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INTRODUCTION

It is a matter of pride and honor for me to be offered the chance to edit this book on
relations between Latvia and the United States. The U.S. has been a reliable friend and
partner for Latvia during difficult times in history. As a nation which is based on the
pillars of democracy and freedom, the U.S. offered shelter to refugee Latvians, served
as a dream for those who remained trapped under oppressive regimes, and offered
youngsters like me the belief that there are many opportunities for each individual
who lives in this world.

My first experience with the United States was indeed when I was just a kid.
Together with my father, I listened to the Voice of America radio station, which was
forbidden in the Soviet Union. My parents, like many Latvians, were dreaming of the
restoration of Latvia’s independent statehood. Latvians remain grateful to the U.S. for
its staunch refusal to recognize the Soviet occupation and for the generous help which
America has given as the restoration of our country has proceeded. This required a lot
of effort, because the state had to be built anew, and the ruins of the old regime had
to be swept away. We had to become adults in a short period of time and change our
way of thinking. We had to learn to be responsible for the decisions that we make, and
we had to make friends with nations which believed that we were entitled to do that.

The U.S. means a lot to me personally in this context, because I was one of the
first Rotary International Ambassadorial scholars from Latvia. This allowed me to
study international relations at Lynn University in Florida. I sincerely appreciate the
knowledge and experiences which were provided to me during my stay in the States.
Ever since then, I have made use of opportunities to share my skills by working for
the Foreign Service, in academia and in various research projects. This book is yet
another opportunity to strengthen ties between the U.S. and Latvia. Many colleagues
have helped with this endeavor. I had a chance to collaborate with outstanding re-
searchers and analysts to deal with various aspects of the bilateral relationship which
exists between the two countries.

This is a timely volume, because the 21* century has brought about new chal-
lenges for Latvia and the United States. We are strategic partners and sincere friends.
To paraphrase a statement by John Kennedy, the question today is not about what the
U.S. can do for us, but instead what we - Latvia and Europe - can do to make the world
a better place for us all.

This partnership was described from an historical perspective by Daunis Auers
in his “Latvia and the USA: From Captive Nation to Strategic Partner”. The overall ob-
jective of this book is to expand consideration of the areas of cooperation between the
two countries. The key message in Auers’ book was that Latvia and the U.S. are close
friends. The main idea behind this edition, in turn, is to describe and analyze all that
we can do in terms of our partnership and friendship in areas such as defense, eco-
nomics, energy, culture, science and technologies. This has been done both by Latvian
and by American foreign policy experts. In 2012 Latvia and the United States celebrate
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the 90th anniversary of the uninterrupted diplomatic relations, and this book is pub-
lished on the eve of this remarkable event.

The first chapter of the book is devoted to the history of the relationship. Ainars
Lerhis has analyzed the development of U.S.-Latvian relations between 1918 and 1991.
He describes ongoing diplomatic relations, as well as the United States’ acceptance of
the continuity of the Latvian state. From 1940 until 1991, the Latvian diplomatic ser-
vice in the U.S. was the only legal representative of independent Latvia. In September
1991, the Latvian government and the continuity of the 1918 Republic of Latvia re-
ceived international recognition. Thus Latvia could fully implement its foreign policy
in line with international practices. For Latvia, it was vital that the United States and
other Western countries did not recognize the legitimacy of the Soviet occupation and
maintained ties with representatives of the prewar government.

The next author is Paul Goble, who contributed a paper on Baltic independence
issues during the past 20 years. The author has named three challenges in terms of
Latvian security - size, location and demographics. He has also focused attention on
three major difficulties — national integration, remembering versus forgetting things,
and meeting the challenges of globalization and international integration.

The second section of the book offers various looks at contemporary relations. In
his paper, Damon Wilson writes about the evolution of the U.S. relationship with the
region. The first stage was the restoration of statehood and the withdrawal of Russian
troops. The second stage involved a partnership with the Nordic countries in relation
to NATO and EU issues. Next Latvia joined a global partnership with the U.S., send-
ing troops to Iraq and Afghanistan under the American agenda. Then the U.S. consi-
dered its commitments toward the region under a framework of strategic reassurance
framework. The regional dimension in this regard is important given the EU’s Eastern
Partnership program and the Baltic-Nordic integration process.

U.S. policies toward Central and Eastern Europe under the Obama Administra-
tion are the topic of a paper by Andris Sprads, who is the director of the Latvian In-
stitute of International Affairs. The paper focuses on a general assessment of Obama’s
foreign policy priorities, the role of Europe in the context of these new foreign policy
objectives, relations with Russia as one of the “key centers of influence”, as well as im-
plications for U.S. relations with Central Eastern European countries. The author also
offers a general assessment of major trends and issues in U.S.-Baltic interaction.

Next is a discussion among four American foreign policy experts — Heather A.
Conley, A. Wess Mitchell, Damon Wilson and Joelle Attinger — on the subject of U.S.—
Latvian relations and the role of America’s reset policy with Russia therein. On the one
hand, it is argued that the reset helped to develop Latvian-Russian relations in a better
direction. At the same time, however, there have also been criticisms to say that the
reset policy only works for Russia, particularly in terms of the influence which it has
on neighboring countries.

The third chapter provides in-depth analysis of the evolution of U.S.-Latvian co-
operation in terms of defense and security policies. The American military was among
the first to provide structural assistance to the newly established Latvian defense sys-
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tem and to advance the goals which were necessary in order to ensure successful re-
integration into the Transatlantic security community. Enlargement of NATO was a
logical continuation of the consolidation of European security — a process in which
Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia played an important role. Author Airis Rikveilis has
described the most important aspects of defense and security cooperation between
Latvia and the United States. He has examined initial contacts between the two coun-
tries in terms of defense and security cooperation, as well as practical activities in this
regard between 1992 and 1998. The author has also considered the period of time
between the signing of the U.S.-Baltic Charter in 1998 and Latvia’s accession to NATO
in 2004, as well as the current state of the relationship, particularly in terms of joint
military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as joint military exercises which
enhance the visibility of the alliance in the Baltic States.

The fourth chapter of the book looks at Americas cultural presence in Latvia.
Andis Kudors discusses the current situation and its challenges in the future. The au-
thor agrees with Joseph Nye that the U.S. will not be able to achieve its global goals
effectively if it does not cooperate with other countries. On the other hand, the willing-
ness of other countries such as Latvia to cooperate with the U.S. depends not only on
economic and security factors, but also on the attractiveness of the United States. The
main issue here is the long-term effect of soft power on the general image of Russia at
a time when American influence is decreasing and leading to a change in the existing
balance. The four aforementioned foreign policy experts — Conley, Mitchell, Wilson
and Attinger — analyze Russian soft power from the American perspective.

The next chapter focuses on potential economic cooperation between Latvia and
the United States, particularly in terms of energy issues. The author, Reinis Aboltins, is
a European policy researcher whose specialization is energy policy. He insists that in
the context of Latvian security, the issue of energy independence plays a fundamental
role. The U.S. is concerned about security in the Baltic region and, therefore, devotes
a lot of attention to factors which are of importance in the overall regional security
scheme. The U.S., EU and Baltic States all regard shale gas and the potential of re-
newable energy resources to be a part of the solution in response to the high level of
dependency on Russian energy resources of the Baltic States.

The last chapter in the book discusses U.S.-Latvian academic cooperation, as
well as potential joint projects under the framework of information technologies and
science. Author Laila Kundzina-Zvejniece points out that despite Latvia’s occupation
by the Soviet Union, the University of Latvia always remained a symbol of independ-
ent Latvia. Emigrés to the United States facilitated the development of the university
via significant contributions. The University of Latvia has a proud history of colla-
boration with international institutions of higher education, including several in the
U.S. Several factors have been equally relevant and instrumental in developing that
collaboration — U.S.-funded support programs, similar programs funded by Latvian-
American social organizations, as well as the personal commitment of academic staff
at the University of Latvia, as developed in collaboration with colleagues at American
universities.
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Another significant contributor to this chapter is the Latvian Information and
Communications Technology Association (LIKTA), which is the leading professional
NGO in the ICT sector in Latvia. The president of the LIKTA, Signe Balina, and the
organization’s managing director, Andris Melnadris, discuss the potential for U.S.-
Latvian cooperation in terms of specific ICT projects. Latvian ICT companies have
good links with partners and clients in the U.S. The authors illustrate this coopera-
tion by discussing the example of Microsoft and Exigen Services. According to IDC
market research in 2010, each US dollar earned by Microsoft is generating USD 10.40
in profit for the company’s partners in Latvia. In 2002, the U.S.-based Exigen Services
company established one of its first subsidiaries in Latvia, and it became the main IT
development center in Europe, delivering solutions for major private companies and
public institutions. The authors also discuss a visit made to America by Latvian Prime
Minister Valdis Dombrovskis to open an office for the Latvian American Business As-
sociation of California (LABACA) in the Silicon Valley.

The Center for East European Policy Studies (CEEPS) is proud to have undertaken
the writing of this book, which was commissioned by the Latvian Foreign Ministry
at the initiative of the Latvian ambassador to the United States, Andrejs Pildegovics.
CEEPS was established on April 30, 2004, in Riga. Its goal was to promote the deve-
lopment of the civil society, democracy and social integration. In the summer of 2006,
CEEPS updated these goals and added the study of political, economic and historical
issues in Eastern Europe as a priority. One of the first studies focused on the influence
of Russian foreign policy on the process of ethnic integration in Latvia (“Outside Influ-
ence on the Ethnic Integration Process in Latvia’, Riga, 2007). In 2009, CEEPS worked
with five other research centers from Estonia, Lithuania, Ukraine, Moldova and Geor-
gia to conduct comparative analysis of the effect of Russia’s soft power policies on so-
cial and political processes in neighboring countries. The result was the 352-page book
“The ‘Humanitarian Dimension’ of Russian Foreign Policy Toward Georgia, Moldova,
Ukraine, and the Baltic States”. The results of the research were presented at seminars
supported by the National Endowment for Democracy in seven countries (including
the U.S.) in the autumn of 2009.

On behalf of CEEPS, I would like to express my gratitude to all of this book’s au-
thors and contributors - American Latvian Association, Rietumu Charity Fund, Free
Port of Riga, Ambassador of Latvia to the U.S. Andrejs Pildegovi¢s, Ambassador of
the U.S. to Latvia Judith Garber, and former Deputy of Ambassador at the Latvian
Embassy to the U.S. Juris Poikans. They were all enthusiastic and responsive about the
project, and they were professional in sharing their insights. Any errors or misrepre-
sentations in the book are the sole responsibility of the editor.

Editor, Ivars Indans
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Latvian Perspectives in Washington
Introduction by Andrejs Pildegovics,
Ambassador of Latvia to the U.S.

As the official Latvian representative in Washington, D.C., for the last four years, I
would like to express my profound gratitude to the authors of this timely and very
much relevant publication. The arrival of this research paper coincides with the 20
anniversary of the full resumption of diplomatic relations between Latvia and the
United States of America. For 50 years, the United States of America and the majority
of Western nations refused to recognize the illegal occupation of the Baltic nations.
This is an illustrious example of the United States’ long-term commitment to the ideals
of freedom, justice and rule of law in international relations.

This book can also be seen as a logical next chapter in the ongoing debate begun
in 2008 by editor Daunis Auers of the University of Latvia in a collection of articles
under the title “Latvia and the USA: From Captive Nation to Strategic Partner”. The
last four years could be described as anything but boring, so now it is quite an appro-
priate moment to evaluate the state of our relationship during the presidency of Barack
Obama, as well as to assess future scenarios, given the increasing pace of transforma-
tive events around the globe.

The timing could not be better for another reason, as well. In May 2012, at the
invitation of President Obama, leaders of the NATO alliance will gather in Chicago to
reflect on pressing security challenges and to set a bold vision for the alliance in the 21*
century. The selection of Chicago as the venue for the summit is no coincidence. This
city is the hometown for the most populous Central and Eastern European community
in the US. This factor adds special symbolism to this important event, which will take
place a few months prior to the November 2012 U.S. presidential election.

I would also like to express my profound appreciation of the three institutions
whose generous support made this book possible: the American Latvian Association
(ALA), the Riga Freeport Authority, and the Rietumu Commercial Bank. The input of
all three entities is highly significant and meaningful. These institutions are natural and
dedicated stakeholders in building a strong and enduring partnership between Latvia
and the United States. ALA represents an unbreakable human link of many generations
which have built an invisible bridge between the Baltic nations and the North Atlantic
shores. Since the 13" century, the Riga port has been a prominent conduit of trade and
communication, one which has performed an increasing role in the opening of new
business opportunities for international commerce in the Nordic/Baltic region, Russia
and countries of Eurasia. Over the last two years, the Riga port has served as “the first
mile” or “entry point” for the transportation of NATO non-military cargo through the
Northern Distribution Network to Afghanistan. Banking is another “cash cow” for Lat-
vias economy. This industry has survived the turbulence of the recent few years and is
again a visible actor contributing toward the development and prosperity of the entire
region. Indeed, Latvia is proud to be a reliable international partner in the global fi-
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nancial system. In this regard, successful implementation and completion by Latvia of
the loan agreement with the European Commission, IMF, and World Bank in Decem-
ber of 2011 has been the most recent example of Latvia’s prudent international standing.

Last, but not least, I would like to thank Juris Poikans, my former deputy at the
Embassy in Washington D.C., for his tireless efforts and instrumental role in facilitat-
ing the smooth navigation of this research project at every stage.

Since the late 19 century, a quite unique bond of friendship between the Baltic
nations of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania and the United States of America has evolved
into a modern and multifaceted partnership. It is anchored on a solid foundation of
shared history, common values, and a broad congruence of interests. In this dynamic
age of realignment in global politics and economics, we clearly see how important
trustworthy allies and friends are. However, while recognizing the value of these rela-
tionships one cannot afford the luxury of being idle, nostalgic, introspective or retro-
spective. This bond has to be cultivated and nurtured every day.

Despite the obvious disparities in size and geographical distance, this partner-
ship matters a lot on both sides of the Atlantic. During the 20" century, Latvia and
other Baltic States offered a unique perspective in terms of a transformation from a
totalitarian system to vibrant European democracies. Latvia is a genuine success story
to those who strive to complete the vision of a Europe whole and free and at peace.
The most recent link is related to the lessons which have been learned from the global
economic downturn. The Baltic States have accumulated unique experience in dealing
with the consequences of the global economic crisis. Furthermore, the entire Nordic/
Baltic region represents an exceptional incubator for sharing of resources, joint efforts
in security, economics and development. Our countries are steadfast allies of the U.S.
in NATO, as well as close partners in the EU, UN, IMF and other international institu-
tions. For Latvia, the United States is still an essential European power, the central ally
within NATO, and the leader of the democratic world. It would not be an exaggeration
to claim that this link is still of vital importance for the secure and prosperous future of
the Baltic region, and the Baltic States are privileged to enjoy strong bipartisan support
in the U.S. Congress.

In my opinion, as regards to U.S.-Baltic cooperation, we have been working
closely in addressing unexpected challenges and seizing some new opportunities. Let
me mention just a few of the recent initiatives dealing with the pressing issues of se-
curity, economics and development. We have tried to address them at a policy level
through the new strategic concept of NATO, enhanced EU-U.S. dialogue, including
creation of the Energy Council, and regular and enhanced consultations between the
U.S. and Nordic/Baltic countries (EPINE) on pressing international issues such as the
Eastern Partnership initiative. Simultaneously, visible progress has been achieved on
day-to-day, practical interaction between our businesspeople, research communities,
NGOs and people-to-people exchanges. Three years ago, the last vestige of the Cold
War - visa requirements for the Baltic peoples entering the U.S. — were removed.

However, the world has not become a safe place. Over the last few years, the pace
of political, economic, technological and social change has been mind-boggling. The
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worst global economic crisis in at least a generation has had a profound effect on our
societies. Upheaval in the Middle East and North Africa presented a set of historic
opportunities, as well as security challenges. To a certain extent, these events are remi-
niscent of the sweeping changes which occurred in Central and Eastern Europe twenty
years ago. Recognizing that local conditions are unique in every place, the Baltic na-
tions stand ready to share their experience with democratization, nation building and
economic transformation.

The economy is clearly the dominant topic of today’s discussions. Given the cir-
cumstances, Latvia’s case deserves some attention. Following several years of double
digit economic growth, Latvia experienced one of the sharpest recessions in modern
history in 2008. The economy faced double shocks from accumulated internal im-
balances, as well as an extremely volatile situation in global liquidity markets. The
Latvian government bailed out the second largest commercial bank, which was un-
able to raise capital on the markets. Over the subsequent three years, the economy
experienced a contraction of 23%. Unemployment peaked at the level of 20%. In this
precarious situation Latvia relied on assistance provided by international donors - the
European Commission, IMF and World Bank. To regain competitiveness, the Latvian
government had to introduce drastic austerity measures by cutting government sala-
ries and numerous state programs, as well as by streamlining public administration.
After seven quarters of decline, the economy finally bounced back, and it has been
growing again - at a rate of around 4,5% in 2011. This turnaround was achieved by the
profound sacrifice of the Latvian people and a consistent pledge of solidarity by Lat-
vias closest partners in the Nordic/Baltic region, the EU and the IME In this respect,
the United States also played an active role in supporting recovery in Latvia.

In my opinion, there is a certain silver lining to this painful experience. It has
raised international awareness about Latvia and the Baltic States and attracted consid-
erable attention among the political and economic community and academia. Having
achieved a certain level of stability, we will now face the more difficult task of ensur-
ing sustainable growth and prosperity. Latvian authorities have said that to restore
the confidence of the markets, it is crucial to “frontload fiscal adjustment”. In other
words, the reduction of the budget deficit took place in the most expedient way. When
equilibrium was reached and the markets regained confidence, the economy finally
resumed growth. The export-driven recovery of the Baltics after a double digit decline
in GDP has proven that it is possible to reverse budget imbalances without currency
devaluation. This policy in the Baltic States was called “internal devaluation” We hope
that other countries facing similarly challenging economic tasks can benefit from Lat-
via’s recent experience.

