 
change from the pre- to the post-enlargement phases. The goal of the Baltic 
governments is to continue to learn how to work through the institutional 
labyrinths of NATO and the EU and to maximize their impact as small states.



Conclusion

We set out on this narrative to illustrate and analyze ‘continuity and change in 
the Baltic Sea region’. The recent history of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania has 
been a whirlwind tour from one ‘Union’ to another. For those of us who are 
familiar with the Baltic States during this period, we have seen the changes 
first hand. Enlargement has brought about great opportunities for the Baltic 
States. Since enlargement, all three states have seen increased foreign 
investment and their recent entry into the Schengen area will further improve 
their economies. All three states have seen an increased focus on the problems 
of post-communism. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have seen healthy signs of 
highlighting corruption where it does exist, although the approach is not 
always ideal. Enlargement has also allowed the three states to normalize what 
seemed like perpetual fears of insecurity. At the same time, enlargement has 
brought about considerable challenges that the Baltic States face. Latvia and 
Lithuania experienced substantial population losses with the opening of labor 
markets in Sweden, the UK, and Ireland. Those able-bodied, working age 
individuals who have not left already may find, in the new freedom of the 
Schengen area, an opportunity to finally leave. Enlargement has not 
normalized the relationship with the Russian Federation as one might have 
expected. The sixtieth anniversary of the end of the Second World War and the 
‘bronze soldier’ crisis illustrate how Baltic relations with Moscow may not 
have changed for the better. Furthermore, enlargement has further entrenched 
the Baltic States in conflict-zones they would not otherwise wish to be. So, 
what do these opportunities and challenges tell us about the continuity and 
change in Baltic foreign policies? We argue that the Baltic States have moved 
beyond the ‘post-Soviet’ label to normalize their position as EU and NATO 
member-states.
 In this final chapter, we reflect on the previous chapters in three 
sections. Firstly, we look at Baltic foreign policy in the domestic context. In 
particular, we contrast Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in terms of the domestic 
context of foreign policy. This section contrasts actors, agencies, agendas, and 
issues. Secondly, we highlight Baltic Foreign policy in the regional context. 
The section concentrates on the varying relationships between the Baltic States 
on one hand and Russia, the EU, and NATO on the other. Finally, we turn our 
attention to the wider context of Baltic foreign policy. We conclude with a 
discussion on the impact of the international on Baltic foreign policy, 
concentrating on the ‘War on Terror’, relationships with the US, India, and 
China. The purpose of a conclusion chapter is not only to summarize, but also
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to elaborate, contrast and contend. Thus, this final discussion should be seen as 
an analytical chapter in its own right, despite that it relies on the currency of 
the previous chapters. 

