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Abstract  Owing to the Russian Federation’s growing assertiveness in the international arena, amply demonstrated by the annexation of Crimea in March 2014, the three Baltic states – Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia – have been presented as potential targets of the Kremlin’s revisionism. In fact, the presence of significant Russian minorities in those three countries, Russia’s offensive 
military exercises and the Atlantic Alliance’s vulnerability in its eastern flank has sparked off a debate about the risk of the outbreak of a military conflict between NATO and Moscow. The Baltic sea region’s geopolitical importance thus provides a strong rationale for this study. Applying the theoretical framework of securitisation, in conjunction with the strategies of othering proposed by Diez (2005), this dissertation analyses how Russia has been constructed in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia in terms of security discourse and practices. More concretely, we aim to answer the 
question whether Moscow’s actions in Ukraine in 2014 have led to a (re)securitisation of Russia in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. We argue that from 1991 to 2004, Russia was predominantly articulated as an existential threat. After achieving their two most important foreign policy desiderata in 2004 – accession to NATO and to the EU – the Baltic states have shifted their focus to the pan-European recognition of their historical subjectivity. From 2004 to 2014, the Baltic-Russian relations were mainly informed by the existence of mutually exclusive narratives, and practices of normative othering, whereby both the Baltic republics and Russia have sought to 
depict the other as “false Europe”, have become prevalent. Finally, we concluded that, since 2014, processes of securitisation have once again become dominant in the Baltic countries, particularly in the military sphere. However, we found some nuances: while Latvia and Lithuania’s securitisation has been more intense and comprehensive, Estonia has adopted a more balanced approach, stressing its resiliency rather its vulnerabilities.  Keywords: Securitisation; othering; Baltic states; Russia.       
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Resumo analítico  Em virtude da crescente assertividade da Federação Russa na arena internacional, amplamente demonstrada pela anexação da Crimeia em março de 2014, os três estados bálticos – a Lituânia, a Letónia e a Estónia – têm sido considerados putativos alvos do revisionismo do Kremlin. Com efeito, a presença de minorias russas significativas naqueles três países, o jaez dos exercícios militares russos no Báltico e a vulnerabilidade da Aliança Atlântica no seu flanco leste têm desencadeado um debate sobre o risco de eclosão de um conflito entre Moscovo e a NATO. A importância geopolítica do Báltico constitui, por conseguinte, uma justificação pertinente para a elaboração desta dissertação. Aplicando o quadro teórico da securitização, complementado com as estratégias de “othering” enunciadas por Diez (2005), esta dissertação visa analisar como é que a construção da Rússia nas três repúblicas bálticas se tem consubstanciado em discursos e práticas de segurança. Mais concretamente, pretendemos aquilatar se as ações de Moscovo na Ucrânia em 2014 se têm traduzido na (re)securitização da Rússia na Lituânia, Letónia e Estónia. Defendemos que, entre 1991 e 2004, a Rússia foi predominantemente articulada como uma ameaça existencial. Após a concretização dos seus dois principais desideratos em matéria de política externa em 2004 – adesão à NATO e à EU – os estados bálticos deram prioridade ao reconhecimento pan-Europeu das suas narrativas históricas. De facto, entre 2004 e 2014, as relações russo-bálticas foram sobretudo afetadas pela existência de narrativas históricas mutuamente exclusivas, e as práticas de “othering” com base nos valores, através das quais as repúblicas bálticas e a Rússia procuraram apresentar o outro como “Europa falsa”, tornaram-se dominantes. Finalmente, concluímos que desde 2014 que os processos de securitização se têm tornado novamente hegemónicos nas repúblicas bálticas, particularmente na esfera militar. Contudo, identificámos algumas nuances: enquanto os processos de securitização na Letónia e da Lituânia se têm caracterizado por uma maior intensidade e abrangência, a Estónia tem privilegiado uma abordagem mais equilibrada, enfatizando mais a resiliência do país do que as suas vulnerabilidades.   Palavras-chave: securitização; “othering”; estados Bálticos; Rússia.    



viii  

List of Contents  Introduction................................................................................................................................... 1 Chapter I –  Securitisation as a form of othering ........................................................................... 9 1.1 Security Studies after the Cold War: the emergence of the Copenhagen School ................. 9 1.2 Processes of securitisation: how threats are constructed ..................................................10 1.3 Securitisation as an extreme othering process ..................................................................15 Chapter II – The Baltic states and Russia: a history of recent security interdependence .............19 2.1 Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in the century XX: from independence to occupation ..........20 
2.2 The Principle of Legal Continuity and the Baltic states’ citizenship laws............................23 
2.3 Baltics’ pre-enlargement foreign policy: the quest for Euro-Atlantic integration as existential politics.....................................................................................................................................27 Chapter III – Baltic-Russian relations (2004-2014): moving towards (de)securitisation?..............34 3.1 The Baltic States' post enlargement foreign policy  ...........................................................34 
3.2 “Memory wars” in the Baltic-Russian relations: a new form of existential politics? ............42 

3.2.1 The Baltic states’ securitisation of memory ...........................................................42 
3.2.2 Russia’s securitisation of memory: the opposite view ............................................45 3.3 Bilateral relations between the Baltic republics and Russia (2004-2014) ..........................50 3.3.1 Lithuanian-Russian relations (2004-2014) ............................................................50 3.3.2 Latvian-Russian relations (2004-2014) .................................................................53 3.3.3 Estonian-Russian relations (2004-2014) ...............................................................56 Chapter IV – The impact of Russia’s intervention in Ukraine on the Baltic states: (re)securitisation in discourse and practices? .........................................................................................................61 4.1 Russia’s actions in Ukraine and its impact on the Baltics: a brief contextualisation ..........61 4.2 Lithuania’s security discourse and practices since 2014 ..................................................63 4.3 Latvia’s security discourse and practices since 2014 .......................................................69 4.4 Estonia’s security discourse and practices since 2014 .....................................................76 



ix  

Conclusion ..................................................................................................................................82 Annexes ......................................................................................................................................88 Annex 1 – Map of the Baltic states ..........................................................................................89 Annex 2 – Territorial changes of the Baltic states after 1940 ..................................................90 Annex 3 – Key projects of military cooperation of the Baltic republics .....................................91 Annex 4 – Military spending of the Baltic states as % of GDP (2013-2018) .............................93 Annex 5 – Baltic states’ population by ethnicity (2017) ...........................................................94 Annex 6 – Titular ethnic groups as percentage of the population (1945-1989) .......................95 Appendices .................................................................................................................................96 Appendix 1 – NATO Summer School “NATO Beyond the Warsaw Summit: Adapting to the New 
Realities“ (Czechia, 10-15 July, 2016) ....................................................................................97 Appendix 2 – University of Tartu’s Summer School “Transition stories from the USSR to the 

EU: reasons and consequences” (1-14 August, 2016) ............................................................98 Appendix 3 – Internship at the Embassy of Portugal in Helsinki, Finland (5 December, 2016 – 1 June, 2017) .........................................................................................................................99 Sources .................................................................................................................................... 100 Primary sources ................................................................................................................... 100 Secondary sources ............................................................................................................... 117 



x  



xi  

Abbreviations  CEE – Central and Eastern European  CIS – Commonwealth of Independent States CSDP – Common Security and Defence Policy EEAS – European External Action Service EU – European Union OSCE – Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe NATO – North Atlantic Treaty Organization  ISAF – International Security and Assistance Force PCA – Partnership and Cooperation Agreement PRT – Provincial Reconstruction Team        



1  

Introduction      The dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 brought an end to the bipolar international order that had emerged in the wake of World War II, leaving the United States of America as the sole world superpower. The Russian Federation, the main legal successor of the Soviet Union, lost a quarter of its territory (Fernandes 2015, 119), after the regaining of independence of the Baltic states (Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia) and the advent of new states in Eastern Europe, South Caucasus and Asia. After the August 1991 failed putsch by hard-line members of the Soviet Union's Communist Party, Moscow had to “cope with the collapse of the political, economic and security system and with the collapse of the state itself” (Sherr 2013, 43).  Despite the loss of its superpower status, Russia continues to perceive itself, in line with the Tsarist and the Soviet traditions, as a great power whose special and legitimate interests lie in the countries that emerged from the Soviet Union’s implosion (Fernandes 2013a, 133-8). In April 1993, the Russian Security Council outlined a “near abroad” foreign policy concerning the post-Soviet states (Galbreath, Lasas e Lamoreaux 2008, 34). That very expression – “near abroad” –, which reflects an intermediate category between domestic and truly foreign affairs, corroborates the importance of the post-Soviet space in the Kremlin’s foreign policy (Buzan and Waever 2003, 405). As noted by Brodie (1994, quoted in Safire 1994), the expression has a political rather than geographical or demographical connotation:  "Russia's political classes have difficulty viewing the republics on its periphery as fully sovereign entities; (the) use of the term near abroad, in addition to qualifying their independence, signifies to the 'far abroad' that Russia claims certain rights in the region that transcend traditional diplomatic conventions."       The above-mentioned doctrine has two main priorities. First of all, it seeks to retain the 
Kremlin’s control over those newly established countries, which are fundamental to Russia’s perceptions of threats (Fernandes 2010, 266; Jonson 1998, 172). Rather than being based on military force, the Kremlin has mainly sought to establish its control through the manipulation of those countries’ domestic politics and the exploitation of their economic dependence on Moscow (Buzan and Waever 2003, 409). The second key priority is to preclude any outside power, in particular the United States, from achieving a strategic position in the region.  
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The post-Soviet space’s central role in Moscow’s great power self-perception has led to the vehement opposition to NATO’s eastern enlargement, or “expansion”, in the Kremlin’s parlance (Lavrov 2017, quoted in RT 2017). From Russia’s perspective, the Alliance’s enlargement would 

bolster the influence wielded by Washington at Russia’s expense (Trenin 2011, 101; Ponsard 2006). Even though the Kremlin’s stance regarding the European Union’s presence in the 
“shared neighbourhood” (Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia) has been received with less animosity, the Eastern Partnership1 (EaP) has been met with wariness (Fernandes 2009). In addition to Moscow’s scepticism about the idea of multilateralism advocated by the European Union, the EaP’s “eventual (and indirect) benefits are predicted to be 
outweighed by the expected negative consequences of a predominantly geopolitical nature”, the most significant of which being the undermining of Russian-led initiatives in the region (Zagorski 2011, 41).   However, it is crucial to take into consideration that the post-Soviet space is by no means a homogeneous one (Fernandes 2013a, 127; Freire 2013, 103). In that context, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania stand clearly apart from the other states that emerged from the Soviet Union’s collapse:   

“Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania are analysed together because the three make up a common European micro-region, sharing a similarly painful modern history and, in recent years, a trajectory from the Soviet Union to the European Union. Naturally, there are key differences. Lithuanians are Catholic and often consider themselves Central European, while the Estonians are Lutheran (or actually agnostic, according to the latest data) and increasingly Nordic; and Latvia has considerable Catholic, Lutheran and Orthodox minorities (Auers 2015, 
3)”.  

Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania’s “painful modern history” cannot be dissociated from 
Moscow’s. In that context, the Baltic-Russian relations have been marked by strong security interdependence throughout the last century. The three Baltic republics proclaimed their independence in 1918 following the collapse of the Russian Empire and fought their independence wars against (albeit not exclusively2) the Soviet Union, which would subsequently                                                              1 Promoted by Poland and Sweden, the Eastern Partnership (EaP) is part of the European Neighbourhood Policy (NEP) and was officially launched by the EU during the Prague Summit on 7 May 2009. This joint initiative involves the EU, its member states and six eastern European partners: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. For an in-depth assessment of the EaP, see Fernandes (2010, 280-6). 2 For more about the Baltics' Wars of Independence, see Kasekamp (2010, 95-106), Plakans (2011, 266-336) and Brüggeman (2003). 
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recognise their sovereignty in 1920. After a brief period of independence (1918-1940), Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were subjected to three occupations, first by the Soviet Union (1940-1941), then by Nazi Germany (1941-1944) and, once again, by the USSR (1944-1991). The Kremlin 
has refuted the Baltics’ accusations of occupation and maintains that the three republics voluntary joined the Soviet Union (Onken 2009, 43).  After proclaiming their independence in 1991, the “Baltic states first securitised a Russian threat intensively both for domestic nation-building reasons and because this seemed to them a 
way to attract Western support and solidarity” (Buzan and Waever 2003, 415). Accordingly, Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius have sought to dissociate themselves from Moscow, namely by declining to be part of the Commonwealth of Independent States, better known as CIS (Buzan and Waever 2003, 414; Galbreath, Lasas e Lamoreaux 2008, 34). Post-Soviet initiatives were perceived as a threat and, in the case of Lithuania, constitutionally securitised.  Russia, on the other hand, has accused the Baltics of violating the rights of their ethnic Russians and recurrently criticised the Latvian and Estonian citizenship laws (Satkauskas 2001, 139). The Baltic republics’ security concerns vis-à-vis the Kremlin led them to seek membership in both the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance, and to stress their place within the Western normative framework and deny Russia’s (Kesa 2011, 84). While Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius’ quest for integration in the two most important Euro-Atlantic structures had existential overtones and was perceived as the only way to mitigate their precarious geopolitical position and prevent their 
future inclusion in Moscow’s sphere of influence, Russia perceived the Baltics’ accession to the Atlantic Alliance as a threat (Karabeshkin and Spechler 2007). Despite the Baltics’ expectations that the membership in both NATO and EU would serve as 
“icebreakers in the Russian-Baltic relations” (Mikhelson 2003, 275), the relations between the Baltic republics and Moscow have not improved since 2004 owing to a mutual, deeply-rooted lack of trust (Berg and Ehin 2009, 4; Trenin 2011, 48). Moscow sees the Baltics’ post-2004 foreign policy as being anti-Russian, a perception exacerbated by Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia’s  support for the “colour revolutions” in Georgia and in Ukraine (Galbreath, Lasas e Lamoreaux 2008, 142). While the Baltics perceive the Euro-Atlantic integration of those countries as essential to their security, the Kremlin has seen that support as an attempt to sabotage its 
position in the “near abroad”.  Furthermore, the relations between Russia and the Baltic republics have remained strained owing to the existence of mutually irreconcilable narratives regarding their shared history during 



4  

World War II (Kattago 2008, 432; Grigas 2013, 127). On the one hand, Russia emphasises the 
Red Army’s decisive role in defeating Nazism and liberating Europe from German rule, perceiving any criticism towards the Red Army or the Soviet Union as a sacrilege (Trenin 2014).  A 
representative example of the Kremlin’s “public sanctification and securitisation of the remembrance of the Great-Patriotic War” (Mälksoo 2015, 231) was president’s Medvedev decision to create a commission to counter what has been perceived as attempts to falsify history to the detriment of Russia's interests (Filatova 2009).   On the other hand, Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius criticise Moscow for not acknowledging their forced incorporation into the USSR and the crimes committed by the communist authorities, namely the 1941 and 1947 mass deportations (Lehti, Jutila and Jokisipilä 2008, 398; Racevskis 2007, 47; Kasekamp 2010, 145-46). Since their accession to the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance, the Baltics have sought the “pan-European acknowledgement of Eastern 
European sufferings in the war” (Mälksoo 2009a, 660). More concretely, the Baltics states, as well as other Central and Eastern states, have attempted to “institutionalise politically and juridically a particular remembrance of the communist totalitarian regimes” at the European 

Union and OSCE’s level (Mälksoo 2015, 226). This “clash of narratives” (Mälksoo 2009b, 98) reached its zenith in April 2007, when Tallinn’s decision to relocate a Soviet war monument was met with hostility by the Kremlin and was followed by a wave of cyberattacks targeting Estonian websites (Traynor 2007). The Baltic-Russian relations have been further deteriorated by the Kremlin’s growing assertiveness in the international arena, in particular by the military interventions in Georgia (2008), and particularly in Ukraine (2014). Although the Kremlin appears not to be “seeking a 

full military confrontation with the West”, but rather “mid-level conflicts or crises, enough to build up a siege mentality and galvanise public support” that are “not enough to risk serious 
confrontation” (Wesslau and Wilson 2015, 2), the Baltics have been alarmed by Russia’s 

assertiveness and sought the reinforcement of NATO’s eastern flank (Reuters 2014a). 
However, the Kremlin’s growing assertiveness does not confine to military interventions. In fact, Moscow has also been actively pursuing a “heavy metal diplomacy” whose main 

components are “threats of potential military action, wargames which pointedly simulate such operations, the deployment of combat units in ways which also convey a political message, and 
intrusions close to and into European airspace, waters and even territory” (Galeotti 2016a).  
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Russia has also used its vast energy resources and policies as a geopolitical tool (Maness and Valeriano 2015, 11). More concretely, the Kremlin has used its gas and oil resources to reward 
its allies (“petro-carrots”) or to punish the states that refuse to conform to Moscow (“petro-
sticks”), namely the Baltic states, Ukraine and Georgia (Newnham 2011, 134). After the Soviet implosion, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania remained greatly dependent on Russia’s energy resources, owing to “limited energy resources3, geographic proximity, and the legacy of Soviet era 
infrastructure” (Grigas 2013, 40). While there was a degree of interdependence during the 90’s, the energy relations evolved into one-sided Baltic dependence on Russia when Moscow cut-out 
the Baltic states from the transit business” (2013, 41) and chose to develop its own export infrastructure and increasingly relied on the Russian ports on the Baltic sea, namely in Primorsk. Taking into consideration Russia’s growing assertiveness in its “near abroad”, the following research question is formulated: has Moscow’s 18 March 2014 annexation of Crimea led to a (re)securitisation of a Russian threat in the Baltic states? Two hypotheses are tested:  1 – Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania (de)securitised Russia after their accession to the Atlantic Alliance and to the European Union in 2004. 2 – There has been a (re)securitisation of Russia in the three Baltic countries since the 
former’s intervention in Ukraine in 2014.  The decision to study the construction of Russia as a threat in the three Baltic republics – which takes place against the background of the security interdependence between the former and the latter –, can be justified on the grounds that the annexation of Crimea and the Kremlin’s role in the pro-Russian insurgency in Eastern Ukraine (Sutyagin 2015; NATO 2014; Girkin 2014, quoted in Dolgov 2014) – a claim denied by Moscow (Demirjian 2015) –, has sparked off a debate on whether Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania are the next target of the Kremlin’s revisionism (Berman 2014; Thieme 2014; Solovjova 2016). NATO’s former Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe has raised the possibility of a Russian attack against the Baltics:  

“I think he (Putin) would love nothing more than to see NATO destroyed. What better way of destroying NATO than to snatch the Baltic states, threaten NATO with nuclear weapons? NATO backs off, NATO collapses as an alliance. I don’t think that’s too far-fetched” (Shirreff 2016, quoted in Friedman 2016).                                                                3 The only noteworthy exception are Estonia’s vast shale oil resources (Kearns and Tuohy 2015). 
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The predictions that the Baltic sea may be next flashpoint between the Kremlin and NATO are based on Russia’s military exercises and military build-up near the Baltics’ borders. As pointed out by Lucas (2015, 2), Russia had been conducting “aggressive surprise military exercises 

where the scenario involves attack” against some of NATO Eastern members even before the onset of the Russian-Ukrainian conflict in March 2014. The prime examples were Zapad-09 and Ladoga 2009, in which Russian troops rehearsed the invasion and occupation of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, as well as an attack with nuclear weapons against Warsaw (Lucas 2015, 8). 
Moscow’s growing assertiveness has made not only the three Baltic republics, but the whole 
“Baltic sea region a test case for European security” (Major and Voss 2016). By way of example, in March 2013, four Russian Tupolev Tu-22M3 bombers simulated a nuclear attack against targets in Stockholm (Oliphant 2016).  While assessing the likelihood of a military conflict in the Baltics is not one of the goals of this dissertation, the geopolitical importance of the Baltic sea region, as underlined above, provides a strong justification for this study.      Whereas the time period covered in this dissertation stretches from 1991 and the present, the greater focus will be on events that took place after 2004 (Chapter III) and 2014 (Chapter IV). The rationale for this choice is twofold. Firstly, the chosen frame period allows us to gauge 
whether the Baltic states’ integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures in 2004 have contributed to 
mitigate what in the 90’s seemed to be the Baltics’ perennial concerns vis-à-vis Russia. Secondly, 
Moscow’s 2014 military intervention in Ukraine marks “an important watershed in Europe’s 

security” (Nünlist and Thränert 2016) that has aggravated the Baltics’ sense of insecurity vis-à-vis Moscow (Jakniunaite 2016, 6), and therefore, it is pertinent evaluate what changes have 
occurred in the Baltics’ security discourse and practices since 2014. 