During this very precarious economic situation, Latvia has continued to be a re-
sponsible member of the international community. Latvia has deployed 180 troops to
Afghanistan, and they will stay there until the end of the ISAF operation. The Northern
Distribution Network has become a magnet for business ties between Latvia and the
United States. This network could emerge as a branch of the New Silk Route which will
connect Europe, Russia, Central Asia, the Middle East, China and India. Latvia defi-
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nitely can serve as a springboard for doing business in the markets of tomorrow. The
U.S.-Baltic economic potential should be explored and expanded to its fullest scope.

Energy security is considered to be one of the top priorities for the region’s gov-
ernments. A number of projects are being discussed in relation to nuclear energy, a
liquefied natural gas terminal, as well as shale gas. In this respect, the Baltic States
are very much interested in expanding cooperation with U.S.-based companies and
research centers.

Education and science certainly offer great untapped potential. The Riga-based
U.S. Baltic Freedom Foundation is the most recent organization which seeks to in-
crease educational ties between the Baltics and the U.S. The University of Latvia, the
Riga Technical University and the Riga School of Business have embarked on a num-
ber of promising collaborative projects with U.S. universities. We should invest more
in the next generation of genuine atlanticists in Europe, as well as young Americans
with deep knowledge and passion about North Eastern Europe. The need has become
particularly palpable this year (2011), following the sudden loss of two great friends of
Latvia who probably were the most distinguished American experts on the Baltic re-
gion — Dr. Ronald Asmus, the architect of the U.S.-Baltic Charter and NATO enlarge-
ment, as well as an exceptional American diplomat, Bruce Rogers, who had served two
terms at the U.S. Embassy in Riga.

In conclusion, I would like to express my optimism about the future of this great
alliance between the Baltic States and the United States of America. The foundations
for this partnership have been tested many times by unexpected twists and turns in
history. These ties are solid, diverse and growing. However, we should never take this
partnership for granted. It will always require bold leadership, ambitious goals and
the broadest possible participation of the business, research and NGO community as
well as people-to-people contacts. To flourish in the future, they must be constantly
and critically debated, revisited and reinforced. That is the ultimate goal of this book.

American perspectives in Latvia
Introduction by Judith G. Garber,
Ambassador of the USA to Latvia

On August 23, 2009, my family and I boarded a flight for Riga, where I would assume
my position as the new U.S. Ambassador to Latvia. This date was an important one for
us, a personal and professional milestone. We were moving to a country that had long
interested me - one whose twists of fortune I had followed during the hard years of
Soviet occupation and the exhilarating days of renewed independence. The date was
even more significant, however, for Latvians. Seventy years ago to the day, on August
23,1939, the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact was signed between the Soviet Union and Nazi
Germany, leading inexorably to the occupation of the Baltic States. Fifty years later, on
August 23, 1989, two million Latvians, Estonians and Lithuanians defied an authorita-
tive government, joining hands to form a human chain that stretched 600 kilometers
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across the Baltics. The world was transfixed, and the movement for independence ac-
celerated. When I arrived in Riga, I saw piles of flowers heaped on the Freedom Monu-
ment, commemorating this extraordinary feat - the Baltic Way — which took place
twenty years before my arrival.

This year (2011) we mark the twentieth anniversary of the full restoration of
diplomatic relations between Latvia and the U.S. We have celebrated with the U.S. Air
Force’s Thunderbirds flying over the Daugava, with the twentieth anniversary of the
Fulbright program, and with the dedication of our new Embassy. Ordinary Ameri-
cans, as well as U.S. officials at the highest levels of government, have paused to reflect
on the momentous changes that have taken place since Latvia regained independence.
We recall the landmark events, the mass movements such as the Baltic Way that led,
seemingly unalterably, to the toppling of the Berlin Wall and the fall of the Soviet
empire. But we must also honor the individual acts of courage behind each of these
milestones, bearing in mind that there was nothing inevitable about the consequences.
During my time here in Latvia, I have had the privilege of meeting many people who
defied the odds in myriad, personal ways and took a stand for their homeland and for
freedom. Some are well-known, such as the jazz musician Ivars Mazurs, who insisted
on playing a distinctly American form of music, even when it was dangerous to do so.

Others are ordinary residents of Latvia — my colleagues, neighbors and friends.
I believe that these people who risked and sacrificed were not only trying to overcome
something bad - an unjust system of government - but were also determined to create
something better. They sought to build a society based on democratic values, respect
for human rights and civic participation. As U.S. Vice President Joseph Biden said,
referring to those who strove for freedom in the former Soviet states,“Each and every
one was struggling not only against something, but for something — for government, a
government that responds to the needs of its people; for a more tolerant society, built
on respect and dignity; for the freedom to think, to believe and pursue your dreams.”

For America, it was an honor to support Latvia during its years of struggle, and to
have been a steadfast partner in the work of building a free, whole and united Europe. In
her speech commemorating the fall of the Berlin Wall, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clin-
ton remarked that in high school she was part of an organization that tried to speak for the
freedom of the Baltic States, among other captive nations. She reminisced that they “would
often host events at the school, or at our public library of those who had escaped, to hear
their stories, to remind [themselves], to remind all Americans, what was at stake, and to
put a personal face on what seemed to be a faceless and terrible oppression.” A few months
ago, she said that for Latvian-U.S. relations, “the sky is the limit”

Latvia has accomplished much that seemed barely possible twenty years ago,
when so many joined hands in a bold, uncertain bid for freedom. Latvia has free and
fair elections and a market economy. It has been welcomed into the European Union,
and has become a stalwart, valued member of the NATO alliance. Among other post-
Soviet nations, Latvia stands as a model for the peaceful consolidation of democracy
and plays a key leadership role in the region, helping other states undertake political
and social reforms.
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Yet there is more to be done, and - for all of us - the work has not ended. Latvia,
like the United States, faces real challenges, both domestic and global in scope. Both
countries have been confronted with difficult choices as we emerge from a worldwide
economic downturn. And as so many did during the Baltic Way, the United States
stands shoulder to shoulder with Latvia, ready to meet common challenges and to
realize common goals together.

Partners in Security

Latvia fought hard to gain its freedom, and understands the importance of combat-
ing global threats, helping other achieve security and defending shared values. As
NATO partners, we recognize that Latvia has consistently demonstrated its support
for vital trans-Atlantic security missions through deployments in Kosovo, Iraq and
Afghanistan.

My colleagues in the U.S. military have acknowledged the bravery and profes-
sionalism of the Latvian soldiers fighting side-by-side with American troops in Af-
ghanistan. We are sincerely moved by the losses Latvia has sustained, and deeply hon-
or each sacrifice.

About a year ago, Latvian and American soldiers found themselves caught in a
fierce battle against the Taliban. Eight American soldiers died that day, but the casu-
alties would have been greater without the bravery of two Latvian soldiers, Martins
Dabolins and Janis Lakis. In gratitude, the mother of one American soldier, Sgt. Eric
Harder, raised the funds so that Dabolins, Lakis, and their captain, Agris Liepins,
could visit the U.S. for a reunion. Sergeant Thomas Rasmussen, who had been in the
firefight and attended the event in Minnesota said, “You build that camaraderie and
that friendship and it’s just there. It doesn’t go away”

The American-Latvian security partnership on shared security issues is strong,
and our cooperation broad and dynamic.Latvia has opened its port for the shipment of
non-lethal commercial goods to Afghanistan. So far, approximately 20,000 containers
have passed through Latvia on their way to Afghanistan, with each container bringing
about 500 Euros into the Latvian economy. The United States is grateful for this North-
ern Distribution Network, which is crucial in the effort to bring important supplies to
the NATO mission in Afghanistan. Latvian companies have also won tenders to supply
the troops in Afghanistan with essentials such as flour through this network.

We are also proud of the robust State Partnership Program between the Michigan
National Guard and the Latvian National Defense Force. Under this program, mem-
bers of the Michigan National Guard and Latvian troops have served together as part
of a joint Operational Mentoring and Liaison Team in Afghanistan. In addition, they
have held joint training exercises in Europe and the United States since 1994. This rep-
resents the first multi-national training group in Afghanistan’s Regional Command-
East, and is testament to the close cooperation between Latvian and American soldiers
and the sense of common purpose they share.
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Trusted Allies

The American-Latvian relationship has not remained static over the years; in many
ways it has matured and deepened. As a strong democracy, NATO ally and regional
leader, we view Latvia as a partner and close friend of the United States. Indeed, the
high-level contacts between American and Latvian officials, both civilian and military,
attest to the importance of this relationship. President Barack Obama, Vice President
Joseph Biden, and U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton have all met with Latvian
President Valdis Zatlers, most recently when President Obama met with President Za-
tlers and other leaders from the “New Europe” in Warsaw. President Obama called
Prime Minister Dombrovskis after national elections last year and Secretary Clinton
has hosted both Prime Minister Dombrovskis and Minister of Foreign Affairs Girts
Kristovskis at the State Department in Washington, DC. In addition, many senior-
level U.S. officials have visited Latvia in the last year, including Ray Mabus, the Sec-
retary of the Navy; Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant Secretary of State; Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense James Townsend; Deputy Secretary of the Treasury Neal Wolin;
Vice Admirals Alan Thompson and Richard Gallagher of the U.S. Navy; and Lieuten-
ant General Mark P. Hertling, Commander of U.S. Army Europe and Seventh Army.

These high-level meetings, as well as the regular, day-to-day contacts between
our embassy and the Latvian officials and citizens throughout the country, are just
some of the examples of the significance the United States places on our relationship
with Latvia. In the early days of Latvia’s regained independence America played a guid-
ing, mentoring role to Latvia. But our relationship today is a partnership of equals. We
share advice and counsel and seek solutions to mutual challenges together. In NATO,
we sit at the same table in consultation on the most pressing security issues facing the
world today.

Close Friends

When Latvians joined hands to form the Baltic Way in August 1989, Americans fol-
lowed news coverage of the event with fascination and concern. However, at that time
direct contacts between residents of America and Latvia were severely limited. Today,
by contrast, I am delighted at the flourishing cultural, educational and civic exchanges
between our countries.

I am thrilled that Latvians can enjoy the ease of travel provided by our Visa Waiv-
er program, which extends the privilege of visa-free short term tourist and business
travel to Latvian citizens. Latvia’s participation in the Visa Waiver program has been
extremely positive. This mutually beneficial program strengthens the ties and connec-
tions between both of our countries, and is another symbol of the strong U.S.-Latvian
partnership.

In addition to facilitating tourism and business travel between the United States
and Latvia, we are committed to deepening educational and cultural exchanges. Our
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flagship Fulbright Fellowship Program allows talented Americans and Latvians to
engage in educational and professional exchanges. Since 1992, the United States has
offered Fulbright fellowships to 155 outstanding students and scholars from Latvia.
Last year, the Baltic American Enterprise Fund, originally funded by U.S. taxpayers,
created the Baltic American Freedom Foundation (BAFF), a fellowship program open
to students, scholars, and mid-level professionals from Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
So far, seventeen applicants from Latvia have already been selected to participate. To
my mind, these exchange program recipients represent the future of the U.S. - Latvian
relationship - a future of close ties and deep friendship.

We have also opened a new Embassy, a state-of-the-art facility that cost $115
million. It is a testament to the permanence of our relationship. I especially love the
art by Latvians, Americans, and Latvian-Americans that hangs on its walls. Whether it
is Web Ladder by Vija Celmins that I pass as I cross the lobby every day or the instal-
lation Collecting Birch Sap by Mara Skujeniece that I see as I eat lunch in the atrium, I
am reminded of the rich ways that our two cultures speak to each other. We are close
friends precisely because of our shared values.

Conclusion

This has been a year of reflection, commemoration and anniversaries. But it has also
provided a chance to look to the future. The example that Latvia set twenty years ago
continues to inspire those who seek democracy and freedom - in Latvia, in America
and in the world. Latvia faces challenges today, just as it always has. It must continue
working to achieve economic reform, build civil society and increase the trust of all of
its people in their government. Together with the United States, Latvia faces the com-
mon challenges of defeating violent extremists, halting the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, addressing climate change, and increasing the world’s energy secu-
rity. Although these aims are weighty, I am confident that Latvia will succeed. Given
the courage and tenacity of those who overcame the challenges of the past, there is
much to be hopeful about.

As a mother, I cannot help but think of the younger generation. Youth in Lat-
via, like those in the United States, owe so much to those who came before them,
who helped end the Cold War and transform the world. Our young people have been
granted a vibrant future, filled with hope, but also the responsibility to fully realize that
future, those ideals for which their parents and grandparents fought so vigilantly. As
U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said, “Once again, we are called to take owner-
ship of our future, and to affirm the principles and the sacrifice of the generations who
helped us reach the milestones we commemorate.”

The United States is committed to answering this call together with Latvia, our
strategic partner, trusted ally and close friend.
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The Development of Latvian - U.S. Relations, 1918-1991

1. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF RELATIONS

The Development of Latvian - U.S. Relations,
1918-1991: Continuous Diplomatic Relations and
Support for Latvia’s State Continuity

Ainars Lerhis

At the end of the World War I, the Latvian people primarily based their request for in-
dependence on U.S. President Woodrow Wilson’s declaration of 22 January 1917 that
all people have a right of self-determination, on the Fourteen Points programme of
8 January 1918, and on the Four Principles declaration of 11 February 1918. Latvians
were, however, unaware of the fact that these principles and declarations were aimed
at destroying the German, Austro-Hungarian and Turkish empires, while Wilson
was clearly unwilling to wreck the allied Russian Empire.!

On 8 January 1918, in Petrograd (now St. Petersburg), representatives of the Lat-
vian Provisional National Council held their first meeting with the U.S. Ambassador
to Russia, David Rowland Francis. The main focus for the Latvian delegation was to
introduce the Latvian people to the American Ambassador and to learn about the U.S.
position on matters that were of great significance for Latvians.?

The independent Republic of Latvia was proclaimed on 18 November 1918, in
Riga. On 10December 1918, the Senate of the United States of America adopted Reso-
lution No. 379, supporting the secession of the Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian na-
tions from Russia: “All these nations must be free and independent, since the Baltic
Sea coast belongs to them and this makes their independence important for the future
peace and freedom of the world”? However, in practice, the position of the U.S. gov-
ernment remained strongly reserved, and official interest about the three Baltic na-
tions was expressed while still regarding them as a part of Russia.*

Beginning from January 1919 Karlis Ulmanis, head of the Latvian Provisional
government, along with other members of the government, met with U.S. diplomats
in Copenhagen, Stockholm and Paris in order to ask for military and financial sup-
port.® The first Latvian Prime Minister, Dr. Karlis Ulmanis, had spent several years at
the University of Nebraska in Lincoln following Russia’s bloody revolution of 1905.5
The Latvian and U.S. delegations engaged in particularly active contacts in April 1919,
when the United States adopted a positive decision regarding deliveries of goods, med-
ical products and some war materials.’

At the end of March 1919, an expert committee headed by U.S. Colonel Warwick
Greene visited the Baltic States in order to assess their military and economic situa-
tion in relation to a possible loan. Colonel Greene prepared regular reports to the U.S.
delegation at the Paris Peace Conference about the situation in Finland, Estonia, Latvia
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and Lithuania.® Colonel Greene, similarly to John A. Gade, the next head of the U.S.
Mission to the Baltic “Provinces of Russia” between August 1919 and April 1920, was
rather sceptical about the independence of the Baltic States.’

Evans E. Young, who worked as the American Commissioner for the Baltic Prov-
inces at Riga from May 1920 until September 1922, supported the struggle of the Baltic
States for their independence and tried to influence the U.S. Department of State in this
regard. Active requests to recognize Baltic independence were voiced by Walter Marion
Chandler, a lawyer who was also a member of the House of Representatives. The Amer-
ican National Latvian League, too, was actively involved in the struggle for Latvia’s de
iure recognition. Baltic interests were also supported by the Senate Republican leader
and chairman of the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Henry Cabot Lodge.'

Significant contributions toward the development of the new State of Latvia and
toward overcoming post-war consequences in 1919-1922 were the American Red
Cross, American Relief Administration (ARA), European Children’s Fund Baltic Mis-
sion in Latvia, and other American non-governmental organisations, along with Lat-
vians who were residing in the United States."" The Baltic independence efforts were
supported by the head of the American Relief Administration, future U.S. President
(1929-1933), Herbert Hoover, and by American advisors at the Paris Peace Confer-
ence, Prof. Robert Lord and, particularly, by future Admiral Dr. Samuel Eliot Morison.
A substantial contribution was ensured by Hoover’s assistance campaign, in which Dr.
Thomas James Orbison played a significant role.'?

On 26 January 1921, the Allied Supreme Council granted de iure recognition of
the independence of Latvia."* In March 1921, Ludvigs Séja was delegated as Latvia’s
representative in the United States, and his main task was ensuring the de iure recogni-
tion of Latvia by that country, too."* After the arrival of Séja in the United States on 30
April 1921, he became the unofficial envoy of Latvia (delegated by the Latvian Govern-
ment) and started to actively advocate on behalf of recognition.'

On 31 May 1921, U.S. President Warren Gamaliel Harding and Secretary of State
Charles Evans Hughes, Sr., held a reception for the Latvian, Estonian and Lithuanian del-
egations and promised support for their national aspirations and the de iure recognition
of the Baltic States.'® In July Séja was received by Secretary of State Hughes individually."”

The idea of the recognition of the Baltic States gradually became popular in the
United States. Recognition was supported by influential American newspapers. Out-
standing American researchers, intellectuals and public figures signed petitions in
support of the recognition of the Baltic republics.'® The hesitation of the United States
in this regard caused disappointment in the Baltics, particularly when, in September
1921, Latvia and Estonia joined the League of Nations."