Baltic Foreign Policy in the Domestic Context 

Enlargement gave domestic actors a new background on which to shine their 
own political agendas. As we see in chapter two, post-Soviet Baltic politicians 
were nearly unified in their efforts to integrate into Europe and away from the 
Soviet Union. Soviet era infrastructure withstanding, Estonian, Latvian, and 
Lithuanian governments successfully shed the trappings of Sovietization and 
Russification to reestablish European nation-states. With new found 
independence, the early governments sought simply to restore what had been 
taken with Soviet occupation and re-orientate to the West. Chapter two 
illustrates how Estonia and Latvia differ from Lithuania in terms of domestic 
politics. Both Estonia and Latvia produced governments dominated by rightist 
parties (the so-called ‘Fatherland’ parties) that had been associated with the 
late Soviet independence movements. Lithuanian voters took a different 
course, electing the centre-left Lithuanian Democratic Labor Party and what 
remained of S j dis. This difference between Estonia and Latvia on one hand 
and Lithuania on the other had a strong impact on their respective relations 
with Russia and the West.
 Throughout the 1990s, Baltic elections produced predominantly 
center-right dominated coalitions. The dominance of right-wing parties is 
especially evident in Estonia and Latvia, where left-wing parties are perceived 
to have links both to Baltic Russian minorities as well as to the government in 
Moscow. Lithuanian left-wing parties may have the same links but are 
perceived less as a threat to the Lithuanian state. While center-right parties 
were able to use the ‘Russian threat’ as political capital, they were also good at 
using the ‘return to Europe’ as part of their political campaigns. Support for 
the Baltic ‘return to Europe’ was nearly universal across the political elite. 
Estonian support came from such parties as the ‘Fatherland Union’, ‘Reform 
Party’, ‘Moderates’ and the ‘Centre Party’. In Latvia, political support came 
from ‘Latvia’s Way’, ‘People’s Party’, ‘Fatherland and Freedom’ and latterly 
‘New Era’. Lithuanian support for a ‘return to Europe’ came from such parties 
as ‘Homeland Union’, ‘Lithuanian Democratic Labor Party’, and ‘New 
Union’. While some nationalist parties were skeptical of the EU, such as 
Latvia’s ‘Fatherland and Freedom’ party and Lithuania’s ‘Nationalist Union’, 
support for NATO among the political elite was even higher. Overall, EU and 
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NATO membership was a prime political goal for nearly all main political 
parties in the Baltic States. 
 The foreign policy agendas of the pre-enlargement era naturally 
focused on EU and NATO memberships as their primary foreign policy 
objectives, in addition to access to the global market and creating a 
constructive relationship with the Russian Federation. Chapters three – five 
illustrate how the realities of membership in the EU and NATO have shaped 
the Baltic foreign policy agendas. In chapter three, we examined Estonia’s 
post-enlargement agenda, which was dominated by four issues: EU reform, the 
Eastern ‘neighborhood’, relations with Russia, and foreign economic policies. 
In chapter four, we discussed Latvia’s foreign policy objectives, which 
included national security, economic development and energy, the wider 
‘neighborhood’, and the border agreement with Russia. Chapter five focused 
on Lithuania’s foreign policy objectives which included security, energy, the 
Eastern neighborhood and relations with Russia, trade and transit, EU 
integration and Lithuania’s international profile.
 As illustrated by chapter six, the Baltic States face many of the same 
challenges. All three states have made the Eastern ‘neighborhood’ a primary 
foreign policy goal. Baltic interest is in part strategic. Firstly, there is an 
assumption that a democratic neighborhood is a safer neighborhood. Thus, 
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have set out to support institutions and NGOs in 
countries like Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine, and to a lesser extent, Armenia and 
Azerbaijan. Secondly, the ENP is an EU foreign policy goal that speaks to the 
heart of Baltic foreign policies. For example, the Baltic States can provide 
experts, funding and a route for external funding. Thirdly, together along with 
Poland, the Baltic States can work together to work as a coalition to counter-
balance Russian policies in what was once termed the Russian ‘near abroad’. 
At the same time, Baltic interest in this region is passionate. As post-Soviet 
states themselves, the Estonia, Latvia and Lithuanian governments can 
appreciate where these states have been, where they are, and the challenges 
that lay ahead. Perhaps stereotypically, the most passionate in their support for 
their support for these states are the Lithuanians, where Estonian and Latvian 
documents and interviewees tend to highlight the strategic aspects of an 
Eastern ‘neighborhood’ policy. 
 Other than the Eastern ‘neighborhood’ policies of the Baltic States, 
the foreign policy agendas represent what one would expect from a foreign 
policy agenda. The challenge for domestic actors and agencies is how to 
internalize European policies while externalizing their own interests in 
Brussels. During the accession process, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania became 
familiar with internalizing European policies. EU coordination is similar 
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across the Baltic States. Coordination is left to the foreign ministry, although 
implementation is coordinated also at the cabinet level and by the respective 
ministries to which a policy is directed. Each ministry is likely to have an EU 
coordination team to assist in the implementation of EU policies. Internalizing 
EU policies is the easy part in comparison to externalizing government foreign 
policy objectives in Brussels. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuanian delegations to the 
EU all mentioned the challenge of having a national policy toward an 
individual EU agenda item.1 The prime challenge in the Baltic States’ 
engagement with the EU is epistemic. As some of the smallest states in the 
EU, the Baltic States naturally have a small pool of individuals from which to 
draw expertise on the plethora of issues that come on the EU’s many agendas. 
Notwithstanding Luxembourg, larger member-states of the EU naturally have 
a greater pool of resources than do smaller member-states. 
 Baltic foreign policies have been partly a product of key decision 
makers. As stated in chapter one, foreign policy making originates with the 
executive, including the president, prime minister and foreign minister. There 
have been and are notable individuals in Baltic foreign policy making. In 
Estonia, the recently elected President Toomas Hendrik Ilves is an outspoken 
critic of the Russian Federation and enthusiastic supporter of Estonia’s 
membership of the EU and NATO. Where President Ilves represents an 
Estonian voice in Europe, foreign minister Urmas Paet represents an 
accomplished manager of Estonian foreign policy. In Latvia, the former 
President Vaira V e-Freiberga was a strong proponent of EU and NATO 
memberships while at the same time engaged the government in Moscow in 
often strong diplomatic rhetoric. Though more outspoken than his Estonian 
counterpart, former Latvian foreign minister Artis Pabriks, an academic and 
politician, was equally deft at raising the quality of the foreign ministry to deal 
with memberships in the EU and NATO. Time will tell if the newly elected 
Latvian president Valdis Zatlers and new appointed foreign minister Maris 
Riekstins will have as much impact on Latvia’s foreign policy and image. 
Since 1999, the president has taken increasing responsibility for foreign policy 
in Lithuania. Lithuanian President Valdus Adamkus has been a vocal 
supporter of a strong Lithuania foreign policy agenda and has frequently 
criticized Russia and Belarus. All together, post-enlargement Baltic politicians 
have been noticeable in their leadership and national representation. However, 
rarely do the Baltic States get noticed outside of the Baltic Sea region, much 
less in Brussels (EU and NATO), Strasbourg (CoE) or Vienna (OSCE). 
Raising the awareness of the Baltic States in institutional circles is a core 
foreign policy challenge. 
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 Baltic foreign policies are partly a product of the domestic context. 
The path to EU and NATO membership was mandated by successive 
electorates and governments. One might argue that the Baltic States had little 
choice in joining both institutions, but neither were particularly obvious 
destinations in 1991. Furthermore, enlargement came with significant political 
and material costs as illustrated in chapter two. Membership aspirations were 
helped by the near-united front in each of the Baltic States across the political 
elite in support of integration. Yet, as enlargement came closer, a Euroskeptic 
public formed, especially in Estonia. Even at the time of writing, Estonia 
remains one of the most Euroskeptic member-states in part because,, as small 
states, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania are strongly influenced by their region. 
We turn our attention to the regional context. 