The Copenhagen School’s theory of securitisation was chosen as the theoretical framework because the dynamics and concepts outlined in that theory capture the logic of the Baltic states’ articulation of Russia as a threat. Rather that aiming to determine whether threats are “real”, securitisation focuses on how a securitising agent is able to persuade an audience of the existence of a threat to a valued referent object (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998). Taking into consideration that securitisation processes tend to be dominated by powerful actors within the state (Emmers 2013, 134), the securitising agents we focus on are the foreign policy establishments of the Baltic states, in particular the heads of state, but also chiefs of government, ministers of Defence, Foreign Affairs and other members of the cabinet, as well as members of both national and European parliaments.  
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It is important to stress that securitisation can be understood as a form of othering or, to be more precise, as the most extreme version of articulating the “other” in international relations. In the Baltic-Russian relations, practices of normative othering, whereby the other is depicted as inferior and accused of violating universal principles, have coexisted with securitisation processes. By way of example, the Baltic states and Russia have denied the other place within the Western normative framework (Morozov 2005). In light of the above, we draw upon Diez’s discursive strategies of othering (2005) in order to refine our theoretical framework and analyse 
the nuances in the Baltic states’ construction of Russia. A multiple case study is the research strategy chosen to answer the research question. According to Yin (2003, 14), the single case study and the multiple case study are two variants of the case study design. This approach helps construct robust and detailed explanations of a case or a set of specific cases, based on a thorough and intensive examination. The multiple case study variant was chosen because it enhances the explanatory power and the generalisation potential of the findings (Miles and Huberman 1994, 172). Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia are chosen as case studies because, as mentioned above, they form a common micro-region, share a very similar historical trajectory and have similar security concerns (Auers 2015, 3; Buzan and Waever 2003, 414-16; Miniotaite 2003). In order to provide an answer to the research question and test the outlined hypotheses, this dissertation is based on qualitative research methods. Both primary and secondary sources are analysed. The main primary sources analysed are speeches, interviews, remarks and articles by the respective foreign policy establishments mentioned above. The method of discourse analysis 
is pertinent because it helps “to map the emergence and evolution of patterns of representation 

which are constitutive of a threat image” (Balzacq 2011, 39). The secondary sources used are scientific articles, books and policy briefs. Particular attention is devoted to Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian websites in English language, such as Delfi, the Baltic Times, Latvian Information Agency, Public Broadcasting of Latvia and the Estonian Public Broadcasting.  The participation in the Prague Security Studies Institute (PSSI) Summer School “NATO 

Beyond the Warsaw Summit: Adapting to the New Realities” (July 2016), co-sponsored by the NATO Public Diplomacy Division, and in the University of Tartu “Transition Stories from the Soviet 

Union to the EU: Reasons and Consequences” education programme (August 2016), substantially contributed to this dissertation. Appendices 1 and 2 provide a brief list of both Summer Schools’ programmes.  
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The six month internship undertaken at the Embassy of Portugal in Finland was also instrumental in gaining first-hand knowledge of Estonia’s foreign and security policies. Since 2011, the Portuguese Permanent Mission to Finland has also covered Estonia. Appendix 3 provides a concise list of the tasks performed during the internship. In order to answer the research question, this dissertation is divided into four chapters. Chapter I is devoted to the theoretical framework. We start by briefly situating the emergence of the Copenhagen School within post-Cold War Security Studies. Then, we provide our definition of securitisation, contrasting it with the securitisation original framework (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998). Lastly, we show how securitisation can be understood as the most extreme strategy of othering.  Chapter II analyses how the Baltics and Russia’s security perceptions have become closely interlinked as a consequence of their recent shared history. Firstly, this chapter explains how the period of Soviet occupation forms the background against which the contemporary Baltic-Russian relations take place. Then, we proceed to show how the Baltic states have securitised Russia in their discourses and practices since 1991. The articulation of Moscow as a threat manifested itself in the decision to anchor their independence in the principle of legal continuation, in the adoption of exclusionary citizenship policies (Latvia and Estonia) and in their quest for integration in the Euro-Atlantic structures. Chapter III seeks to ascertain whether Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia’s accession to the EU and NATO led to a (de)securitisation of Russia. Firstly, we examine the Baltics’ foreign and security policy between 2004 and 2014. Then, we (1) evaluate the Baltic-Russian relations during the time frame indicated above against the background of the securitisation of historical narratives, and finally we (2) assess the bilateral relations between each Baltic republic and Russia until 2014. Chapter IV aims to analyse whether Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have been (re)securitising 
Russia following the latter’s military intervention in Ukraine. We begin by briefly contextualising 
Russia’s intervention in Ukraine in 2014. Then, we analyse the impact of Moscow’s actions in Ukraine on the Baltic republics, in terms of discourse and relevant policy changes. The nuances 
in Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius’ responses will be carefully assessed.    
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 Chapter I – Securitisation as a form of othering  1.1 Security Studies after the Cold War: the emergence of the Copenhagen School   The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Empire, coupled with the emergence of transnational security challenges, risks and threats (Sperling 2007, 263), has generated a debate on whether the realist core assumption of the sub-field of Security Studies4 are still valid. As recalled by Morgan (2007, 24), the collapse of the Cold War brought an end to the bipolar order that neorealists had deemed as inherently more stable and durable, and even more significantly, the Soviet Union collapsed owing to internal developments, and not due “to a great 

war or systemic pressures”. Traditionally, security ought to be conceived as freedom from any objective military threat to the state survival in an anarchic international system (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 203-4). In other words, the thing to be secured – the referent object – was the state, and security would depend upon military power. In that regard, one of the proponents of the traditional concept of security is Walt (1991, 212), according to whom:  
“The main focus of security studies is easy to identify, however: it is the phenomenon of war. Security studies assume that conflict between states is always a possibility and the use of military force has far-reaching effects on states and societies (…). Accordingly, security 

studies may be defined as the study of the threat, use, and control of military force”.  In the last two decades, the realist hegemony in the discipline has become contested, and there have been attempts to broaden the agenda of the field. In that regard, it is pertinent to stress the central role played by the Copenhagen School5, whose contributions have challenged the traditionally limited scope of Security Studies by deepening and widening the concept of security (Sulovic 2010). “Deepening” because Buzan, Waever and Wilde (1998) emphasise that                                                              4 It is pertinent to stress that we start from two key premises: Security Studies are treated here as a sub-field of International Relations (Collins 2013, Walt 1991, 212; Terriff et al 1999, 12) and its emergence as a distinct field of study dates back to the post-World War II period (Buzan and Waever 2013, 395).   5 The “Copenhagen Coterie of International Relations” (Neumann 1996, 162), more commonly known as the “Copenhagen School” of Security Studies (McSweeney 1996), emerged at the Conflict and Peace Research Institute (COPRI) in Copenhagen (Collins 2016) and is generally taken to include Ole Waever, Barry Buzan, and an array of other, more loosely associated, researchers (Munster 2012). 
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security should be opened to referent objects other than the state, namely individuals, social groups and the environment, and “widening” due to the adoption of a sectoral approach. More concretely, while Security Studies have traditionally attached “permanent priority to one sector (the military) and one actor (the state) plus any links or crossovers from other sectors that relate 
directly to the use of force” (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 207), the Copenhagen School expand the security agenda to four additional sectors, each one identifying concrete types of interaction – environmental, economic, societal and political (Buzan 2015). However, broadening of the subject matter can threaten the intellectual coherence of Security Studies as a distinct sub-field of International Relations (Collins 2013, 2). As summarised by Emmers (2013, 132),  

“A crucial question, though, is whether the concept of security can be broadened to such an extent without losing its coherence. There is a risk if overstretching the definition of security, with the result that everything, and therefore nothing in particular, ends up being a security 
problem.”   In order to avoid the risk mentioned above, the authors associated with the Copenhagen School maintain that it is possible “to retain a distinctive subject area and to restore intellectual 

coherence to the wider agenda“ by drawing a difference between politicisation and securitisation (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 208), as it will be demonstrated below. Securitisation theory is 
premised on a constructivist notion of security, in the sense that “security is a quality actors 

inject into issues by securitising them” (Buzan, Waever and de Wilde 1998, 204), and therefore, the focus of the analyst is not determine if a threat is “real” (Sheehan 2005, 53), but rather to determine if something is successfully articulated as such. In other words, by focusing on processes of securitisation – the social processes through which something is constructed as a threat – rather than on “objective” threats, the Copenhagen School authors offer “a constructivism-all-the-way-down counterpoint to the materialist threat analysis of traditional 
Strategic Studies and realism” (Buzan 2015, 5).   1.2 Processes of securitisation: how threats are constructed  A process of securitisation involves a referent object and a securitising agent, and it occurs when the latter portrays the former as being existentially threatened, thereby legitimising the 
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adoption of extraordinary measures aimed at ensuring its survival (Emmers 2013, 133; Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 36). The rhetorical structure of securitisation or, in other words, the 
“internal” conditions of the speech act, must follow “a plot that includes an existential threat, a 
point of no return and a possible way out” (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 33). Therefore, 
security issues’ distinctiveness rests on the sense of urgency and absolute priority that is attached to them (Hough 2008, 18; Mälksoo 2006, 278). In addition to presenting an issue as an imminent threat, a successful securitisation only takes place if a relevant audience also acknowledges the existence of an ostensible threat to a valued referent object. If that recognition does not take place, the discursive construction would merely constitute a securitising move (Brandão 2015, 47; Emmers 2013, 124). In  other  words,  the  securitisation  model  involves  two  stages:  (1)  presenting  an imminent and existential threat to a valued referent object and (2) an acceptance by a relevant audience of the threat articulated by the securitising agent. As emphasised by Buzan, Waever and Wilde (1998, 36) and Roe (2008, 632), a security action is customarily performed on behalf of, and in connection with a group of people. In light of that, it must be noted that securitisation processes tends to be dominated by powerful actors that  occupy a privileged position within the state, particularly its authorised representatives (Emmers 2013, 134). In fact, the greater the power and influence (social capital) wielded by the securitising agent the more likely is the securitising move to be successful. The state’s political elites, particularly in western liberal democracies, tend to predominate over other potential securitising actors by virtue of the legitimacy derived from having been chosen by the electorate (Collins 2005; Emmers 2013, 134).  In addition to the securitising actor’s social capital, the other external elements of the speech act are the “features of the alleged threats that either facilitate or impede securitisation” (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 33). This “other facet is contextual” (Balzacq 2005, 182) since it refers 
to the “heuristic artifacts (metaphors, political tools, image repertoires, analogies, stereotypes, emotions, etc.)” which are “contextually mobilised by the securitising agent” with the aim of 

prompting “the audience to build a coherent network of implications (feelings, sensations, 

thoughts, and intuitions)” (Balzacq 2011). According to the securitisation model (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998), the success of the securitising move does not hinge on the implementation of extraordinary measures. 
“Extraordinary measures” are here defined as measures that go beyond rules ordinarily abided 
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by and are therefore located outside the usual bounds of political procedures and practices” 

(Emmers 2013, 135). Some illustrative cases would be “levying taxes or conscription, placing limitations on otherwise inviolable rights, or focusing society's energy and resources on a specific 
task” (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 24). According to Buzan, Waever and Wilde (1998), a successful securitisation would not necessarily entail the adoption of exception measures:  

“We do not push the demand so high as to say that an emergency measure has to be adopted, only that the existential threat has to be argued with enough resonance for a platform to be made which it is possible to legitimise emergency measures or other steps that would not have been possible had the discourse not taken the form of existential threats, 
points of no return, and necessity” (1998, 25).  

However, “resonance” has been considered a problematic category (Salter 2011). As a matter of fact, if the category mentioned above is taken as the fundamental criterion to determine whether the audience has validated the claim articulated by the securitiser, a fundamental 
question would inevitably arise: how can “resonance” be adequately assessed (Williams 2011a, 217)? Acknowledging that limitation, Salter (2011, 121) maintains that policy change is an inseparable part and the touchstone of every successful securitisation process:  

“There must be some public policy change, either in discourse, budget, or in actual policy: resonance is simply too unstable a category to really evaluate, and can lead to analysis by counter-factual (though no measure was taken, there might have been, would have been, could have been).” (The italic is ours).  Floyd (2011, 428-29) also underlines the centrality of policy change:  
“A securitisation is complete only if the warning/promise made in the speech act is followed up by a change in relevant behaviour by a relevant agent (the securitising actor or someone instructed by the same) that is justified by this agent with reference to the declared threat.” (The italic is ours).  Taking that into consideration, a successful securitisation would thus be comprised of both a discursive (speech act and a shared understanding between securitising agent and audience) and a non-discursive (security practice) components (Emmers 2013, 135; Floyd 2010, 52-4; Salter 2011). 
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Processes of securitisation should be seen as an intensification of normal politics6. In fact, there is no clear-cut contrast between the sphere of normal politics, where problems “are dealt with by ordinary measures once more” (Floyd 2011, 436), and the sphere of security, as both realms are part of the same continuum (Mälksoo 2015, 229; Williams 2011b, 459). While some authors tend to portray securitisation processes as leading to anti-democratic measures (Laustsen and Waever 2000, 708), “the extent to which securitisation necessitates a lack of openness and deliberation has been over-exaggerated” in the context of liberal democracies (Roe (2012, 251). As pointed out by Roe (2012, 260), “extraordinary  politics  (in  the  form  of  the  expedition  of  legislation, for example)  does  not  mean  an abandonment of legislative 
mechanisms” because “a degree of scrutiny and oversight nevertheless remains”, even if the legislative process is significantly accelerated. The opposite of securitisation is desecuritisation, and it occurs whenever a certain issue 
departs from the sphere of “emergency politics” and returns to the ordinary political sphere (Aras and Polat 2008). Even though Buzan, Waever and Wilde demonstrate a normative commitment towards desecuritisation by noting that desecuritisation should be pursued as a long-term goal (1998, 29), we contend that securitisation should not be taken as intrinsically “good” or “bad” (Emmers 2013, 136). In fact, whereas the securitisation of an issue can give “previously 

unjustifiable security actions an unwarranted basis of legitimacy” (Grayson 2003, 339) and be 
exploited to limit civil liberties, restraint the influence of opposition forces or “detain political opponents without trial”, securitising can also provide the impetus to mobilise sustained political and popular support tackle complex issues (Emmers 2013, 136). 

Despite the claim that securitisation is “an essentially intersubjective process” (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 26-31), one of the most problematic aspects of the Copenhagen 
School’s securitisation framework is “the under-theorised conceptualisation of the audience and 
its role in securitisation processes” (Léonard and Kaunert 2011, 74). While it can be argued that the motives for not providing a rigid definition stem from the fact that every audience is case specific, it can also be contended that, it is vital to establish the characteristics common to all audiences owing to the essential role they play in the securitisation framework (Vaughn 2009, 273).                                                               6 While the notion of “normal politics remains unpacked by the Copenhagen School” (Mälksoo 2006, 278), the “normal politics” in ferred in the framework of securitisation are those of liberal democracy (Aradau 2004). 
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In that context, we follow the definition provided by Balzacq (2011, 8-9), according to which 
an “empowering audience” has two main characteristics: a direct relationship with the issue being discussed as a threat and the power to authorise the adoption of measures aimed at tackling that threat. As noted by Roe (2008), the audience can be divided into the general public, 
which provides “moral” support, and policy-makers - in particular parliaments - that can provide 
the “formal” support to implement exceptional measures (Roe 2008). Even though “moral” 

backing influences and to a larger extent determines “formal” support, the two should not be conflated as it is only “the formal decision by an institution (for instance, in the form of a vote by the Parliament, Security Council, or Congress) that mandates the government to adopt a specific policy (Balzacq 2011, 9). Furthermore, we believe it is debatable that securitisation can be simultaneously conceptualised as a “self-referential practice”, in which an issue “becomes a security issue not necessarily because a real existential threat exists but because the issue is presented as such" (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 24), and as an “intersubjective process” (1998, 30) based upon a negotiation between the securitising agent and the audience (Williams 2011a, 213; Léonard and Kaunert 2011, 60; Balzacq 2005, 177-8; Silovic 2010, 5). “How can the act of speaking security be performative if it relies on the consent of the audience” (Vultee 2011, 77)? In fact, whereas the Copenhagen School presents securitisation as an interactive process based upon the fundamental relationship between the securitiser and the empowering audience, that very relationship has not been addressed in the original model (Williams 2011a, 213). Therefore, 
the Copenhagen school “seems to lean towards self- referentiality, rather than intersubjectivity” (Balzacq 2005).  In conclusion, the main objective of the analyst is not to assess whether there is indeed a 
“real” threat to the very existence of a valued referent object, but rather to assess, not only if the securitising actor was successful in staging something as an existential threat, but also if that depiction has been accepted by a relevant audience and translated into relevant policy change.  According to Buzan and Waever (2003, 44), securitisation and desecuritisation processes in the international system predominantly manifest themselves and are more visible in regional clusters. A regional security complex (RSC), a theory introduced by Buzan (1991), refers to a geographically coherent set of two or more states whose security perceptions are closely interlinked (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998; Buzan and Waever (2003). Owing to that security interdependence, the security problems of each state within the complex cannot be examined 
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apart from one another (Buzan, Waever and Wilde 1998, 12). The security interdependence among the states of those complexes is both a deep and durable feature, and it can be characterised as positive (friendship) or negative (enmity). A prime example of states whose relations are marked by security interdependence are the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) and Russia. Despite the imminent prospects of those three Baltic republics accession to the Euro-Atlantic structures, Buzan and Waever (2003, 415) 
stress that “at the opening of the twenty-first century, the Baltics states are in the Russia-centred 
complex irrespective of how much dislike this”, on the grounds that, despite being part of the West for most purposes, “security-wise they are not” (2003, 413). The Baltic-Russian relations 
are marked by negative security interdependence: while the Baltics’ primary security concern has been Russia, Moscow has securitised the Russian-speaking minorities of the Baltic states, depicting the three Baltic republics (particularly Estonia and Latvia) as posing a threat to those Russophone communities (Buzan and Waever (2003, 431). Furthermore, security interdependence has also characterised the Baltic-Russian relations after Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania’s accession to the Atlantic Alliance and to the European Union in 2004, especially on 
the “memory front”, as it will be analysed in chapter IV.  Whereas our objective is not to assess whether the Baltic states are part of a Russia- centred or an EU-centre security complex, the security interdependence between Russia and the Baltic states is the background against which this study takes place. More concretely, our main goal is to assess if securitisation processes have dominated the discursive construction of Moscow in the Baltics. In other words, the aim is to analyse if Moscow has been depicted as an existentially 
threatening “other” by Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius and, concurrently, if the Baltics’ depiction of Russia has been translated into specific policy actions.   1.3 Securitisation as an extreme othering process  As emphasised by Buzan, Waever and Wilde (1998, 120), threats are premised on an inherent depiction of something as posing a threat to some “we”– and often thereby contributing 
to the construction or reproduction of “us”. In other words, securitisation is a form of othering (Buzan, Waever and Wilde (1998, 120), in the sense that it presupposes an unambiguous 
demarcation between what we aim to protect and the “other” that presents a threat to it. 