At last, in July 1922, the U.S. government decided to grant recognition to Latvia,
Estonia and Lithuania. On July 28, the government published an official statement:
“The Governments of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have been recognized either de
jure or de facto by the principal Governments of Europe and have entered into treaty
relations with their neighbours. In extending to them recognition on its part, the Gov-
ernment of the United States takes cognizance of the actual existence of these Govern-
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ments during a considerable period of time and of the successful maintenance within
their borders of political and economical stability” The statement also included the
note that the United States had consistently maintained that the problematic nature of
Russian affairs could not be an occasion for the alienation of Russian territory and that
this principle was not deemed to be impinged by the recognition of the governments of
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.?’

Both sides established diplomatic relations. On September 28, Séja officially be-
came Latvia’s chargé daffaires in the United States. Consequently, in autumn 1922, a
Latvian legation was opened in Washington. It was, however, closed in May 1923, and
its functions were transferred to the Consulate in New York, which was managed by
Artiirs Lale.?! In the following years, American diplomats acknowledged the develop-
ment and growing welfare of the Baltic States. According to Edgars Andersons, an
American historian of Latvian origin, the United States became the strongest support-
er of the independence of the Baltic States and their people.?? In 1925, the Latvian lega-
tion was re-established in Washington, but in 1927 it was once again closed down due
to insufficient funding, and its duties were once again transferred to the Latvian Con-
sulate-General in New York.?® The Consulate of Latvia had already been established
in New York on 1 January 1922; in February, financier Artiars Lale became its head. In
1925, he became the consul general and remained in the post till 1930. Between 1924
and 1936, a significant contribution toward the interests of Latvia was made by the “fa-
ther” of the Latvian community in America, Jékabs Zibergs (alias Sieberg). A network
of honorary consuls was created throughout the United States by engaging prominent
representatives of American society for this purpose.>*

The U.S. legation in Latvia was opened in November 1922. The first U.S. envoy
to the Baltic States was Frederick William Backus Coleman (1922-1931). Until 1940,
the United States was diplomatically represented by envoys Robert Pet Skinner (1932-
1933), John Van Antverp MacMurray (1933-1936), Arthur Bliss Lane (1936-1937),
Frederick A. Sterling (1937; took the oath of office but did not take the post), Chargé
d ' Affaires Earl L. Packer (1937-1938), and envoy John Cooper Wiley (1938-1940).

A square in Riga near the U.S. legation in Latvia was named after the first Presi-
dent of the United States, George Washington. Latvia’s diplomatic representatives in
the United States (1921-1991) were: Sé&ja (government delegate 1921-1922, chargé
daffaires 1922-1923, envoy 1925-1927), envoy Alfréds Bilmanis (1935-1948), and
then chargés d'affaires Julijs Feldmanis (1949-1953), Arnolds Spekke (1954-1970),
and Anatols Dinbergs (1971-1991).

On 20 April 1928, the United States and Latvia signed a Treaty of Friendship, Com-
merce, and Consular Rights. This was an elaborate document. The Treaty of Arbitration
between the United States of America and Latvia was signed on 14 January 1930.%

As the United States did not recognize the Soviet Union until the establishment
of diplomatic relations in 1933, up to that time the Russian Section of the U.S. legation
in Riga became the main surveillance and interception centre for information about
the USSR. Most of the American diplomats specialising in Russian (Soviet) issues were
trained in Latvia (the so-called Riga School), and they started their diplomatic careers
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here at the end of 1920s and beginning of 1930s — Loy Wesley Henderson, George F.
Kennan, and Charles Eustis Bohlen. Some of them represented one of the positions of
the U.S. Department of State concerning relations of the United States with the USSR
- the so-called Riga Axioms. After World War II, both George F. Kennan (1951-1952)
and Charles E. Bohlen (1953-1957) served as U.S. ambassadors to the USSR.?

Between 1934 and 1939, Latvia’s imports from the United States amounted to
63.5 million Latvian lats, while exports to the United States amounted to 23.4 million
Latvian lats. In 1938, in New York, the Latvian Trade Agency was opened along with
a direct Latvia-U.S. shipping route (regular passage from Latvia to New York, Boston
and Baltimore).” During the 1930s, Latvia gradually strengthened its cultural contacts
with the United States. On 12 May 1935, the United Baltic League was established in
New York. The number of American cruise ships and tourists visiting Latvia increased.
Visitors included American researchers, student choirs and other groups of artists.
Many activities were undertaken by Rotary International, which supported social and
charity work, as well as mutual understanding at the international level. It also funded
a great number of scientific scholarships.?®

Latvia re-established its legation in Washington in September 1935. Latvia’s envoy
to the United States was the historian and journalist Alfréds Bilmanis, who for many
years had directed the Press Division of the Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and was
also a former envoy to the Soviet Union. He very quickly found many friends among
American scientists and journalists. Bilmanis was a dynamic and vigorous person with
a broad outlook. While working in the United States, he published many brochures in
English about Latvia and the Baltics, and delivered many lectures and presentations.”

Latvia was visited by several prominent Americans in the late 1930s, former
U.S. President Herbert Hoover (March 1938)° and, as a student, future U.S. President
(1961-1963) John Fitzgerald Kennedy (August 1939) among them.*'

On 17 June 1940, Soviet tanks crossed the Latvian border and, within two months
after this act of aggression, the Latvian state was occupied, dismantled and incorporat-
ed into the USSR. On 21 July 1940, U.S. envoy John C. Wiley did not attend the sitting
of the Peoples Saeima of Soviet-controlled Latvia when Latvia was declared a Soviet
republic and the decision was taken to “ask for accession” to the USSR.* In September
1940, the American legation was closed down.

In the wake of the Baltic occupation, the so-called “Baltic issue” appeared on the
agenda of international politics and diplomacy. Countries of the world had to take a
distinct political position quickly in 1940, because many practical matters were de-
pendent on this position: ownership of Baltic ships; Baltic capital deposited in foreign
banks; the status of Baltic citizens; property-related issues, etc.”

Between 1940 and 1991, the Baltic foreign affairs services in the West were the
only legal representatives of the Baltic States. Operation of the legations continued
without interruption throughout the whole occupation period and until the restora-
tion of independence of the Baltic States. They continued to represent, within great
limitations, the interests of the Republic of Estonia, Republic of Latvia and Republic of
Lithuania.** The Latvian envoys presented written protests against the Soviet occupa-
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tion to those Western governments to which they were accredited. They tried to attain
non-recognition of the legality of the Soviet occupation and the subsequent annexa-
tion and incorporation, namely, urging the Western countries to continue to recognize
the de iure statehood of the Republic of Latvia. The Latvian diplomats continued to
represent the Republic of Latvia as a de iure state and its last independent government.
The Latvian diplomatic service abroad continued its limited operations without an
independent government of Latvia and without the support of the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs which both did not exist any more. During next 50 years, the head of the
Latvian diplomatic service preserved the right and responsibility of representing the
official position of the State of Latvia concerning any international political matters
and events that were relevant to the interests of Latvia and its citizens.*

In the result of the diplomatic protests in the summer of 1940, the leading West-
ern powers applied the principle of non-recognition to international territorial chang-
es that were executed by force in the Baltic States, thus, starting the de iure non-rec-
ognition of the occupation and annexation of the Baltic States. On 15 July 1940, upon
the initiative of Adolf Augustus Berle, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State, and political
advisor James Clement Dunn, the U.S. government froze all assets and gold resources
deposited the American banks, and certain amounts were later allocated for the opera-
tion of the Baltic legations and consulates.*® The United States froze the Baltic assets in
conformity with the legal principles of the Stimson Doctrine (1932) of non-recogni-
tion of international territorial changes that were executed by force.?”

The United States of America responded to the Soviet takeover with a statement
of non-recognition set forth in a declaration signed on 23 July 1940 by Under Secretary
of State Sumner Welles, then acting as Secretary of State.*® The main contributor to the
preparation of the declaration’s text was Loy W. Henderson, former secretary of the US
Legation in Riga, who had married a Latvian woman.*

This unprecedented declaration determined the position of the United States re-
garding the Baltic States until September 1991 and ensured the existence of the Baltic
diplomatic representations in the United States throughout the whole period of the
Soviet occupation. According to international law, the Republic of Latvia continued
its existence, which was evidenced by the continuous operation of the Latvian diplo-
matic and consular services. During the Baltic occupation, most Western countries
recognized the Latvian diplomats as representatives of the last government of the first
period of Latvian independence (1918-1940).

The United States, however, was the first country to establish the non-recogni-
tion policy. The U.S. government undertook protection of all property owned by the
State of Latvia (gold, ships, bank deposits) to prevent them from falling into Soviet
hands. These resources were also used to finance the Latvian diplomatic representa-
tion in Washington. The United States never established official contacts with the gov-
ernment of the Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic. The Baltic diplomatic and consular
representations in Washington always played a significant role in demonstrating the
non-recognition policy. The diplomats were granted full diplomatic immunity and
recognition which provided opportunities to remind the world continually of the ju-
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ridical existence of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and to defend the interests of the
Baltic States and their citizens.

The United States applied the Stimson Doctrine to the Baltic States and to ter-
ritorial changes implemented by the USSR. Previously this doctrine was similarly ap-
plied to Japan, Germany and Italy.*® This declaration was the basis for many other
statements and declarations of the United States, was well as most other countries and
international organizations (including the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe and the European Parliament) concerning the legality of the annexation of the
Baltic States by the Soviet Union.*! For several decades, this declaration determined
U.S. policy regarding the Baltic States and thus ensured the further operation of the Bal-
tic diplomatic missions in the United States.*? After the adoption of this act, the United
States implemented the policy of both de iure and de facto non-recognition of Baltic in-
corporation into the USSR.** This was a unique precedent in international relations.**

In the West, the opinion gradually developed that the Baltic States had apparently
suffered a Soviet military occupation followed by annexation and incorporation. The
Western countries declared that the Soviet Union had flatly violated international law
and a number of bilateral or multilateral agreements. A majority of countries gave de facto
recognition to the rule of the Soviet Union in the Baltics upon their annexation and subse-
quent incorporation into the USSR as the Baltic Soviet republics. However, this majority
also continued the policy of de iure non-recognition of the Soviet annexation.*> Between
1940 and 1991, many countries insisted that they did not recognize the annexation of the
Baltic States, thus underlining the unchanged and continuous non-recognition policy.

According to international law, the incorporation in the Soviet Union was in-
valid, and the Baltic States continued to exist as de iure subjects of international law,
recognized by more than 50 countries. The non-recognition of annexation was impor-
tant for the Latvian, Estonian and Lithuanian people. First, for 50 years this formed
the basis for the idea of the de iure continuity of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, as well
as for the request of the representatives of these nations to restore independence of
the three countries. Second, this was an essential reference for the future restoration
of Latvia’s independence, which finally came to pass in August 1991. The policy of
non-recognition, which for many years seemed to be only of symbolic value, turned
out to have a profound effect on Latvian history and played a fundamental role in the
renewal of Latvia’s independence and Latvia’s international and domestic political po-
sition after the restoration.*®

Along with the position taken by various countries, there were also court practic-
es in terms of resolving concrete matters relating to Baltic citizens and their property.
These rulings, whether directly or indirectly, confirmed the opinion of the respective
government concerning the further existence of the Baltic States. In addition to this,
institutions in several countries (for instance, the United States) continued to maintain
de iure contractual relations with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.*” Multilateral treaties
signed by the Baltic States prior to 1940 were taken over from the League of Nations
and deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.*® A number of bilat-
eral agreements signed by Latvia and the United States prior to 1940 were suspended
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between 1940 and 1991, but they remained in force in de iure terms. During World
War 11, the United States, the United Kingdom and other countries of the West did not
support the formation of Baltic exile governments or similar organizations on their
territory. The formation of such exile governments was only accepted in relation to
those countries which fought against Nazi Germany and which were not previously
occupied and annexed by the Soviet Union. The position of the West regarding exile
governments remained unchanged when, on 22 June 1941, the war between Germany
and the USSR began and the Baltic States were occupied by Germany.

In 1940 and 1941, Latvia’s envoys in the United States and the United Kingdom
organized written protests appealing to the relevant governments against the Soviet
and German occupation in Latvia by characterizing both occupations as representing
equally unlawful aggression against the State of Latvia and as a violation of interna-
tional law.** During the German occupation of the Baltics, several court proceedings
were underway in America concerning attempts by the Soviet Union to take Baltic
ships into its possession. Both totalitarian powers - Germany and the USSR - pre-
sented their claims against the Baltics at the same time. During World War II, the
complexity of the “Baltic issue” stemmed from the fact that the West and the Soviet
Union were allies against Germany. In relation to the Baltic States, the United States
and the United Kingdom were in a very complicated situation, indeed: they did not
accept the annexation of the Baltic States, but as of 22 July 1941, the United Kingdom,
and since 11 December 1941, the United States were allies with the Soviet Union in
their war against Germany and Italy.

On 1 January 1942, the Declaration of the United Nations was signed in Wash-
ington. Just a few days later, Latvia expressed its willingness to join the United Nations
and the union of Western democracies to fight against Germany, but Latvia was not
invited to join because of possible objections from the Soviet side. On 4 January 1942,
Latvia’s envoy to the United States, Bilmanis, stated that Latvia was willing to join the
Atlantic Charter and the Declaration of the United Nations, but he did not receive any
invitation.® Western countries rejected the involvement of the Baltic envoys in war-
time conferences and in the formation of the United Nations.”! However, in view of
the fact that during World War II, the biggest Western democracies - the United States
and the United Kingdom - did not recognize either the Soviet or the Nazi occupation
of the Baltics, their official representatives had grounds to believe that the Atlantic
Charter also concerned them.*?

During the war, the situation of the Baltic States was more complicated than in a
number of other countries in Eastern Europe which were occupied by Nazi Germany
(several changes of the occupying powers, struggles by the Baltic people on both sides
of the front, etc.). The Baltic States, while occupied by Germany, could not become
official allies of the Western superpowers, as alliance matters could only be decided by
governments. But, significantly and in contrary to some other East European countries
occupied by Germany, the Baltic States were not allowed to form their exile govern-
ments. Official representatives of the Baltic States did not succeed in attaining the of-
ficial status of allies in the anti-Hitler coalition. However, they continuously reminded
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Western countries that the Baltic States belonged to Western European civilisation,
supported the principles of the Western democracies, and linked their future and the
restoration of their independence to the victory of the Western superpowers in World
War II. At that time, eight Latvian ships were in North America. Thanks to the efforts
of Bilmanis, Latvian ships participated in U.S. Merchant Marine convoy operations
under the Latvian flag. In the period from January to August 1942, six of these ships
became victims of German and Italian submarine torpedoes.®® The first victim was
ship Ciltvaira; a street in U.S. East Coast city of Nags Head, NC, is named after this ship.

Seamen of the Baltic merchant ships were the only ones who participated in the
war against Nazi Germany and its allies under the flags of Estonia, Latvia and Lithu-
ania and represented their respective country. Though the Baltic States did not join
the anti-Hitler coalition in de iure terms, this example shows that in de facto terms,
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania participated in the coalition. This was a military con-
tribution which offered Latvia’s support to the Western countries which were part of
the anti-Hitler coalition.* The Baltic people denied Nazi Germany’s plan to include
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in the “Third Reich” and fought against the German
forces by maintaining the de facto restoration of the independent and democratic Bal-
tic States as their ultimate goal. The Baltic people believed that the United Nations
would win the war under the leadership of the United States and the United Kingdom
and that they would apply the principles of the Atlantic Charter to the Baltic States.

The Baltics experienced the phenomenon of so-called double occupation when
two totalitarian foreign powers claimed the same land and people. During the war be-
tween them, the occupying regimes in the Baltic States replaced one other (1940-1941:
Soviet occupation, 1941-1945: Nazi occupation, and 1945-1991: Soviet occupation
once again). The Baltic people saw two occupations, and their situation was substan-
tially different from the situation in Western Europe, which had to face one occupation
- by Nazi Germany. At the end of the war, the United States and the United Kingdom
did not give in to the pressure of the USSR, they did not recognize representatives of
the Baltic peoples as Soviet citizens, and thus they decided not to extradite them to So-
viet repatriation institutions against their will. On 12 May 1945, the Western allies de-
cided not to permit the forcible extradition of Baltic nationals - refugees and displaced
persons — to Soviet-controlled territories.>® This way the Western countries saved the
lives of many thousands of Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians residing in the Brit-
ish, American or French occupation zones in Germany.*® On 4 March 1945 and on 3
January 1946, the U.S. goverment declared that the United States had not recognized
the incorporation of the Baltic States into the USSR in de iure or de facto terms.”” The
Cold War began soon after World War II, and it determined the international situation
for the next four decades. For more than 40 years, a real resolution of the Baltic in-
dependence issue was not a primary agenda item for international politics and diplo-
macy. However, the Baltic issue was occasionally raised in international politics. The
focus on the Baltic issue changed, depending on more relaxed or strained U.S.-Soviet
relations. Significant support was also provided by Western public opinion. However,
Realpolitik principles prevailed, and the Baltic issue remained unresolved.
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After the war, via certain diplomatic channels, Baltic diplomats continued, with-
in the context of limited relations with a very small number of countries, to advocate
the preservation of the legal status and de facto restoration of independence of Latvia,
Estonia and Lithuania; in later years, increasing political and public activity was dem-
onstrated by Baltic exile communities in the Western countries. During Latvia’s oc-
cupation period in 1940-1991, when there was no lawful government, Latvian foreign
representations were not led by foreign affairs ministers but, instead, by heads of the
Latvian diplomatic and consular service: Karlis Zarin$ (Charles Zarine, 1940-1963),
Arnolds Spekke (1963-1970; the main office was moved from the legation in Lon-
don to Washington), and Anatols Dinbergs (1971-1991). They defined foreign policy
guidelines. Zarins appointed the former envoys Julijs Feldmanis and Arnolds Spekke
as heads of legation in Washington and chargés daffaires, though personally they re-
mained ministers plenipotentiary as appointed by the Latvian government before 1940.