Baltic Foreign Policy in the Regional Context 

Dual enlargement has changed the regional dynamics of the Baltic Sea area. In 
this section, we look at three regional levels: Baltic, Nordic and European. We 
summarize the relationship between the Baltic States. Furthermore, we look at 
the developing relationship between the Baltic States and the Nordic States. In 
addition, we examine how enlargement has shaped the Baltic relationships 
with the Russian Federation. Finally, we review the Baltic contribution to the 
European security architecture. Again, enlargement has brought opportunities 
and challenges to Baltic methods of relating to the both the Baltic Sub-region 
and Europe as a whole. 

Other than geographic proximity, why should we expect cooperation 
among Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania? The Baltic States have shared a similar 
history particularly in terms of the twentieth century, with independence, 
Soviet occupation, and the restoration of independence, but history itself 
cannot make a future. Perhaps contemporary Baltic cooperation is inspired by 
failure of regional cooperation in the inter-war years, as discussed in chapter 
two. Indeed, the past failures of Baltic cooperation did have an impact on post-
Soviet cooperation, especially in the early years after the restoration of 
independence. However, Baltic cooperation is more likely a strategic choice, 
mandated by todays, rather than yesterdays, necessities. As seen in chapter six, 
cooperation among the Baltic States is often oriented around security, such as 
the Baltic Defense College, BALTBAT and the Liep ja Diving School. Baltic 
cooperation has also been institutionalized in the Baltic Council of Ministers 
and the Baltic Assembly. The Baltic States face many of the same issues in the 
post-enlargement era, including demographic changes, energy, trade and 
transit, and a cautious relationship with the Russian Federation. These issues 
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have helped carry forward a ‘Baltic’ identity despite the process of European 
integration.

However, as we see in chapter six, Baltic cooperation is limited in 
many respects. The issue of energy is a good example. On one hand, the 
Estlink project is a successful example of Baltic cooperation, but on the other 
hand Latvian and Lithuanian companies are currently not interested in further 
development. Instead, further development will be borne by Estonian and 
Finnish energy companies. Likewise, currently only Sweden and Lithuania are 
interested in a Baltic Sea underwater cable, which will complete the so-called 
‘Baltic energy ring’. At the time of writing, Baltic participation in a new 
nuclear plant at Ignalina is uncertain. As discussed, the debate over Ignalina II 
is made more complicated by the regional dynamics at play. Lithuania is 
strategically tied to Poland as its access to Central and Western Europe, while 
Estonia is equally tied to Finland. Latvia has the most to gain from further 
Baltic cooperation in the energy sector. 