Therefore, “to speak security is to employ a discourse of danger inter-subjectively depicting that 
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which is different from self as an existential threat – and therefore as other to self” (Jaeger 2000, 23). Williams (2003, 519-20) also stresses that the ability to establish the limit of a given identity, 
to contrast it to what is not, “to cast this as a relationship of threat or even enmity” is indispensable to a successful securitisation.  However, practices of othering do not inevitably entail the articulation of difference as an 
existential threat. As noted by Hansen (2006, 5), “constructions of identity can take on different 

degrees of ‘Otherness,’ ranging from fundamental difference between Self and Other to 
constructions of less than radical difference”. Mälksoo (2009, 66) makes a similar point, 

stressing that it is possible to differentiate “between shades of otherness in the scale between difference and outright threat to self’s identity”. Central to all practices of othering is the notion of identities. The concept of national identity refers to relatively stable set of conceptualisations and expectations about the self (Ehin and Berg 2008, 9). Some authors, particularly McSweeney (1996, 83), contend that the Copenhagen 
School (CS) reifies identities, treating them as mere “objective realities, out there to be 

discovered and analysed”. As stressed by Booth, the core of the disagreement between McSweeney (1996) and Buzan and Waever (1997) is the notion of identity: while the former sees it as a process, the latter, while not treating it as fixed, claim that they tend to become relatively constant and sedimented (Booth 2005, 36). Even though they may not be fixed and, therefore, are subject to change, Buzan and Waever (1998, 205) point out that “identities as other social constructions can petrify and become relatively constant elements to be reckoned with”. Once identities become sedimented, beliefs and institutions change only slowly (Theiler 2003, 254). Despite the debate regarding the notion of identity, there is still a lack of consensus on how to understand the relations between self and other (Berenskoetter 2007, 657), namely whether (1) a spatial/external other is needed for the construction of identity and (2) if othering invariably leads to the construction of the other as an outright threat (Morozov and Rumelili 2012, 29). 
With regard to the first question, it must be stressed that “identities are always constituted in 

relation to difference because a thing can only be known by what is not” (Rumelili 2004, 29), and as a corollary to that, the emergence of a global identity will never be possible, as all identities must be comprised of frontiers and a sense of Other (Brown 2001, 131). Diez (2004, 320) also 
underlines the interdependence of identities, underlining that “our own identity is foundationally 

linked to the other, and these are present whenever we invoke” ours. 
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Processes of identity construction can involve the articulation of difference vis-à-vis a past identity, but they may also involve external/spatial others (Abizadeh 2005, 58). One prime 
example of constructing identity having the self’s past as other is the European Union, whose 

“other”, as eloquently put by Waever (1998, 90), has predominantly been “Europe’s own past 

which should not be allowed to become its future”. However, it must be taken into consideration that temporal and exclusionary forms of difference are becoming more prevalent. In that context, Diez (2004, 325-33) underlines that forms of “geopolitical” (or “traditional”) forms of othering, in which identity, politics and geography are closely interlinked, have become more and more 
frequent since the 90’s, including in the European Union, citing the othering of Islam and Turkey as prime examples.   As regards the second question, it should be highlighted that, even though identity construction generally involves some form of antagonism and negativity, the relations between self and other are not necessarily characterised by patterns of reciprocal exclusion and the 
depiction of the other as an outright threat to one’s identity (Morozov and Rumelili, 2012; Rumelili 2004, 29). As pointed by Morozov and Rumelili (2012), othering can also be characterised as being hybridizing practices that involves both positive and negative 
representations, as it is the case with some “liminal entities”1, part European and part not European. Others, namely Berenskoetter (2007, 658), even consider that identity can be 
constructed through “positive otherness”, claiming that the negative other simultaneously defines and presupposes a positive other (the friend).  In order to further illustrate the different forms of othering, Diez (2005, 628-29) proposes the existence of four categories7 to demonstrate the existence of multiple strategies of constructing 
“self” and “other” in international politics:   1. First strategy: Representation of the other as an existential threat. 2. Second strategy: Representation of the other as inferior. 3. Third strategy: Representation of the other as violating universal principles. 4. Fourth strategy: Representation of the other as different.                                                               7 In his response to Diez’s article (2005), Manners (2006, 178) identified one more strategy of othering: the other as self. According to him, the other is invariably part of the self, as it embodies the otherness that the self aims to expunge from itself. As a result, while projecting this representation externally, the self “tends to view the other through the lenses of its ‘inner demons’” (Korosteleva 2012, 58). 
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While the first strategy corresponds to the notion of securitisation and was already analysed, the other strategies need to be further clarified. In the second category – depiction of the other as inferior and backward – the self is articulated as superior to the other. In that respect, practices of Orientalism (Said 1979), which largely correspond to “a particular Western style of defining, dominating, restructuring and having authority over the Orient that produces the alleged Western 
superiority and hegemony over the East”, are a classic example of this strategy (Mälksoo 2010, 56).  While it is also premised on the notion that the self’s superior, the third category is a stronger version of the second. As noted by Diez 2005 (628), in this normative strategy of othering, the 
standards of the self are not merely perceived as superior, but of “universal validity”, leading to accusations of disregard for universal principles. Accordingly, “it becomes a duty of the self to enforce value-alignment onto the other, for the universal good” (Korosteleva 2012, 58). In the fourth category, there is no evident value-judgment, as the “other” is only articulated as different. Despite still imposing an identity on the other, Diez (2005, 628) considers it preferable to the other three strategies, as it is far less likely to grant legitimacy to “harmful interference with the other” (2005, 629). As  it  was  demonstrated,  practices  of  othering  do  not  necessarily  entail  the construction of the other as an existential threat. In other words, practices of othering do not necessarily equate to securitisation moves. Taking into consideration the existence of multiple 
forms of othering, our primary objective is to assess the Baltic states’ security discourses and practices vis-à-vis Russia.              
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Chapter II – The Baltic states and Russia: a history of recent security interdependence   In the book Baltic Facades: Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania since 1945, Purs (2012) contends that 
the expression “Baltic states” is an artificial one that does not take into account the conspicuous ethnic, cultural and historical differences between the three Baltic republics. As emphasised by the former president (2006-2016) and minister of Foreign Affairs (1996-1998 and 1999-2002) of Estonia: 

“Unfortunately most if not all people outside Estonia talk about ‘The Baltics’. This is an interesting concept, since what the three Baltic States have in common derives almost entirely from shared unhappy experiences imposed upon them from outside: occupations, deportations, annexation, sovietisation, collectivisation, russification. What these countries do not share is a common identity” (Ilves 1999).      In that regard, whereas Latvians and Lithuanians are Baltic peoples that speak the only two surviving Baltic languages – Latvian and Lithuanian (Cerpa 2001) –, Estonians are Finno-Ugric people linguistically and ethnically closely related to the Finns (Mawhood 2015). Furthermore, while Estonia is keen to refer itself as a Nordic country (Ilves 1999) and Lithuania as a Central European state (Brazauskas 1997), Latvians, owing to the country’s geographical position (Annex 1), is more likely to stress its attachment to its Baltic image (Kesa 2011). As regards historic differences, it must be emphasised that unlike Estonia and Latvia’s, 
Lithuania’s statehood goes back to the Middle Ages, first as the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and then, from 1569 until its final partition by Prussia, Austria and Russia in 1795, as part of the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth (Elsuwege 2004, 4; Kasekamp 2010; Plakans 2011).     In spite of the differences mentioned above, the three states located on the Baltic Sea’s eastern coast belong to the same geopolitical space, have a recent shared history and, above all, similar security concerns informing their foreign policy priorities (Praks 2015, 189; Miniotaite 2003, 211-13; Made 2011). While Huntington’s (1996, 231) classification of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as the eastern boundary of Western Civilisation may be considered too simplistic, and not taking fully into account the Baltic countries’ complex and multi-layered history, “he does capture the geographic vulnerability of the small Baltic nations, located in a flat8, boggy, forested                                                              8 The highest point in the Baltic states is the Suur Munamägi (“Great Egg Hill”), located in southeastern Estonia, is 318m high (Bousfield 2004, 34). 
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and sparsely populated region fought over by larger, more powerful neighbours for more than 
eight hundred years” (Auers 2015, 8). Despite the differences listed above, the recent historic trajectory of the Baltic republics is very similar. In fact, before the outbreak of the conflict in 1914, the present-day states of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia were part of the Russian Empire9. Following their declarations of independence in 1918, the three Baltic republics fought successful independence wars against (albeit not exclusively) the Soviet Union, which would subsequently recognise the Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian independence in three separate peace treaties signed in 1920 (Raun 1994). However, the Baltics’ independence would be short-lived, ending abruptly in June 1940.  2.1 Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in the century XX: from independence to occupation  After more than two decades of independence (1918-1940), during which they became full-fledged members of the League of Nations, the three Baltic republics were first occupied by the Soviet Union on the eve of the Second World War, then by Nazi Germany (1941-1944) and once again by the USSR, between 1944 and 1991.   The prelude to the occupation of the Baltic republics was the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact10, signed in August 1939 by the URSS and Nazi Germany. The Nazi-Soviet Pact included a secret protocol, in which Berlin and Moscow delineated their spheres of influence in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Finland, Poland and in the Romanian regions of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina and Hertz (Davies 2006, 146-7). The three Baltics were assigned to Moscow’s control11 and, as a consequence, they were invaded and occupied by the Red Army in June 1940.  As emphasised by Mazower (1999, 264), the Baltic republics met a far worse fate than the 
rest of Eastern European states, as “they were to be absorbed within the Soviet Union and subjected to a conscious policy of Russification”. By way of example, a former Estonian                                                              9 With the exception of the region of Klaipeda (also known as Memel), which had been part of Prussia and came into Lithuania’s control in 1923 (for more information on the Memel dispute, see Encyclopedia Britannica 2016). 10 Officially known as the “Treaty of Non-aggression between Germany and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics” (German History in Documents and Images 2016). 11 According to the original protocol, “the northern boundary of Lithuania shall represent the boundary of the spheres of influence of Germany 
and the USSR” (The New York Times 1988). However, on September 29 Lithuania was relegated to the Soviet sphere of interest in  exchange for a larger part of Poland (Davies 2006). 
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Constitutional Assembly member and presidential candidate in 199212, noted “that like the French in Algeria, the Russians expected the subject people to communicate with them in the language of the colonisers” and “language discrimination hit the Estonians even in public 

services”, where Russian was made mandatory and Estonian became optional (Taagepera 1991, 479). In addition to the de facto loss of independence, the Soviet occupations, in particular the longest one, represented territorial losses (Annex 2) and significantly altered the demographic composition of Latvia and Estonia13 (Aalto 2005, 260; Viktorova 2007; Kasekamp 2010, 140; Auers 2015, 29-30; Mole 2012, 128-38). In that context, there is a discrepancy between Estonia 
and Latvia’s current borders and the ones that were initially established by the 1920 Tartu and Riga Peace Treaties, respectively. After the incorporation of Estonia and Latvia into the USSR, Stalin transferred the territory around Jaanilinn (Ivangorod), situated on the right bank of the Narva river, and the Petserimaa (Pechory) region, as well the Abrene region, corresponding to 5% and 2% of the Estonian and Latvian territory, respectively, into the Russian Soviet Socialist Republic (Mole 2012, 129-30).  Lithuania, on the other hand, regained territory after its incorporation into the Soviet Union, namely its historical capital, Vilnius, which was occupied and annexed by Poland in 1920 and 1922, respectively, as well as the coastal city of Klaipeda (also known as Memel) from Germany. However, it should be mentioned the southernmost Baltic republic also lost a part of its territory to the Soviet Socialist Republic of Belarus and had a minor border dispute with Minsk over the Adutiskis railway station (Auers 2015, 29-30).  In addition to the above-mentioned territorial changes, the decades of Soviet occupation were marked by forced population transfers that led to significant changes in the ethnic composition of the Estonian and Latvian populations. The first massive deportation took already place in 1941 and its “main objective was to eliminate the nation’s cultural, business, political, and military 

elite” (Altau 2015). In the second massive deportation (March 1949), also known as Operation 
“Coastal Surf”, over 90,000 Lithuanians, Latvians and Estonian citizens were expelled from their countries (Strods and Kott 2002). Almost three-fourths (73%) of the citizens deported were                                                              12 Rein Taagepera came third in the first round of the 1992 Estonian Presidential Elections with 23.4% (109,631) of the vote. Lennart Meri was elected president in the second of voting, which was held in the Estonian parliament (Estonian National Electoral Committee 2016, 83). The Estonian head of state has been chosen by the 101 members of the Parliament (Riigikogu) ever since. 13 For more information, see Annex 7. 
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women and children under the age of 16 (2002, 20). Owing to the high level of mortality among 
the Baltic “special settlers” – an expression which was used by the Soviet authorities –, “an 

entire population category was sent to slow extinction in the Siberian woods” (Misiunas and Taagepera 1990, 101). Pohl (1999) considers that the actions performed by the USSR amount to genocide, since they deliberately created the conditions whereby a national group would suffer unsustainable rates of mortality14. Unlike the 1941 deportation, whose main aim to decapitate the Baltic states’ political and intellectual elite, the operation Priboi’s main aim was to enforce collectivisation and to suppress the armed resistance of the Forest Brothers, the Baltic partisans that waged a guerrilla war against the Soviet forces until the mid 50’s (Naimark 2010, 89; Mertelsmann 2016, 184-5; Laar 2007; Luksa 2010).  Whereas the ethnic composition of the Baltic States was considerably homogeneous in 1945, the lasting Russian occupation of Estonia and Latvia changed the ethnic makeup of those countries. To be more precise, at the end of World War II, the percentage of indigenous population was high in Latvia (80%), and even higher in Estonia (94%) (Kasekamp 2010, 154-155). However, the massive influx of industrial workers from Russia led to a sharp decline in the number of ethnic Estonians and Latvians during the Soviet occupation. By the year 1989, the percentage of titular Estonians and Latvians was only 62% and 52%, respectively (Kasekamp 2010, 154-155; Kattago 2008, 432; Plakans 2011, 153-158). With regard to Lithuania, it must be noted that the percentage of ethnic Russians is significantly lower in comparison to the other two Baltic republics15 (Galbreath, Lasas and Lamoreaux 2008, 28). Unlike Estonia and Latvia, Lithuania’s ethnic composition did not change drastically during the last decades, as ethnic Lithuanians made up 79% and 80% of the total population in 1945 and 1989, respectively (Kasekamp 2010, 155). There were a number of reasons that prevented a dramatic change in the ethnic composition of Lithuania. According to Kasekamp (2010, 155), the main causes for the limited demographic changes were the fierce guerrilla warfare waged by the Lithuanian Forest Brothers, which dissuaded Russians from migrating to the country, the existence of fertility rates higher than in the other two Baltics and the influence wielded by the native members of the Lithuanian Communist Parties. In addition to that, the lack of intensive industrialisation in the country largely precluded the influx of a large                                                              14 For a different view, see Polian (2001, quoted in Coleman 2001). 15 However, the Russian minority living in Lithuania is still significant, numbering 176,900, representing 5,8% of the total population (Lithuania Statistics 2015). 
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migrant labour force (Herd and Lofgren 2001). Lastly, Lithuania has a less long tradition of Russian settlement than the other two present-day Baltic republics, since the country only came under Russian dominance after the disintegration of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (1795), which is more than a century after the incorporation of the then northernmost Baltic provinces into the Russian empire.   2.2 The Principle of Legal Continuity and the Baltic states’ citizenship laws  In 1991, following more than four decades under Moscow’s control, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have proclaimed their independence on the basis of legal continuity (Onken 2009, 40). In other words, the Baltic republics do not consider themselves as newly independent states, but rather as a continuation of the interwar republics that existed between 1918 and the beginning of the first Soviet occupation in June 1940 (Vikotorova 2007, 46-47). As a corollary to that, rather than having seceded from the USSR, the Baltic republics regained their independence following 50 years of foreign occupation (Zalimas 1999, 7). Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius’ base their argumentation on the ex injuria jus non oritur principle, which postulates that illegal acts under international law cannot have legal consequences. Therefore, it can be contended that Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia were never legitimately part of the Soviet Union (Elsuwege 2015; Annus 2011, 26).   In addition to the above-mentioned principle, it can be contended that the Soviet annexation violated the bilateral treaties signed between the Baltic governments and the USSR, namely the Soviet-Latvian Non-Aggression Pact (1926), the Soviet-Estonian Non-Aggression Pact (1932), the Soviet–Lithuanian Non-Aggression Pact (1926), the Kellogg-Briand Pact (1932) and the three Mutual Assistance Treaties signed by the URSS and each Baltic republic in 1939.  In response to the Soviet annexation of the Baltic republics, most Western countries16, namely the United States, have never recognised Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as Soviet Republics throughout the Cold War. Washington vehement opposition was informed by the Stimson 
Doctrine of 1932 and was made explicit in the so called “Welles Declaration”, in which the then Secretary of State Welles claimed that Washington is “opposed to predatory activities no matter                                                              16 Sweden was one of the few exceptions: Stockholm recognised the Baltics’ incorporation into the Soviet Union de jure in 1944 and extradited to the Soviet Union 170 former Baltic soldiers who had been conscripted into the Waffen SS and had fled Soviet re-occupation (Reinfeldt 2011, quoted in The Swedish Wire 2011). 
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whether they are carried on by the use of force or by the threat of force” (Welles 1940, quoted in Fink 2015). The American position was more recently confirmed through the signing of the Baltic Charter, in which the Clinton Administration reiterated that Washington did not recognise the 
“forcible incorporation of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania into the USSR” (Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1998).  The Kremlin, however, has strenuously denied that the Soviet Union forcefully incorporated Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 1940, claiming that the three Baltic republics voluntarily decided to join the URSS and, therefore, their independence ceased to exist as soon as they were de facto incorporated into the Soviet Union (Loeber 1999, 7; Onken 2009, 43). As a consequence, Moscow considers the three Baltic neighbours as former Soviet Republics and, therefore, as newly independent states (The New York Times 2005).  Natalia Narochnitskaya, former Duma MP, has claimed that the incorporation of the Baltic republics into the Soviet Union was completely legitimate, unlike the independence of the (sic) 
“semi-fascist” Baltic regimes in 1920 (Narochnitskaya, quoted in Morozov 2001, 232). In a recent interview to a Swedish newspaper, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Sergey Lavrov, even accused Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius of not showing gratitude towards Moscow for letting them go “peacefully” in 1991 (Lavrov 2016, quoted in Associated Press 2016). The Russian Prosecutor General’s announcement that the legality of a 1991 decision granting the Baltic states independence would be reviewed, together with the reopening of the 25-year criminal case against Lithuanians who had refused to be drafted to the Soviet Army in 1990-9117, are yet two 
representative examples of how Moscow’s narrative regarding the Baltics’ independence and 