In order to inform the official and public circles of Western Europe, the informa-
tion work of the Latvian legations increased. Envoy Bilmanis was particularly actively
engaged in anti-Soviet and anti-Nazi information processes in the West, and during
the war he published several brochures about the situation in Latvia - its legal status
and the policies of the German and Soviet regimes in the country.®® During the post-
war period, the Latvian legation in Washington remained quite important in terms
of protecting Latvias interests. Latvian envoy Bilmanis continued active information
work in terms of sending letters to American periodicals and publishing a number of
brochures and books about Latvias history, current problems and international posi-
tion.”® These activities did not allow the name of Latvia to fall into oblivion. During
the next decades, the Latvian legation in Washington continued to publish a quarterly
Latvian Information Bulletin in English. The Latvian representations tried to cooperate
with Latvian and Baltic exile organizations in the West, but in view of the specificity
of diplomacy, these opportunities were limited. Cooperation was developed, however,
with Estonian and Lithuanian diplomatic representatives and international organi-
zations engaged in resistance and the liberation movements of suppressed nations.

In 1951, Bilmanis’ successor, Feldmanis, was the first Baltic diplomatic represent-
ative who developed close cooperation with the Committee for a Free Europe and con-
vinced it that Latvians needed their own committee among other emigrant committees.*’
Feldmanis initiated and actively supported the formation of the main Latvian exile or-
ganizations — the American Latvian Association, the Committee for a Free Latvia, as well
as the Council of Central and East European Politicians, in 1951, and he helped to ensure
their close cooperation with American political organizations.® On 3 June 1951, thanks
to efforts of Feldmanis, the radio station Voice of Americalaunched broadcasts in Latvian.

During the early 1950s, the U.S. government began to deliver public statements
regarding the Baltic situation. On 14 June 1952, U.S. President Harry S. Truman, dur-
ing a statement to Baltic people residing in the United States, confirmed support for
the people of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and expressed his respect for the endeavors
of the Baltic diplomatic and other representatives on behalf of their countries. The
President also expressed the hope that the Baltic nations would restore their independ-
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ence and freedom within the community of free nations.*?

On 27 August 1953, the U.S. House of Representatives created the Select Commit-
tee on Communist Aggression, chaired by Charles Joseph Kersten, in order to investigate
the incorporation of the Baltic States into the USSR. The committee remained in place
during 1953 and 1954.°> On 30 November 1953, John Foster Dulles appeared before the
committee and mentioned several examples of Soviet despotism and terrorism in the
Baltic States. He also confirmed that the United States would maintain the diplomatic
recognition which was extended in 1922 to the three Baltic States and would further
continue to deal with the Baltic diplomatic and consular representatives who served the
last independent governments of these countries. Dulles noted that the Baltic countries
were “captive nations”** Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey proclaimed Baltic Free-
dom Day on 12 June 1966 with the declaration: “We have repeatedly reaffirmed the right
of the Baltic peoples to restoration of sovereignty. So, too, we continue to recognize the
diplomatic and consular representatives of pre-World War II Baltic Governments” %

In 1969, Apollo 11 astronauts took a carefully drafted message on behalf of the
“Latvian nation” (written by Counsellor A. Dinbergs at the Latvian legation in the
USA) to the Moon. The note expressed an optimistic hope that “their achievement
[might] contribute to world peace and restoration of freedom of all nations”% During
the first half of the 1970s, by contrast, the Baltic legations in Washington were seen as
a nuisance for the development of the policy of détente with the USSR, when interna-
tional tensions between the two superpowers became less acute.®’

On 25 July 1975, U.S. President Gerald R. Ford stated that the United States had
never recognized the incorporation of the Baltic States into the Soviet Union and was
not doing so by signing the Helsinki accords: “Our official policy of non-recognition
is not affected by the results of the European Security Conference,” he announced. The
House of Representatives and, later, the United States Senate (unanimously) passed
resolutions emphasizing that the Helsinki accords did not mean a change in the Amer-
ican non-recognition policy.®® During the latter half of 1970s, the issue of the future of
the Baltic legations in the United States was raised once again. On 25 October 1980, in
Chicago, U.S. President Jimmy Carter's Special Assistant to the President for Ethnic
Affairs, Stephen R. Aiello, announced that the U.S. administration would also accredit
those members of the Baltic legations who had not been working in the diplomatic
services of the independent Baltic governments. This decision ensured the further ex-
istence of the Baltic diplomatic legations.®

In September 1986, in Jarmala, Latvia, a meeting of Soviet and American repre-
sentatives was organized at the initiative of Chautauqua Institution (USA). At a public
session during this meeting, Jack Foust Matlock, Jr., Special Assistant to the U.S. Presi-
dent, made a statement in Soviet-controlled Latvia that the United States did not rec-
ognize the forcible incorporation of the Baltic States into the Soviet Union. In 1989, co-
operation between the Latvian legation in the United States and the U.S. Department of
State became more active, and in 1990 the United States established unofficial contacts
with the Latvian transition-period government. In January and August 1991, the lega-
tion in the United States informed foreign diplomats about events in Latvia and under-
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took active diplomatic work at the U.S. House of Representatives, Senate and executive
branch of government in order to keep the Baltic issue on the agenda of the West.

During the spring of 1990, the Baltic States, by applying the provisions of Soviet
legislation, elected new supreme councils in which a majority of members were sup-
porters of independence. On 4 May 1990, the Latvian Supreme Council set a transition
period toward the de facto restoration of independence by appointing a transition-pe-
riod government aimed at gradually replacing Soviet institutions. Until August 1991,
while the restoration of independence of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania was still not in-
ternationally recognized, the West still recognized the representatives appointed by the
heads of the Baltic foreign legations. These legations were still seen by the West as repre-
sentatives of the last independent pre-1940 Baltic governments with de iure recognition.

A decisive step toward the full restoration of independence of Latvia was the
adoption by the Latvian Supreme Council of the constitutional law “On the Statehood
of the Republic of Latvia” on 21 August 1991, when the transition period begun in May
1990 toward the de facto restoration of Latvia’s statehood ended and independence
was fully restored. In this law, Latvia requested its full-fledged return to the family of
world countries, and a de facto independent country was restored as a continuation of
the Republic Latvia which had been established in 1918.”° In August and September
1991, the Latvian government and the continuity of the 1918 Republic of Latvia were
internationally recognized. Thus, Latvia could fully implement its foreign policy in
line with international practice. The Latvian legation in Washington congratulated the
full restoration of Latvias independence. The legation in Washington and the Latvian
diplomatic and consular services in other Western countries consequently joined the
foreign affairs service of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Latvia,
which implements the foreign affairs policies of Latvia.”"

By fully establishing diplomatic relations, the Latvian government, upon accept-
ance by the residence countries’ governments, opened new embassies and enhanced
the former information bureaus and legations of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as
well as the long-serving legations in Washington and London to the level of embassies.
For many years, these legations, as institutions of the Latvian State, had been the sym-
bols of the legal existence of independent Latvia and of the ultimate goal - restoration
of independence. All three Baltic States had long-serving diplomats who had worked
without any interruption; they witnessed the restoration of Baltic independence and
became legends as they worked during both periods of independence. They also be-
came the first ambassadors appointed after the restoration of independence. Anatols
Dinbergs became the first permanent representative and ambassador extraordinary
and plenipotentiary of Latvia to the United Nations in New York (September — Decem-
ber 1991), and later he was the first Latvian ambassador to the United States (1992).

President George H.W. Bush announced the U.S. recognition of Latvian inde-
pendence on 2 September 1991 and both countries resumed full normal Latvian-U.S.
relations. On 5 September 1991, a Memorandum of Understanding between the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Latvia and the Government of the USA Concerning Diplo-
matic Relations was signed in Riga. In this document, both governments indicated that
they had entered into diplomatic relations and had decided to fully develop their dip-
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lomatic relations by appointing their ambassadors’* (during the period of 19401991,
bilateral diplomatic relations were “incomplete” — as mentioned before, Latvia had a
legation in the United States, but the USA did not have a legation in Latvia; the United
States had its government, but Latvia did not). Since 1991, the U.S. government has
also made several statements concerning the continuity of bilateral diplomatic rela-
tions since their establishment in 1922.7* Sometimes, in order to differentiate between
the period of 1940-1991 and the period following 5 September 1991, the specific date
is said to mark “re-establishment of active diplomatic relations””*

On 11 September 1991, in the White House, U.S. President George H.-W. Bush re-
ceived a number of Baltic diplomatic representatives — Lithuanian Ambassador Stasys
Lozoraitis, Jr., Estonian Consul-General Ernst Jaakson, and Latvian Chargé d'Affaires
Anatols Dinbergs. This was the first high-ranking meeting since the United States had
fully restored diplomatic relations with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. The reception
was also attended by representatives of the leading Baltic organizations in the United
States. On 18 September 1991, Anatolijs Gorbunovs, Chairman of the Supreme Coun-
cil of the Republic of Latvia, issued authorisation to Dinbergs by which he was ap-
pointed as the Latvian Ambassador to the United States. On October 15, the Latvian
Embassy was officially opened in Washington instead of the previous legation. On
11 March 1992, Dinbergs presented his credentials to President Bush. The Ameri-
can president highly praised Dinbergs as a long-serving diplomat. At the end of 1992
Dinbergs retired after 60 years with the Latvian diplomatic service. For half a century,
Dinbergs had personally met with U.S. presidents from Franklin Delano Roosevelt to
George Herbert Walker Bush.”

During the 20 years since the restoration of Latvia’s independence (1991-2011),
several countries, including the United States, have repeatedly emphasised they never
recognized the occupation, annexation and incorporation of the Baltic States and that this
point of view regarding the events in 1940 has also not changed since 1991. Recognizing
the 60th anniversary of the United States non-recognition policy of the Soviet takeover
of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, on 20 July 2000, a resolution of the U.S. Congress reit-
erated and reinforced the 23 July 1940 statement once again. When commenting on the
Welles Declaration's 70th anniversary, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in the Press
statement of 22 July 2010 described the Declaration as “a tribute to each of our countries’
commitment to the ideals of freedom and democracy” On 27 September 2011, a part
of a street near the new U.S. Embassy building in Riga was named after Sumner Welles.

In this context, the de iure continuity of Latvia and the other two Baltic States has
largely been ensured by the strong support of the United States in terms of the fact of
such continuity. The United States continues to view the present Republic of Latvia as
a legal continuation of the interwar republic. Latvian diplomatic and consular repre-
sentation in the United States, as well as Latvian — U.S. diplomatic relations as a whole,
have been uninterrupted for almost 90 years. Since the restoration of independence of
Latvia, the United States and Latvia have successfully and fully developed their bilat-
eral relations in line with the practices of international relations.
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Baltic Independence in 2011: Is Twenty Years a Little or a Lot?

Paul Goble
Remarks delivered for Joint Baltic American National Committee August 29, 2011

Twenty years! It seems almost incredible that it has been 20 years since Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania achieved the recovery of their de facto independence. For those of us
who lived through those exciting times half a lifetime ago, it seems both only yesterday
and a world away.

But now in this “round” anniversary year, it is time to make an assessment of
what has been achieved over that period, what has not been accomplished either be-
cause it is difficult or because it is impossible, and what remains to be done both by
the peoples of those three countries and by their friends abroad. Such an assessment
acquires a special urgency because this anniversary inevitably recalls another anni-
versary — the 20" anniversary of the first period of independence of the three Baltic
countries during the last century, a period during which Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
achieved a great deal but nonetheless had their effective independence suppressed as a
result of a criminal deal between Stalin and Hitler.

Obviously, I do not want to draw a direct parallel between 1940 and 2011. Too
many things have changed both in the world for that. But remembering that even 20
years does not make anything “irreversible” is something that should come natural
to citizens of the Baltic countries and to their friends and supporters abroad. At the
very least, such reflections should help us overcome complacency and a sense that the
future is assured. It is easy, especially at a time of anniversaries, to overlook or at least
play down the problems, given how much has been achieved. And consequently, be-
fore considering the current and future challenges and what our responses should be, I
do want to celebrate what in fact has been achieved. The best way to do that is to recall
what the situation in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were 20 years ago and contrast that
with the situation today.

Twenty years ago, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were under Soviet occupation,
with hundreds of thousands of Soviet troops on their territories, Communists either
in power or in powerful positions, and the USSR appeared to be reconstituting itself in
a way that would allow Western governments to support its existence for a long time
to come. Twenty years ago, the governments in place in the three Baltic countries were
not recognized by any foreign state. The United States and some other Western coun-
tries did not recognize the Soviet occupation as legitimate, but they maintained ties
with representatives of the pre-war governments rather than with the governments in
place, a fundamental distinction that is often forgotten. And twenty years ago, Estoni-
ans, Latvians and Lithuanians lived under a decaying Soviet economic political system
one that combined the worst forms of economic life with an arbitrary, authoritarian
and often brutal political regime, one that openly celebrated the supremacy of the oc-
cupiers over the occupied.
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What is the case today? The Soviet troops are gone along with the Soviet Union;
the Communists are out of office, completely discredited even if their crimes have not
yet been adequately judged; the three Baltic countries are members of the United Na-
tions, recognized by the overwhelming majority of the world’s countries, and full part-
ners of both the European Union and NATO; and Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians
live under conditions of democracy and free markets, enjoying all the advantages of
both. Not surprisingly, this remarkable, indeed unprecedented turnabout has led to a
kind of “end of history” mentality in both the three Baltic countries and among their
friends abroad. The leaders and the peoples of the Baltic States routinely and properly
celebrate what they have achieved. And Western oftficials who deal with the Baltic
countries often say “all’s well that ends well”, a comment that both excuses the West for
not having done more earlier and that suggests there is little more that needs to be done.

But as the West learned to its dismay on September 11" and as everyone in the
Baltic States should never forget given their own past, history does not end, culture
and geography cannot be repealed, and the human condition is not transformed by
external change. And because all this is true and at the risk of being the skunk at the
garden party of celebrations of this anniversary, I would like to devote most of my
remarks to these challenges, to what has not been accomplished either because it is
difficult or because it is impossible.

I would like to address three “impossibilities” and three “difficulties” in order to
begin our reflections at this conference. The three impossibilities, of course, are size,
location, and demography; the three difficulties are national integration, memory and
forgetting, and meeting the challenges of globalization and international integration.

Let us be blunt: Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania are small countries. They are
smaller than most U.S. states, and they have populations smaller than many U.S. coun-
ties. That has three obvious consequences: First, they have little margin for error. Sec-
ond, they are typically dependent on others. And third, they are often ignored or their
interests sacrificed by other countries in the name of reaching agreement with larger
and “more important” states.

When I was spending much of my time in the Baltic countries nearly 20 years
ago, I often pointed out that however important the peoples of these countries were
and felt themselves to be, they had to recognize that their size made living by their wits
far more important. I often remarked to the Estonians (but the same thing could have
been said to the Latvians and Lithuanians) that the fundamental difference between
their country and the U.S. was this: when Estonia makes a mistake, I would say, Es-
tonia suffers, but when the U.S. makes a mistake, Estonia suffers. (Tragically, the first
half of this equation remains true, but the second has changed. Having run through
our margin for error, it is now the case that when the U.S. makes a mistake, Estonia
suffers but so does the U.S. - a pattern that is going to intensify as the relative power of
the U.S. declines in the coming decades.)

Related to that is another observation that I and some others had occasions to
make. Being small, these countries much resemble the 90 pound weakling on the
beach. When the 250 pound lifeguard goes by, they have three options, two of them
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good and one of them very bad: The good options are to dig in the sand and hope the
lifeguard does not notice them or to take out a gun a shoot him through the head on
the first shot. The bad option is to kick sand at him.

Unfortunately, Baltic leaders like many other leaders of small countries - Geor-
gia’s Mikheil Saakashvili spring to mind - are often professional sand kickers, seeing
this as a way to get attention and even support. But it doing so, these leaders are op-
erating on a mistaken assumption: they believe that attracting attention is the same
as attracting support. That is not always the case: indeed, by trying to involve other
countries in this way, they advertise their own weaknesses to their opponents.

The second permanent condition is geography. Late Estonian President Lennart
Meri liked to say that he would rather have Canada for a neighbor. Indeed. But Esto-
nia, Latvia and Lithuania do not have a choice about their neighbors, and to be blunt,
they live in what is a notoriously bad neighborhood, one where their interests have
been ignored or trampled on by others.

Unfortunately, there is little sign that the neighborhood is getting better despite
all the hopes of 20 years ago. On the one hand, some of the Europeans in whom the
Baltic leaders and peoples put so much confidence have proved to be indifferent or
worse, sometimes publically telling the Balts and other East Europeans to keep their
mouths shut and far more often pursuing their own traditional national interests at Bal-
tic expense, especially when it comes to energy supplies from the Russian Federation.

And on the other, the situation in Russia is deteriorating and deteriorating rap-
idly. Not only do few in the Russian Federation accept the settlement of 1991 as legiti-
mate and final, but many in that country are openly attracted by radical nationalism
verging in some cases on fascism, especially as it becomes obvious that the Russian
Federation is at risk of collapse and disintegration in the near future. Because that is
so, the coming disintegration of that country is likely to be more violent and bloody
than was the end of the USSR, a trend that will have a serious and frightening impact
on the neighbors as well.

The Russian invasion of Georgia in August 2008 and the West’s half-hearted op-
position to that suggest to many in the Russian capital that “a good little war” is just
what they need to generate domestic support and put off if not prevent disintegration.
There is no guarantee that Moscow will not try this strategy again, especially if it is
handed a plausible casus belli by neighboring states, even if it will ultimately be a dis-
aster for Russia itself.

Let me be clear: Saakashvili behaved foolishly, but Russia’s Vladimir Putin be-
haved criminally. That needs to be accepted. Unfortunately, in the eyes of many in the
West, foolishness is the greater crime, especially if there is this kind of power imbal-
ance. And that is something smaller powers need always to be remember.