Yet, the clear limitations on Baltic cooperation forces us to ask how 
much longer should we, as observers, continue to see Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania as ‘Baltic’, with all of the baggage that this term carries with it? As 
we have discussed, each of the Baltic States has made an individual effort to 
engage in the wider region and globally. However, while there is some, not 
always successful effort to coordinate relations with Russia, there is little 
effort in coordinating relations with the EU. Even with the lead up to 
enlargement, the Baltic States acted often as competitors. Now that the Baltic 
States are member-states, should we expect them to grow apart? Not 
necessarily. Baltic cooperation at the political level is institutionalized and 
regular. Intra-Baltic business is growing, especially as economies continue to 
grow. Greater political links with the Nordic area include all of the Baltic 
States. The expansion of the Schengen area has even brought down border 
crossings. While many of the same challenges that face the Baltic States also 
face other EU member-states, such as energy security, regional stability, 
economic growth, there is still something inherently Baltic about Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania. Thus, we should expect Baltic cooperation to continue 
as is: politically institutionalized, economically strategic, and rhetorically 
diverse.

The preceding chapters highlight the alternative regional relationships 
of the Baltic States. Estonia is geographically, culturally and linguistically 
close to its northern neighbor, Finland. Considerable Finnish investment has 
come to Estonia since independence, especially in terms of production 
relocation. Lithuania has a historic connection to its western neighbor, Poland. 
As a larger and more persuasive member-state, Lithuania has relied on its 
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neighbor to further its own foreign policy initiatives. Nevertheless, there still 
exists a great deal of cautiousness between Lithuania and Poland. This 
cautiousness is not only a product of the inter-war tensions, but also of 
contemporary relations between the two states regarding minorities, inter-state 
infrastructural projects and sub-regional asymmetric power relations. An 
important question is how the Lithuanian-Polish relationship will change with 
the political change in Warsaw, following the elections in 2007? Already, the 
Polish government has begun to question the US (and NATO) deployment of 
missile shields in Poland. A more Euro-centric Polish government may cause 
qualified tensions between the two states. However, tensions would more than 
likely be a part of political rhetoric rather relationships on the ground. There is 
no reason to suspect a wholesale change in Lithuanian-Polish relations. 
Finally, Latvia, as stated in chapter six, is left without a neighboring state to 
which it can naturally gravitate. While Estonia can have pretensions of being 
‘Nordic’ and Lithuania claims to be ‘Central’, Latvia has little choice but to be 
‘Baltic’. In addition to its Baltic neighbors, Latvia also pays a great deal of 
attention to its Baltic Sea neighbors, such as Denmark and Sweden. 

The larger Baltic relationship with the Nordic countries has become 
more formalized in the NB6 and NB8. Within these groupings, the key issues 
are security, trade, the environment, and common foreign policy positions in 
Brussels. The Nordic-Baltic partnerships also allow a coordinated diplomatic 
response to Moscow. This inter-regional relationship changed to a degree with 
enlargement. Notably, as mentioned in interviews at the Latvian foreign 
ministry, the Baltic relationship with Norway (not an EU member-state) has 
become less intense since enlargement.2 Nevertheless, the more formalized 
relationship with the Nordic and the Baltic States in and outside of the EU 
illustrates what one may argue is a melding of the ‘Nordic’ and the ‘Baltic’ 
regions. But, to argue a common regional identity is unrealistic. There remain 
considerable differences between the Nordic States and the Baltic States, the 
primary issue being the relationship with the Russian Federation. Although 
two of the Nordic States border Russia (Norway and Finland), former Soviet 
occupation has prescribed a different relationship for Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania with Moscow. 