statehood is at odds with Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia’s (Grigas 2015; Hyndle-Hussein 2015, 2). Not only does the principle of legal continuity constitute the bedrock of the Baltics’ statehood, but it is also the background against which the current Baltic-Russian relations take place. The state continuity of the Baltic republics was clearly enshrined in the Baltics’ declaration of independence. On 20 August 1991, the Supreme Council of Estonia adopted the Resolution on 
the National Independence, whereby it was stipulated that Estonia’s de jure independence had never been suspended (Parliament of Estonia 2016). Furthermore, the new constitution, which was adopted in the following year, was partly linked to the interwar constitution of 1938, further cementing the principle of legal continuity. Likewise, Lithuania proclaimed the Re-Establishment                                                              17 This decision would affect approximately 1,500 Lithuanians who avoided or hid from the Soviet draft following Vilnius’s declaration of independence in March 1990 until Moscow officially confirmed Baltic independence the following year (Grigas 2015; Parks 1990).  
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of the State of Lithuania and Latvia adopted a similar resolution On the Restoration of Independence of the Republic in 1990 (Latvian Supreme Court 2016).  
As Jaeger (2000) pertinently stresses, the Baltics’ practices of inscribing the principle of historical continuity in state foundations can be defined as a kind of securitisation, “as they cast 

the entire state project as precarious if not firmly connected to the historic one”. In other words, non-recognition of their legal continuity is perceived in the Baltic capitals as a threat to their very independence and statehood legitimacy.   The mutually exclusive views about whether the Baltic states are newly independent states or the continuation of the interwar Baltic republics is one of the major points of contention in the Baltic-Russian relations. “Even if Estonia (and the other two Baltic republics) is a state in hibernation (or one to be resurrected from the grave) was little more than a legal fiction, it 
nonetheless was one upon which real actions have been based” (Visek 1997, 330). In that regard, one of the most important corollaries of the principle of legal continuity was the citizenship laws adopted by Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia.  

Of the three Baltic republics, Lithuania’s 1989 and 1991 citizenship laws were by far the most inclusionary ones, as Vilnius decided to grant automatic citizenship to all permanent citizens, without any language proficiency requirements and regardless of nationality (Onken 2009, 46; Herd and Lofgren 2001, 280). However, it was emphasised that the laws mentioned above did not mean that that the pre-war Lithuanian citizenship had become invalid, thereby reiterating that the Republic of Lithuania was a restored – and not a new – state (Mole 2012, 87). With respect to the Vilnius’ citizenship law, it is important to bear in mind that, as it was explained above, the Soviet occupation of Lithuania did not lead to drastic changes in the ethnic composition of its population during, and therefore, the Russian-speaking community living in the country was not as significant as Estonia and Latvia’s.  Differing greatly from Lithuania’s “zero-option” citizenship policy, both the Estonian and Latvian citizenship laws, adopted respectively in 1995 and 1994, have been informed by more exclusionary views, and are based upon the principle of jus sanguinis (Mole 2012, 146). In that context, Estonia reinstated (albeit with some amendments) the 1938 Citizenship Law, and Latvia temporarily re-established the 1919 Citizenship Law. As a consequence, only the citizens of the interwar republics and their descendants were granted automatic citizenship in 1991. The other residents, who became stateless when the Soviet Union ceased to exist, are required to go 
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through a naturalization process in order to become Estonian and Latvian citizens18 or, in alternative, adopt the citizenship of a third state (for example, Russia).  
One of the main arguments used to justify the pertinence of Riga and Tallinn’s citizenship laws19 was the fact that, from the legal continuity standpoint, the Soviet era migrants that settled in Estonia and Latvia were technically illegal immigrants and, therefore, were not eligible to citizenship (Taagepera 1991, 480). Another rationale for the above-mentioned laws was given by the former Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs of Sweden, who underlined that “setting standards for citizenship through language requirements is a way to break the isolation of the 

ethnic Russians and improve the prospects of at least integration” into the Latvian and Estonian societies (Bildt 1994). Even though they did not preclude the granting of automatic citizenship to non-Estonians and non-Latvians, the reinstitution of the interwar citizenship laws was, according to the former deputy prime-minister of Estonia Rein Mullerson, motivated by a desire for ethnic purity20 (Müllerson 1994, 312). As Herd and Lofgren (2001, 276-8) have noted, Estonia and Latvia have securitised the threat posed by their Russian-speaking “colonial”21 minorities to the “dominant 

position of the titular nation” and also to their very independence as sovereign states. The implicit aim of those laws was to assure that the first post-occupation legislative elections had 
“overwhelmingly ethnic Estonian and Latvian electorates” (Auers 2015, 81). In order to stabilise their national identities after almost five decades under Soviet control, the Baltic republics, in 
particular Latvia and Estonia, needed to cement the Soviet/Russian “Other”, which led to the exclusion of the Russian-speaking minority, and by extension, of the Russian language and culture as far as possible (Mole 2012, 83).  The perceived threat posed by the sizable Russophone communities was clearly encapsulated in the words of the former Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (1992-1994) and member of the                                                              18 In Latvia, the percentage of non-citizens has dropped from 29% (approximately 730 000) in 1995 – when the naturalization process began – 
to 12% (257 377) in July 2015. Therefore, 84% of Latvia's residents are now citizens. “As of 31 July 2015, 143 061 persons ha ve been granted Latvian citizenship through the naturalization procedure” (Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2015a). In Estonia, the share of persons of undetermined citizenship has drastically decreased from 32% in 1992 to 6.1% in January 2016. From 1992 to June 2015, a total of 158 532 persons have acquired Estonian citizenship through the naturalisation process. The majority of these residents chose to do during the 1990s, with 
“more than 110 000 people between the years 1992 and 2000)” (Estonia.eu 2016). 19 The citizenship laws of Estonia and Latvia are very similar, with the sole important difference being that non-citizens cannot vote in municipal elections in Latvia (Moore, Kathleen 2003). However, both Estonian and Latvian non-citizens cannot vote in parliamentary elections. 20 Only 8-10% of restored citizenship included non-Estonians (Geistlinger and Kirch 1995, 72). 21 For a discussion on whether it is appropriate to speak about the Soviet occupation of the Baltic states as “colonisation”, see Annus (2012). 
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European Parliament (MEP), Georgs Andrejevs: “Russia, by using its diaspora as a fifth column 

(…) is seeking to create a situation enabling forces which are not Latvian to come to power and to 

annex Latvia to Russia” (Andrejevs 1993, quoted in Spruds 2009, 107). Likewise, Endel Lippmaa, a former Estonian minister during the governments of Edgar Savisaar (1991-1992) and the first government of Tiit Vähi (1992), stressed that “granting Estonian citizenship to non-ethnic 
residents, including Russians, could ruin the republic’s sovereignty from within” (Lippmaa 1992, quoted in Mole 2012, 83). In other words, the first years after Estonia and Latvia’s (re-)independence were marked by the perception that the Russian-speaking minorities were disloyal to the state and a potential instrument that could be used by Moscow to sabotage both countries independence from within.  2.3 Baltics’ pre-enlargement foreign policy: The quest for Euro-Atlantic integration as existential politics   The pre-enlargement foreign policies of the Baltic states had three major components: 
“restoration, redress and deterrence” (Galbreath, Lasas and Lamoreaux 2008, 59). More concretely, the main objectives of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were to restore their interwar republics, rectify to the extent possible the effects of their forced incorporation into the Soviet Union and securitise the threat posed by the Kremlin, namely by precluding their inclusion in 
Russia’s sphere of influence and seeking integration with the West.  After regaining their independence, the Baltics’ decision to adopt an unambiguous pro-Western foreign policy and seek the full integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures, particularly the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance, was only clearly expressed in the mid-1990’s, after the idea of neutrality was discarded (Miniotaite 2003, 214; Scerbinskis 2005, 165). According to Auers (2015, 198), even though the goal of Western integration was soon agreed upon, the three 
Baltic republics “maintained a façade of neutrality” until the last Russian troops left their 
countries in 1993 (Lithuania) and 1994 (Estonia and Latvia), “in order to avoid antagonising” the Kremlin. 

The Baltics’ rejection of neutrality is intimately connected with their recent history, as their neutral stance in World War Two did not avoid their occupations by Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union (Meri 1995). The perception that neutrality was not an option to be considered was corroborated by the former Estonian ambassador to the Atlantic Alliance, Harri Tiido: “We've 
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been trying different options during previous century, they didn't work. So now, we are trying to get all the security guarantees we can find, and NATO is definitely the only hard security 
guarantee available” (Tiido 2003). Prior to NATO’s Riga Summit (2006), the former Latvian president used the same argument by noting that “Latvia tried to be neutral before the Second World War, but nobody respected that neutrality”, and therefore, “a sure way of ensuring the 

integrity of our territory and the sovereignty of our nation” was to attain NATO membership (Vike-Freiberga 2006, quoted in Cameron 2006). Despite sharing the same foreign policy priorities, the Baltic republics, rather than coordinating their efforts, decided to operate separately and, sometimes, even as rivals22, stressing their unique geographic and historical features (Miniotaite 2011, 105). In fact, even the main military cooperation projects of the three Baltic republics (Annex 3) were fundamentally brought together by third parties, namely Denmark, which were 
“primarily thinking about their own national security interests and the possibility to bandwagon 
the USA by supporting Washington’s role to limit” Moscow’s influence in the Baltic sea region (Molis 2009, 31). The decision to apply for NATO membership – which was more contentious than the 
application for EU membership owing to Moscow’s staunch opposition – was only openly stated in 1994. It was that year that the Lithuanian President Algirdas Brazauskas sent a letter to 
NATO’s Secretary General Worner, expressing the Lithuanian political parties’ consensus 

regarding NATO membership and requesting Vilnius’ accession to the Alliance (Lithuanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2014). The former Estonian president, Lennart Meri, also stated in 
1994 that Tallinn’s main foreign policy goals were the “early integration into the EU, WEU and 

NATO” (Meri 1994).  The decision to apply for EU and NATO membership was mainly informed by the Baltic 
republics’ security concerns towards Moscow (Jakniunaite 2009, 123). The Baltic republics, as small states, lacked the capabilities for guaranteeing their security vis-á-vis a great power like Russia. As emphasised by the current Lithuanian MFA and former minister of National Defence, Linas Linkevicius (1998), “Lithuania is not in a position to guarantee security on its own (i.e., autonomously), bearing in mind its size, resources, economic strength, and geopolitical 
situation”, thus “collective security guarantees are essential for security”. In that context,                                                              22 The Baltic republics’ rivalry manifested itself in disputes during the 90’s, namely between Estonia and Lithuania regarding meat imports – 
which became known as “meat war” (The Baltic Times 1998) –, and between Estonia and Latvia, and between the latter and Lithuania regarding the demarcation of the maritime borders (The Jamestown Foundation 1996).   
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“historical experiences, geopolitical proximity and the assertiveness of Russia” contributed to and exacerbated the existence perceptions dominated by insecurity and enmity vis-à-vis their Eastern neighbour (Spruds (2009, 106). According to Bajarnas (1995, 13), (t)he most acute foreign and security policy challenge facing all three Baltic states is the management of their relations with 
Russia: “(I)t is clear that Baltic security will always be in jeopardy as long as Russia is hostile and authoritarian. The most serious problem which the Baltic states face is Russia's reluctance to 
accept Baltic independence”.  The accession to the Atlantic Alliance was securitised in the Baltic states, as integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures was perceived as a decisive step to mitigate the insecurities vis-à-vis the Kremlin, as well as the most effective way of safeguarding, not only the security, but first and foremost the very sovereignty and independence of those states. Estonian President Lennart Meri (1996) emphasised that “the guarantee of the survival of Estonia lies in the integration of our 
country with European and Atlantic structures”, words that corroborate the existential overtones and the utmost urgency that imbued the Baltic quest for Euro-Atlantic integration.  The integration into the Atlantic Alliance and the European Union was also framed as a central 
component of the Baltics’ broader “return” to Europe (Herd and Lofgren 2001). As noted by Pavlovaite (2005, 199), the “return to Europe” rhetoric was not merely a way of asserting these 
countries’ “Europeaness”, since it has also served the purpose of distancing themselves from 
their significant “other”, epitomized by Russia. “After regaining their independence, the Baltic states have been constructing their political identities in terms of the East/West opposition. They 
have been creating narratives of belonging to the West, with the East as their threatening other” (Miniotaite 2003, 214). As a consequence, only by joining the two organizations that symbolise the West can the Baltic republics avoid their past irreversibly (Lehti 2005, 37). Owing to the civilisation affinity between these states and the West, the “return to Europe” is an essential step because “we acknowledge a certain civilisation as our own, a certain political culture, certain 
intellectual and spiritual values and general principles” (Meri 1998). Joining the Western institutions was perceived in the Baltic republics as a move that would 
confirm and solidify “their belonging to the Western civilisation” and the final act of liberation from Moscow rule (Fofanova and Morozov 2009, 24). For this reason, the Baltics sought to avoid political ties with Russia and the other former soviet states at all costs, as it was evident by their refusal to be part of the Commonwealth of Independent States, also known as CIS (Auers 2015, 196). Perhaps the most paradigmatic example of the Baltics’ constitutional securitisation post-
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soviet links and all political and economic initiatives led by Moscow was the constitutional ban imposed by Vilnius on Lithuania’s accession to post-soviet organizations on the Constitutional Act 
“On the Non-Alignment of the Republic of Lithuania to Post-Soviet Eastern Unions” of 8 June 1992 (Seimas 1996; Miniotaite 1999). The Baltic political elites have widely perceived the Western community, embodied in NATO and in the EU as the main source of stability and security, in opposition to Russia and the post-Soviet Space (Kesa 2011, 84). The former Estonian President Lennart Meri (1992-2001), 
claimed that “becoming a member of NATO means first and foremost reuniting with Europe, 
instability replaced by stability, inseparable union with countries that respect values” (Meri, quoted in Praks 2015, 190). As the former Estonian president claimed, referring to the soviet 
period, the Estonians “had forty years to ponder the values of Europe, just as the thirsty wanderer in the desert ponders the oasis” (Meri 1992). The adherence to European values is here used to distance Tallinn from Moscow and as means of othering the latter through its 
representation as a state that does not “respect values” and is therefore inferior. 

The perception of Russia as the most significant “other” and a potential threat to the Baltic states clearly attest that Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have been above all united “by a 

construction of a common danger from the East”, which was one the major rationales for the 

Baltics’ pursuit of NATO and EU membership (Miniotaite 2003, 213 and 220). As aptly noted by 

Mälksoo (2006, 277), the Baltic republics’ quest for NATO and EU membership, premised on the 
perceived danger posed by the “historically aggressive and unstable neighbouring Russia”, has 

constituted “the politics of survival par excellence”. Whereas Europe is associated with positive connotations, Russia is subjected to processes consistent with the third strategy of othering proposed by Diez (2005): Moscow is articulated as “aggressive”, “unpredictable” and, implicitly, 

as “inferior”. The articulation of Russia as an ostensible threat to the independence of the Baltic states was evident throughout the 1990’s. In 1993, former Estonian president Meri emphasised that “the democratic rearrangements of our neighbour state are retreating before a new, aggressive conception of foreign policy, oriented to neo-colonialism” (Meri 1993). The Kremlin was depicted 

as “politically and economically unpredictable, a country which has weak democratic roots but 

very powerful traditions of totalitarianism and imperialism” (Gobins 2002). According to the Lithuanian Law on Basics of National Security (1996), the main threats to the state stemmed from the “the specific geopolitical environment, hardly predictable due to existing militarized 
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territories and states of unstable democracy" (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 1996). Vytautas Landsbergis (1998) claimed that, by not granting Lithuania NATO membership, the 
Atlantic Alliance was leaving Vilnius in a “post-occupation zone of uncertainty and risk”. According to the former MEP (2004-2014), Chairman of the Supreme Council (1990-1992) and Speaker of the Seimas 1996-2000), “failure to mention any one of them among the most likely applicants for NATO membership, would amount to a negative sign implying acceptance of the implementation of the Russian expansionist idea regarding its zone of special interests”. Landsbergis further claimed that if the Atlantic Alliance fails to offer Lithuania some clear realistic prospects of NATO membership in the foreseeable future and leaves the country in a security grey zone, Vilnius “may be attacked and torn to pieces by a creature intent on fashioning for itself some gnawed-off satellite”. Here, the securitising agent (Landsbergis) uses an “heuristic artefact” (a metaphor) with the aim of building a “coherent network of implications” (Balzacq 2005, 182) to stress the vulnerability of Lithuania in the face of the threat posed by Russia: Moscow is depicted as a dangerous, aggressive animal capable of predatory behaviour against its neighbours.  

