
101

Gražina Miniotaitė*

The General Jonas Žemaitis Military Academy of Lithuania

Europeanization Tendencies  
of the Foreign and Security Policy  
of the Baltic States

The article attempts to look at the foreign and security policy (FSP) of the Baltic States through the 
prism of the Europeanization concept. By associating Europeanization with loyalty to EU norms 
and construction of European identity, it analyzes the impact of the EU on the FSP of the Baltic 
States while seeking membership and after having become EU members. On the way to the EU, 
the Europeanization of the foreign and security policy of the Baltic States was essentially conduc-
ted in one direction – from top to bottom (from the center to national states). On the one hand, it 
was an instrumental rather than value-related rapprochement of the objectives between the FSP 
of the Baltic States and CFSP. On the other hand, during this period the national Europeanization 
projection also came to light – the requirements of the EU were used as a protective shield to 
justify unpopular decisions of both domestic and foreign policy. When the Baltic States became 
EU members, the instrumental interpretation of the EU remained, yet the efforts of the states to 
impact the common foreign and security policy of the EU by shifting national interests to the EU 
level strengthened. The foreign and security policy of the Baltic States, as in a distorting mirror, 
reflects the EU CFSP inconsistency related to the indetermination of the EU as a specific political 
object. In a sense, the foreign and security policy of the Baltic States is more consistent than that of 
the European Union. In the policy of EU neighborhood and Eastern partnership, they emphasize 
not the instrumental, but the normative aspect, urging that the values-related fundamentals of 
Europe be treated seriously.

Introduction

The Baltic States belong to a rather specific North Baltic region whose 
essential political dominant for a long time was Russia (the Soviet Union). 
Having played the role of the catalyst for the downfall of the Soviet Union, and 
afterwards having successfully overcome the main stages of the restoration of 
the democratic state and having chosen the way of integration into the Western 
security community, they embody in their recent history the essential tendencies 
of the post-soviet political transformation of Europe. After the restoration of 
independence, the Baltic States took the first steps in relations with the EU and 
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NATO in 1990/911. In 2004, they became members of the EU and NATO. The 
first stage of their “return to Europe” was finished. As published in the maga-
zine “The Economist”: “Of all the stunning transformations that have changed 
the map of Europe since 1989, the Baltic States’ shift from Soviet captivity to 
membership of the top western clubs is among the most remarkable”2.

Generally, when analyzing changes in post-communist states, their tri-
ple transformation is researched, i.e. the implementation of statehood usually 
associated with the establishment of a nation state, democratization, and the 
development of a market economy3. When exploring the newest tendencies in 
the change of post-communist states, more and more attention is paid to a fourth 
dimension of analysis – their relations with international organizations – which 
may be defined as “the integration of new or newly independent states into an 
international system marked by complex interdependence”4. When analyzing 
the role of such organizations as the World Bank, the International Monetary 
Fund, NATO, the EU and others, an answer is being sought to the question, 
“What influence do transnational actors exert on domestic and foreign policy 
of states and where are the limits of this influence?”5 This article focuses on 
the influence of the EU on the Baltic States’ foreign and security policy treated 
as the construction instrument of the state’s international identity6. The article 
also tries to answer the question whether the Baltic States in their own way 
exert influence on the common foreign and security policy of the EU. While 
analyzing these issues, the article will attempt to look at the foreign and se-
curity policy of the Baltic States through the prism of their Europeanization 
process. The article consists of three parts: Part One - the relationship between 
the Europeanization and foreign and security policy; Part Two - the influence 
of the EU on the foreign policy of the Baltic States before their membership in 
this organization; and Part Three - observations after they became members 
of the EU. In spite of the similarities of the Baltic States’ foreign and security 
policy, the author of the article attempts to explore them as separate actors of 
the international policy, though in certain cases they function as a unanimous 
political actor – the Baltic States.

1 The relations between the EU and the Baltic States did not start from scratch. During the years of the 
Cold War, there were quite a few informal contacts between EU institutions and unofficial representatives 
of the Baltic States. These were mainly emigrants that had left their countries before WWII or after it. 
See: Lasas A. „Guilt, Sympathy, and Cooperation: EU–Baltic Relations in the Early 1990s“,  East Euro-
pean Politics and Societies  22 (2), p. 347–372.
2 The Balts and the European Union”, The Economist (print edition, 12 December 2002), http://www.
economist.com/agenda/displayStory.cfm?Story_id=1490390,  20 01 2011  
3 See: Offe C. „Designing Institutions in East European Transitions“ in  Goodin R. E., ed., The Theory of 
the Institutional Design, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 199-226.
4 Orenstein M., Bloom S., Transnational Actors in Central and East European Transition, Pittsburg, PA: 
University of Pittsburg Press, 2008, p. 2-3. 
5 Ibid., p.3
6 See: Campbell D., Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, Man-
chester: Manchester University Press, 1992.
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1. The Baltic States and Europeanization

After the restoration of independence in the political discourse of the 
Baltic States, two primary conceptions of the state’s establishment came to light 
from the very beginning: the restorationist and the integrationist. The first re-
lates statehood to the reconstruction of basic values and geopolitical attitudes 
of the pre-war nation state; the second is oriented towards a cosmopolitan 
integral Europe, towards becoming a “normal” Western state. This duality in 
the foreign policy of the Baltic States manifests itself as the tension between the 
construction of a nation state identity and integrationist foreign policy practi-
ces7. The identity of a nation state calls for the exclusion or sovereignty policy, 
while the essential foreign policy objective of the “return to Europe” or to the 
Western security community requires the policies of inclusion and integration 
implied in normative Europeanization. According to Douglas Brommesson, 
Europeanization is “a top-down process based on logic of appropriateness, 
where states with a close relationship to the EU, i.e. candidate or member sta-
tes, develop a commitment to a European centre, and their normative point of 
departure is changed”8. A European identity is being formed which is marked 
by the loyalty of the state to European norms and the commitment to protect 
them from external influence. On the other hand, Europeanization is not only 
the implementation of the norms handed down from the top (the centre), but 
also a process during which member states use the EU as an instrument for 
shifting national interests to the European level9. Generally, the implementa-
tion of norms handed down from the top is associated with small new states, 
whereas the instrumental EU treatment is associated with major influential 
states. The role of the instrument, coordinating the top and the bottom, i.e. the 
norms of the centre and member state’s interests, is attributed to the common 
foreign and security policy (CFSP) of the EU. In the relationship between EU 
member states and the CFSP, the top and the bottom merge. This process relies 
on Brussels directives and foreign policy visions and objectives of a member 
state (Table 1).