While EU and NATO membership provided a different setting for 
Baltic-Russian relations, several events have maintained a rhetorically 
fractious relationship. The issue of Russian-speaking minorities in Estonia and 
Latvia remains important in this relationship, but it has taken on a different 
character. Russia’s interest in Baltic Russians at the organizational level is 
limited to discussions of events within Russia. Often, the Russian government 
responds to allegations of human rights abuses with a finger pointing at the 
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status of Russian-speakers in Estonia and Latvia. EU membership has offered 
the two Baltic States an institutional shield against Russian accusations. The 
official EU policy is that Estonia and Latvia have been vetted in the accession 
process and the EU is satisfied with changes made in the late 1990s. Similarly, 
the OSCE and CoE have confirmed the progress of the state integration 
policies in Estonia and Latvia. The April 2007 ‘bronze soldier’ incident 
brought the Russian speaking community in Estonia to global attention again, 
but with no long-term consequence. If anything, the incident illustrated to the 
Estonians how far integration had yet to go.

The Baltic-Russian relationship has also been made more 
complicated by the ‘color revolutions’ in Georgia and Ukraine. As chapters 
three-five and chapter seven illustrate, the Baltic States have used their 
‘development cooperation’ agenda to support the regimes in Georgia, Ukraine 
as well as Moldova. From the Baltic perspectives, the ‘color revolutions’ were 
a fulfillment of a prolonged post-Soviet legacy. For Russia, the events 
challenged its place in ‘near abroad’. At the same time, the ‘color revolutions’ 
illustrated how Western organizations were able to affect regime change from 
the outside, by supporting opposition groups and civil society networks. 
Afterwards, organizations like the EU, CoE and OSCE were able to help 
maintain the momentum by supporting reform assistance. Not only has 
Moscow seen this as a threat to its sphere of influence, but also to the Russian 
government itself. Since the ‘Rose revolution’ in Georgia in 2003, democratic 
and constitutional rights in Russia have receded. Nevertheless, the Baltic 
States have used their development cooperation budget to help support the 
western-leaning regimes in Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. Primarily, the 
Baltic governments control the budget while NGOs vie for projects abroad, 
illustrating the importance of local civil society for the promotion of civil 
society in the ‘Eastern Neighborhood’. 

However, more recently, the issue of energy has become more 
important in Baltic foreign policy. As a response to the increase in global 
energy prices and a reaction to the ‘color revolutions’, Russia had increasingly 
used energy as a foreign policy instrument, as the cessation of gas to Ukraine 
in winter 2005 illustrated. As of 2006, energy became a dominant part of the 
Baltic foreign policy agendas. The Riga NATO conference in 2006 
highlighted the issue of energy security in the region. Estonia in particular has 
witnessed pipeline stoppages, while all three have seen an increase in energy 
prices. Baltic cooperation appears to become ever more vital to coordinate 
efforts to maintain and develop the energy infrastructure in the Baltic Sea 
region.
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  The issue of energy security brings us to the regional context of 
security as whole. European security is represented by NATO, the EU, the 
OSCE, and arguable the CoE. In terms of traditional forms of security, NATO 
and the EU’s ESDP are more important and relevant to the Baltic States. The 
Baltic governments uniformly claim a ‘NATO first’ policy. But, the Baltic 
States are not alone. If one looks across the security strategies of the Central 
and East European states, one will find that Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovakia have all said in 
post-enlargement security strategies that NATO is the core of the European 
security infrastructure and that they wish to maintain NATO’s position in the 
region. The Baltic States have argued against any development of the ESDP 
that would be ‘detrimental to NATO’. Hungary has argued for a long-term 
preservation of NATO’s ‘central role’ in the region. Poland has argued that the 
relationship with the US and NATO is the ‘most important guarantee’ of 
security. The Czech strategy sets out NATO as the ‘pillar of collective 
defense’. Slovakia has consistently argued a ‘NATO first’ policy. Romania 
argues that NATO holds the ‘essential role’ in European security. Bulgaria 
insists that the ESDP is ‘not an alternative NATO’. Overall, there is 
overwhelming support among these ten EU and NATO member-states for the 
continuation of NATO as the key collective security and defense organization 
in Europe. However, NATO, as well as the EU, also draws the Baltic States 
into international politics further afield. 