The Kremlin’s securitisation of the Russian minorities living in Estonia and Latvia, the reluctance to withdraw the last remaining Russian troops from the Baltic republics (and make 
their withdrawal contingent upon changes in the Baltics’ citizenship policies) and the refusal to sign and ratify border treaties with these two countries23 were widely perceived as part of a broader attempt to hamper the prospects of the Baltics accession to the Euro-Atlantic structures (Bildt 1994; Vikotorova 2007, 49; Peters 1994, 4). As noted by Bugajski (2015, 163), “the initial 

purpose was to disqualify these countries from NATO and EU membership” and, subsequently, 

“disputes over treaties and over the history of Russian occupation became a useful of exerting diplomatic pressure” over the Baltic states. The Kremlin’s conduct has exacerbated the Baltic republics’ perception that Moscow was not willing to allow them to leave Russia’s sphere of influence, illustrating Russia’s intention to continue interfering in the domestic politics of the Baltic republics (Peters 1994). The recurrent 
claims of the need to “protect” the Russian-speaking minority have fuelled the Baltic states (in this case, Latvia and Estonia) fears and strengthened the essentialist notion of embedding political loyalty in ethnicity, leading to the depiction of the Russian-speaking minority as a                                                              23 Lithuania was the only country whose border treaty with Russia was signed (1997) and ratified (2003) by Moscow before the 
Baltics’ accession to the EU and NATO (Mereckis and Markvenas 1998; Vucheva (2005). 
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potential “fifth column” (Jaeger 2000, 25). One of the most contentious issues in the Baltic-
Russian relations during the 90’s was the Kremlin’s stiff opposition to the Baltic republics’ NATO membership. In order to counter their Euro-Atlantic aspirations, the Russian Federation offered unilateral security guarantees to Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 1997, with the aim of dissuading those countries to join the Atlantic Alliance and force them to remain non-aligned 
(Mereckis and Morkvenas 1998). However, according to Morozov (2001, 221), the Kremlin’s intention to assume the role of guarantor of security in the South-Eastern Baltic region was 
perceived in the Baltic republics as a mere pretext for Russia’s interference in those countries domestic affairs. Therefore, Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius refused Russia’s security guarantees and signed the Baltic Charter with the United States in 1998, thereby unequivocally confirming their pro-western orientation (Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1998). Granting NATO membership to any former Soviet republic would be perceived by the Kremlin 
as a confrontational decision, “just as Washington regarded the 1962 deployment of Soviet 

missiles in Cuba” (Volkov 1997, 66). Prior to NATO’s summit of 1997, President Boris Yeltsin 
claimed that the Alliance would “fully undermine” its relations with Moscow if it decided to grant the Baltic republics membership (Yeltsin 1997, quoted in Reeves 1997). As noted by Karaganov (1999, quoted in Morozov 2005), “in the present post-Yugoslavian conditions, NATO enlargement would be interpreted not simply as a non-friendly act, but even as a preparation for aggression”. While the Baltics’ accession to the Alliance was constructed as an existential quest in Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius, the Kremlin perceived it as a hostile move and even as a threat, corroborating the mutually exclusive security concerns of Moscow and the Baltic states. However, it must be noted that, in addition to what they perceived as Moscow’s aggressiveness and unpredictability, the Baltic states also securitised the reservations harboured by some European NATO member states to openly support their integration in the Atlantic Alliance. As noted by Asmus and Nurick (1996, 124), “what the Baltic states most lack is the active support of the strongest European powers in the Alliance - Germany, France and the 
United Kingdom” because their membership in the Atlantic Alliance was not perceived as fundamental to ensure Western Europe’s security. The two main arguments used against the 
Baltics’ membership were based on the alleged indefensibility of the Baltic states and especially on the belief that, by accepting Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania into the alliance, NATO would jeopardise its relations with Russia (Praks 2015, 190).  
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In order to persuade the EU and NATO members into accepting them into the European 
Union and NATO, the Baltic states and the other CEE leaders often employed a “shaming 

strategy by invoking the West’s historical failures”, with the aim of creating “the moral pressure” to accept the Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries’ Euro-Atlantic integration (Schimmelfennig 2003, 233; see also Mälksoo 2009a, 662). In order to attain that goal, the Baltic states and the other CEE’s political elites had recurrently used the Yalta and Munich 

metaphors, which epitomise Western Europe “abandonment” of the CEE countries after the end of WW2 in the face of soviet domination and the acquiescence to spheres of influence. President Meri’s (1997) words clearly demonstrate this rationale: ”the Cold War will only finally be over 
when the Baltic countries have assumed their place behind the NATO Council table” (Meri 1997). The Euro-Atlantic integration of these countries was fundamentally perceived and depicted as the 
ultimate test to the West’s credibility and guarantee that the Yalta and Munich mistakes would not be repeated. The three Baltic republics quest for integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures ended with their accession to the Atlantic Alliance, on 29 March 2004, and to the European Union on 1 May 2004 (European Union 2004; NATO 2004).                  
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Chapter III – Baltic-Russian relations (2004-2014): moving towards (de)securitisation?  3.1 The Baltic States' post enlargement foreign policy   After accomplishing their two most important desiderata since they regained their independence in 1991 – accession to the European Union and to the Atlantic Alliance –, Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania’s foreign and security policy reached a situation of “zero gravity” and had to be completely redefined after 2004 (Jakniunaite 2009, 123; Miniotaite 2011, 111-2). As noted by Sandra Kalniete (2004), former Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs (2002-2004) and current member of the European Parliament (2009):  

“The goal of Latvia’s foreign policy in the past decade was to ensure permanence for Latvia’s statehood. This goal has been attained. Now, in the early years of the 21st century, Latvia finds itself in a fundamentally new and different situation. For the first time in history Latvia is living without the shadow of a threat from abroad and this opens up opportunities for accelerated development. (…) Looking back in our history, we can find only one period when conditions were so auspicious. It was the first decade of Latvia’s independence, when rapid progress was made. (…) During this time (1991-2004), Latvia moved resolutely toward membership of the European Union and NATO, while everything else was subordinated to these goals.” (Italic is ours).  According to Galbreath, Lasas and Lamoreaux (2008, 59), the Baltics’ key challenge after ensuring their Euro-Atlantic integration has been to “overcome the post-soviet tendencies of restoration, redress and deterrence and move towards the post-existential policies of 
consolidation, stability and expansion”. In other words, the three republics sought further integration into the Euro-Atlantic community, to increase regional stability in the Baltic sea and, above all, to foster their relations with the most Western-oriented post-Soviet countries, in particular with Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.  

As regards “expansion”, one major priority of the Baltics’ post-enlargement foreign policy has precisely been the staunch support for the Euro-Atlantic aspirations of the former Soviet republics. In that context, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia have strongly advocated for the establishment of closer relations between, on the one hand, the post-Soviet countries, and, on the other hand, NATO and the European Union (Kesa 2011, 82). With respect to the Atlantic 
Alliance, the Baltics’ political elites have reaffirmed their commitment to the Open Door Policy 
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under Article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty24 and spoken in favour of the Alliance further enlargement to the East, in particular to Georgia25. In 2006, during a visit to that Southern Caucasus state, the then Estonian president (2006-2016), Thomas Hendrik Ilves (2006), stated that:  
“In NATO too, Georgia has a strong and committed friend in Estonia. We support your membership in that great organization; I just met with the NATO secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer and urged him to include the strongest possible language on Georgia in the NATO final communique we shall adopt next week at the Riga Summit. Tuesday I shall meet 
President Bush in Tallinn and will urge him in the same terms”.    Furthermore, the Baltics have also adopted an encouraging stance toward the Eastern Partnership (EaP) and expressed their support towards the democratisation processes in the post-Soviet region (Lamoreaux and Galbreath 2008, 8). Promoted by Poland and Sweden, the Eastern Partnership (EaP) is part of the European Neighbourhood Policy (NEP) and was officially launched by the EU during the Prague Summit on 7 May 2009. This joint initiative26 involves the EU, its member states and six eastern European partners: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. In that context, the Baltic republics have been pursuing three main priorities: foster the democratisation of the EaP states, support the integration (and eventual membership) of Georgia, Ukraine and Moldova into the European Union and, concomitantly, the 

adoption of a “tailored approach” toward the states that are members of the Moscow -led Eurasian Economic Union (Armenia and Belarus) and Azerbaijan27. As stated in the Annual Report of the Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2015b, 10):  
“The increasing importance of the Eastern Partnership policy for the EU means that it would make sense to heighten the level of attention it is given in the overall EU agenda, and underline its strategic importance. This policy should continue to exist as a uniform platform underpinned by the principle of differentiation. A deeper integration should be pursued with                                                              24 Article 10 of the Washington Treaty postulates that “(t)he Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European Sta te in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty” (NATO 1949). 25 Georgia is the only official NATO candidate among the post-Soviet countries (NATO 2017a). 26  For an in-depth assessment of the EaP, see Fernandes (2010, 280-6). 27 In contrast to Minsk and Yerevan, Baku is not a member of the Eurasian Economic Union. According to the country’s Foreign Minister Elmar Mamedyarov Azerbaijan has been conducting an independent foreign policy focused on bilateral relationships, and therefore, a potential membership in that Moscow-led organisation is not on the agenda (Mamedyarov 2014, quoted in TASS 2014). 
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the partner countries which want to move closer to the EU. At the same time, an individual 
approach and cooperation tools should be sought for Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus”.  Owing to their commitment to the European integration of the EaP states, the Baltic states have voiced their support for the Colour Revolutions that occurred in Georgia and in Ukraine28 in 2003 and 2004, respectively (Kesa 2011, 89). Alluding to both revolutions, the former 

Lithuanian Head of State, Valdas Adamkus, underlined that “the speed and the depth of democratic transitions that we have witnessed in Georgia and Ukraine requires even more 
determination and solidarity” (Adamkus 2006). The former Estonian President, Arnold Rüütel, echoed the same argument. Pointing to the 2003 Georgian Rose Revolution, the Estonian head of state stressed that Europe should fully support Tbilisi’s democratisation, and as a result, “the triumphal progress of democracy should not get in jam just over budgetary dispute and short-
term economic considerations” (Rüütel 2005b).  There have been three main rationales behind the Baltics’ consistent emphasis on the eastern component of the European Neighbourhood Instrument. First of all, the support towards greater democratisation and the Euro-Atlantic aspirations of the EaP states can be justified on security 
grounds. Owing to the Baltic republics’ threat perceptions vis-à-vis the Kremlin, the Eastern Partnership is perceived by Vilnius, Riga and Tallinn as part of a containment strategy aimed at 
mitigating and challenging the Moscow’s influence in the “shared neighbourhood” between the the EU and the Russian Federation (Made 2011; Kesa 2011, 87-88). As noted by Auers (2015, 210), by helping to strengthen the democratic institutions of those countries, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have sought to “create geopolitical security buffers in the same way the Nordic 

countries did for the Baltic states” during the 1990’s. In other words, the “expansion” 

component in the Baltic republics’ foreign policy has stemmed from the need to deter the expansion of Russia’s influence in the “near abroad”. 
Whereas the threat perceptions regarding Moscow’s intentions have indisputably played the 

major role in explaining the Baltic republics’ conduct, it would be an oversimplification to state that the three Baltic republics merely aim to contain Russia’s influence and counter what they perceive as its expansionist impulses in the EaP region (Jakniunaité 2009, 125 and 128). In that                                                              28 The Revolution of Roses 2003, which was marked by the ouster of President Eduard Shevarnadze, refers to the peaceful protests  sparked off by the controversial legislative elections that took place on 2 November in Georgia. The Orange Revolution in Ukraine (2004-2005) was sparked off by the widespread perception that the run-off vote of the 2004 presidential elections was rigged by the Ukrainian authorities in favour of Viktor Yanukovych.  For a detailed account, see Mitchell (2012). 
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context, the Baltics’ active support towards Eastern dimension of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) is also closely related to their intention of increasing their participation in the EU's decision making process (Made 2011, 68; Lamoreaux and Galbreath 2008). One effective way of meeting  that objective is through a strong focus on the eastern dimension of the ENP because the post-Soviet countries “are quite harmless policy areas demanding little domestic, including 

financial, input (…), but offering, at the same time, rather wide and risk-free opportunities to increase the image profile” within the EU (Made 2011, 74). Taking into consideration the limitations posed by their size and limited resources, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have identified the post-Soviet space as a niche area in which they can positively differentiate themselves  and consolidate their position within the EU.  The third rationale is related to a normative component. Taking into consideration that the current challenges faced by the EaP countries are similar to the ones they faced throughout their membership negotiations, the Baltic states believe they have a moral responsibility to help them with their post-Soviet transitions (Rüütel 2005). Owing to the “accumulated significant experience with reforms, which provides substantial background knowledge for building relations with the 
EU's eastern neighbours” (Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2016), the Baltic republics occupy a 
privileged position to understand and help the EaP countries’ and have the responsibility to actively endorse their political and economic transitions (Rüütel 2006; Teikmanis 2009, quoted in The Baltic Times 2009; Kesa 2011, 87). Whereas it is true that the three Baltic republics 
“serve as an encouraging example to the other former Soviet republics”, it is also acknowledged 

that the former’s “historical, social and economic preconditions for democratisation were in 
many respects better than in the rest of the former Soviet Union” (Raik 2006, 31). In an address to the Georgian parliament, former Lithuanian President from 2005 to 2009, Adamkus (2005b) stressed Vilnius historical experiences and, implicitly, denied Russia’s place within the Western normative framework:  

“Lithuania is eager to provide practical advice and support for your reforms. In fact, we have a lot to share, as we went through similar reforms just few years ago and now we know its 
“nuts and bolts”. As I speak, our experts and NGOs are working with your professionals on 

how to harmonize Georgia’s and EU’s legislation. Georgia’s military officers study in Vilnius at our Military Academy. (…) Europe has neither moral nor historical right to deny the nations in the Black Sea Region the possibility to share the same transatlantic institutions. On the contrary, we have a responsibility to bring these nations back to Europe” (Italic is ours).  
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While the three Baltic republics have all prioritised the Eastern dimension of the European Neighbourhood Policy, there have occasionally been some nuances in terms of stated ambitions. In that respect, before the election of the current president, Dalia Grybauskaite, Lithuania engaged in a more assertive rhetoric, inter alia by stating the goal of becoming a regional leader (Jakniunaite 2009, 128-9; cf. Kesa 2011, 86). As noted by Arturas Paulauskas, the former speaker of the Lithuanian parliament (2000-2006) and acting president following the impeachment of Rolandas Paksas in April 200429:  
“Today I propose a new and wider foreign policy doctrine. My vision of Lithuania is that of a country which through the quality of its membership of the European Union and NATO and good neighbour policy has become a leader of the region. I have a vision of Lithuania as a 
centre of the region, with Vilnius as a regional capital” (Paulauskas 2004).   

Whereas “the strategy of regional leadership has elevated the level of ambition of Lithuanian 
security policy to a higher level”, it is important to point out that Vilnius lacks the international influence and the resources needed to implement that strategy (Seselgyte 2013, 220). In addition to prioritising the Eastern Partnership, the Baltic states have strived for a EU value-based foreign policy towards the Kremlin, rather than one where economic considerations play the major role. As stated in the “Annual Report” of the Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
(2014), Riga strives for “a strong and united EU foreign policy that represents the common 

values and interests of the Member States in the international arena”. Therefore, it is essential for the Baltic states to play an active role in shaping EU’s Russia policy and to “be at the forefront of these processes in order to defend our national interests and to avoid a situation where we are 
made an item of trade or other states pursue their interests at our expense” (Paulauskas 2004). 
One reason for that is because “there is a strong perception among the Baltic States that Russia 

is particularly successful in dividing member states” (Fernandes 2010, 144).  Commercial projects like the Nord Stream and Nord Stream 2 gas pipelines have aided the 
Baltics’ perception that the largest EU members’ are willing to accommodate the Kremlin’s interests to the detriment of some Central and Eastern European member states’, namely in the                                                              29 Former president Rolandas Paksas, who was the President of Lithuania from February 2003 to April 2004, has been the only Head of State from a EU country to have been impeached from office. On 6 April 2004, the Seimas (Parliament) voted for his impeachment on three charges: interference in a privatisation deal, improperly restoring the Lithuanian citizenship and leaking classified information to Yuri Borisov, a Russian-Lithuanian businessman who had donated 400,000 dollars to Paksas’ campaign and was accused of illegal arms sales to Sudan (Myers 2004). 
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energy sphere. The first project, agreed by the former German chancellor Gerhard Schroder and the Russian president Vladimir Putin in 2005, was strongly criticised by some CEE EU members, in particular Poland, whose former minister of Foreign Affairs compared the pipeline with the 1939 Nazi-Soviet Pact (Sikorski 2006, quoted in Beunderman 2006). The only notable exception was Latvia, as it will be analysed below.  In addition to the Nord Stream projects, the sale of four French Mistral-class amphibious assault ships to Russia30 also sparked the protests of the Baltic leaders. The former Lithuanian Minister of National Defence (2008-2012), Rasa Jukneviciene (2011, quoted in Iskauskas 2011), stressed that the sale was an “obvious mistake” owing to Russia’s normative inferiority: “when a NATO and EU member sells offensive weaponry to a country whose democracy is not at a level that would make us feel calm” it sets a dangerous precedent (italic is ours). According to an 
Estonian diplomat, the sale of those ships to Russia “would not add to the security of the region” 

and “the nations around the Baltic Sea in that case might have to see what they have to do to 

change their defense planning” (Tiido 2010, quoted in Lobjakas 2010). As stated in a Stratfor assessment (2009):  
“The purchase of a Mistral vessel ups the stakes in the Baltics because it would mean that Russia would be able to complement its overwhelming land-based superiority in the region with modern amphibious technology. The Baltics are already demanding an explanation of why France, a NATO ally, is considering such an important deal with Russia”.  Owing to what they perceive as Russia’s ability to divide the EU member states (Fernandes 2013b, 64), as well as the willingness of some EU countries, in particular Germany and France, to prioritise commercial interests over a value-driven foreign policy, the Baltic republics have been staunchly opposed to the dilution of NATO's role in Europe, and as noted by Mälksoo (2008, 39), they have been extremely cautious towards any attempt to prioritise the Common Security and Defence Policy31 (CSDP) to the detriment of NATO. As pointed out by the Latvian National Armed 

Forces' Commander, Raimonds Graube, “every initiative concerning security in Europe should be 

adding to NATO's security capabilities”, and therefore “duplicating the alliance's capacities would                                                              30 Paris cancelled the Mistral deal with Russia in 2015. For more information, see Willsher (2015). 31 Previously known as the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), is framed by the Treaty on European Union. An integral part of the Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the CSDP “sets the framework for EU political and military structures and military and civilian missions and operations abroad“ (European Parliament 2017). For more information, see EEAS (2017).  
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be unacceptable” (Graube 2016, quoted in Kristovskis 2016a). In addition to that, the Estonian National Security Concept (2004) also states that:  
“The cooperation, which exists within the framework of the EU ESDP, and its further development, must take place in a manner that does not entail the duplicating of defence cooperation taking place within the NATO framework, and that supports transatlantic cooperation.”  