7 See: Miniotaite G., “The Baltic States: In Search of Security and  Identity”  in  Krupnick Ch.,ed., Almost 
NATO: Partners and Players in Central  and Eastern  European Security, Lanham, Md.:Rowman & 
Littlefield, 2003, p. 261-296.
8 Brommesson D., „Normative Europeanization: the Case of Swedish Policy Reorientation‘, Cooperation 
and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic International Studies Association 45 (2), 2010, p.228. 
9 See: Wong R., „The Europeanization of Foreign Policy“ in Hill Ch., Smith M., eds., International Rela-
tions and the European Union, Oxford: Oxford University press, 2005, p. 134-153).



Table 1: Europeanization and national foreign and security policy

Europeanization National foreign and security policy

I.

II.

Projection of the European Union (from the 
top) Adaptation and policy rapprochement 
Adjustment of a member state  to EU 
membership requirements

National projection (from the bottom)
Influence and contribution of a nation  
state to the CFSP 

Increasing political influence of the  
centre 

Adoption of common objectives 

Priority of common policy Internalization  
of EU norms and policy 

A state seeks to increase its influence in the world

A state seeks to exert influence on foreign policy 
of other EU states 

A state uses the EU as a protective shield to justify 
unpopular foreign policy decisions

Shifting of national policy objectives to the EU 
level 

Source: Reuben Wong (2007) and Fredrick Lee-Ohlsson (2009)10

Europeanization in foreign policy is not a passive process; it is the relati-
onship between integration (adaptation) and national differentiation, in other 
words – the interaction of inclusion and exclusion. In the relationship of the 
Baltic States with the EU, it is possible to detect tendencies of both inclusion and 
exclusion. They are rather directly associated with interpretation peculiarities 
of Europe in their political discourse. Seeking to become members of the EU, 
the Baltic States treated Europe as a community of nation states, the security 
of which was guaranteed by NATO. As Martin Marcussen and Klaus Roscher 
point out, this image of Europe is usually “employed” by those states that 
orientate themselves to the liberal nationalist identity. The latter is marked by 
“We” here confined to one’s own nation and state11. It is not by accident that 
foreign and security policy of the Baltic States, while seeking the membership of 
the EU, was orientated towards national security, territorial defense grounded 
on conscription, and construction of nation state identity. In the Baltic States 
political discourse after they became EU members, the ever growing role falls 
to the conception of Europe as a normative power12. This modifies their foreign 
policy; they seek to become a part of the normative power. We will try to expand 
on this interpretation of the Baltic States’ interaction with the EU. 

10 Wong R., „Foreign Policy“ in  Graziano P., Vink M.P., eds.,  Europeanization: New Research Agendas, 
Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007, p 326;  Lee-Ohlson F., „Sweden and Development of the Europe-
an Security and Defence Policy: A Bi-Directional Process of Europeanization“, Cooperation and Conflict 
44 (2), 2009, p.126.
11 Marcussen M.,  Roscher K., „The Social Construction of “Europe”: Life- Cycles of Nation-State Identi-
ties in France, Germany and Great Britain“ in Strath B., ed., Europe and the Other and Europe as the 
Other,  Bruxelles: PIE Lang, 2000, p.  333-334.
12 See: Miniotaitė G., „Europos normatyvinė galia ir Lietuvos užsienio politika“, Politologija 43 (3), 
2006, p. 3-19.  
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2. Foreign Policy of the Baltic States  
on the Way to Europe

The response of Western states to the aspiration for the EU and NATO 
membership shared in essence by nearly all states of the post-soviet space 
was the promulgation of common membership criteria known as the Co-
penhagen criteria (1993) and the Study on NATO Enlargement (1995). The 
criteria were supplemented by the creation of their implementation control 
and evaluation mechanism. The aspiration process towards the membership 
of NATO and the EU becomes a process of the construction of the Baltic 
States according to the model of Western democracy calling for essential 
political and economic reforms as well as changes in foreign and security 
and defense policy.

The EU and NATO can be described as constitutive institutions 
which, by submitting to Government characteristics and objectives of a 
member state, substantially contribute to defining the identities, values, and 
interests of the actors. Frank Schimmelfennig claims that the EU basis is a 
post-nationalist liberal identity, the cultural content of which is confined 
to political culture. Respectively, the EU grants membership to those states 
which accept its liberal values and which firmly adhere to its liberal norms, 
i.e. personal freedom, civil freedoms, and political rights13. Thus, the EU 
enlargement to the East is grounded on the principle of conditionality. Let us 
look into what changes took place in the Baltic States when they attempted 
to comply with the membership criteria and how their aspiration towards 
the EU membership affected their political identity as well as foreign and 
security policy.

After the withdrawal of Russian troops in 1993–199414, the Western di-
rection of the Baltic States’ foreign policy became irreversible. Good relations 
with neighbors and the membership of the EU and NATO became primary 
foreign policy objectives. Though seeking the same objectives, the Baltic States 
operated separately like rivals emphasizing their geographic and historical 
exclusivity15. At that time their political identity acquired geographical defini-
teness. Estonia considered Finland its primary partner on the way to the EU. 
In the speeches of its President and other officials, the identity of Estonia as a 

13 Schimmelfennig F., “Liberal identity and Postnationalist Inclusion: The Eastern Enlargement of the 
European Union” in  Cederman L., Constructing Europe’s identity: the  external dimension, Boulder 
London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2001, p.172.
14 Russian troops were withdrawn from Lithuania in August of 1993, from Estonia and Latvia a year later.
15 In foreign policy this manifested itself as disagreements regarding the establishment of maritime 
boundaries between Estonia and Latvia and Lithuania and Latvia. The agreement on maritime boundaries 
between Lithuania and Latvia was signed in only 1999; however, Latvia has not ratified it yet.