And the third such condition is demography. When people talk about demo-
graphic problems in the Baltic countries, they almost inevitably focus on only one of
them: the difficulties of coping with the consequences of the Soviet occupation on the
ethnic and linguistic make up of their populations. For Lithuania, these problems have
been minimal, but for Estonia and Latvia, they have been extremely serious. Ensuring
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that all the residents of these countries speak the national language and that those who
came under the conditions of occupation pass through a process of integration both
legal and psychological has been difficult, but the reality is that both Tallinn and Riga
have achieved wonders, especially given the pressure they have been under from Russia
and the West to ignore the fundamental and internationally recognized right of occu-
pied countries not to offer citizenship to those moved in by the occupying authorities.

Being a citizen of Estonia or Latvia, countries whose economies have done rela-
tively well at least in comparison to Russia’s and whose citizenship now means citizen-
ship within the European Union and all the benefits that entails means that ever more
ethnic Russians are choosing to take Estonian and Latvian citizenship, if not yet to give
up their own ethnic identities. That presents some serious challenges, to which I will
return in a moment. But the reality is that today, 20 years after the recovery of Baltic
independence, the ethnic composition of the population is NOT the most important
demographic problem there.

There are now three more significant ones. First is the hollowing out of the coun-
tries. Rural areas are being depopulated and an ever greater share of the population
lives in the capitals. Not only does that make the defense of these countries more dif-
ficult, but it changes the sources of identity in ways that do not sustain ethno-national
identity but rather promote a more cosmopolitan set of values. Such a development is
not necessarily bad in and of itself, but it means that the definition of what it means
to be an Estonian or a Latvian or a Lithuanian is changing and doing so in ways many
may be uncomfortable with.

Second is the departure of the young. Now that these countries are in the Euro-
pean Union and part of the West, an increasing share of young people is choosing to
work and live abroad. Many of them will return, at least that is what they say, but many
will not. That constitutes a serious brain drain and makes the prospects for the survival
of these countries as countries more problematic. If they cannot hold onto the young,
these countries face an uncertain and very likely unpleasant future.

And third is the problem I have called elsewhere “the revenge of the middle aged”
As everyone in this room will remember, the Baltic revolutions were led by the very
oldest and very youngest in each of the three countries, by those who could remember
their countries as they were before the Soviets came in 1940 and by those who had
come of age as the Soviet system wound down and who were thus least affected by it.
In the early 1990s, this led to a situation in which Estonia had the oldest president and
the youngest prime minister in Europe at one and the same time.

But in the intervening years, things have changed. Now, the oldest generation
has left the scene, either because of the impact of the actuarial tables or because of a
desire to take an often well-deserved rest, and the youngest, having experienced poli-
tics and often occupied senior positions earlier than would normally be the case, has
left politics to pursue business interests which seem far more promising. As a result,
politics in all three countries is now dominated by the middle aged, by precisely the
group that was the most affected by Soviet occupation and often is most informed by
Soviet values.
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That does not mean that these people have a Soviet agenda, but it does mean that
they often approach what are clearly anti-Soviet values in a Soviet fashion. In short, some
ofthem atleast might be described as “anti-Soviet Bolsheviks” Their existence clearly dis-
turbs many in these countries and that in turn helps to explain why all three have turned
to the emigration for their presidencies in recent years. But that is clearly a pattern that
cannot long continue, and a reckoning with this shadow of the past is obviously ahead.

These three “impossibilities” blend into the three enormous difficulties: national
integration, memory and forgetting, and meeting the challenges of globalization. Na-
tional integration is in some ways the hardest of the three. It is not enough to have eve-
ryone speak the same national language, carry the same passport, and do without dual
citizenship. It is critically important to decide what the nation is and what it should
be. That does not mean establishing a Procrustean bed of identity definers, but it does
require a shared set of values and judgments about the past, the present, and the future
within which the political system can operate.

If a large portion of the population does not understand and accept that 1940-
1991 was a period of occupation and does not believe that 1991 was a final settlement,
then politics becomes not so much impossible as poisoned. That can be seen from the
experience of Europe after 1945. One of NATO’s greatest contributions was to take
foreign policy off the table for European countries early on. That destroyed the basis
of the communist appeal for large segments of the population in France and Italy and
ultimately made possible the rise of the European Union.

Unfortunately, the new NATO about which we have heard so much does not
seem to be playing the same role in the Baltic countries. Many in all three appear to
think that 1991 was not the end of history but rather something that can and perhaps
even should be reversed, an attitude that poisons social and political life and makes the
further integration of the nation more difficult. And that is even more threatening be-
cause so many people now seem unwilling to recognize the truth about the occupation.

That reflection leads naturally to the second, the problem of memory and forget-
ting. It has long been a commonplace that “the unexamined life is not worth living”
but that a constantly examined life cannot be lived. Extrapolating from that we can say
that a nation that does not remember its history will soon cease to be a nation but a
nation that lives in the past will soon lack a future. That in turn means that the issue of
memory and forgetting is at the center of the life of all nations and especially of nations
like Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania which have undergone so much trauma.

It is critically important that institutions like the Occupation Museum our host
Professor Paulis Lazda has done so much to promote not be marginalized or trans-
formed into a watered down version of its intention. Too many young people in the
Baltic countries do not know their history, and the versions offered by Russian media
outlets are anything but true. Moreover, it is absolutely necessary that judgment be
rendered on that history and on those who made it, instead of saying as many in the
West often do, one should look forward not backward.

All three Baltic countries need to ensure that the rising generation knows what
the occupation was and why non-recognition policy was so important. The latter in
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fact constitutes not only international recognition of the occupation but serves as a
kind of birth certificate for the rebuilding of these states by offering them the legal
basis for their citizenship and other legislation. Take that away and you reduce the
Baltic countries to what the Russians like to claim they are — three more former Soviet
republics.

(Allow me a personal aside here: One of my biggest efforts 20 years ago was to
ensure that there was as much distance as possible in time between the recovery of
Baltic independence and the disintegration of the Soviet Union. Had these two events
happened at the same time, the West likely would have viewed the Balts as part of
the larger process rather than as a distinctive development. The consequences of that
would have been horrific.)

At the same time, however, this concern with maintaining knowledge of the past
must not ossify into a “short course” of propositions that trivialize that past or that
prevent people from evolving in ways of their own choosing. Maintaining that balance
is going to be hard, but it is not impossible, as many other countries — including small
ones — have shown.

And finally there is the problem of coping with the problems of globalization. I
would like to focus on just two aspects of this. On the one hand, the Baltic countries
because of their drive to rejoin Europe were asked and have agreed to yield sovereignty
in many areas where they had not yet fully reestablished it after the occupation. That
has led to a number of serious legal problems and even more to psychological uncer-
tainties with which none of the three is dealing especially well. For example, how do
you institutionalize democracy at a supra-national level before you have done so fully
at the national level? When there are conflicts between the two, how do you prevent
them from corroding support for democratic procedures in the other?

On the other, globalization, the notion that there should be the free flow of peo-
ple as well as goods and capital, is inherently threatening to national identities and
even the nation state. Nowhere are these threats greater than in the case of small coun-
tries like Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.

The obvious analogy is this: If you put a drop of blue ink into a large bottle of
water, the water may be slightly tinted but the blue itself will disappear entirely. In the
enormous sea of the world, the smaller nations are thus at risk - and it is likely that
at least some of their members will react badly to this development, all the more so
because some larger countries, including their traditional enemies, have been all too
willing to use these tectonic shifts to their own advantage.

All this means that Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians have a great deal of work
to do not only to ensure their national survival but to ensure that what survives will be
recognizably their nations. And it means that people of Baltic heritage and other friends
of the Baltic nations have a great deal of work to do, so much so that none of them
should allow these celebrations to get in the way of an honest assessment of that fact.

Let me suggest three things that we must do now in order to ensure that those
who come after us will be able to celebrate the 40™ and the 60" anniversaries with as
much pleasure as we are doing today. First, all of us need to recognize that history is
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contingent, that it is not over, and that bad things can happen in the future just as often
as good. The events of 1991 are no guarantee that the future will be otherwise. That
should be obvious as the three Baltic countries mark the second 20" anniversary of
their independence, but tragically it all too often is not.

Second, all of us also need to understand that trends in the Baltic neighborhood
are anything but good: Russia is again moving in a terrible and frightening direction,
and the West is complaisant, certain that somehow deals can be made and everything
can work out, the very attitudes that led to the submersion of the Baltic countries 70
years ago. No one can do more to fight that than those of us who love the Balts but live
in the West. We know, and we must testify.

And third, again all of us must recognize that the work ahead is harder than the
work we have done already. This role may not be as glamorous, and the tasks may not
appear as dramatic. But they are important. In 1991 on January 13" - which is by the
way my birthday — my wife bought me a birthday card which I think has a message for
all of us. The card read: “Anyone can survive a crisis; it is the day to day things that get
us down” Our work is now the day to day kind, and if we do it and do it well, we may
be able to avoid disaster and thus be in a position to celebrate many more anniversaries
of what was truly the Baltic miracle.
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2. CONTEMPORARY RELATIONS

The Vision of Latvia in the Context of
Baltic-Nordic Security

Damon Wilson

The concept of democracy as a national security strategy is at the heart of the point
which I would like to make. The first two phases - restoration of independence and
re-establishment of statehood, as well as the path toward NATO and EU member-
ship — were the focus which created a partnership among the United States, Germany
and the Nordic countries so as to help the Baltic States to succeed in re-establishing
their statehood and in beginning their path toward NATO and the European Union.

During that time, the Baltic States really were at the top of the policy agenda in
Washington. We established the Baltic Charter with the three counties so as to be able
to cement our relationship as we began the path toward NATO. There was some skep-
ticism about this at the beginning, but the incredible performance of the Baltic States
themselves in transforming their societies led to a situation in which the wide degree
of skepticism in Washington and Brussels regarding their place in Europe turned into
a sense of inevitability. During a very rapid timeframe, we went from imagining sce-
narios such as Lithuania in NATO or, maybe, Estonia in the EU, to the understanding
that we had to take off rapidly and together. Within this new partnership, the United
States looked at the Baltic States as one more partner, one more actor standing together
with us in relation to a set of global issues of importance for the United States.

Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian troops found themselves in action in Iraq and
Afghanistan, becoming involved in ways that were symbolically important, but also
put a lot of strain on the countries themselves. As this was happening, relations with
Russia were not getting better; they were getting worse. So, on the one side there was
the partnership between the Baltic States and the United States, particularly in Iraq
and Afghanistan, which was important to us in terms of strategic reassurance, but on
the other hand, in view of the evolution of Russia towards a more authoritarian state
with Vladimir Putin’s strategy of achieving domestic legitimacy for a confrontation
with the West, the neighborhood of the three Baltic States increasingly felt less secure
rather than more secure. This was underscored by the cyber attack on Estonia and the
war in Georgia. The situation was compounded by the sense of insecurity caused by
the economic and financial collapse which hit the Baltic region, particularly Latvia,
quite hard, as well as by the fact that Europe actually was divided in its dealing with
Russia, particularly in relation to energy issues.

The response has been quite good. The opportunity for the alliance to begin the
drafting of NATO’s new Strategic Concept came at the right time to address many of
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these concerns. So, despite the difficulties and differences within the alliance about
Russia which had very much existed before, each debate during the development of
NATO’s new Strategic Concept, irrespective of the topic, inevitably came back to dif-
ferences about the alliance’s policy towards Russia. There was a sense of unity in terms
of the idea that that collective defense is at the core of the alliance. Therefore, calls for
strategic reassurance had merit, and it is the case that before the Strategic Concept was
agreed, the alliance had already moved in the right direction, particularly in terms of
the United States.

Both the Bush Administration and the Obama Administration strongly agreed
on the need for contingency plans for the defense of the Baltic States, and we delivered
on that. We need to ensure that the Strategic Concept emphasizes the fact that collec-
tive defense is at the core of NATO. So, despite some divisions on Russia, there has
been political unity with regard to the concept. The Atlantic Council, together with the
U.S. European Command, has more work to do in relation to the implications of U.S.
military presence in Europe: how to achieve collective defense as a core strategic re-
assurance when, against the backdrop of an intellectual commitment toward strategic
reassurance, the United States is increasingly withdrawing its forces from Europe and
major defense cuts are taking place across Europe. Strategic reassurance as a policy
cannot be taken for granted. It has strategic consequences, and it actually means real
action within the NATO force planning structures, as well in U.S. military structures.
This is premised on the idea that Russia is no longer a threat in the classical Cold War
sense. We are not necessarily planning for a Russian invasion of the Baltic States, as
this is not a very likely scenario, but we are concerned about more subtle pressure
points and the potential for the situation to get worse over time, particularly in view of
the position of the Russian government. In the absence of strategic reassurance efforts,
Russia is likely to push the limits of what the alliance would accept. We have already
seen diplomatic intimidation in terms of a cyber-attack. The policy of strategic reas-
surance has to check these tendencies. At the same time, we want to do that without
polarizing Russia. After all, good relations with Moscow would be favorable for the
Baltic States. Thus, the task is to pursue the policy with a degree of assertiveness, but
also of restraint.

All of this is translated into a need for practical steps: enhancement of the self-
defense of Central Europe and the Baltic States, reinforcement capabilities, and a lim-
ited NATO peacetime presence. In practice, it means increased training and exercises,
rotational force deployment in Central Europe and in the Baltic States, as well as rein-
forcement planning - the ability of the relevant countries to accept military reinforce-
ment from other NATO allies. Occasionally, that translates into base infrastructure en-
hancement along with continued and sustained security assistance to these countries.
At the same, this process also requires the United States to be involved.

Due to the collapse of European defense spending, this is actually a very difficult
argument in Washington. There is the opinion that we need to remain committed
to our force presence in Europe and to decide on strategic reassurance for the Baltic
States. But many skeptical policymakers, particularly in Congress, want to know why
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this is our responsibility if Europe and the Baltic States themselves cannot sustain their
defense spending. For instance, Estonia is struggling to meet its force planning goals
with the alliance. Our efforts in Washington are strengthened if Europe does its work
at home. Frankly, however, these efforts are not sufficient.

We can single out certain areas of activity in this regard: the conventional aspect,
the nuclear aspect (Germany continues to ask for more radical reductions regarding
NATO’s nuclear policy, which is likely to have implications for Baltic security), as well
as the build-up of our missile defense. Russia has clearly stated that missile defense will
be a point of contention with the alliance, and this threshold has not been crossed yet,
as we have been committed toward finding ways of cooperation with Russia in the area
of missile defense, but we have not figured out how to respond to Russia’s insistence
that it sees our Phase-3 buildup as a source of confrontation and that it is not going to
accept our current plans. A fourth area is the building up of cyber defenses, which is
an area in which the alliance is failing to deliver on its promise. This is an area in which
I would very much like to see progress during the NATO summit which the United
States will host in 2012. This points me to the fifth issue which is on the current agenda.
Two regional processes are relevant for the Baltic States: Nordic-Baltic integration and
how the Baltics engage their neighbors to the East. The Nordic-Baltic integration pro-
cess is a significant new issue. The Nordic countries and the Baltic States could form
an impressive line-up and become one of the most powerful allies of the United States.

This does not mean replacing NATO. It does mean strengthening the regional
dimension, as well as strengthening integration from the economic, political and de-
fense and security perspective. Why is this dimension important? It provides an extra
layer of strategic defense in the event that things deteriorate in the East and in Russia.
It also provides some practical benefits. First, a joint maritime domain in terms of the
processes in the Baltic States becomes a much easier task if the region is an integrated
whole. The same applies to airspace. And, third, because of the collapse of defense
spending, it is imperative that in order to maintain credible security cooperation and
credible defense structures, we need multinational products to leverage the benefits of
cooperation by ensuring common procurement, common logistics and common train-
ing. For instance, why should each country need a defense college to train its military
officers? The Baltics are addressing this in the right way by working on a regional solu-
tion. And this is a model which is actually relevant and applicable across the alliance.

Integration also helps to magnify the voice of the region and the voice of the
Baltic States in the region, within the European Union and NATO, but vis-a-vis the
United States, as well. The second dimension is the neighbors to the East, or the East-
ern Partnership. The security of the Baltic States has been enhanced, but their neigh-
borhood continues to change. I believe that the Baltic States have a key role to play in
terms of working with Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia. This should be their
primary new policy agenda, as this is precisely where niche-form policy may have an
impact through technical assistance and a sense of inspiration which they could offer
to these countries by helping to create a framework to keep these issues at the forefront
within the European Union and NATO, as well as in Washington.

43




2. Contemporary Realations

Right now there is the issue of whether the European Union should form a Euro-
pean Endowment for Democracy, and the Baltic States are at forefront of that debate,
helping to shape the outcome of the process. Policy priorities refer, for instance, to
Belarus: how to provide oxygen to the civil society and the political opposition in Be-
larus so as to expand the space for challenging Lukashenka’s regime over time; and in
Ukraine: how to check authoritarian tendencies so as to maintain a European perspec-
tive as a viable option for that country.

Special focus this year (2011) is on Moldova - a country which is trying to move
in the right direction. We need to provide wind for their sails. In this regard, the Baltic
States can promote the relevant agenda within the European Union. This is a chance
to demonstrate that the Baltic States are not an exception and that there are other post-
Soviet countries which can show their ability and capability to join the West. Moldova
should stay atop of the agenda. Here the Baltic countries have a responsibility, and they
should work in that direction.

Finally, tasks related to Georgia include consolidation of its democracy, strength-
ening of relations, and maintaining the prospects for Georgia’s joining the West. I
really do not see new threats in classical military terms, but in terms of what other
speakers have alluded to, there has been media manipulation, distortion of banking
systems, financing of political parties, and corruption linked to Russian interests. The
defense strategy against these threats refers to strengthening democratic institutions,
democracy and transparency at home. An important aspect is social resilience: the
more resilient these societies are, the better they can defend themselves against the
new threats. In this regard, increased integration with the Nordic neighbors is a good
contribution, and it is actually quite helpful.