Baltic Foreign Policy in the International Context 

The further away from the Baltic Sea region we move, the more it appears that 
size matters. Only if we apply chaos theory (‘a butterfly beats its wings…’) 
can we imagine a substantial Baltic influence on global politics. Rather, Baltic 
foreign policy has been caught up in global politics, in terms of conflict, 
development and trade. In this section, we look at the Baltic participation in 
the ‘War on Terror’ in relation to Iraq and Afghanistan. Furthermore, we 
reflect on the Baltic presence in peacekeeping and development operations 
across the world. Finally, we look at the Baltic position in the global economy 
and highlight the growing relationship between the Baltic States and China 
and India. 
 Chapter seven examined the Baltic involvement in the ‘War on 
Terror’ as a key foreign policy. This involvement dates back to pre-NATO and 
EU membership. Involvement in the two conflict zones was a result of the 
close affiliation the Baltic States have for the United States more so than a 
strategic interest in either Afghanistan or Iraq. Not only did participation in the 
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‘Coalition of Willing’ promote Baltic membership in NATO, but it also 
confirmed that when ‘push comes to shove’, the Baltic States can be counted 
on to support a US initiative. Likewise, there is an assumption in the Baltic 
States, that US support would be forthcoming in the event of a threat to Baltic 
security. Furthermore, though Iraq is not a NATO operation, participation in 
the ‘War on Terror’ illustrates the Baltic commitment to NATO, as discussed 
previously. Supporting the US internationally is important for keeping the US 
involved in Europe; a foreign policy objective of successive Baltic 
governments. In addition, combat and peacekeeping action in Afghanistan and 
Iraq allows the Baltic militaries to gain experience within a multilateral force. 
In return, this experience feeds back into building professional militaries in the 
Baltic States. As discussed in chapter seven, however, this feedback only goes 
so far. One Estonian official claimed that while elite forces were gaining 
important skills and knowledge in Afghanistan and Iraq, there was little 
evidence that this was trickling down to regular forces.3 Experience may not 
be the only benefit of participation in the ‘War on Terror’. The Baltic States 
are also softer targets for international terrorism. With the increased 
crackdown on terrorist cells in North America and Western Europe, 
international terrorism may shift their attacks. NATO and EU membership is 
then vital to help avoid ‘blowback’ in the Baltic States. 
 In addition to combat, Baltic troops and NGOs are also working to 
rebuild war- and disaster-torn areas around the globe. Lithuania has taken the 
lead in Afghanistan with control of a Provincial Reconstruction Team. Baltic 
officials have also been deployed to such places as Georgia, Moldova, 
Kosovo, FYR Macedonia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Indonesia, and 
Sri Lanka. Often, activities are the result of NGO inspired projects. Also, 
individuals have been seconded for activities such as training police forces, 
demining, and supporting local elections and civil society groups. While being 
small states matters in many areas of international politics, their size also 
allows the Baltic States to play relatively important roles in international 
development activities without the political baggage that comes with being a 
small state.
 Finally, the dual processes of Europeanization and globalization have 
thrust the Baltic States into the global economy. A key foreign policy 
objective of the pre-enlargement era was gaining access to regional and global 
markets as well as gaining membership of the World Trade Organization. 
Today, much of the Baltic economy is dependent on acting as a transit hub 
between East and West, including goods from China and Russia headed 
toward Western markets. The Baltic States’ inclusion in the Schengen area 
made transit easier between the Baltic region and Western Europe, although 
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the slow process of getting through the Baltic-Russian borders is still 
significantly slow. As increased trade from outside Europe occurred, the Baltic 
States have extended their diplomatic links to other parts of the world, 
including China, India, and Latin America. For example, former Latvian 
foreign minister Artis Pabriks keenly encouraged commercial relationships 
between Latvia and China and India. Although much of the Baltic economy 
still relies on the local and regional, this economy is in turn influenced by the 
global economy. On the Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian part, there have 
been active attempts to manage the global by engaging the regional. 

***

Overall, we have illustrated that there has been considerable continuity and 
change in Baltic foreign policies. Chapter one highlighted the many factors 
involved in making and implementing foreign policy. Chapter two established 
where Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have come from in such a short space of 
time. Chapters three-five examined the new foreign policy agenda’s of 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. Chapter six analyzed the nature of Baltic 
cooperation in the post-enlargement period. Chapter seven looked at how EU 
and NATO initiatives have shaped Baltic foreign policy. In the end, it is not 
unfair to argue the adage ‘the more things change, the more things stay the 
same’.
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Conclusion

1 Interviews in January 2007 at the Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian 
delegations to the European Union in Brussels. 
2 Interviews in March-April 2007 at the Latvian foreign ministry in Riga. 
3 Interview in April 2007 at the Estonian foreign ministry in Tallinn. 
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