Nordic State took root16. Politicians of Lithuania, after Poland was granted the 
status of a NATO candidate state and became acknowledged as the strategic 
partner of Lithuania, defined Lithuania as Central European or a Central Baltic 
European country.  Meanwhile, Latvia, lying between Estonia and Lithuania, 
sought much more strongly than its neighbors a closer cooperation of the Baltic 
and, in a broader sense, of the Baltic Sea region states17. It identified itself as a 
Nordic Baltic or Baltic Sea State. This, at first glance caused astonishment as 
geographical self-imposed opposition to the Baltic States was an important part 
of their self-awareness as nation states seeking “to return to Europe”.

As Klaus Eder maintains, historically the space of Europe got divided 
along specific social axes. These are North–South and West–East axes related 
to technical and social progress and to backwardness. The North West of 
Europe is associated with progress, the South East – with backwardness. This 
normative shift of Europe to the North West began in the 17th century alongside 
secularization and institutional implementation of democratic ideas. The new 
uncivilized North – Anglo-Saxons and Scandinavian states – began to oust the 
old civilized South Europe. Metaphorically it is possible to claim that the South 
of Europe is its soul, the North West – its mind18. The social differentiation of 
the European geographic space possesses not only a spatial dimension, but also 
that of time. The North West is faster, the South East – slower. In this context, 
the integration of Europe can be treated as an attempt to neutralize different 
speeds of the old Europe and synchronize its development in space and time. 
Estonia, associating itself with the North, has chosen a rational, pragmatic, fast 
way to Europe. Meanwhile, Lithuania turned to the South, not only because 
of the strategic partnership with Poland, but also seeking “to return home” 
as a civilized European state. Latvia is closer to Estonia than to Lithuania. 
This different spatial self-localization of the Baltic States is reflected in their 
foreign and security policy as a choice between the provisions of pragmatism 
and idealism.

Alongside the geographic identity, the international (functional) identity 
of the Baltic States is forming and constructed depending upon how they see 
their role in the new place of their ideological localization – in Europe or bro-
ader – in the West. The international identity constitutes a changing narrative 
on which a state’s place and role in the international system is substantiated. 
The international identity is mostly related to the Baltic States’ attitude and 
relations with Russia, a neighbor common to them and an important internatio-
nal policy actor. After declaration of independence, the Baltic States acted as a 

16 The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Estonia Tomas Ilves stated in 1998: I see that Estonia has been 
suffering for several years from insufficiently considered policy of other Baltic States. Estonia is a post-
communist Northern State, but not a Baltic State. Cited according to: Ozolina Ž., „The Impact of the 
European Union on Baltic Cooperation“, COPRI Working Papers 3, 1999, p.15.
17 A positive attitude of Latvia to the cooperation of the Baltic States is illustrated by the establishment of 
the Baltic Unity Movement in 1997.
18 See: Eder K., „The Two Faces of Europeanization: Synchronizing a Europe moving at varying speeds“, 
Time & Society  13(1), 2004, p.101.
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bridge between the East (Russia) and the West (Europe) as “a land of contacts”. 
In foreign policy, such a conception of international identity corresponded to a 
widely discussed, yet never implemented neutrality policy. The metaphor of a 
state-bridge and the idea of neutrality related to it were discarded in 1994–1995 
when the membership of NATO and the EU became the primary objective of 
foreign and security policy. It was replaced by the metaphor of a state-brid-
gehead of Western civilization19. The concept of Europe as a constituent part 
of Western community embodying Christian values corresponded best to the 
image of the Baltic States – the bridgehead of the West. In order to strengthen 
this conception, Samuel Huntington’s idea of the conflict of civilizations was 
often resorted to, particularly in Estonia. The Baltic States considered themselves 
to be a wall separating Western civilization from non-Western Russia.

Beginning in 1997 when the prospect of the Baltic States to become EU 
members became more realistic20, motives of the Baltic States as the outpost of 
Europe surfaced in the construction of their identity21. It was emphasized that 
the Baltic States in relations with the post-soviet space disseminate the values 
and norms of Europe, becoming its representatives. In foreign policy, the iden-
tity of the outpost was institutionalized by participating in the activity of the 
EU Northern dimension as well as in the EU Eastern policy. It was anticipated 
that the Northern dimension “will help Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania adapt to 
their new role, which will make them a central actor in developing co-operation 
between the EU, Russia and nearby CIS countries”22.

The surveyed change in the international identity of the Baltic States 
does not lead to the juggling with metaphors; it indirectly indicates the degree 
of coming closer to Europe and is directly related to changes in relations with 
Russia. It is in the relations with Russia that the EU influence on the Baltic 
States’ foreign policy manifests itself most.  Russia is not only a neighbor of 
the Baltic States, but a strategic partner of the EU, an important EU supplier 
of energy resources. For example, such EU states as Germany and France have 
long-standing and deep traditions of cooperation with Russia. The Baltic States 
also have a long experience of relations with Russia which essentially differs 
from the European one. It is a long existence within the Russian empire23, a 
brief respite of independence in 1918–1940 later followed by nearly 50 years 
of Soviet Union occupation (1944–1991). The latter period was particularly 
destructive not only for the statehood of the Baltic States, but also for their 

19 Kuus M., “Toward Cooperative Security? International Integration and the Construction of Security in 
Estonia”, Millennium: Journal of International Studies 31(2), 2002, p.297-317. 
20 In July 1997 the Commission of Europe approved “Agenda 2000”. Estonia was invited to start negotia-
tions on its membership of the EU in 1997, Latvia and Lithuania – in 1999.
21 Pavlovaite I., “Paradise Regained: The Conceptualization of Europe in the Lithuanian Debate” in Lehti 
M., Smith D.J., eds., Post-Cold War Identity Politics: Northern and Baltic Experiences, London: Frank 
Cass, 2003, p. 214.
22 Ojanen H.,. “Enlargement: A Permanent Threat for EU, and a Policy Problem for Finland”, Northern 
Dimension Yearbook, Forssa: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, 2001, p.29.  
23 Estonia and Latvia were a constituent part of the Russian empire in 1721–1915, Lithuania in  
1795–1915.



national identity and mentality of the population. Because of the deportations 
of the Baltic States’ inhabitants to Siberia and losses of the armed resistance 
in war and post-war years, the demographic composition of the population 
changed substantially, particularly in Latvia and Estonia. During the Soviet 
period Estonia and Latvia became multinational states24.