To conclude, the security of the region and the security of the Baltic States ulti-
mately depend on what Russia does. As long as Russia remains an authoritarian state,
there are limits for any type of partnership that the West could forge with Moscow in
the absence of shared values. We can cooperate with Russia on global security issues —
Iran, non-proliferation, nuclear weapons reduction, etc. But Baltic security is inevita-
bly tied to Russias internal political situation. An authoritarian state offers a potential
for threats. Democracy in Russia offers a prospect for a true and full partnership with
not only the West, but also with the Baltic States. I come back to this as a conclusion,
as this is where I see the voice which the Baltic States can have in U.S. policy, as well as
in the EU and NATO. It is important to further underscore that support for democracy
is not just a matter of the good will of the United States, because it is a national secu-
rity strategy. The more we see democracy take roots, whether in the Middle East or in
Europe’s East, the more secure are the people of the United States, but particularly the
people of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Thank you!
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U.S. Policy Toward Central and East Europe
Under the Obama Administration

Andpris Spriids

The election of Barack Obama as President of the United States was received with
hopes and expectations around the world that his presidency would represent a new
opening up of engagement and mutual trust among nations and joint solutions for
global challenges. In response to his promises, commitments and policy declarations,
as opposed to policy successes and achievements, Obama was granted a Nobel Peace
Prize at the very beginning of his presidency in 2009. The respectable international
award indicated the immense expectations which were entrusted in him. However,
more cautious voices started to be heard in Central and East European countries at the
same time. Leading regional political and intellectual representatives pointed to these
emerging concerns in the well known Open Letter to the Obama Administration in
July 2009: “Twenty years after the end of the Cold War, however, we see that Central
and Eastern European countries are no longer at the heart of American foreign policy.
As the new Obama Administration sets its foreign policy priorities, our region is one
part of the world that Americans have largely stopped worrying about.”!

The clearly detectable thread of emotionality and apprehension notwithstanding,
the letter raised relevant and analytically important questions as to whether Obama’s
foreign policy priorities created a transformed international and regional setting for
the new members of the European Union and NATO, also asking what the ensuing
policy options must be. In order to address those issues, this paper focuses on a gen-
eral assessment of Obama’s foreign policy priorities, the role of Europe in the context
of the new foreign policy objectives, relations with Russia as one of the “key centers of
influence”, as well as implications for U.S. relations with Central and Eastern European
countries. The last section offers a general assessment of major trends and issues in
U.S.-Baltic interaction. It is important to identify the character of the new dynamics in
this process and to underscore the determining and shaping factors behind the chang-
ing international milieu and U.S. policies which are a result thereof.

U.S. global priorities and Europe

The Obama Administration’s foreign policy priorities have largely derived from a re-
evaluation of general trends in global dynamics and the respective scope of the ma-
neuvering and role of the United States in this transforming world order. The admin-
istration has based its strategy on premises which Joseph Nye succinctly describes as a
power transition from West to East, as well as power diffusion from state to non-state
actors and from traditional to non-traditional concerns.? As a result, the global stage
of players and issues has been increasingly crowded and difficult to manage. This has
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been duly recognized in the U.S. National Security Strategy: “At the dawn of the 21*
century, the United States of America face a broad and complex array of challenges to
our national security”?

In the emerging international environment, the U.S. administration is poised to
deal with a number of considerable international challenges. First, these are geopoliti-
cal and security issues: U.S. involvement in two regional wars and a zone of instability
from Iraq to Pakistan as a legacy of the George Bush presidency, compounded more
recently with unexpected developments in the Arab world, as well as continuous ter-
rorist and other asymmetric threats. Second, economic and resource-related aspects
are increasingly important: the global financial and economic recession and its reper-
cussions, as well as fluctuating energy prices in the context of a rising awareness of
limited accessibility to resources and the necessity to address climate change. Third,
there are institutional challenges which compound the previous two: imbalanced rep-
resentation in bodies such as the UN Security Council, IME, World Bank, and the
difficulty of reinvigorating existing frameworks such as NATO and the G8, while also
legitimizing new ones such as the G20.

Moreover, U.S. domestic politics clearly matter and contribute toward a reassess-
ment of priorities and their application in the global setting. Obama inherited a number
of burning challenges to deal with: a financial and economic crisis, unemployment, a
huge budget deficit and speedily increasing public debt, an inefficient health care sys-
tem, and rising energy prices. Obama appeared to be willing to take advantage of and
to spend his initial political capital to address some of the more controversial issues and
to push through significant legislative initiatives, such as ones related to public health
care and green energy. Divided public opinion over those initiatives and, particularly,
their costs resulted in the Democratic Party’s lost control over the House of Represent-
atives in the midterm elections in November 2010. As recurrent standoffs over budget-
ary expenses and debt ceilings between the administration and Republican majority
have demonstrated during the course of 2011, Barack Obama’s presidency, has effec-
tively changed from an initial “imperial presidency” into an “imperiled presidency”*

These domestic exigencies have only reinforced a paradigmatic re-evaluation of
the declared foreign policy priorities. The Obama Administration continues to de-
clare the nations global “indispensability” and responsibility to shape and lead the
increasingly fluid, open and interdependent global system. On the other hand, it is
recognized that “no one nation - no matter how powerful - can meet global challenges
alone’” Tt has been declared that the U.S. must strengthen international institutions,
especially ones like the G20, and engage and establish efficient partnerships with other
“key centers of influence”, such as China, India and Russia, and “increasingly influ-
ential nations”, such as Brazil, South Africa and Indonesia.® Obama’s multilateralism
reverberates with former President Bill Clinton’s “assertive multilateralism”. As Bruce
Jones has pointed out, the notion of interdependent security above all creates the basis
for Obama’s foreign policy vision, agenda and box of tools.”

The renewed multilateral institutional framework and comprehensive engage-
ment of other powers have been perceived as an imperative in the administration’s
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pursuit of a number of global priorities so as to achieve the security of the United
States: peace and stability in the greater Middle East, the fight against terrorism, nu-
clear non-proliferation, combating climate change, and ensuring an open global econ-
omy. Despite long standing expression of respect for values such as human rights and
democracy, Obama’s administration has been somewhat cautious to throw its weight
behind the value agenda as directly and forcefully as the previous administration did:
“The United States rejects the false choice between the narrow pursuit of our national
interests and an endless campaign to impose our values...We are promoting universal
values by living them at home, and will not seek to impose these values through force”®

Where do these stated U.S. priorities place Europe in general and the Central and
East European region in particular? Barack Obama and his administration have reiter-
ated frequently that “Europe is our cornerstone in engagement with the world” There
is a strong realization that power must be measured not only in terms of “over others”,
but also “with others” Close links with the EU provide a considerable contribution
toward joint military cooperation and endeavors, global security and economic pros-
perity. Moreover, there has been considerable convergence in terms of global priorities
and means. As Alvaro de Vasconcelos has argued, Obama’s foreign policy agenda es-
sentially corresponds with the EU’s vision and priorities, as defined in the 2003 Euro-
pean Security Strategy.’

This common vision notwithstanding, U.S. engagement with Europe has become
much more complex and less globally formative. First, some internal redefinition is
underway in both the U.S. and, particularly, the European Union. The EU aspires to be
green, social and competitive. These are undoubtedly ambitious goals, but it is difficult
to harmonize and achieve them, which means that the process of pursuing those goals
within the European Union will be far from smooth. In the context of its financial and
debt crisis, the EU appears to be more engaged in ad hoc crisis management than in
creating medium-term “tool-box” or visionary strategies for domestic and external
policies. Hence, the EU is far from being a homogenous player with a clear set of pri-
orities. Domestic dynamics and economic challenges have also set some constraints on
American activist policy around the world.

Second, although Europe retains a declared role as the cornerstone for U.S. for-
eign policy, Europe’s once important role has considerably waned. The U.S. agenda
has gradually become much more global in its reach and less centered on Europe.
Arguably, it is not only that “Central and Eastern European countries are no longer
at the heart of American foreign policy,” but also that on the whole, Europe has lost
its central appealing power in U.S. considerations. On the one hand, this encourages
the European Union increasingly to become a player and partner in its own right. On
the other hand, however, it deprives European countries of an external “integrator”
and benefactor, the role that has been played by the United States since the days of the
Marshall Plan.

Third, although there is a general convergence of worldviews, the U.S. global
agenda does not always overlap with the EU’s more regional priorities in terms of
details. The U.S. priorities include Afghanistan, the fight against terrorism, non-pro-
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liferation, China and the Middle East. The Middle East, the Balkans, Russia, energy
security and climate change would top the list among the Europeans.'® Cooperation in
terms of diverging priorities once more is further complicated and limited by domestic
financial and economic dilemmas, as well as somewhat increasingly inward-oriented
agendas. Moreover, EU and U.S. policy toward various objectives may have diverging
underlying driving forces. For instance, in the process of engaging Russia, the U.S.
thinks about developments in Afghanistan and Iran, as well as about non-prolifera-
tion, while for the EU it may be largely about ensuring energy security and stability in
the neighborhood.

Fourth, even when convergence of priorities and particular positions takes place,
the partnership may be insufficient to solve global issues. The “rest” of the world has
grown considerably in its influence over global developments and political decision-
making. The global economic balance has been tilting toward the developing world,
particularly in Asia. The agreement on global trade was largely affected by the devel-
oping countries, especially India, whereas China’s voice appeared critical in the nego-
tiations over a climate change agreement. The solution of problems in the greater Mid-
dle East and, especially, the issue of non-proliferation increasingly appears to amplify
Russia’s stakes in the process.

Fifth, in the process of global “division of responsibility and labor”, the EU’s ca-
pacity to take on important regional responsibilities and act alone, if necessary, has
yet to be tested. Reaction to the Arab Spring in the Middle East, moreover, is only one
important test in this regard. As Daniel Hamilton and Nikolas Foster have argued, the
EU’s undertakings in Afghanistan and Pakistan, as well as in Iran, “will do much to
determine Europe’s credibility in Washington’s eyes as a global security actor and its
ability to deploy ‘soft power’ tools of aid, trade, and diplomacy to stabilize troubled
nations.”"! Some EU countries such as France have played an instrumental role in the
transformation of the regime in Libya. However, further efforts toward stabilization
and democratization in the region may pose considerable challenges to the solidarity
and efficiency of the European common external policy. As Tomas Valasek succinctly
sums it up: “the United States and Europe therefore find themselves in a paradoxical
situation: the Europeans may be America’s best allies, but are not necessarily its most
important allies”'?

These existing and emerging challenges notwithstanding, the transforming char-
acter of the global setting and of U.S. relations with traditional European partners
may also open up new windows of opportunity. Although a less Europe-centered U.S.
policy creates some political and psychological unease and international policy uncer-
tainties, the implications of Obama’s policy for Europe largely depend on the EU itself.
Obama’s approach actually leads to Europeanization of European politics and, espe-
cially, its external policy. In this case, somewhat paradoxically, the Atlanticist orienta-
tion of Central and East Europeans may have transformed its characteristics and now
denotes their deeper integration into the EU and consolidation of its common poli-
cies so as to share global responsibilities with its closest ally. The previously adopted
“special relationship” with the United States was sometimes interpreted as the “Trojan
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horse” phenomenon among some Western Europeans, and this may strengthen intra-
European dynamics and consolidation of the community’s common policies.

The U.S. ambition to strengthen global and regional multilateral institutions with
more transparent and acceptable rules and the respective and comprehensive engage-
ment of various “rising powers” may also have positive political implications. The en-
gagement agenda would potentially force those powers to become more status quo
oriented, both globally and regionally. For the European Union in general and Central
and East European countries in particular, such developments might have direct im-
plications on their relations with a neighboring “key center of influence”, above all
Russia.

U.S.-Russia reset: from mutual distrust to strategic partnership?

The reset with Russia demonstrates Obama’s foreign policy “engagement” thinking.
The reset policy is among the most important variables affecting U.S. and CEE interac-
tion. Russia has inevitably been an important factor in the foreign policy narratives
of the CEE countries. The new members of the Euro-Atlantic community formerly
were part of the “outer” and “inner” circles of the Russian empire and then the Soviet
Union. The ensuing historical sensitivities between the nations which regained their
sovereignty and the former imperial center have been complemented with existing
power asymmetries, considerable dependence on Russia’s energy resources, as well as
foreign policy assertiveness and domestic centralization and power consolidation in
Russia. The U.S” substantial support for Central and East Europeans was instrumental
for these nations to re-establish their development trajectory and integrate into the EU
and, particularly, NATO. The “free, democratic and undivided” CEE region was part
of a grand democratization agenda for former President George W. Bush. The Rus-
sian-Georgian conflict in 2008 and its aftermath, however, demonstrated clearly the
ever-present and dormant tensions in the post-Soviet space, the difficulty of engaging
Russia in conflict settlement in the region, as well as the diverging policy objectives of
the U.S. and Russia.

The regional political context was transformed when U.S. Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton presented Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov with a mock reset
button during their first meeting in Geneva in March 2009. The meeting followed the
resumption of NATO-Russia relations and demonstrated the US leadership’s inten-
tions to launch a “fresh start” with Moscow. This clearly contributed to apprehension
among the CEE nations. A few months later, in an open letter, CEE leaders welcomed
the reset of US-Russian relations but, more powerfully, expressed the “nervousness
in our capitals”, indicated that Russia is “a revisionist power pursuing a 19th-century
agenda with 21st-century tactics and methods” and called on the United States “to
ensure that too narrow an understanding of Western interests does not lead to the
wrong concessions to Russia”!® The unfortunate selection of September 17%,2009 -
the date of Soviet invasion into Poland in 1939 - for announcing the decision to cancel
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the Bush Administration’s proposed antiballistic missile defense system demonstrated
both a certain irrelevance of the CEE and a resulting insensitivity toward regional
historical grievances. The reset policy was perceived to have resulted in downgrading
active U.S. involvement in the CEE and its democracy promotion agenda, also focus-
ing less on domestic developments within Russia itself.

In the meantime, Russia has assumed the role of an important partner for the
United States in dealing with a number of urgent issues such as the Middle East (es-
pecially Iran) counterterrorism activities (above all in Afghanistan) and nuclear non-
proliferation.” At this writing, cooperation in the military domain has been most vis-
ible, significant and successful. Already before the push of the symbolic reset button,
the first shipment of U.S. non-military supplies went from the Latvian port of Riga
through Russia, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, and on to the U.S. military in Afghani-
stan in February 2009. After the agreement was signed with Russia for the transit of
troops and materiel across Russia, an estimated 1,000 flights or more, carrying more
than 170,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, have taken place. In April 2011, U.S. Assistant
Secretary of State for European and Eurasian Affairs Philip Gordon indicated during
a hearing at the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on European Affairs that “50
percent of U.S. sustainment cargo for Afghanistan goes through the Northern Distri-
bution Network, and 60 percent of supplies transiting that network go through Russia.
This is a significant benefit for the United States.”"®

During the U.S.-Russia Summit in July 2009, the two countries also agreed to
resume direct military-to-military activities which were suspended after the Rus-
sia-Georgia war. This would include a conduct of regular exchanges and operational
events. In September 2009, the U.S. announced the cancellation of the deployment
of missile defense systems previously agreed and signed with the Polish and Czech
governments by the Bush Administration. This cancellation created new openings
for further reset momentum in U.S.-Russia relations and an advancement of Obama’s
commitment toward “zero” nuclear weapons in the world. The new Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty was signed in April 2010 and later ratified by the legislative bod-
ies of both countries. This was followed by a new military cooperation agreement in
September 2010 to replace a 1993 agreement. The two countries issued a declaration
of cooperation and decided to establish a defense cooperation working group to meet
annually. Progress has also been, albeit slowly, achieved in relation to joint missile de-
fense matters. Moreover, the U.S. continues to provide annual aid to Russia to prevent
the proliferation of WMD.'¢

The cooperation has extended to political and economic matters, as well. The
institutional framework - the Bilateral Presidential Commission with 18 working
groups — has been established to coordinate a number of joint activities. In April 2010,
Russia supported U.S. proposals for a new round of sanctions against Iran at the Unit-
ed Nations Security Council. Russia has reportedly been willing to cooperate with the
U.S. on both the diplomatic and the pressure track despite significant trade losses as
the result. The cooperative mode in the Middle East was once more demonstrated by
Russia’s abstention on the Libyan “no-fly zone” decision at the Security Council in
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March 2011. In return, the U.S. has supported Russia’s mediation role in conflict set-
tlement in Libya.

The reset has created a favorable environment for closer economic cooperation,
trade and mutual investments. Cooperation in the nuclear sector has led to the so-
called 123 Treaty, which was signed in December 2010. It enables the U.S. and Rus-
sia to develop proliferation-resistant technology, allows the sale of nuclear materials
and equipment by U.S. companies to Russia, and permits joint bids for tender in rela-
tion to civil nuclear projects in third countries."” Investment and trade volumes have
increased. There were also expectations and commitments to finalize Russias WTO
membership by the end of 2011. This, however, was once seen as a “make or break”
issue, also revealing the political and structural limits of cooperation between the U.S.
and Russia.

The positive achievements of reset notwithstanding, “a breakthrough with” or
“concessions to” Russia should not be overestimated. The diverging visions and disa-
greements with Russia remain considerable. As Andrew Kuchins puts it, “the root of
the problem is Moscow’s failure to accurately identify threats to Russian interests in a
rapidly changing international environment”. This obsolete view of threats was dem-
onstrated indicatively by Russia’s 2010 Military Doctrine, recalling that preservation
of the strategic thinking of the 1970s would clearly hinder endeavors to establish a
genuine bilateral and strategic partnership.'®

Conflict solution in the neighborhood has remained among those contentious
and complicated issues which allow the process to proceed. Joint demonstrations to
deal with “frozen conflicts” have not yet produced any significant results. While the
U.S. has largely adopted a “wait and see” approach with regard to Russia’s interaction
with former Soviet republics, it has also expressed continuous support for the integrity
of Georgia, as well as for the diversification of European energy resources in coopera-
tion with post-Soviet states other than Russia. With regard to the new CEE members of
Euro-Atlantic organizations, the re-engagement with Russia has been complemented
with unambiguous reassurance. This has found its expression in the new NATO Stra-
tegic Concept, contingency planning for Poland and the Baltic countries, joint military
exercises and, perhaps in future, U.S. military bases in the region.