In that regard, the Baltics have pursued a “NATO first” defence policy and stressed the major importance of their bilateral relationship with Washington, widely perceived as the ultimate guarantee of their security and the only effective way of deterring Moscow (Rublovskis 2014, 175). In addition to Washington’s role, the security guarantees enshrined in Article 532 of the Washington Treaty are widely perceived as more reliable than the mutual defence clause introduced in 2009 under Article 42 (733) of the Treaty of the European Union. 
Owing to their “NATO first” defence policy, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have sought to gain diplomatic and political capital with their allies, in particular the United States, by actively 

participating in all major Atlantic Alliance’s “out-of-area” missions. This willingness to commit troops to international security missions can be justified on the grounds that the Baltic republics 
have actively sought to demonstrate that they are not merely “security consumers”, but are also 

capable of performing an active and valuable role as “security providers” (Reinsalu 2013, quoted in Estonian Ministry of Defence 2013). NATO’s former secretary general, Anders Fogh 
Rasmussen, has applauded Tallinn’s policy of providing troops to the former NATO-led                                                              32 “The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or  collective self-defence recognised by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain international  peace and security” (NATO 1949). 33 “If a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its territory, the other Member States shall have towards it an obligation of aid and assistance by all the means in their power, in accordance with Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. This shall not prejudice the specific character of the security and defence policy of certain Member States. Commitments and cooperation in this area shall be cons istent with commitments under the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, which, for those States which are members of it, remains the foundation of their 
collective defence and the forum for its implementation” (Treaty of Lisbon 2016). 
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International Security Assistance Force34 (ISAF) without caveats restricting their combat exposure (Rasmussen 2012, quoted in NATO 2012). In addition to serving in Afghanistan without caveats, a very rare occurrence among NATO allies, Estonian troops have been deployed to the Helmand province — “one of the most deadly areas in the country” – and suffered the second-highest number of deadly casualties per capita of all NATO members (Coffey 2013).  Whereas Tallinn has sought to specialise in the special operation forces in the most intense fighting areas of Southern Afghanistan, Latvia’s has assumed the role of principal coordinator within the Northern Distribution Network35 and, in addition to that, has decided to focus on the Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams (OMLT) in the comparatively more stable provinces of Nurestan and Kunar in Eastern Afghanistan (Spruds and Potjomkina 2013; McNamara 2015, 161). However, despite its participation in International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), Riga has prioritised its presence in the US-led Multi-National Force in Iraq. While the former was not a 
NATO mission, it was perceived as a “tempting opportunity to enhance the security partnership 

with the United States” (McNamara 2015, 162).  
Another case in point of the Baltics’ strong commitment towards NATO’s “out-of-area” 

missions was Lithuania’s deployment of special forces alongside their American counterparts in Zabul and Kandahar, as well as and the decision to lead a Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT36). Launched in the summer of 2005 as a civilian-military mission, part of the NATO International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), the leadership of the PRT in the Ghor province 
represented Vilnius “flagship contribution to the ISAF” (McNamara 2015, 165). According to Maskaliunaite (2014, 133), leading a PRT in Afghanistan coincided with the stated ambition of becoming a regional leader and was perceived by the Lithuanian political elite as a decision that 
would demonstrate Vilnius commitment to become a security provider and “to pay for its share of the NATO air policing of the Baltic states”. Moreover, and taking into consideration that the                                                              34 NATO took the lead of the ISAF in Afghanistan on 11 August 2003. “Mandated by the United Nations, ISAF’s primary objective was to enable the Afghan government to provide effective security across the country and develop new Afghan security forces” (NATO 2015). ISAF was followed by Operation Resolute Support in 2014. 35 Owing to Pakistan’s volatility, the United States has sought to conclude a number of bilateral agreements in order to find alternative supply routes to transport military supplies indispensable to the War in Afghanistan. Established in 2008, the Northern Distribution Network (NDN) is comprised of several itineraries, the most important of which beginning in Riga. From the Latvia’s capital, “the cargo goes by combinations of trains, trucks and ferries across Russian territory and the adjacent ex-Soviet “stans” to enter Afghanistan from the north” (Marmon 2010). 36 ‘Provincial Reconstruction Teams’ were “small teams of military and civilian personnel working in Afghanistan’s provinces to provide security for aid works and help humanitarian assistance or reconstruction tasks in areas with ongoing conflict or high levels of insecurity” from 2003 to 2011 (Maley 2007). 
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province of Ghor was a particularly dangerous location, the aforementioned mode of contribution was perceived as a potentially golden opportunity to increase the country's profile within the Atlantic Alliance (Racius 2011, 261).  
3.2 “Memory wars” in the Baltic-Russian relations: a new form of existential politics?   The normalisation37 of the Baltic-Russian relations’ has been hindered by the tendency to frame historical narratives as security issues or, in other words, to secure certain historical remembrances through the complete rejection, delegitimisation or even criminalisation of 
alternative interpretations (Mälksoo 2015, 222). The existence of “conflicting historical narratives” have a profound impact on the relations between Moscow and the three Baltic 

republics, on the grounds that they “directly concern the foundational principles of each nation 

involved” (Fofanova and Morozov 2009, 15-6). As stressed by Ehin and Berg (2009, 9):  
“The national identity construction of the Baltic states and Russia, together with the historical narratives they are based on, are incompatible, and, indeed, antagonistic. The constituting narratives of self of the Baltic states and Russia include truth claims that are mutually exclusive. The differences are not in details but pertain to central elements of the respective narratives – the events of Second World War, the role of the Red Army, assessment of the Soviet regime and its collapse, the 
termination and restoration of Baltic independence”.  

3.2.1 The Baltic states’ securitisation of memory  
According to Mälksoo (2006, 275), “the shift from existential politics to normal politics by the 

Baltic states is far from being accomplished”. In that regard, the notion of “existential politics” 

can have two main dimensions: the quest for “physical” survival, which led to Estonia, Latvia and 

Lithuania’s pursuit of Euro-Atlantic integration, but also for “meaningful” survival, or alternatively stated, the quest to be recognised as a certain sort of being (2006, 278).   In that context, after becoming EU and NATO members, the three Baltic republics have 
sought not only Western Europe’s acknowledgment of their historical subjectivity, but also to 

“enlarge the mnemonic vision of the united Europe” by seeking to incorporate their wartime                                                              37 Normalisation of the Baltic-Russian relations is “understood here as the expected, yet incomplete, desecuritisation of the self -
conceptualizations of the Baltic states after their inclusion within the EU and NATO” (Mälksoo 2006, 278). 
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experiences into a common European historical consciousness38 (Mälksoo 2009b, 84). The premise of the Baltic historical narrative regarding World War II is that there is no fundamental distinction between the atrocities committed by Nazi Germany and the ones perpetrated by the 
Soviet Union. By drawing a comparison between both regimes’ crimes, the Baltic historical 

narrative “clearly challenges the paradigm of the singularity of the Holocaust against which 
Europe has been defined so far” (Onken 2009, 38).  

The Soviet Union’s “imposed collective amnesia” (Judt 2002, 162) precluded an open discussion about the WW2 events in the Baltic states and was a political tool aimed at solidifying 
Moscow’s control over the subjugated Eastern European peoples. As noted by Wydra (2007, 228),  

“First, the destruction of memory aimed to invalidate any uncontrolled references to historical time before the advent of Soviet communism. Second, totalitarian language came along with 
a “culture of lies” preventing groups with alternative visions about their identity from emerging. Organised forgetting was based on a tissue of lies, inventions, and fantasies that was unconsciously sustained by dissimulation and had a disastrous effect on group identity 
and historical consciousness. Finally, the public space was characterised by “communicative 

silencing,” by a death of open historical debate, of critical discussion, and of exchange of memories to which the public acquiesced for fear of losing social opportunities and social 
mobility”.  After the accession to the EU and NATO, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia awoke from their 

“mnemonical hibernation” (Kwasniewski 2002, quoted in Mälksoo 2009b) and sought to secure their historical narratives. More precisely, the Baltic republics’ conduct has ranged “from mere discursive securitisation39 to the proposal and adoption of pertinent legislation on the meaning of 
WW2 and the communist experience at domestic” and “pan-European” levels (Mälksoo 2015, 221). While their efforts at the former level have converged, there have been some differences at 
the latter, with Latvia and Lithuania’s securitisation efforts proving to be more successful. In fact, the Latvian parliament, the Saeima, not only approved in 2009 a ban on the public display of both Soviet and Nazi symbols, such as swastikas and the hammer and sickle, but also outlawed                                                              38 There can be distinguished “at least four major mnemonic communities in the European memory landscape in relation to World War II: Atlantic-Western European, German, East-Central European and Russian. Their remembrances of the war focus respectively on D-Day of 1944 and the Allied victory in Europe on 8 May 1945; manifold experiences resulting from the experience of bombing raids and total  defeat; the trials of undergoing Soviet and Nazi occupations in succession; and the comfort drawn from the costly victory in The Great Patriotic War” (Mälksoo 2009a, 654). 39 The expression “securitisation move” is more consistent with the framework adopted here. 
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the singing and promotion of fascist and communist anthems and ideologies (The Moscow Times 2013). Prior to Riga’s decision, Vilnius had already banned the display of Soviet symbols in 2008. Furthermore, the government approved a bill to amend the Lithuanian Criminal Code. More concretely, the Article 170 of the Criminal Code equates Stalinism with Nazism and 
stipulates that, inter alia, denying or endorsing “the aggression of USSR or Nazi Germany against 

Lithuania” and the genocide or “other crimes against humanity and war crimes committed by 

USSR or Nazi Germany” is now punishable (Zilinskas 2012, 321). Unlike Latvia and Lithuania’s, 

Estonia’s securitisation moves have been less successful. After narrowly passing in parliament, the Law on Forbidden Structures, which would have outlawed the public display of monuments glorifying the Soviet Union, was vetoed by then president Toomas Ilves in February 2007, on the grounds that it was unconstitutional (Torsti 2008, 20).  At the pan-European level, the attempts at institutionalising the equivalence between Stalinism and Nazism took place in both the European Union and in the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). As regards the first, it must be stressed that the European 
Parliament proclaimed the “European Day of Remembrance for Victims of Stalinism and Nazism” on 23 September 2008. The Declaration, which proposed “that 23 August be proclaimed 

European Day of Remembrance for Victims of Stalinism and Nazism” indicates that both Stalinist 

and Nazi’s acts of aggression “fall into the category of war crimes and crimes against humanity” (European Parliament 2008). The following year, on 2 April 2009, the European Parliament 
adopted a resolution “on European conscience and totalitarianism” equating Nazism with 

communism. Accordingly, “Nazism, Stalinism and fascist and Communist regimes” should be 
recognised as “a common legacy and brings about an honest and thorough debate on their 

crimes in the past century” (European Parliament 2009).  In 2009, the then President of the European Parliament, Hans-Gert Pöettering, stressed that the Estonia, Latvian and Lithuanian governments were among the most committed supporters of 
the 2 April 2009 Resolution, and thanked them for raising awareness “about the totalitarianism 

of the Soviet Union” (Pöettering 2009, quoted in Baltic News Service 2009). In addition to endorsing the above-mentioned resolutions, MEP’s from the Baltic republics have been active in promoting the Baltic historical viewpoint. By way of example, Sandra Kalniete, former Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2002-2004) and member of the European Parliament since 2009, chairs the “Reconciliation of European Histories Group”, an informal all-party group in the 
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European Parliament whose aim is to raise awareness about the crimes under Communist regimes (Reconciliation of European Histories 2016).  The Baltics’ attempts at institutionalising their historical narrative have not been confined to the European Union. In fact, on 3 July 2009, the Organization for Security and Co-operation in 
Europe’s (OSCE) Parliamentary Assembly adopted the Vilnius Declaration, which also endorses the establishment of 23 August as the international Remembrance Day for victims of totalitarianism and encouraged all its member states to raise awareness about totalitarian crimes 
(OSCE 2009). More concretely, the resolution on “Divided Europe reunited: promoting human 
rights and civil liberties in the OSCE region in the 21st century”, proposed by Lithuania and drafted by Vilija Aleknaite-Abramikiene, a member of the Lithuanian parliament since 1992, draws a comparison between the Nazi and Soviet regimes by noting that “European countries experienced two major totalitarian regimes, Nazi and Stalinist, which brought about genocide, 
violations of human rights and freedoms, war crimes and crimes against humanity” (OSCE 2009).  However, it must be underlined that attempts at criminalising the negation of the crimes committed by the Soviet Union at the pan-European level have been fruitless so far. In a letter sent in December 2010, Audronius Azubalis, the then Lithuanian Minister of Foreign Affairs (2010-2012), along with his counterparts from Latvia (but not from Estonia), Bulgaria, the Czech 
Republic, Hungary and Romania, urged the then EU’s justice commissioner, Viviane Reding, to 

criminalise the “approval, denial or belittling of communist crimes” (BBC 2010). However, the Commission rejected the call, on the grounds that crimes based on politics are a national-level matter, and therefore, they do not fall within the scope of the EU (BBC 2010).    
3.2.2 Russia’s securitisation of memory: the opposite view  The Baltic’s perception of their security narratives as security issues has been exacerbated by Russia’s actions. Despite the huge asymmetries in the Baltic-Russian relations, the three Baltic republics have been perceived in Russia as the most hostile states to Moscow. By way of 
example, according to a poll conducted by Russia’s independent Levada Center in May 2013, Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia respectively occupied the 3rd, 4th and 5th place in a ranking that measured the perceived hostility towards Russia (Warren 2013). In addition to the lack of 
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citizenship of the Russian-speaking minorities in Latvia and Estonia, the Baltics’ quest for pan-European recognition of their historical subjectivity has been perceived as a threat by the 
Kremlin, on the grounds that the historical narrative of the Baltic states directly calls Russia’s into question. Whereas World War II represents the loss of independence for Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania, Russia’s historical narrative is premised on the huge sacrifices that were indispensable for the Soviet victory over Nazism in World War II (Auers 2015, 221; Prus 2015). In that context, 
the heroism of the “Great Patriotic War” – in Moscow’s parlance – and the “liberation” of Central Eastern Europe occupy a central role in the current Russian national self-perception (Oken 2009, 44). As stressed by Brüggermann and Kasekamp (2008, 61), when it comes to the Baltic part in 
Soviet history, portraying the Red Army as “occupiers” and emphasising the Soviet occupation of 

Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania pose a threat to the Russian “truth” and amounts to sacrilege. After former Latvian president Andris Berzins (2011-2015) remarked that “there were no winners in 

World War II” and it (the conflict) was the “biggest crime against humanity ever”, Russian Foreign 

Ministry’s spokesman Aleksandr Lukashevich accused the former Latvian head of state of 

“blasphemy” against those who “liberated the world from fascism” (RT 2012).    
In the Kremlin’s official narrative, the use of the expression “Great Patriotic War” is used to 

accentuate that Moscow’s conduct in the conflict was merely defensive and a response to the Operation Barbarossa, launched by Nazi Germany on 22 June 194140 (Davies 2006, 95-8). Therefore, any references to the events that took place between 1939 and 1941, including not only the Nazi-Soviet Pact (1939) and its secret protocols, but also the subsequent Soviet invasions of Finland, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia and Romania (Bessarabia and Bukovina), 
are expunged from Russia’s official narrative, as they “do not fit with the idealised image of the 

Great Patriotic War” (Fofanova and Morozov 2009, 27). According to Mälksoo (2009, 667), 
Russia’s recognition of the Nazi-Soviet collusion in 1939-1941 is made even more problematic owing to the fact that the Soviet era is associated with unprecedented international power. 
Moreover, “victory over Nazism is the grand narration of how Russia’s Europeaness has been 

defined”, and therefore contesting Moscow’s victory equates to calling into question the country’s very position in Europe (Lehti, Jutila and Jokisipilä 2008, 404). The Soviet victory has therefore” 

become a cornerstone of Russia’s national identity”, (…) and has been actively exploited to mobilise support for the current political regime in Russia (Polegkyi 2016).                                                              40 For more information on the Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union, see Davies (2006, 95-8). 
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Moscow has sought to securitise its own historical narrative by delegitimising versions that 
contradict its own, both domestically and at international level, in order to “retaliate against 

symbolic initiatives to establish an official equivalence between Stalinism and Nazism” (Mälksoo 2015, 227). At the first level, one case in point was the decision to create a “Commission to 
Counteract Attempts to Harm Russia's Interests by Falsifying History”41 (President of Russia 2010). While the Commission itself was disbanded in 2012 and did not lead to any significant actions, its creation demonstrated the direction of the Kremlin’s official historical policy “as a 

means of institutional counteraction of ‘improper’ interpretations, and a method of anchoring in society and among historians the idea of a need to fight ‘falsification to the detriment’ of the 
state” (Prus 2005, 2). More recently, in 2014, the Russian State Duma passed a bill outlawing the denial of the facts 
set out in the Nuremberg Trial, the “rehabilitation of Nazism” and the distribution of “false information about the actions of Russia and its allies during WWII” (RT 2014). The OSCE's 

Representative on Freedom of the Media, Dunja Mijatovic, criticised the bill, pointing out that “a narrow application of such a law might lead to its abuse and suppress political and critical speech on issues of history and eventually affect freedom of the media” (Mijatović 2013, quoted in OSCE 2013). In July 2016, a Russian blogger was convicted under the above-mentioned law 
and accused of “rehabilitating Nazism” for stating that both the USSR and Nazi Germany invaded Poland in September 1939 (Peck 2016). 