After the restoration of independence in 1991, there were apprehensions 
not only of a direct Russian aggression, but also of its destructive economic 
and political influence by using Russian-speaking inhabitants. Estonian and 
Latvian politicians saw in them “the fifth column” capable of destroying the 
state from the inside25. Most probably this can explain why citizenship laws 
unfavorable for Russian-speaking people that had come during the years of 
Soviet occupation were adopted in Latvia in 1991 and in Estonia in 1992. These 
laws stipulated that only the inhabitants of Estonian and Latvian States bet-
ween the wars (1918–1940) and their descendants had the right to citizenship. 
Others having settled there during the occupation years had to undergo a 
complex naturalization procedure. In Lithuania, a zero option citizenship law 
was adopted according to which all people living in Lithuania at the time the 
law was passed enjoyed the right to citizenship.

It is not surprising that the political Copenhagen criteria became the 
essential problem in Estonia and Latvia when seeking EU membership: na-
mely, the requirement to respect and protect the rights of minorities. At first 
glance, a problem of domestic policy turned into an international policy issue, 
the solution of which was sought by OSCE, the Commission of Europe, the 
European Council, the United Nations and, certainly, by Russia. Experiencing 
the “adaptation pressure of the EU”26, Estonia and Latvia changed their citi-
zenship laws in the direction of compliance with European norms27. However, 
it should be pointed out that these changes even today do not meet Russia’s 
expectations.

The aspiration to membership in the EU and NATO also had an impact 
on solving the issues of border agreements between the Baltic States and Russia. 
Estonia and Latvia strove that their territory be defined in compliance with the 

24 During the soviet period, the number of Russian nationality inhabitants in Latvia increased from 8.8 
per cent (1935) to 34 percent (1991), in Estonia from 8 percent to 30 percent. See: Vares P., Zhuryari 
O., Estonia and  Russia, Estonians and Russians: A Dialogue. Tallinn: The Institute of International and 
Social Studies, 1996, p.9. 
25 Haab M., “Estonia” in Mouritzen H., ed., Bordering Russia: Theory and Prospects for Europe‘s Baltic 
Rim, Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998, p.109-129.
26 See: Maniokas K., Europos Sąjungos plėtra ir europeizacija, Vilnius: Eugrimas, 2003, p.94.
27 See: Kalmus V., “Is Interethnic Integration Possible in Estonia?: Ethno-Political Discourse of Two 
Ethnic Groups”, Discourse Society 14(6), 2003, p.667-697; Schmid C., Zepa B., “Language Policy and 
Ethnic Tensions in Quebec and Latvia”, International Journal of Comparative Sociology 45 (3-4), 2004, 
p.231-252. 
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peace treaties of 1920 with Russia28 pursuant to which part of present Russian 
territory belonged to them. With the EU and NATO summit meetings that 
had to evaluate whether the Baltic States meet the membership requirement 
close at hand, both Estonia (1996) and Latvia (1997) renounced their territorial 
requirements to Russia. In spite of this, the border treaty between Estonia and 
Russia was only signed in 2005, yet even today, it has not been ratified by 
Russia. Latvia and Russia signed the treaty even later – in 2007; in the same 
year it was ratified by both countries. Lithuania signed the land border treaty 
in 1997, but Russia ratified it only in 2003.The relations between Lithuania 
and Russia are dampened not by the issues of Russian minority rights, but by 
Lithuania’s energy security problems connected with its dependence on Rus-
sian energy resources and issues of the military and civilian transit of Russia’s 
Kaliningrad district through the territory of Lithuania. However, the issues 
of guaranteeing national minority rights periodically emerge in the relations 
between Lithuania and Poland.

A brief survey of the Baltic States’ way to the EU makes it possible to 
point out that during that period both the self-awareness in the international 
space and the implementation of their foreign and security policy remained 
within the framework of nation state identity, characteristically premised on 
the idea of external threats. A positive identification with Europe was followed 
by the dissociation from non-Europe, thus emphasizing the threat of Russia. 
However, in public discourse, Europe is perceived not only as a part of the 
West, but also as a cultural threat to national identity. This tendency persisted 
even after the Baltic States started direct negotiations for membership. When 
harmonizing the legal system of Lithuania with the EU Acquis Communautaire 
without changing laws, bargaining was underway for exceptions which slowed 
down the establishment of European norms, restricting the state’s sovereignty29. 
Advancing towards European norms has remained within the framework of 
the principle of conditionality.

In essence, Europeanization of the Baltic States’ foreign and security 
policy took one direction -  from top to bottom  (from the center to national 
states), and it was an instrumental rather than a value-orientated rapproche-
ment between the objectives of the Baltic States’ foreign policy and the CFSP, 
complying with EU membership requirements. Aspiring to the membership, 
both domestic and foreign policy of the Baltic States was inevitably adaptive. 
Clearly defined membership requirements and a well thought-out control 
mechanism of their implementation left no particular space for the candidates’ 
initiative. Being restricted by the commitment to comply with Acquis, to timely 
close negotiation departments or to seek compatibility of their defense struc-

28 Estonia, comparing its territory with that that belonged to it according to the Treaty of Tartu of 1920, 
lost about 2,000 square kilometers. A part of the former Latvian territory, pursuant to the Treaty of Riga of 
1920, at present belongs to Pskov district of Russia. To Lithuania, the treaty with Russia of 1920 was not 
so important. Comparing with the period between the wars, the territory of Lithuania has expanded: for 
the first time in the history of the country, both Vilnius and Klaipeda belong to it.
29 See: Maniokas, footnote 26.



tures with those of NATO, the Baltic States differed only in their place at the 
table of “advancement”.  Lithuania was among the most advanced on its way 
to NATO, while Estonia – to the EU. However, during this period the national 
projection of Europeanization surfaced. European Union requirements were 
used as a protective shield to justify unpopular internal and foreign policy 
decisions such as closing down the Ignalina nuclear plant and introducing 
visas for border residents.