This also adds some caveats to the hitherto most successful direction of coop-
eration: arms control. Russians expect the withdrawal of U.S. tactical weapons from
Europe as a precondition for further joint solutions. There is a clear difference of in-
terpretation among the two sides, as Russians perceive the U.S. tactical weapons in
Europe as being of strategic importance.' Although CEE countries supported the
START II treaty at the end of 2010, tactical weapons are still perceived to be an im-
portant military balancing instrument in Europe. The tactical weapons issue has been
linked with the CFE Treaty, negotiations about which have stalled for years. Moreover,
momentum should be kept and some interim agreements should be achieved in an at-
tempt to reach common stances on the proposed joint missile defense system. To date,
the remaining windows of opportunities and present political will notwithstanding,
progress has been rather limited.
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Democratic administrations have also been traditionally susceptible to issues
of democracy and human rights. Although the Obama Administration has said that
it “will not seek to impose these [democratic] values through force”, ignoring them
continuously in a mutual relationship would create a risk of undermining the admin-
istration’s credibility. This has led Barack Obama to make statements on various oc-
casions along similar lines: “...Americans and Russians have a common interest in
the development of rule of law, the strengthening of democracy, and the protection
of human rights. ....These are not just American ideas; they are human rights”?® Mi-
chael McFaul, one of the reset architects and now the “reset ambassador” to Russia, has
underlined the importance of democratic freedoms and human rights in a “dual track
engagement” with Russia.*! The presence of human rights in the relationship was con-
firmed by the State Department’s decision to place 64 Russian officials on a visa black-
list banning them from entering the U.S. Although this was regarded as a pre-emptive
way to preclude the passage of the Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act
in the Senate, the vulnerability of reset was demonstrated and risks of its derailment
increased, especially after Russia warned that it would “respond asymmetrically” and
establish its own blacklists.*>

The Obama Administration has received considerable and increasing criticism
for its reset policy from Republicans and conservative think tanks. David J. Kramer,
president of Freedom House and a former deputy assistant secretary of state for Eu-
ropean and Eurasian affairs in the George W. Bush Administration, has argued that
the “grand bargain” has led to a “Russia only” rather than a “Russia first” approach,
“neglecting and even abandoning other countries in the region” and ceding spheres
of influence to Moscow.?* According to Ariel Cohen and Stephen Blank, this has wid-
er implications for U.S. foreign policy: “The reset policy has hitherto conspicuously
failed to address important U.S. interests in Eurasia, including preventing emergence
of a hegemonic power in Eurasia, maintaining a level playing field in access to markets
and natural resources, and developing democracy and free markets based on the rule
of law”?* The issue of closer relations with Russia has increasingly moved up on the
political agenda. While the new START agreement, albeit after prolonged discussions,
was ratified by the U.S. Senate, it became more complicated to achieve the repeal of the
Jackson-Vanik amendment, which was needed for Russias WTO accession and status
of most favored nation in trade. The Senate has raised the issue of human rights in
Russia and has been considering adopting the Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Account-
ability Act. In all likelihood, the near term presidential elections in Russia and, espe-
cially, in the U.S. may only intensify partisan politics and criticism over the adminis-
tration’s reset policy. One of the Republican presidential frontrunners, Mitt Romney,
has promised to reset Obama’s reset policy, which he has critically assessed as a “we
give, Russia gets” policy.?®

Paradoxically, while there has been considerable and growing skepticism and po-
litical criticism among U.S. policy makers and shapers, the CEE nations have adjusted
to the new openings in relations with Russia. It is perceived that Russia’s domestic
economic challenges, taken together with the U.S.-Russia reset process, as well as the
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EU-Russia “modernization agenda,” have made Russia more responsible and suscep-
tible to refraining from power politics. The initial insecurities have been alleviated by
the considerable reassurance provided by NATO and the U.S. in particular. Political
rapprochement has also created new openings for more intense regional economic
exchanges and interaction. As the result of this, a number of countries in the region,
most notably Poland, have embarked on their own reset and “modernization agenda”
with Russia.?®

Moreover, as Ivan Krastev has succinctly put it, “the biggest loser — and the
biggest winner — of Obama’s reset policy is Central Europe. It lost its symbolic
importance in America’s political imagination, but gained real influence in shap-
ing EU’s Russia policy.”” The reset has motivated Europeans to “Europeanize” their
own foreign policy and strategy with respect to Russia. As a result of this, CEE nations
find themselves in a position to launch a more proactive rather than a simply band-
wagon approach in general, as well as to de-securitize and de-victimize its relations
with Russia in particular. Actually, the reset has motivated CEE nations to shape the
EU and Transatlantic agenda more actively. Hence, initial concerns in the CEE region
and future prospects of reset notwithstanding, the U.S.-Russia rapprochement already
has produced positive policy implications for the CEE in terms of a more pro-active,
initiative based and Europeanized security and foreign policy.

The Obama Administration and the Baltic countries

The positive implications of evolutionary, rather than revolutionary changes in
Obamass foreign policy have been demonstrated under the framework of the relation-
ship of the United States with the Baltic countries. Although Estonia, Latvia and Lithu-
ania may differ in their foreign policy approaches and tactics, there has been a strong
rationale to sustain previous political momentum and expand cooperation on a variety
of issues with the United States. It is continuously perceived in the Baltic States that
the United States were among the strongest advocates of the Baltic “captive nations”
during the Cold War, as well as their most important strategic partner after regaining
independence.”® The strong reliance on strategic cooperation with the U.S. has made
the Baltic countries, alongside Poland, arguably the most Atlanticist nations among
the CEE countries. The traditionally prioritized spheres of cooperation have been se-
curity, energy, as well as education and culture.

The U.S. has been perceived as a vital and indispensible guarantor of Baltic in-
dependence and security. The role of NATO and, particularly, the United States only
increased in the security considerations of the Baltic countries on the eve of the U.S.
presidential election in 2008. The Russian-Georgian conflict in August 2008 re-in-
voked traditional insecurities among the Balts and created a certain post-Georgia
syndrome of perceived vulnerability in the proximity of an assertive neighbor. The
conflict demonstrated that traditional concerns and responses cannot be taken off
the international agenda. Moreover, on a wider regional scale, after an initial wave of
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Transatlantic optimism and a democratization agenda in the former Soviet Union, the
neighborhood once more demonstrated its latent tensions and sources of instability.
Frozen conflicts, violation of human rights and non-transparent governance undoubt-
edly created potential for a detrimental spillover effect to regional and international
security settings. As a result, Georgian developments very much reinvigorated a search
by the Baltic countries for further re-assurance of collective defense solidarity and re-
gional security from NATO and the newly elected president’s administration.

Alongside bilateral dialogue and continuous support for the U.S.-led NATO mili-
tary operation in Afghanistan, “reassurance” was put high on the agenda by the Baltic
representatives in various multilateral settings, such as the Enhanced Partnership in
Northern Europe (EPINE) or the group of experts chaired by former U.S. Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright to elaborate recommendations for the new NATO Stra-
tegic Concept in 2010. Eventually, the resulting Strategic Concept of the alliance was
perceived as an important document to provide reassurance for the Baltic nations.
NATO also produced military contingency planning for Poland and the Baltic coun-
tries. Moreover, reassurance was clearly demonstrated by a number of military exer-
cises with the considerable participation of the U.S. military. Large military exercises
such as “Baltic Host” took place in 2009, while “Saber Strike” followed in 2010. These
undertakings were perceived as a demonstration of political and strategic support,
along with continuous U.S. engagement in the region. The declaration of the interim
operational capability of NATO’s territorial missile defense system and the objective of
proceeding with the deployment of key elements of this system in Poland and Roma-
nia are planned to be among the major goals for the forthcoming NATO Summit in
Chicago in May 2012.% Although the approaching U.S. elections and almost simulta-
neous G8 summit may limit chances for the summit to become “transformational’, the
development of NATO’s smart defense and missile defense agenda and its presence in
the CEE region are expected to be agreed upon, even if faced with Russia’s objections.*
This would have positive implications for the security of the whole region, including
the Baltic States.

The reassurance and the correspondingly alleviated insecurity concerns in the
post-Georgian conflict environment facilitated the Baltic countries’ support for the
reset in general, and the START agreement in particular. Latvia and particularly the
Riga port have benefited from the U.S.-Russian rapprochement and have become an
important component in the transit of non-military cargos to Afghanistan through
the Northern Distribution Network. Reset and “reassurance” have encouraged the
Baltic countries, and particularly Latvia, to take more proactive regional stances in
the confidence building process. This eventually contributed to Latvia’s own reset or
normalization of relations with Russia during the past several years, which was clearly
demonstrated by the visit of President Valdis Zatlers to Moscow in December 2010.

The global economic recession, dilemmas of economic sustainability and con-
tinuous rivalry over access to energy resources have clearly been part of the U.S.-Baltic
dialogue. The Bush Administration was instrumental in supporting the establishment
of NATO’s Cooperative Cyber Defense Centre of Excellence in Tallinn in May 2008
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in order to enhance NATO’s cyber defense capability. The Obama Administration has
been supportive of the Energy Security Center in Vilnius, while the administration’s
energy envoy, Richard Morningstar, has engaged actively in shuttle diplomacy in this
area, promoting diversification of transit and supply routes in Europe, including the
CEE and Baltic region. Lithuanians have been frontrunners in engaging U.S. pres-
ence in the Baltic energy sector. The Lithuanian government has signed contracts with
U.S. companies on the construction of a liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal and the
potential delivery of LNG from the United States.’! In the meantime, Estonian invest-
ments in a Utah shale oil company have been driven not only by economic rationale,
but also by the desire to strengthen strategic links. The joint exploration and prospec-
tive extraction of shale gas in Poland and the Baltic countries may become an im-
portant aspect in further strengthening these Transatlantic links.*? Although the eco-
nomic recession has reinforced national economic and energy preferences and certain
competition among the Baltic nations, there is a shared vision of the importance of the
strategic presence and initiative of the United States in regional energy configurations.

Lastly, cultural and educational links and “soft” diplomacy have remained a visi-
ble part of U.S.-Baltic interaction. The Bush Administration left behind the important
and symbolic legacy of introducing a visa waiver program in November 2008, which
enabled nationals of almost all new CEE members of the EU and NATO, including
the Baltic countries, to travel to the United States for short visits without obtaining
a visa. Two years later, in September 2010, the inauguration of the Baltic American
Freedom Foundation took place so as to build on the legacy of the Baltic American
Enterprise Fund and facilitate professional and educational exchange programs and,
eventually, enrich ties between the citizens of the United States and the Baltic coun-
tries. The intensification of cultural and education exchanges has been suggestive of
Baltic ambitions to sustain a previously established positive agenda across the entire
spectrum of issues in terms of mutual interaction between Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania
and the United States.

Conclusions: new challenges and opportunities in U.S.-CEE relations

Obama has based his political platform on the premise and promise of change. U.S. for-
eign policy has not been an exception. The innovation in U.S. foreign policy thinking
and implementation notwithstanding, the adopted global strategies and goals recall
the language of the Clinton Administration: “assertive multilateralism”, “engagement’,
and “strategic patience’, especially with regard to “key centers of influence”, such as
China and Russia. At the same time, the Obama Administration’s foreign policy has
been undergoing adjustments due to continuous challenges in Afghanistan and an
expanding area of instability in the Middle East, unpredicted and paramount societal
transformation in the Arab world, the global economic recession, as well as rising
domestic criticism within the United States. In this context, the ever-present dilemma
of balancing a value-driven global democratization agenda with pragmatic and econo-
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mized engagement with major U.S. economic partners and suppliers has become ever
more acute and challenging.

The CEE nations have been apprehensive that the inauguration of the Obama
Administration may have symbolized the inauguration of U.S. foreign policy transfor-
mation in the region, which allegedly has lost its “symbolic importance in America’s
political imagination.” As the U.S. foreign policy objectives have further “gone glob-
al”, economic recessions and the reduced financial, political and military capacities of
the CEE countries to contribute toward these global efforts may have reduced their
relative weight and respective appeal in U.S foreign policy thinking and implementa-
tion. The CEE countries have not been represented at the increasingly important G-20
global economic forum, and their role in efforts to resolve difficulties and stabilize the
Euro zone has been secondary. The region itself is becoming increasingly diverse, with
diverging interests and policy stances. Moreover, the voices and votes of CEE nations
may arguably have become less decisive in the vote-tilting process in U.S. domestic
political exigencies. Although the “CEE card” played a certain role in the U.S. domestic
debate over ratification of the START treaty in 2010, the next presidential elections in
2012 may apparently be centered on attempts to mobilize the social and racial, rather
than the ethnic electorate, as well as to invoke domestic economic challenges, rather
than global and regional political agendas.

These challenges notwithstanding, Obama’s foreign policy has also contributed
to a new quality and new windows of opportunities in terms of mutual interaction.
The relations, albeit less emotional and political, remain intensive, constructive and
mutually sympathetic. The favorable opinion of the United States under the Obama
Administration among the CEE countries has followed a global pattern and increased
considerably compared to the Bush presidency.*® More important, however, is the
fundamental shift in characteristics and expectations in the relationship between the
CEE countries and the United States. The Obama Administration has further sought
a gradual end to the period in which the CEE nations were largely security, stability
and development takers, rather than providers. As Obamass reset policy has motivated
Europeans to Europeanize their external relations with Russia, Obama’s global agenda
has motivated Europeans, and particularly the CEE nations, to take a more proac-
tive role in regional and global developments. Obama’s policy has opened windows
of opportunities for the CEE countries to increasingly think about ways of becom-
ing security and stability providers, taking more responsibility, engaging in regional
confidence building measures, and contributing toward the prospective shape of the
Euro-Atlantic community and its direction.

A more responsible and proactive regional and global agenda will rest on the
domestic strength of the CEE countries. Societal consolidation, political and economic
transparency and sustainability, and the capacity to deal with economic, financial and
social challenges will directly determine the efficiency of addressing strategic global
and regional concerns of a traditional and non-traditional nature. Paradoxically, less
attention by the United States to the CEE region may clearly imply the accomplish-
ment of a successful political and economic transition process in the region. After 20
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years of transformation, the CEE nations have become full-fledged members of Euro-
Atlantic institutions. Although the economic recession has hit hard, the region has
proved its vitality and even provided some lessons of economic recovery for the rest of
the world.** Hence, being a “smart power” globally means implementing smart politics
at home. The Obama Administration, whether intentionally or not, has contributed
toward making CEE nations “smarter” and placing the U.S.—CEE strategic partnership
on a qualitatively new and transformed, as well as increasingly equal and symmetric
playing field.

Author would like to express appreciation to the Latvian Embassy in the United States
and especially Ambassador Andrejs Pildegovics for a great support and valuable insights
in this analytic endeavour.
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American Views on U.S. - Latvian Relations
and the Role of the Reset Policy with Russia

The following opinions are based on experts interviews (May, 2011) to the editor.

U.S. - Latvian Relations and Perspectives

Heather A. Conley, Director and Senior Fellow, European program, Center for
Strategic and International Studies

In the global context, U.S. relations with Europe are finding a balance for an Amer-
ican-European policy that has a very well-based global agenda, without losing the
essence of understanding where each of us are going or not going. That’s where the
Administration has not focused its time and attention: on internal dynamics. There is
an assumption that Europe is here to support U.S. objectives. The President remains
an extremely popular figure in Europe. We have a long list of things to do which is in
part meant to provide the context which says that the relationship is strong and that we
should move on quickly. But we have the ability to know what is going on within Eu-
rope and also to understand what is going on in the United States which, quite frankly,
are not very good political developments. For instance, politicians have to decide on
our debt issues and on future investments, which will be decisive in terms of where the
country is going to be in next ten or twenty years and how productive it will be. These
are important conversations that you usually also have with your closest partners and
allies. It is not always the right time to go to Afghanistan, Iran, Russia, North Korea or
the Middle East, all of them incredibly important. Sometimes you have to say: I need
to understand what is going on within my country, and how do we build the partner-
ship and relationship — whether economically or culturally? That is recognition of a
very different place than where we were. I think we are still stuck in the romanticism
of the relationship. Its practical side does not seem as nice as the romantic side. And in
this project, we are working with you, and for you we have to re-calibrate the relation-
ship. Here think tanks can provide some space in view of the fact that everyone in the
government is so busy.

To answer the question about U.S.-Latvian relations, I would look at it from the
perspective of the by-products of our global agenda. For Latvia, certain opportunities
and homework are assigned by the U.S. Northern Distribution Network. The chal-
lenge is building a modern 21*-century infrastructure that would help Latvia. Diversi-
fication is another issue, for instance, to temper the problems caused by Russia’s “heavy
hand” A good example is energy transmission lines from the Nordic countries. There-
fore, infrastructure and energy should be the key focus. We should consider whether
we can build on the economic and civilian implications of the present activities within
the U.S. Northern Distribution Network at the Riga Port by involving local companies
and using the EU and NATO architecture. Another area in which Latvia could work
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together with Europe and the United States and provide its assistance is our initiative
within the U.S.-Russian reset for increased transparency, modernization and produc-
tivity in Russia according to the international standards.