At the international level, Russia has sought to counter the institutionalisation of the Baltics’ 

narrative regarding World War II. One major example of the Kremlin’s conduct was the response to the above-mentioned OSCE 2009 resolution. After failing to have the resolution withdrawn, the Kremlin boycotted the vote on the final day of a week-long session of the OSCE's Parliamentary Assembly (Deutsche Welle 2009). The Russian ministry of Foreign Affairs has sharply criticised the resolution:                                                               41 The main tasks of the commission were to “(a) to summarise and analyse information about the falsification of historical facts and  events aimed at diminishing the international prestige of the Russian Federation and to report such incidents to the president of the Russian Federation; 
(b) to develop a strategy for counteracting attempts to falsify historical facts and events aimed at harming Russia’s interes ts; (c) to prepare proposals for the president of the Russian Federation regarding measures aimed at counteracting attempts to falsify historical facts and events 
that are harming Russia’s interests; (d) to examine proposals from and coordinate the work of federal agencies, government agencies in regions of the Russian Federation, and organizations to counteract attempts to falsify historical facts and events that harm Russia’s interests; and (e) to 

recommend means of reacting adequately to attempts to falsify historical facts and events that harm Russia’s interests and to  neutralise their possible negative consequences” (President of Russia 2010). 
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"We consider unacceptable the fact that in the OSCE's parliamentary assembly resolution 
there is an attempt to distort history with political goals. (…) This does not contribute to creating an atmosphere of trust and cooperation between the member states of this body" (Nesterenko 2009, quoted in Deutsche Welle 2009).  More than seeking to securitise its official narrative at the international level, Moscow has sought to discredit the Baltic states at the international fora, namely at the United Nations’ General Assembly, through processes of othering. Alluding to the former members of the Latvian 

and Estonian SS Legion’s marches42, the Kremlin has accused Riga and Tallinn for violating the 
memory of “the countless victims of crimes against humanity committed in the Second World 
War” and glorifying “the Nazi past, the Nazi movement and neo-Nazism” (United Nations 2008 and 2009).  

The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs has criticised in particular Estonia for “rewriting 
history” and for engaging in an “illegal” and “antihuman” conduct (Kamynin 2007, quoted in Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2007). In other words, Russia has depicted Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as being responsible of violating universal principles and engaging in a conduct 
that is not consistent with “with the obligations of States Members of the United Nations under its 

Charter and are incompatible with the goals and principles of the Organization” (United Nations 2008 and 2009). In other words, the Kremlin has pursued a strategy of normative othering vis-à-
vis the Baltic states, depicting Lithuania and, above all, Latvia and Estonia, as “uncivilised” countries whose conducts violate universal values.  

The Kremlin’s use of processes of normative othering was particularly intense vis-à-vis Estonia throughout the so-called “Bronze Soldier” crisis, which will be explained in Estonian-Russian relations sub-chapter. Throughout the dispute, Moscow portrayed Tallinn as a country that harboured neo-fascist attitudes and whose conduct collided with European core values and civilisation. In a statement at the United Nations General Assembly, the spokesperson of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs indicated, alluding to the relocation of the Soviet memorial, 
that “(w)e condemn the emerging trend in many countries to glorify the cronies of Nazis and to destroy statues that have been erected to honour the memory of those who fought during the war in the anti-Hitler coalition” (Zakharova, quoted in Pelnens 2009, 51). The Chairman of the State Duma Committee on Foreign Affairs, Konstantin Kosachev, was even blunter in his criticism,                                                              42 Both the former SS members’ marches in Latvia and the Bronze Soldier crisis will be analysed in the Latvian -Russian and Estonian-Russian sub-chapters, respectively. 
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noting that “the actions of the Estonian leadership stimulate neo-Nazi and revanchist attitudes. As a result, Estonia is in opposition to modern European civilisation, to the entire civilized world” 

(Kosachev, quoted in Pelnens 2009, 60). Tallinn’s actions were perceived as unacceptable and sacrilegious, and therefore the Estonian proposal concerning a joint participation in the reburial, with highest honours to the war dead, was refused by the Kremlin (Liik 2007, 73). The Kremlin 
has sought to expose the Baltic states (and also Poland) as an embodiment of “false Europe”, depicting them as being unworthy to be part of the West on normative grounds (Viktorova 2007; 49; Fofanova and Morozov).  As indicated by Morozov (2005, 224):  

“By proclaiming their adherence to European values such as human rights and the anti-fascist legacy, Russian political actors attempted to single out the Baltics as the black sheep of the European family, thereby increasing their own legacy by assuming the right to speak 
on behalf of the true Europe”.  In addition to the attempts of securitising its official historical narrative, Moscow has been increasingly downplaying the significance of the Nazi-Soviet Pact43. In 2009, Vladimir Putin, then prime minister of Russia, wrote a piece in a Polish newspaper in which he acknowledged that "it is possible to condemn - and with good reason - the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact concluded in August 1939", as that form of agreement is "unacceptable from the moral point of view and had no chance of being realised" (Putin 2009, quoted in BBC 2009). However, in the same piece, he 

also noted that “a year earlier France and England signed a well-known agreement with Hitler in 
Munich, destroying all hope for the creation of a joint front for the fight against fascism” (Putin 2009, quoted in BBC 2009). In 2014, president Putin played down the accusations that the USSR contributed to the division of Poland and accused Warsaw of hypocrisy, alluding to the Polish annexation of two minor border areas in northern Slovakia, in the regions Spis and Orava, and also the Czech town of Cesky Tesin (and surrounding area) in 1938 (Jesensky 2014). In addition to that, the Russian president noted that the USSR signed a pact with Third Reich 
because it did not want to fight, and therefore there was nothing wrong with Moscow’s decision (Putin 2014, quoted in Radio Poland 2014).                                                               43 In 1989 the Soviet authorities officially denounced the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact of August 1939 as illegal and void and for the first time admitted the existence of a secret protocol providing for a division on territorial spheres of influence (Benn 2011). 
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 3.3 Bilateral relations between the Baltic republics and Russia (2004-2014)  3.3.1 Lithuanian-Russian relations (2004-2014)  
Prior to 2004, “Lithuanian-Russian relations have (…) displayed lesser degrees of behaviour manifesting territory and sovereign-related conflicts than Estonian-Russian or Latvian-Russian 

relations” (Aalto 2005, 265). In fact, already on July 21 1991, even before the Soviet recognised 

the Baltics’ independence, Vilnius and Moscow signed a Treaty on the Basis of Interstate Relations (United Nations 1999, 21-6). Furthermore, it is also pertinent to note that the last Russian soldiers left Lithuania in August 1993 – Russian troops withdrawal from Latvia and Estonia would only be completed in 1994 –, and that the military transit issues with Kaliningrad 
–a Russian exclave pinched between Poland and Lithuania – were solved in 1995 by following a pragmatic approach based on the political and economic benefits of good relations rather than on frictions (Vitkus 1996).  There are two key factors that explain the cooperative relations between Lithuania and Russia between 1991 and 2004. First of all, Lithuania had a relatively small Russian minority (Annex 7), and partly because of that, Vilnius had decided to adopt a non-exclusionary citizenship law that 
granted “full citizenship to all those Russians, Poles and other ethnic minorities permanently living in Lithuania" (Onken 2007, 40). Furthermore, and unlike the other two Baltic republics, there were no territorial disputes between Moscow and Vilnius, and a border agreement was signed and ratified in 1997 and 2003, respectively. However, after the accession to the European Union and to the Atlantic Alliance, Lithuanian-Russian relations have been marred by tensions. According to Leonard and Popescu (2007, 2), Lithuania, together with Poland, are considered the ‘New Cold Warriors’ among EU member states, clearly standing out from them owing to their “overtly hostile relationship with Moscow” and their intention “to shape a more critical EU line towards Russia” (2007, 48). Lithuania’s principled and adversarial stance vis-à-vis the Kremlin has been illustrated by the former’s decision to use its veto to block the launching of negotiations regarding a new the EU-Russia 
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Partnership and Cooperation Agreement44 (PCA) in 2007 and by the refusal to attend Victory Day celebrations in Moscow in 2005 and 2010. At a Committee of Permanent Representatives45 (COREPER) meeting which took place a couple of weeks prior to the EU-Russia Samara summit in 17-18 May 2007, the Lithuanian government has decided to use its veto power and block EU talks with Russia on a new Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA). Poland had already stressed said it would block 
EU talks with Moscow, owing to the Kremlin’s refusal to lift a ban on Polish agricultural imports (Fernandes 2013b, 157-60). However, after the new Donald Tusk government officially withdrawn its opposition after Polish meat issues were addressed, Lithuania became the only dissenter, as neither Tallinn nor Riga endorsed Vilnius position (Molis 2008, 29). In that context, in April 2008, the then ministry of Foreign Affairs of Lithuania insisted that any mandate for PCA talks must be based upon four conditions:   

“(1) assurances that Brussels will pressure Moscow to lift its oil blockade of Mazeikiu Nafta; 
(2) a reminder of Russia’s obligation to adhere to the principles of the Energy Charter Treaty; (3) promises to seek greater Russian cooperation on a number of criminal cases important to Lithuania; and (4) a commitment up front to assess Russian progress in solving “frozen 

conflicts” in Georgia and Moldova during negotiations on the PCA” (Miller 2008).   In spite of the four demands listed above, the bilateral dispute between Vilnius and Moscow was mainly informed by the first demand. In that regard, it is pertinent to note that the Russian pipeline operator (Transneft) decided to close the pipeline supplying oil to the Butinge export terminal and to the Mazeikiu Nafta refinery, located in north-western Lithuania and the only oil refinery in the three Baltic republics, citing a “pipeline leak” (Vitkus 2009, 31). Despite the 

justification invoked, Russia’s actions were perceived as:                                                               44 As described by Fernandes (2009, 1), “the 1997 Partnership and Cooperation Agreement is the legal basis for EU–Russian relations. A new framework of cooperation was established at the St. Petersburg summit in 2003. Since then, Brussels and Moscow have cooperated in four areas (the so-called ‘common spaces’): a common economic space; a common space of freedom, security and justice; a common space of cooperation in the field of external security; and a common space on research, education and culture”. 45 “The Permanent Representatives Committee or Coreper (Article 240 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union - TFEU) is responsible for preparing the work of the Council of the European Union. It consists of representatives from the EU countries with the rank of ambassador to the European Union and is chaired by the EU country which holds the Council Presidency” (Eur-lex 2016b).  
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“The blatant use of strong-arm tactics in economic disputes. Basically, Russia believes that the Baltic states are not (or at least not yet) in the same category as its established large customers in Western Europe, and so it feels free to respond more brutally when it sees its interests infringed. This does indeed constitute a case of using energy as a weapon, but in the form of a border skirmish rather than full-scale war” (Trenin 2010, 23).  In fact, the closure of the pipeline occurred immediately after the Lithuanian government signed an agreement in June 2006 acquiescing to the sale of the refinery to a Polish company, PKN Orlen, for much more than Lukoil46 had offered. According to Janeliunas (2006 quoted in 
Kramer 2006), Transneft’s actions were aimed at forcing Vilnius to reconsider its decision 
because the Russian government “wanted a Russian company to buy the refinery, but for 
cheaper than a market price." Lithuania’s decision to use its EU leverage in order to solve the 

issue and its willingness to block PCA negotiations “stand out as one of the most aggressive 

moves by Vilnius towards Moscow” (Grigas 2013, 55). Lithuania’s adoption of an adversarial posture vis-à-vis Moscow was also encapsulated by 
Vilnius’ response to the Kremlin’s invitations for the Lithuanian heads of state to attend the 2005 and 2010 Victory Day Celebrations in Moscow, which marked the 60th and 65th anniversaries of 
the end of World War II, respectively. As noted by Onken (2009, 24), the Kremlin’s invitation put 

the leaders of the Baltic republics “into a difficult situation as this day for the Baltic peoples marks the continuation of foreign occupation of their countries. Vilnius conduct has “stood out in comparison to Estonian and Latvian policies in its adversarial and principled, even dogmatic 
outlook” (Grigas 2013, 136). In 2005, the then Lithuanian president, Valdas Adamkus, declined the Kremlin’s invitation and justified his decision with historical factors:  

“The Second World War inflicted very deep wounds on Lithuania. Occupation, deportation and imprisonment, the terrible tragedy of the Holocaust, concentration camps, forced emigration – this was a most devastating blow by the totalitarian regimes to the Lithuanian 
nation. Over 350,000 people, one tenth of Lithuania’s population, were imprisoned, deported to the Gulags or massacred in Lithuania. The perpetration of such crimes continued in our country when the cruellest war in the history of mankind was officially over. The name of 
Lithuania disappeared from the map of Europe for five decades (…).Thus, aware of the                                                              46 Despite being known for its relative independence in foreign engagements throughout the 90’s, Lukoil now presents itself as a completely loyal 

Russian company and “flagship of the Russian state in foreign economic affairs” (Perovic 2006, 104). 
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painful historic experience of our nation and drawing on the discussions among the public, I 
have decided to stay on May 9th in Lithuania, with my people” (Adamkus 2005a).  In another occasion, the then Lithuanian head of state also noted that "on that day (9 May 1945) we traded Hitler for Stalin, and we should not celebrate it" (Adamkus 2005, quoted in Holbrooke 2005). The Lithuanian president was urged not to attend on several occasions by the former Speaker of Seimas (the Lithuanian Parliament) and President, Arturas Paulauskas (The Baltic Times 2005), and also by the then leader of the opposition, Andrius Kubilius, who claimed 

that May 9th is not a day of victory for Lithuania but of “catastrophic defeat”, and therefore, “if 

the president goes to Moscow (…) he will participate in the celebrations of Lithuania’s defeat (Kubilius 2005, quoted in Grigas 2013). In 2010, unlike the Latvian and Estonian presidents, the Lithuanian head of state, Dalia Grybauskaite, did not receive an official invitation to attend the Victory Day ceremonies in Moscow47. After meeting with her two Baltic counterparts in Vilnius and agreeing with to coordinate their policies as regards attendance in Moscow, the Lithuanian president eventually has opted for not going after unsuccessfully attempting at ensuring a visit by president Medvedev as a trade-off for her presence in Moscow (Grigas 2013, 143).  3.3.2 Latvian-Russian relations (2004-2014)  The relations between Riga and Moscow did not remain as strained as the relations between 
the former’s two Baltic neighbours and the Kremlin (Mezhevich and Sazanovich 2013). In fact, 
despite the accusations of “glorification of Nazism”48 (Lavrov 2017, quoted in Sputnik 2017; Yakovenko 2008, quoted in Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2008) and the recurrent criticism 
about Riga’s citizenship policies and the alleged violations of the human rights of Latvia’s                                                              47 Rather than an official invitation, the Lithuanian president, Dalia Grybauskaite, received a greeting on 11 March 2010 (Lithuania’s independence from the USSR) from Russian President Medvedev and an invitation to fix a date for a meeting to discuss the relations between the two countries (Grigas 2013, 137). 48 A case in point has been the former members of the Latvian SS Legion’s marches, held every year in Riga on March 16. In tha t context, the 
Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Sergey Lavrov, has accused Riga of “state support for regular neo -Nazi rallies” (Lavrov 2017, quoted in Sputnik 2017). It is important to note that Latvia commemorates its fallen soldiers on 11 November ( the Lacplesis Day), and therefore March 16 is not an official state holiday. Moreover, according to Harry Rosenfield, the then UN Refugee Relief Association commissioner, "the Waffen-SS units of the Baltic States (the Baltic Legions) are to be seen as units that stood apart and were different from the German SS in terms of goals, ideologies, operations and constitution, and the Commission does not, therefore, consider them to be a movement that is hosti le to the 
government of the United States” (Rosenfield 1950, quoted in Rislakki 2008, 132-3). 
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Russian-speaking minorities (Yakovenko 2006, quoted in Sputnik 2006), the Kremlin depicted Latvia in a less negative light than the two other Baltic republics of Estonia and Lithuania (Spruds 2009, 101-2). The Kremlin’s policy of cultivating good relations with at least one of the three Baltic republics at any given period (Leonard and Popescu 2007, 46; Fernandes 2010, 144) 
“serves the purpose of marginalisation” and it is designed to weaken inter-Baltic solidarity” and 
to “disrupt a united” Baltic foreign policy (Bugajski 2007, 165). Central to the thaw in Latvian-Russian relations was Riga’s willingness to accommodate 

Russia’s interests by adopting a pragmatic and cooperative approach with respect to the existing historical disputes (Grigas 2013, 144). After 2004, in its process of further Euro-Atlantic 
integration, the “danger discourse” element in Latvia’s official Russia’s discourse “was 

complemented and partly replaced by an opportunity discourse” (Spruds 2009, 102). A case in 
point of Latvia’s pragmatism was the decision to accept the Kremlin’s invitation to attend the 2005 and 2010 Victory Day Celebrations in Moscow. The then Latvian president, Vike-Freiberga (1999-2007), justified her decision to take part in the ceremonies on the grounds that she 
intended to “extend a hand of friendship to Russia" (Vike-Freiberga 2005a). However, in a piece published in the Washington Post, the former president also noted that:  