3. The Baltic States in the European Union

At the end of 2002, following successful negotiations, alongside five other 
states of the post-soviet space, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as well as Malta 
and Cyprus were invited to become EU members. The EU decision to accept as 
many as eight states of the post-soviet space was hardly to be explained by the 
arguments of instrumental rationality. It is not coincidental that in academic 
works analyzing EU enlargement, such notions as “normative order”30, “the 
community trap”, “rhetoric action”31, “communicative rationality”, “Europe as 
‘value-based community’”32, “EU collective guilt and responsibility” emerge33. 
Frank Shimmelfennig, who devoted a lot of attention to EU enlargement issues, 
claims that in the policy of the enlargement towards the East, Europe became 
hostage to its own normative identity under construction: “once caught in 
the community trap, states can be forced to honor identity- and value-based 
commitments”34. This idea is illustrated by Marianne Riddervold and Helene 
Sjursen who explain the active support of Denmark for the Baltic States’ EU 
membership by the pressure of its European identity35. 

 Attempts to clarify where the integrating force of the EU lies ask what 
attracted the states that had just escaped “unions” (the Soviet Union, the So-
cialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia) and are concerned about establishing 
their national identity even as the term of normative power is becoming more 

30 March J., Olsen J.P., “The Institutional Dynamics of International Political Orders”, International 
Organization 52 (4), 1998, p. 943-69.
31 Shimmelfennig F., “The Community Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, and the Eastern Enlarge-
ment of the European Union”, International Organization 55 (1), 2001, p.47–80.
32 Sjursen H., “Introduction: Enlargement and the Nature of the EU Polity” in Sjursen H., ed., Questioning 
EU Enlargement: Europe in Search of Identity. London and New York: Routledge, p.1-15.
33 Lasas, Footnote 1. 
34 Shimmelfennig, Footnote 31, p.77. 
35 See: Riddervold M., Sjursen H., “The Importance of Solidarity: Denmark as a Promoter of Enlarge-
ment” in Sjursen H., ed., Questioning EU Enlargement: Europe in Search of Identity, London and New 
York: Routledge, 2006, p. 81-103.
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and more established36. Ian Manners regards the European Union as a prime 
example of normative power. The concept of normative power embodies 
the ability of Europe to peacefully promote its core values beyond the boun-
daries of the EU. It is a power that, while realizing itself through ideas and 
opinions, is capable of changing the concept of “normality” in international 
relations37. Speaking with the world in normative terms, the EU constructs 
itself (through the dichotomy the Self/the Other) as a specific institution dif-
ferent from other existing political forms whose identity “pre-disposes it to 
act in a normative way”38

The narrative core of the normative power Europe is based on the prin-
ciples of liberal democracy (democracy and the rule of law, respect for human 
rights and fundamental freedoms)39. This narrative creates international EU 
identity whose purpose is to substantiate the impact of the EU on world order 
to universalize the normative EU basis. It gives critical assessment of the Euro-
pean past, particularly the experience of World War II, whereas the European 
integration is conceptualized as the enlargement of security communities and 
new regionalization, creating common identity and promoting the spread of 
EU norms and values all over the world. This emerging identity is not the sum 
total of national identities, but is based on common principles and norms.

The New Neighborhood Policy (NNP), initiated in 2003 and approved 
in 2004, is related to the construction of the international identity of the EU as 
a normative power. Its strategy report reads: ”The Union is founded on the 
values of respect for human dignity, liberty, democracy, equality, the rule of 
law and respect for human rights. These values are common to the Member 
States... In its relations with the wider world, it aims at upholding and promoting these 
values”40 (italicized by G. M.). The nature of cooperation with neighborhood 
states depends on the results achieved in the implementation of these values, 
i.e. the neighborhood policy is based on the already tested principle of condi-
tionality, but is not related to an EU membership perspective. 

Having become members of the European Union and NATO, the Baltic 
States were faced with a task of reformulating key foreign and security policy 

36 See: Manners I., “Normative Power Europe: a Contradiction in terms?”,  Journal of Common Market 
Studies 40 (2 ), 2002, p. 235-58; Manners I., “Normative Power Europe Reconsidered: Beyond the 
Crossroads”, Journal of  European Public Policy 13, 2006, p.182-99; Diez T., “Constructing the Self and 
Changing Others: Reconsidering ‘Normative Power Europe’”, Millennium: Journal of International Stud-
ies 33 (3), 2005, p.613-636; Sjursen, Footnote 32; Scheipers S., Sicurelli D., “Normative Power Europe: 
A Credible Utopia?”, Journal of Common Market Studies 45,  2007, p. 435-57; Brommesson, Footnote 8.
37 Manners 2002, Footnote 36, p.239.
38 Ibid., p. 242.
39 Treaty of European Union, http://europa.eu.int/en/record/mt/top.html , 20 01 2011   
40 Commission of the European Communities: Communication from the Commission European Neigh-
borhood Policy. Strategy Paper, COM(2004) 373 final. Brussels, 12 May 2004.



goals and finding their place within the CFSP of the EU41. The neighborhood 
policy provided an institutional framework for these objectives and new con-
tent for the construction of their international identity. The Baltic States are 
enthusiastically taking the role of the ambassadors of EU normative power in 
the post-soviet space. Cooperation with the former Soviet republics Ukraine, 
Belarus, Moldova, Armenia, Georgia and Azerbaijan is becoming a major di-
rection of foreign policy of the Baltic States.