A. Wess Mitchell, President, Center for European Policy Analysis

I think U.S.-Latvian relations have matured considerably since the 1990s. Latvia
stands up as a U.S. ally that has political closeness with the United States, the broad
political and cultural affinity and closeness to our way of approaching the world that
we also have with other countries in the region, but without the negative downturn
in relations that we have seen between the United States and some other members
of the Central European community. Though Latvia is a small nation, Latvia and its
neighbors remain extremely popular in the U.S. Congress, with broad understand-
ing both in Democratic and Republican circles of the special value that Latvia and
its neighbors have as post-Soviet countries which managed to undertake a successful
transition. In the 1990s, the focus was on security. There was a broad understanding
in U.S. policy making communities that the enlargement of NATO was a desirable
process for reasons of values, but also for strategic reasons. An interesting thing about
U.S.-Latvian relations is that Latvians stand out as a case of a small regional power that
successfully invested in the strategic diversification of agenda items in relations with
the United States. Even before that, many countries in the region started to think about
this. Latvia, at a very early point, understood the critical advantages of its geographi-
cal position for supporting U.S. troops in Central Asia. Now we see a transition in the
relationship of the United States and countries of this broader region, which think how
they can provide lessons from their own experience in the transition process from the
Communist regime for states in Middle East and North Africa. Latvia is in the fore-
front of that list of examples.

The working relationship between two countries is excellent. There will always
be some prospect of tensions just beneath the surface: those kinds of tensions which
arise between friends or family members, like the reset. I think the reset policy in the
United States raised a lot of eyebrows in the Central European region due to the geo-
graphic reason that these countries are a lot closer to the source of fortune and have
historically shaped preferences that sometimes may not go in the direction supported
by the U.S. administration. But broadly speaking, the United States and Latvia share
common interests and values. In a longer term, similarly to the challenge a lot of other
countries in Latvia’s position will have in their relations with the United States in the
years ahead, the challenge for Latvia in its relations with the United States will be re-
maining a small geopolitically exposed traditional ally of the United States. Now the
U.S. is undergoing a period of budget austerity and dramatic changes in our internal
politics which will be a more challenging process than that in the 1990s, when the
United States was not really concerned about resources and was not discussing the
future of its geopolitical footprint in the world.
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Latvia is at the crossroads between two very important strategic conversations
for the United States. It is an example of a country which is at a pivot point between
the United States as a maritime power that is invested into the Baltic and other littoral
regions and as a more cardinal power that is invested deep into the European integra-
tion heartland. Latvia is positioned between those two forces and tendencies of U.S.
foreign policy.

Energy security will be a vital aspect of U.S.-Central European and U.S.-Latvian
relations. In the years ahead Latvia, as a littoral power in the Baltics, has the potential
of taking a very prominent position in the region, particularly if the early estimates re-
garding LNG, shale gas, etc., turn out to be true. It may take 5-10 years to really know
the whole picture. Then there will be transit issues and the prospect of export. In this
regard Latvia’s position will be critical.

Investments help to cement a relationship that is already driven by many pow-
erful engines. It is important in a sense that if you look at the Baltic region and the
broader Central European economic landscape, Latvia has showed an unexpectedly
quick recovery from its economic and financial crisis, which is combined with some
generally positive trends in the region. Therefore, for the U.S. investment commu-
nity, this creates one of the few regions in the world where there is still a considerable
degree of post-global financial crisis confidence needed for U.S. investors and banks
to be able to invest. The broader post-crisis trend is toward risk evasion in U.S. lend-
ing institutions, not just domestically but worldwide, which will be a gigantic global
problem over next couple of decades in the sense that up to this point, one of the
main engines of globalization has been the willingness of U.S. lending institutions to
pump funding into different regions around the world. After the global crisis there is a
considerable degree of hesitation on the part of U.S. businesses and banks to invest in
many regions. The biggest exception is Central and Eastern Europe. And I think that
a lot of confidence that the U.S. has in terms of investing in that region in general is
driven by the sense that unlike a lot of other regions, this region maintains a certain
degree of stability, and it shows a tendency of self-correction that we saw after the
global financial crisis.

For Latvia there are several main challenges. One of them is maintaining that
reputation for political stability, for self-correction and rapid adjustment following the
crisis. Latvia has a very good track record on corruption. But in the years ahead there
will be the necessity of resisting Russian efforts to influence the political system, and
resisting the temptation to imitate some of the Western European turbulence at the
social and political level that we have seen at times of crisis. But in this regard Latvia
has been successful in the past, so I do not think that there is any reason to fail in the
future.

The post-crisis situation is a sort of advantage for the Latvian economy. Many
U.S. policy makers were surprised at how quickly and effectively Latvia responded to
the crisis and recovered after the downturn, though the early predictions were that
Latvia in particular would undergo a very long period of adjustment. Everyone, even
many senior economic analysts in Washington, was surprised about the impressive
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resilience of the Latvian economy through internal devaluation and a lot of adjust-
ments at home.

Damon Wilson, Executive Vice President, Atlantic Council

Latvia is a huge success story first and foremost because of what Latvians did and of
decisions that were made by Latvia’s leaders over the years in order to transform the
society. Latvia was able to maximize that because you were able to fit into a conception
and paradigm of building and completing Europe. In this process the United States was
an equal and full partner to the European allies in opening up NATO and European
institutions after an initial phase of resistance and skepticism. You both benefited from
the process and also helped to provide engines of this vision of completing Europe.
We are not done yet. The vision is not closed for the Balkans and Moldova, Georgia,
eventually — Ukraine. As the focus of Washington has changed to some extent, coun-
tries like Latvia should promote the vision from which they themselves benefited. You
should not let us walk away from that vision; hold us responsible for not completing
our job in Europe and remind us the benefits of the vision. Latvia can help to shape the
debate and say: look, Montenegro is a small country and it is not about Montenegro,
but about finishing this project. Montenegro and Moldova are good examples because
Latvia cannot change the future of Ukraine, Latvia cannot shape Egypt, and it cannot
do a huge number of other things, but Latvia can have impact if it is focused, for exam-
ple, on Montenegro or Moldova.

Nordic-Baltic cooperation should be fostered strongly, as countries acting as a
united whole and as a partner to the U.S. have considerably more influence and weight
in the international arena. Another aspect for U.S.-Latvian relations and for Latvia’s
contribution to the Eastern Partnership is its specific experience, which can be valu-
able for the initiative. To my mind, the countries to which Latvia could provide rele-
vant expertise are Belarus, Georgia, and particularly Moldova. Latvia’s external agenda
should be an important focus.

Regarding American investments into Latvia, this is an increasing concern as
America becomes a less and less strategic investor in partner countries. Strong invest-
ment and economic trade relationships can only help to strengthen the strategic partner-
ship. Now, we do not really have that. Given the markets, given where we are in terms of
geography;, it is not hugely surprising. This is certainly not a driving factor. What we have
been able to contribute is the vision, the strategic side to help your economy to flourish.

I would like to see America more present. I would like to see American-Latvian,
Canadian-Latvian communities helping to drive these relationships, business and in-
vestments. Riga is a great city, a great platform for doing business. It is also a great
gateway to the Russian markets. So, yes, I would like to see more American investment
and a stronger American presence in this respect, but, I think, we should be modest in
our expectations. I do not have a secret recipe to say: here is how we double investment
or trade. Though, as I said, I would like to see this growing.
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From the American perspective, the key problem for bilateral or multi-lateral
relations was the collapse of the Latvian economy. You had such severe financial dis-
tress that has caused various impacts. So, how can Latvians have a world view, how
can Latvians think about shaping a new policy or planning their agenda in relation
to Belarus or Moldova when the scale of challenges faced domestically is so strong?
Now Latvia is getting back on its feet and is dealing with all those complicated issues.
The next phase of your putting your house in order is strengthening Latvia’s domestic
institutions, your checks and balances and transparency.

Regarding the national security perspective, I am concerned about precluding
any manipulation of the society by Russian organized crime or, indirectly, by Russian
intelligence or governmental services. These concerns are related to the operation of
the Latvian banking system, structuring of the mass media and operation of political
party financing. On the one hand there is the necessity to integrate the society, includ-
ing its Russian speaking part. On the other hand, the process should not imply that
Latvian policy making is being influenced in unacceptable ways.

Joelle Attinger, President, European Institute

U.S.-Latvian relations are very good. Latvia is engaged on a range of issues, like the
NATO matters in which Latvia is a significant contributor toward a variety of NATO
efforts, including Latvia’s involvement in Afghanistan and in the Northern Distribu-
tion Network. Latvia has done an extraordinary amount as a very important ally of the
United States and the alliance. Now, in this time of austerity, when the United States
is also struggling with its domestic issues, the question is whether further infrastruc-
tural investments will occur in Latvia through various cooperative initiatives so as to
become a partner in the region’s economic and energy partnership, as these are two
essential pillars. In managing its issues, Latvia has learned its lessons and has become
a certain model. When we come back to the reset, it should be noted that we can never
take developments in Russia for granted. We need to study the priorities of the “old
Russia” and the “new Russia” and how they all are balanced, as they certainly have di-
rect consequences for Russia’s neighbors, Latvia being a key example.

One of the points is ensuring that the definition of American regional interests
is coherent with the national interests of Latvia. I am worried about the missile de-
fense strategy, minority issues and energy security. Energy dependence is to a large
extent determining policies regarding bordering countries, like Belarus, etc. I do not
see much daylight there. Not just in Latvia, but in all U.S. allied countries, particularly
in Europe, there is a sense or fear that America does not care. But we need to remem-
ber isolationism of the United States. Its foreign policy is a secondary issue which is a
truly American perspective, reflected at various degrees by the activities of American
political leaders.

In fact, there had to be some kind of a drop after the deliberation and the huge
efforts and investments that were made not only by yourselves, but also by Europe and
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the United States to facilitate the transition process. And maybe it is the price of suc-
cess that now Latvia is not seen as a problem and, therefore, not necessarily viewed as
a priority publicly. But at the level of policy makers, the region still remains a priority.

The most significant areas of cooperation include a range of issues. I am hopeful
for the investment climate between the two sides. I am hopeful for the exchange of
technological know-how and financial support for innovation. I am hopeful in terms
of the work that can be done on energy diversification. We have experience with shale
gas, which is of particular relevance for the United States. Europe has a huge potential
in shale gas. But, as you know, it is not quite sure yet how to balance the environmen-
tal concerns with the exploitation of those reserves. Regarding energy diversification,
I see a big potential in the EU-U.S. Energy Council. I also see potential in working
together on a re-reset or re-definition of the neighborhood policy, where Latvia’s per-
spective and input is very important for the evolution of this policy. I think we will
experience some incremental shifts because of the changed geopolitical importance
of the Northern dimension. This will bring up all kinds of additional strategic issues.

I find it very interesting that Latvia has been at the forefront of the NATO mis-
sions in a wide range of areas even during the economic crisis. So, in fact, my ques-
tion is: as Latvia and the region grow, how much will you need the United States? The
question is how you will see the role of the U.S. as the region gets stronger and the role
of the U.S. as a partner among other partners is recalibrated. Today it is already much
more a partnership of equals than it was ten years ago.

U.S. and Latvia: Modern Silk Road
S.Frederic Starr, Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute

There is one more important area to mention in the current military cooperation be-
tween the U.S. and Latvia and that is Northern Distribution Network. NATO states use
Riga port to transport their non-lethal goods to Afghanistan and to and from Afghani-
stan. The U.S., for understandable reasons, is the heaviest user of this network and will
continue to be at least through 2014.

However, the role of the port at Riga in continental transport should, with ac-
tive and responsible leadership, become more rather than less central after that date.
Riga, along with other ports on the Baltic, notably Klaipeda in Lithuania, is key hub of
North-South transit across Eurasia. As such, it will connect with East—West routes con-
necting Europe and China via Kazakhstan, and also with important East-West corridors
thatwillsoonconnectEurope/MiddleEastwithIndiaand Southeast Asiavia Afghanistan.

This opens important prospects for Latvian producers in many fields, and also
to Latvian freight forwarders, logistic experts, insurers, etc. The success of this transi-
tion will depend significantly on Latvia’s exercising leadership among the other transit
countries, including Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Afghanistan, and the Russian Federa-
tion. The challenge will be to discourage, through deft diplomacy and economic logic,
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the exploitation of this transit route by any party or parties to gain unilateral advan-
tage over other partner-participants, or to exploit this economic corridor for political
purposes. The U.S. can support and back Latvia’s efforts in this direction but in the
end it will be Latvia’s leadership that will be the ingredient most essential to long-term
success.

The impact of the U.S.-Russian reset policy
Heather A. Conley

In general, I see more positive things about it, but some are still missing. My posi-
tive view is that it was important to get this relationship back on track, as this creates
space for Europe and the United States to move in a more favorable direction. My
criticism was: it cannot be the only strategy we have towards Europe, though that is
what it has basically been for the last two years. Frankly, it has been the most success-
ful policy in this area to date. But as we have almost reached the limit of that success
now, the challenge will be next developments in this relationship in view of the 2012
elections. Due to the fact that we have not worked on the internal agenda which does
address influence in the region, we are going to be disadvantaged. We are dealing
with Afghanistan or Iran which, of course, are our base issues, but we can put them
aside for a moment.

However, the other positive part of the U.S.-Russian reset is that the administra-
tion made a strong attempt. In 2009 the relationship was in a difficult state after the
missile defense decision. Central Europe was concerned that the reset was going to be
the predominant force. I think the administration worked quite hard within NATO
and bilaterally to increase the contingency planning, though the promise had been
to do that by 2004. The message of reassurance - many NATO colleagues do not like
the word “reassurance”, because it suggests that there was a question of the efficacy of
Article 5 — was delivered; the alliance has stepped forward towards the East and rec-
ognized the need for infrastructure and for a consistent “footprint” across NATO. The
missile defense is a perfect example of the current challenge: when you reassure one
side, Central Europe, you rattle Moscow; if you reassure Moscow, your rattle Central
Europe or Eastern Europe. We also see the gravitation of a pool of Central Europe to-
wards Berlin, for instance, the meeting of foreign affairs ministers of Poland, Germany
and Russia in Kaliningrad in May 2010. I believe in a new paradigm which would ap-
ply, generally, from trade relations to political relations and would contribute to put-
ting Russia in a more positive orbit. This has a lot to do with internal EU politics, this
has a lot to do with the 2014-2020 EU budget. But there is confidence that this will
improve relations with Russia. If we look at the Energy Charter and Russian gas mo-
nopoly practices in Europe, they are now being tempered by the EU. And, again, there
is confidence that Central and Eastern Europe will not be left totally alone. There are
developments that need to be understood. We will have setbacks. I can imagine, as
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we get closer to 2012, if Mr. Putin decides to step forward with a strongly national-
istic position, then he will need an enemy - that's NATO, thats the West. Although,
unfortunately, the West is his market, providing the capital he needs to sustain his
political capital. So, I think, he will have to temper that relationship to some extent.

Along with understanding that this is not a static area right now, we have seen very
interesting developments. I think, the overwhelming success of the reset is due to its
course of looking at the general landscape of issues. Quite frankly, we have to recognize
that there are quite a lot of things that we could do with Russia. But we should not over-
sell this. President Medvedev is on very uneven ground, and we cannot put everything
on him. Things he is saying which sound like music to our ears, in fact, have a very lim-
ited effect on the actual Russian policies. That’s the reality: we hope for the best, but we
are still ready for the worst. And until March next year. we are in for a bumpy ride with
Russia in view of its nationalistic stance, which will have implications for the region.

There is a project which is focused on Estonia, but which could also be equally
applied to Latvia regarding Russia’s compatriot policy by looking at its influence and
understanding its successes or failures. We conducted a survey of younger Estonians
about what they think of Russia and Russians in order to see the effect of the historical
background on the younger generation.

My observation in the Estonian context is that the compatriot policy has not
been a huge success. It has become much more sophisticated; it has been improved by
not trying to impose it so clumsily anymore. It has been implemented in more subtle
ways: it’s culture and it’s language.

A. Wess Mitchell

The reset and other Western openings toward Russia involving the United States, Po-
land, Latvia and other Central and East European countries reflect a broad-based and
long-standing Western desire to engage Russia and to see Russia begin the process of
cultural and economic integration with the West as far as it is possible. The problem
is that this noble desire is colliding with some immutable and permanent geopolitical
forces. Russia is fundamentally a revisionist power. We look for practical openings
to link that revisionist power with the status quo. And, in this regard, we can expect
constructive and worthwhile tactical progress. Given such a mismarriage between re-
visionist power and the status quo or between authoritarian and democratic power,
gains are usually only tactical, and any longer term prize is illusory. At the moment
the problem in the practical sense is that the tactical progress we occasionally have on,
for example, Iran, is great as a tactic, but in terms of a strategy, we do not yet have the
underpinnings for a longer term opening. So we really have to transfer from tactics to
strategy. The biggest issue you collide with is how to combine the reset and the reassur-
ance. I think so far we have only had some fragmentary answers. Now the question is
whether the reset will develop into a broader long-term pattern of geopolitical open-
ings with a view toward economic or political integration of Russia towards the West.
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Damon Wilson

The previous problems on the American side were due to certain reasons. Now the
Obama Administration says: let’s work together and see what we can do. But Russians
had their own perception of this: so Obama, like us, recognizes that all the problems
were caused by the bad boys in the Bush Administration and particularly by their
obsession with Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia. The United States has recognized its
shortcomings and causality of the problems, but Russia itself has not done anything
wrong. So Russia saw the reset as admission by the American administration of its guilt.

The reason we have problems with Russia is not because of the American policy.
The reason for these problems is that Russia has become increasingly authoritarian,
increasingly corrupt and increasingly aggressive towards its neighboring countries.
Thus, this has lot to do with Russia’s domestic policy. As long Russia maintains this
trend of greater dictatorship and less political openness, there will be real constraints
for the American-Russian partnership. We can cooperate on some strategic interests,
but there will be strong limitations on how far such a partnership can go in the ab-
sence of greater shared world-views and values. But I am not very optimistic. I would
like to see the U.S. administration using the Russian reset in order to engage in frank
conversations.

If I were a Latvian policy maker, I would be quite concerned about the naivety of
the American policy towards Russia. And I would focus on diplomatically helping to
educate my American friends and helping them to shift the policy over time. It is im-
portant to help them to think differently and also to t