However, the Eastern direction of the EU NNP is also an important 
area of interest of Russia’s foreign policy42; the EU and Russia are competing 
for influence in the neighboring states. Having eagerly accepted the role of 
an instrument in this competition, the Baltic States activated the construction 
of the identity of Russia as the Other of Europe. The perception of Russia as 
a threat remains the key motive in political discourse of the Baltic States43, 
particularly during the period of their rapid economic growth in 2003-2007. 
The issues related to the moral assessment of the tragic consequences of the 
Soviet Union’s occupation and reparations for the damage are constantly being 
raised44; there are concerns that the dependence on Russian energy resources 
may turn into its influence on the countries’ domestic policy and a threat to 
national security. Seeing Russia as a threat is turning into political decisions: the 
Seimas of Lithuania passed a resolution demanding reparation for the damage 
caused by the Soviet occupation; in 2005, the Presidents of Estonia and Lithu-
ania refused an invitation to Moscow to the celebration of the 60th anniversary 
of Russia’s victory in World War II45; all Baltic States condemned Russia and 
actively supported Georgia in its conflict with Russia in 2008. Together with the 
Members of the Parliaments from other Eastern and Central European States, 
the Members of the European Parliament from the Baltic States constantly raise 
issues concerning the responsibility of Russia (the Soviet Union) for millions of 

41 See: Nekrasas E., “Lithuanian Foreign Policy: Concepts, Achievements and Predicaments”, Lithuanian 
Foreign Policy Review 2004, 2005, p. 28–37; Galbreath D.J., “Latvian Foreign Policy after Enlargement: 
Continuity and Change”, Cooperation and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic International Studies Associa-
tion 41 (4), 2006, p.443-462; Lopata R., „Debatai dėl Lietuvos užsienio politikos“, Politologija 57 (1), 
2010, p. 125-136.
42 Jakniūnaitė D., “Neighbourhood Politics of Baltic States: between the EU and Russia” in Berg E., Ehin  
P., eds., Identity and Foreign Policy: Baltic –Russian Relations and European Integration, Farnham: 
Ashgate, 2009, p.117-131.
43 Malksoo M., “From Existential Politics Towards Normal Politics? The Baltic States in the Enlarged 
Europe”, Security Dialogue 37 (3), 2006, p. 275-297.
44 Symposium of the Commission of the Historians of Latvia,  “The Hidden and Forbidden History of 
Latvia under Soviet and Nazi Occupations, 1940–1991”, Selected Research of the Commission of the 
Historians of Latvia 14, 2005, Riga: Institute of the History of Latvia. 
45 Onken E.K., “Commemorating 9 May: The Baltic States and European memory Politics”, in Berg, 
Footnote 42, p.33-50. 

112



113

lost lives46. The Baltic States suggest that the old European states should view 
Russia soberly, stop romanticizing its elemental power and unpredictability, 
and evaluate the potential threats lying in its restrictions on democracy as well 
as its imperial ambitions.

Treating Russia as a state that does not meet European standards, the 
Baltic States construct and stabilize their identity as nation states. However, 
while showing commitment to a European centre and demonstrating deter-
mination “to defend European values vis-à-vis the rest of the world”47, they 
construct the European identity, i.e. they Europeanize48. This, at first glance, 
paradoxical Europeanization within the framework of the logic we/they is 
related to the specifics of the NNP. As Pertti Joenniemi points out, with the 
European Union turning into a traditional, whole entity resembling a nation 
state, the neighborhood policy performs a role of the transformation of the 
European space, promoting its differentiation. It is obvious that in recent years 
the neighborhood policy “worked as a form of indecision accompanied by 
both inclusion as well as exclusion”49. Criticizing the NNP for not giving the 
neighborhood countries an EU membership perspective, the Baltic States are 
striving to overcome this duality. 

Although all Baltic States consider participation in the NNP an impor-
tant instrument for joining the common foreign and security policy of the 
EU, the intensity of their participation is different. The Baltic States’ joining 
the NNP coincided with the period of their economic growth. They willingly 
responded to being called the “Baltic Tigers” and were ready to share their 
recipes for success with other states. Lithuania was, for some time, the most 
active and ambitious in this role as a teacher, whereas Latvia was the most 
passive. Estonia regarded itself as a technologically advanced state, especially 
in communication technology and e-government development. Implementing 
the objectives of the policy of “the new possibility and pragmatism”50, Latvia 
focused its attention within the NNP on economic problems and intergovern-
mental issues of border crossing.

Lithuania’s participation in the NNP was followed by the construction 

46 In 2004, the Declaration on the Anniversary of 17 September 1939 by the Members of the European 
Parliament Vytautas Landsbergis, Bronislaw Geremek, Valdis Dombrovskis, Toomas Hendrik Ilves  was 
signed by 86 Members of the Parliament;  however, that did not suffice to adopt it.  The ideas put forward 
in it were developed in the Praque Declaration on European Conscience and Communism of 2008 and 
the  OSCE Vilnius Declaration of 2009. These declarations proposed that the European Parliament should 
announce 23 August the Day of remembrance for the victims of totalitarian and authoritarian regimes. 
In 2010, the Seimas of Lithuania adopted the law providing for criminal penalties for public justification 
or negation of international crimes, including crimes committed by the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany 
against Lithuania. 
47 Brommesson, footnote 8, p.228.
48 Malksoo M., „Liminality and Contested Europeanness: Conflicting Memory Politics in the Baltic 
Space“ in Berg, Footnote 42, p.65-83.
49 Joenniemi P., „Turning into a Sovereign Actor? Probing the EU through the Lens of  Neighbourhood?” 
Geopolitics, (forthcoming). 
50 Spruds A., “Entrapment in the discourse of Danger? Latvian-Russian Interaction in the Context of 
European Integration”, in Berg, Footnote 42, p.113. 



of a new image of the country as a center of the region. In fact, practically all 
official documents and official speeches of 2004-2006 associated with foreign 
and security policy emphasize that Lithuania is striving to become “a dynamic 
and attractive centre of interregional cooperation, which spreads the Euro-
Atlantic values and the spirit of tolerance and co-operation across the borders 
and unites cultures and civilizations”51. Some culture scientists and historians 
ascribe the ambitious foreign policy of Lithuania to the influence of its glorious 
past52: in the 15-16th centuries, Belarus and a part of Ukraine were subject to 
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania; a common Lithuanian-Polish state existed for 
several centuries (1569-1795). The identity of Lithuania as the leader of the 
region imposes on it the duty “to be a firm advocate of the development of 
Western democratic values and security, which supports countries seeking to 
take the European path”53. In the political discourse of Lithuania, the narrative 
of Europe as normative power is transformed into the construction of the iden-
tity of Lithuania as the center of the region54. While constructing the identity of 
the country-regional center, Lithuania relied on the normative model which, 
according to President Adamkus, imposes a duty to pursue a moral foreign 
policy based on principles rather than one-day interests. A gradual withdrawal 
from the identity of the regional center coincided with the reinforcement of 
pragmatic tendencies in the country’s foreign policy.

Similar tendencies are also reflected in the construction of the national 
identity of other Baltic States. The narrative of the inter-war golden age is repla-
ced by a new history of success where the key role falls to economic reforms and 
information society. Challenging the center of Europe, the Baltic States refuse 
the imposed role of pupils imposed on them; they are the carriers of progress 
to the East, proposing to the EU the ways leading further to the East55. During 
the period of economic crisis, with the “Baltic Tigers” turning into “kittens”, 
they were further pursuing the Eastern policy, getting actively involved in the 
implementation of new initiatives of the EU – the Eastern Partnership and the 
Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region.Their role as the teachers of the transition 
to democracy was supplemented by the experience of handling the crisis. It is 
not coincidence that at the beginning of 2011 an Eastern Partnership Training 
Center was established in Tallinn. The Baltic States are striving to supplement 
the Eastern partnership policy with the provision of an EU membership 
perspective for the aspiring states56.

51 On the main goals and objectives of state foreign policy for 2004-2008. The Agreement between Politi-
cal Parties of Lithuania, http://www.urm.lt/popup2.php?item_id=158, 2010 12 19.  
52 See: Beresnevičius G., Imperijos darymas, Vilnius: VU leidykla, 2003. 
53 The annual speech of  the President of the Republic of Lithuania Valdas Adamkus, 2005.   
54 Miniotaite G., „Europos normatyvinė galia ir Lietuvos užsienio politika”, Politologija 43 (3), p. 3-19.
55 Smith D., ed., The Baltic States and their Region: New Europe or Old? Amsterdam, New York: Rodopi, 
2005.
56 Poland and Sweeden take the opposite position. In  2010, in their letter to the EU Vice-President Cath-
erine Ashton  their Foreign Ministers claimed that EU enlargement at the expense of the former Soviet 
republics was impossible.

114



115

In their attempt to become full-fledged participants of the EU common 
foreign and security policy, the Baltic States soon noticed that the commonness 
in that policy within the field of their greatest interest, i.e. the relations with 
Russia, was merely  good intention foiled by different interests of the states. It 
was evident that Russia was allowed to treat the new and the old states of the 
EU in its own way. Almost at the same time, it concluded an agreement with 
Germany on building the Nord Stream pipeline unfavorable to the Baltic States 
and closed the pipeline providing oil to the oil refinery plant of Lithuania.

It should be pointed out that the Baltic States are not unanimous in their 
relations with Russia. The closest in its position to the old European states is 
Latvia. It was the only Baltic State that positively evaluated the Nord Stream 
project and took a moderate position on the events regarding the “Bronze Sol-
dier” in Tallinn in 2007. Lithuania is trying to shift the solution of problems with 
Russia to the European level. Despite its dependence on Russian gas and oil, it 
is trying to guarantee their supply not by strengthening bilateral relations with 
Russia, but by attempting to influence the relations between the EU and Russia. 
In 2008, Lithuania supported Poland’s veto on the signing of the Partnership 
and Cooperation Agreement between the EU and Russia, demanding to sup-
plement the agreement with guarantees for the Baltic States’ energy security. 
After Poland had changed its position, Lithuania was the only EU state to 
assess the agreement critically. Lithuania’s attempts to implement EU energy 
policy directives providing for liberalization of the energy market, separating 
gas supply from pipeline management, encountered fierce opposition from 
the main shareholders of the “Lithuanian Gas” “Gazprom” and the German 
E.ON – Lithuania pays more for natural gas than any other EU state. Latvia 
and Estonia that treated the EU directives in a more flexible way managed to 
negotiate a lower price for gas. In further perspective, the attempts of Lithuania 
in the de-monopolization of the energy market should prove economically 
justified, providing all EU states hold a unanimous position on this issue. 

The sentiments of disappointment over the incapability (unwillingness?) 
of the EU to speak with one voice are increasingly evident in all Baltic States57. 
Vytautas Landsbergis expressed this disappointment in a radical form typical of 
him: “The EU is lost. In my opinion, it cannot find and it actually is not looking 
for a stronger foundation for its existence and its future”58. This might have 
led to reinforced pragmatic foreign policy tendencies in the Baltic States which 
manifested themselves in a more moderate position regarding Russia and a turn 
toward more active support for the regional policy of the EU. In 2010, in the 
Victory Day celebration in Moscow, not only the President of Latvia, but also 
the President of Estonia participated. Both presidents expressed their support 

57 See: Vitkus G., „Dabartinis Europos Sąjungos ekonominės ir politinės integracijos etapas – kaip spręsti 
„sendaikčio“ dilemą?“,  Politologija 55 (3), 2009, p.3-29; Plakans A., „Latvia: Normality and Disappoint-
ment“, East European Politics & Societies 23 (4), 2009, p. 518-525.   
58 Landsbergis V., “The European Union is Lost”, Lithuania Tribune, 2010/10/07. 
 http://www.lithuaniatribune.com/2010/10/07/the-european-union-is-lost-prof-landsbergis/, 2010 12 10.



for the Strategic Partnership Agreement between the EU and Russia. At the 
end of 2010, there was a successful official visit of President Valdis Zatlers to 
Russia which is already called historical in Latvia. Neither the Lithuanian Pre-
sident nor the Prime Minister avoid personal diplomacy in their relations with 
Vladimir Putin and Dmitry Medvedev. The warm-up in relations between the 
USA and Russia that became evident in 2009-2010 as well as the rapprochement 
of Poland with Russia also contribute to it.

Striving for unanimity in the EU foreign and security policy, alongside 
the “de-masking “ of Russia and curbing its ambitions, the Baltic States consider 
their task of the reinforcement of the Euro-Atlantic ties to be of no less impor-
tance. Having been attached by the Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld to the 
“new” Europe in 2003, they were and still are consistent supporters of USA 
foreign policy. The Baltic States, as members of the “Vilnius-10” who approved 
the anti-terrorist initiatives taken by the USA in the aftermath of September 11, 
support USA policy in Iraq and Afghanistan. Stephan Mull, former USA Am-
bassador to Lithuania, defined the pro-American posture of the Baltic States and 
Poland as a voice of the new EU member states which is heard with satisfaction 
in Washington and which cannot be ignored by Brussels.  In spite of changing 
circumstances, the Baltic States do not refuse the role of stabilizing Eastern 
Europe and strengthening transatlantic relationship59. Positively assessing the 
attempts of the EU to enhance the military dimension of security, they further 
associate their security with maintaining a strong transatlantic relationship. 
However, with the beginning of the Barack Obama era and with the lowering 
of the prestige of the USA as a guarantor of the Baltic States’ security, they are 
attaching more and more significance to the cooperation between the Baltic 
and the Nordic States in the area of security60. 

In Lieu of Conclusions

After a brief review of the tendencies of Europeanization of the foreign 
and security policy of the Baltic States, it is worthwhile to come back to the 
table presented in the first chapter, supplementing it with the characteristics 
of the Baltic States.

59 Urbelis V., 2003. “Changes in the US Global Security Strategy and its Implications for Lithuania”, 
Lithuanian Annual Strategic Review 2002, 2003, p.37-68. 
60 At the beginning of 2011, President  Dalia Grybauskaitė  emphasized that “close relations  between 
the Nordic and Baltic countries were a priority of Lithuania‘s foreign policy“.  See: http://www.lrp.lt/
lt/spaudos_centras_392/pranesimai_spaudai/glaudus_baltijos_ir_siaures_saliu_bendradarbiavimas_uz-
tikrins_sekminga_regiono_ateiti.html , 2011 02 23
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Table 2: Europeanization of the foreign and security policy of the Baltic States

      Europeanization National foreign and 
security policy

Baltic States’ (BS) foreign and 
security policy

1. Projection of the EU. 
Adaptation of a state 
and rapprochement of 
policy (from the top).

Adjustment of a 
member state to 
EU membership 
requirements.

Increasing political 
influence of the 
center.

Adoption of acquis.

Adoption of common 
objectives.

Participation in the implementation of 
the EU Northern  Dimension Initiative, 
New Neighborhood and   Eastern 
Partnership policies, the Strategy for  
Baltic Sea States.  

 Priority of common 
policy.

Priorities of BS foreign and security 
policy comply with CFSP directions.

Internalization of EU 
norms and policy.

 Justification of BS foreign policy 
complies with EU value-related 
provisions.

2. National projection 
(from the bottom).

Influence and 
contribution of a 
national state to the 
CFSP.

A state seeks to 
increase its influence 
in the world.

BS as teachers of democratization in the 
post-Soviet space.
Rapprochement with the Nordic States.
Lithuania – claims for the regional 
center.

A state seeks to exert 
influence on foreign 
policy of other EU 
states.

Critique of NORD Stream, support for 
the USA in the Iraq conflict, support 
for Georgia in its conflict with Russia, 
strengthening of the Euro-Atlantic 
relationship.

A state uses the EU 
as a protective shield 
to justify unpopular 
foreign policy 
decisions. 

EU energy policy requirements are 
used to justify the increased tension in 
relations with Russia (Lithuania).

Shifting of national 
foreign policy 
objectives to the EU 
level.

BS seek common EU energy policy and 
unanimous position on relations with 
Russia. 

Compiled by the author



As can be seen from the table, Europeanization of the foreign and secu-
rity policy of the Baltic States is taking place as an interactive process between 
the top (EU center directives) and the bottom (member state initiatives). A 
brief survey of foreign and security policy presupposes that in aspiring to EU 
membership, instrumental orientation towards provisions from the center was 
predominant; the principle of conditionality called not only for democratization 
of domestic policy, but also for the consideration of the directions and principles 
of the CFSP. After the Baltic States became EU members, the instrumental ES 
interpretation remains; commitments to the center pass through the prism of 
national interests. Attempts of the states to make impact on the common fo-
reign and security policy of the EU, shifting national interests to the EU level, 
are increasing. 

The process of Europeanization of the foreign and security policy of 
the Baltic States is indivisible from the construction of national identity. This 
process is marked by the tension between nation state identity (expressed 
by the metaphors of a bridge, a bridgehead and an outpost of the Western 
civilization) and European identity associated with common political culture 
and goals of integration in foreign and security policy. On the one hand, as 
nation states, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania emphasize their exclusivity and 
national security needs. On the other hand, as part of Europe, alongside other 
ES states, they are striving for the formation of the conception of “normality” 
in international relations.

Having become EU members, the Baltic States intensified the rhetoric 
of the perception of Russia as a threat, constructing it as an insecure and un-
predictable state. They, in particular Lithuania61, are trying to convince other 
EU states that the “peculiar” Russian way to democracy and its imperial am-
bitions in foreign policy pose a threat not only to the Baltic States, but also to 
the existing world order. Within this context, the relations between the Baltic 
States and Russia may be seen as a consistent implementation of the identity 
of normative power Europe, expanding the space of “normal policy” by pea-
ceful means. Being active members of the EU Neighborhood and the Eastern 
Partnership policy, the Baltic States urge the EU to pursue an open-door policy 
related to the Eastern neighborhood countries, thus constructing their identity 
as European – democratic, civilized and civilizing – states,  true ambassadors 
of the normative power Europe.

The duality of the Baltic States’ foreign and security policy, like a dis-
torting mirror, reflects the inconsistency of the EU’s CFSP. Today the EU is 
still an “unidentified political object”62, moving back and forth between a 
Westphalian superpower and a neo-medieval empire63. To a certain extent, the 

61 The tendencies of highlighting the threat from Russia are particularly clearly seen in the 2010-2011 
interviews and publications of President Valdas Adamkus and Vytautas Landsbergis.
62 Jacques Delors. Cited according to: Zielonka J., Europe as Empire: The Nature of the Enlarged Euro-
pean Union, Oxford: Oxford University press, 2006, p.4. 
63 Ibid., p.12.  
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foreign and security policy of the Baltic States is more consistent than that of 
the European Union. Within the EU neighborhood policy, they emphasize the 
normative rather than the instrumental aspect, promoting a serious attitude to 
the European core values.
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