“But Latvia's so-called liberation by Soviet troops in 1944-45 materialized in the form of another calamity, accompanied as it was by the customary rapes, lootings and wanton killings that the Red Army committed in a systematic manner throughout the territories it occupied, and that continued in Latvia well after the end of the war. These were followed by still more killings, repression and wave after wave of mass deportations, the last taking place 
in 1949” (Vike-Freiberga 2005b).  Whereas Riga has demonstrated pragmatism by being the only among the three Baltic 

republics to accept the Kremlin’s invitation in 200549 (Miniotaite 2011, 112), the opportunity was seized to draw attention to the Baltic historical viewpoint and to the “renewed Soviet occupation of my country, and the immense human loss and suffering that ensued as a result; not only in 
Latvia, but throughout the former captive nations of Central and Eastern Europe” (Vike-Freiberga 
2005a). Furthermore, President’s Vike-Freiberga presence in Moscow cannot be dissociated from the expectation that, by attending the celebrations, Latvia would maximise the likelihood of signing a border agreement with the Russian Federation (Grigas 2013, 147).                                                               49 In 2010, both Toomas Ilves and Valdis Zatlers, the then presidents of Estonia and Latvia, respectively, decided to attend (Joost 2010).  
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Whereas the Kremlin initially wanted Latvia to sign the agreement on 10 June 2005, immediately after the Victory Day’s ceremonies, the circumstances were not perceived as 

opportune by Riga and, even more problematic, two weeks prior to the President’s scheduled trip 

to Moscow, on 26 April 2005, “the Latvian government approved a unilateral declaration mentioning the 1920 peace treaty, the “illegal occupation of Latvia,” and the “rights and claims” 

of Latvia and its citizens” (Muiznieks 2011, 29). The declaration was rejected by Moscow and the negotiations were suspended (Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2005). At the EU-Russia 
Summit on 10 May 2005 Russian President Putin claimed that Moscow is “ready to sign the 

border agreements with Latvia”, as long they are not “accompanied by foolish territorial 

demands” (Putin 2005, quoted in President of Russia 2005). After the fruitless attempts in 1997 and 2005 (Rostoks 2006, 131-9; Levinsson 2006), the successful signing and ratification of the border agreement would take place in 2007 (Sheeher 2007), further corroborating the discernible improvements in the relationship between Riga and Moscow (Spruds 2009, 110). In January 2007, the then Latvian Prime Minister Aigars Kalvitis (2003-2007) informed his Russian counterpart that Riga was prepared to sign the border treaty and, even more significantly, that the Latvian government would acquiesce to the Kremlin’s demands and not attach any declarations mentioning the 1920 Riga Peace Treaty (Mole 2012, 138). While it continues to view the 1920 Peace Treaty as the basis for the current Russian-Latvian relations, Riga has demonstrated the willingness to adopt a more flexible position in order to fulfil its key political objectives – in this case, the signing of the border treaty. The thaw in Latvian-Russian relations can be further illustrated by the Latvian position with respect to Nord Stream project. In contrast to Tallinn and Vilnius position (Socor 2007), Riga has 
adopted a more cooperative stance, giving “subtle signs that it would cooperate with the project 

by making available its natural caves for gas storage to Nord Stream” (Grigas 2013, 43).  
Riga’s pragmatic approach towards Moscow was also evident in Riga’s position in the disputes between the other two Baltic countries and the Kremlin. One major example was the response to the crisis between Tallinn and Moscow. Despite endorsing Estonia, Latvia took a more moderate position than Lithuania on the events regarding the Tallinn “Bronze Soldier” crisis 

in April 2007 (Miniotaite 2011, 115). “For instance, Latvia intended to adopt a text in Parliament to support Estonia in the Bronze Soldier case” but it refrained from doing so, fearing that such action would jeopardise the ratification of the border treaty (Fernandes 2010, 144). In addition to that, Riga pursued a less adversarial policy regarding the issue of compensations from the Soviet 
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occupation(s) than its southern Baltic neighbour. Rather than actually seeking compensation 
from the Kremlin, Latvia’s policy was focused on assessing the damages stemming from the Soviet occupation (Grigas 2013, 165). The first attempt to assess the repercussions of the Soviet occupation was the creation, in 
1998, of a Commission of Historians to study the issue “Crimes against Humanity Committed in the Territory of Latvia under Two Occupations, 1940 - 1956” (Latvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2000). In 2005, a parliamentary working group was established to determine the damages incurred by the Soviet occupation (Grigas 2013, 156). The following year, president Vike-Freiberga expressed the scepticism over the initiative by noting that demanding compensation for the effects of the Soviet occupations was not realistic (Vike-Freiberga 2006, quoted in Grigas 2013, 166). In 2009, following the outbreak of the international financial crisis, the criticism against the Commission increased and the public funding eventually ceased (Sputnik 2009). The Latvian reaction to the August 2008 five-day Russo-Georgian war also demonstrated some nuances among the Baltic states. While it is true that Riga strongly condemned Moscow’s invasion (Daudze 2008), the then Latvian president, Valdis Zatlers (2007-2011) underlined that, 
despite the Kremlin’s recent conduct, “in the future we would like to develop good -neighbourly and pragmatic relations with Moscow" (Zatlers 2008, quoted in Georgia Times 2008).  3.3.3 Estonian-Russian relations (2004-2014)   Despite expectations to the contrary (Mikhelson 2003), Tallinn’s integration into the European Union has not led to a discernible improvement in Estonian-Russian relations. In contrast to 
Latvia’s approach, characterised by pragmatism and flexibility, Estonia has adopted a more principled stance regarding historical disputes and has been less willing to accommodate 
Russia’s interests. Some pertinent examples were the protracted negotiations regarding the signing (and ratification) of a border treaty between the two countries, the reactions to the 2005 invitation to attend the Victory Day celebrations in Moscow, and above all, the so-called “Bronze 

Soldier” crisis in April 2007. After fruitless negotiations during the previous decade, the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs Sergey Lavrov and his Estonian counterpart Urmas Paet signed a border agreement in the Russian capital on 18 May 2005 (Bigg 2005). However, on 27 June, the Kremlin announced that it had rescinded its signature, thereby “withdrawing from any obligations stipulated in the treaty” 
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and demanding “a renegotiation from scratch” (Levinsson 2006, 107). The Russian decision was justified on the grounds that the Estonian Parliament’s Foreign Affairs Committee attached a preamble to the treaty making reference to the legal continuity of the Estonian state, and accordingly, to the validity its legal cornerstone, the Tartu Peace Treaty, signed by the Soviet Union and the Republic of Estonia in 1920 (Socor 2005). The preamble further stated that, while the border treaty partly altered the 1920 treaty-fixed boundary, it did not impact the validity of the 1920 treaty, nor did it predetermine the handling of any bilateral issues not related to the treaty (Postimees 2013). Even though the preamble was merely a unilateral non-binding document 
devoid of reservations towards the border treaty’s terms, and despite the fact that the Duma would be asked to ratify only the treaty – and not the preamble –, the Russian side accused Estonia of leaving a potential loophole for territorial claims50 (Fofanova and Morozov 2009; Kosachev 2005, quoted in The Baltic Times 2005). In 2014, Foreign Ministers Sergey Lavrov and Umas Paet signed a new State Border Treaty and the Maritime Border Treaty, concluding the negotiations that had been resumed in 2013 (Estonian Public Broadcasting 2014a), but the Russian parliament side has not ratified it so far51. In comparison to the 2005 text, there are two new main specifications52 which indicate that Estonia has partly acquiesced to the Kremlin’s demands. First of all, the new treaty declares that 

both countries are committed to “developing legal basis for solving issues related to Estonian -Russian border treaty and affirming, mutually, the lack of territorial claims” (Salu 2014). 

Secondly, both countries concur that, “by this treaty, without any exceptions, only issues related 

to state border line are being regulated” (Gromilova 2016, 53). 
Estonia’s firm position demonstrates that it was not only the territory that was at stake during the negotiations, but also - and particularly – the whole “historical narrative legitimising the inter-war legal continuity of the interwar republic” (Mole 2012, 130).  Unlike Riga, which opted for 

accommodating the Kremlin’s demands, Estonia has perceived them as a threat to the legal nature of its statehood. The lack of agreement regarding the ratification of the treaty directly                                                              50 Estonia and Latvia have dropped all territorial claims vis-à-vis the Russian Federation in 1994 and 1997 (Aalto 2005, 260). As a former Estonian prime minister has emphasised, amending the current Estonian-Russian border and regain the trans-Narva territories and the Petseri 
region would not be in Tallinn’s interest because it would further increase the ethnic imbalance in Estonia and represent an increase in the number of Russian speakers (Savisaar, quoted in Mole 2012, 129). 51 For more information on the current status of ratification, see Estonian Public Broadcasting (2017). 52 In addition to the two major specifications, “128.6 hectares of land will be exchanged – for comparison’s sake, this is a bit more that the Tallinn Old Town – and 11.4 square kilometres” of the Lake Peipus area (Salu 2014). 
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stems from the “diametrically opposed foundational narratives of nationhood” because the 
Kremlin’s insistence on 1991 as a “year zero” in the Estonian-Russian relations calls into 
question Tallinn’s historical narrative, according to which the Tartu Peace Treaty of 1920 continues to represent the sole legitimate premise for relations (Smith 2008, 421).  As regards Moscow’s invitations to attend the 2005 and 2010 Victory Day ceremonies, the 

Estonian positions have been “marked by both pragmatism and dogma, falling between the more pragmatic and cooperative Latvian policies and the more principled and confrontational 
Lithuanian policies” (Grigas 2013, 149). In 2005, the then Estonian head of state, Arnold Rüütel (2001-2006), under pressure from the Ansip government, declined the Kremlin’s invitation, 

justifying his decision with “the duty and responsibility to uphold the confidence of the nation” by 

staying “together with the people of Estonia on this particular day” (Rüütel 2005A). Moreover, the 

former president noted that the end of World War II did not only bring “the victory over fascism”, as it has also led to “the consolidation of the Soviet totalitarian regime in Estonia”, and as a result, Estonians had no reasons to celebrate (Rüütel 2005A). However, the following president, Toomas Ilves (2006-2016), accepted the Kremlin’s invitation for the 2010 Victory Day ceremonies. Alongside his Latvian counterpart, Ilves pushed for a common Baltic decision to 
attend the 2010 Victory day festivities, but their efforts collided with Lithuania’s intransigence (Grigas 2013, 147-8). The events that have decisively exacerbated the already sour relationship between the northernmost Baltic republic and the Kremlin took place in April 2007. The Estonian 
government’s decision to relocate on the night of 26-27 April the so-called “Bronze Soldier” 

(previously called “Monument to the Liberators of Tallinn”53), a Soviet World War II war memorial, from the centre of Tallinn to the Estonian Defence Forces Cemetery sparked off violent riots among the Russian minority and marked a new low in the relations between the two countries. Following the relocation of the memorial, Tallinn’s ambassador to Russia, Marina Kaljurand, was physically harassed, and a number of Estonian websites, including from banks, newspapers, the Estonian presidency, parliament and cabinet ministers were targeted by cyber-attacks stemming from computer networks and servers located in the Russian Federation (International Centre for Defence and Security 2007). In addition to that, the Russian state rail company also announced                                                              53 The monument was unveiled in September 1947 and it was dedicated to the Red Army soldiers who had the Tallinn Offensive in 1944. Later, in 1964, an eternal flame was added. For more information on the memorial, see Lehti, Jutila and Jokisipilä (2008, 397) and Liik (2007, 73).  
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that repairs were “scheduled on its links entering Estonia, halting shipments of oil to the 
country’s Baltic Sea ports”, a decision deemed as being politically motivated (Myers 2007). On April 30, a delegation from Russia's State Duma visited the Estonian capital to assess the events around the relocation of the Bronze Soldier memorial. The delegation, led by Nikolai Kovalyov, former director of the Federal Security Service (FSB) and head of the Duma Veterans Affairs Committee, asked for the resignation of the Estonian government, further heightening the 
tensions between the two countries (Yasmann 2007). The Kremlin’s conduct was harshly criticised in Estonia, and the April 2007 events were even compared with the failed 1924 communist coup54, further corroborating how the erection, removal and relocation of memorials 
can be perceived as a matter of national survival in the “interpretation war” that has pitted the Baltic states against Russia (Mälksoo 2009b, 72; Lehti, Jutila and Jokisipilä 2008, 394; Kattago 2008, 434). While the monument came to be perceived by Russians as a symbol of the Soviet 
victory over Nazism and of the “liberation” of Europe from Nazi rule, for Estonians it represented 

the country’s loss of independence and decades of occupation (Brüggeman and Kasekamp 
2008). In Mälksoo’s (2009, 109) words, “the Bronze Soldier is hence a seemingly polyreferential realm of memory that symbolises for the Estonians and Russians their different experiences of 
the war”. 

The Kremlin’s pressure against Tallinn sparked off a response from the EU. At the May 2007 EU-Russia summit in Samara, the European Union affirmed the principle of solidarity among member states for the first time, therefore giving direct support, not only to Estonia, but also to Poland and Lithuania, two countries that were also involved in disputes with Moscow (Fernandes 2013b, 154). According to European Commission President Barroso, the UE emphasised to Russia that "a difficulty for a Member State is a difficulty for all of us at the European Union. We are a Union based on principles of solidarity. We are now 27 Member States. So, (…) an Estonian problem is a European problem as well" (Barroso 2007, quoted in UK Parliament 2007). 
Following Russia’s accusations about Estonia’s alleged non-adherence to European values, Tallinn has responded using similar accusations, namely by framing Russia as “false Europe”, in 

a strategy that corresponds to Diez’s strategy of normative othering. In that context, the then                                                              54 On 1 December, 1924, the Soviet Union attempted to overthrow the Estonian government and incorporate the country into the Soviet Un ion. 
More concretely, “assault groups organized by the Soviet intelligence officers, together with underground Estonian communists, attempted to 
seize power and to subsequently invite regular troops of the Red Army to enter Estonia” (Maigre 2015, 2). However, the plan was foiled, and the Soviet officers and local communists were not able to occupy “Tallinn’s strategic locations, government institutions, military facilities, and 

communications networks” (2015, 2). 
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Estonian prime-minister, Andrus Ansip, accused Moscow of seeking, not only to undermine his 
country’s sovereignty, but also to attack the European Union (Ansip 2007, quoted in Kaiser 2016, 529). The Estonian president urged Russia to “remain civilised”, and noted that “it is customary in Europe that differences are solved by diplomats and politicians, not on the streets 
or by computer attacks. Those are ways of other countries, somewhere else, not in Europe” (Ilves 2007, quoted in McLaughin 2007). The Estonian head of state sought to both widen and deepen 
the discursive border between “civilised” Europe, to which Estonia belongs, and the “violent” and 

“barbaric” Russia, whose conduct and principles are not consistent with the European civilisation (Kaiser 2016, 529). In other words, the Estonian president sought to deny Russia’s place within the western normative framework. In addition to being the most potent symbol of the fundamental disagreements between 
Tallinn and Moscow about the Second World War (Fernandes 2010, 140), the “Bronze War” 

demonstrates that the shift from “existential politics” to “normal politics” had not been achieved. 

In fact, despite not being concerned with the “physical” survival of the state per se – as it was evident prior to the accession to NATO and the EU –, Estonia pursuit of its right to memory has likewise been “driven and ordered by the ‘ethos of survival’ because “the survival of a physical body is not sufficient without the survival of a combination of ideational features of a state, the intactness of which is equal to its physical endurance (Mälksoo 2015, 224).              
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Chapter IV – The impact of Russia’s intervention in Ukraine on the Baltic states: (re)securitisation in discourse and practices?  
4.1 Russia’s actions in Ukraine and its impact on the Baltics: a brief contextualisation      On 27/28 February 2014, a full-scale Russian military invasion of the Crimean peninsula began, starting with the seizure of military bases, Sevastopol and Simferopol airports, Crimea's parliament building and Council of Ministers (Wilson 2014, 110). Even though the soldiers – without insignia, personal documents or mobile phones – were called “little green men” by local journalists, they were in fact from the “Black Sea Fleet, from the ‘East’ Chechen battalion, the 31st Guards brigade, the 22nd brigade of special GRU55 troops, and other military units” (Vasiliev 2014). On March 6, the Crimean parliament and the municipal council of Sevastopol simultaneously set the date of March 16 for a referendum on the status of Crimea (2014). The results of the referendum, widely condemned as illegal and a breach of Ukrainian sovereignty (United Nations 2014; European Parliament 2014; NATO 2017b; OSCE 2014), indicated that 96,7% voted for union with Russia with a turnout of 83,1%. The annexation of Crimea would take place on 18 March 2014.   In addition to Crimea, Moscow has also been accused of playing a role in fuelling an armed insurgency in eastern Ukraine since 2014 – a claim that has been refuted by the Kremlin (Chance and Eshchenko 2015) –, namely by sending troops, supplying arms to separatist forces and shelling Ukrainian positions (Case and Anders 2015; Gregory 2015). On 11 May 2014, pro-Russian separatists organised a referendum in the territory under the control of the self-proclaimed Donetsk and Luhansk People's Republics, and subsequently proclaimed their independence, a move that has not been recognised by any state. The conflict has already led to almost 10,000 deaths and provoked more than 1,4 million internally displaced people (United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights 2016; The Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre 2015). Even though “the conflict has settled into a low-intensity war of attrition” (Rojanski 2017) since the battle of Debaltseve in February 2015, the diplomatic efforts to put an end to the conflict, in particular the Minsk I and Minsk II Protocols, have largely failed.                                                              55 The Main Intelligence Directorate (GRU) is Russia's premier military intelligence organisation. For more information on Russia’s intelligence community, see Galeotti (2016c). 
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Russia’s military intervention in Ukraine has been simultaneously described as “the most egregious effort since World War II to forcibly alter the borders of a sovereign European state” 

and “the biggest test of Western resolve since the Cold War ended a quarter century ago” 

(Patrick 2014). Moscow has emerged “as a largely unpredictable player, which no longer gives prime importance to abiding (even in appearance) by international law” and shows “an across-the-board enmity for Western institutions in Europe and Western values in the world” (Heisbourg 2015, 34). As Trenin (2014, quoted in Koshkin 2014) has noted, “since spring 2014 we have been living in a new historic epoch if we talk about relations between Russia and the West”.  
Following the Kremlin’s actions in Ukraine, analysts have expressed concerns about Moscow’s use of "hybrid warfare" against the three Baltic republics, particularly against Estonia and Latvia, which have large Russian-speaking minorities56 (Piotrowski and Ras 2017; Galeotti 2015; Stuttaford 2015). According to Galeotti (2016b, 282), Russia’s “hybrid warfare57” tactics used to gain the upper hand in Ukraine “are distinctive in terms of the degree to which they are willing to 

give primacy to ‘non-kinetic’ means”, such as “the scale of integration of non-state actors, and tight linkage between political and military command structures. However, this is all largely a question of degree rather than true qualitative novelty”.  Taking into consideration “the gains in standard of living and increasing integration of many 

Russian speakers” and the “relative competence” of the Baltic republics’ security forces, “the major vulnerability to hybrid warfare in the Baltics lies in Russian conventional forces that may 
“back up” or accompany nonviolent or covert Russian aggression” (Radin 2017). In fact, the Russian Armed Forces enjoy overwhelming conventional military superiority in the region (Rathke 2015) and the Alliance would be clearly “outnumbered, outranged, and outgunned” in a conventional conflict against Moscow (Shlapak and Johnson 2016). According to a RAND Corporation study, it would take 36-60 hours for the Russian military to reach the three Baltic capitals (Shlapak and Johnson 2016). The decisions taken at NATO’s 2016 Warsaw Summit, namely the deployment of four multinational battalions to Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland, were largely symbolic and do not alter significantly the overall military balance in the region (Whitmore and Galeotti 2016).                                                               56 See Annex 6 for the most recent figures. 57 Russia’s “hybrid warfare” is here understood as "the use of military and non -military tools in an integrated campaign designed to achieve surprise, seize the initiative and gain psychological as well as physical advantages utilizing diplomatic means; sophisticated and rapid information, electronic and cyber operations; covert and occasionally overt military and intelligence action; and economic pressure" (International Institute for Strategic Studies 2015). For a detailed discussion about the expression, see Galeotti (2016b). 



63  

NATO’s difficulties in defending the Baltic states in the face of a potential Russian incursion would be exacerbated by geographic factors. In that regard, in case Moscow is successful in seizing a 104 km piece of land connecting Poland and Lithuania – the Suwalki Gap –, the three Baltic states would be completely cut off from their NATO allies (Grigas 2016; Sytas 2017). As noted by the Commanding General of the United States Army Europe, “if (the gap) was closed, then you have three allies that are north that are potentially isolated from the rest of the alliance” (Hodges 2017, quoted in Sytas 2017). Therefore, “we have to practice, we have to demonstrate that we can support allies in keeping (the Gap) open, in maintaining that connection" (2017). 
Russia’s intervention in Ukraine, coupled with NATO’s perceived vulnerability against “hybrid 

warfare” in its eastern flank, has led to a far-reaching change in how Russia is constructed in the 
Baltic states’. As pointed out by Jakniunaite (2016), from 2004 to 2014:  

“Russia’s threat was perceived more as a constant feature (…) and constructed mostly in a geopolitically deterministic way. That is Russia was a constant, fixture with which you had to work, and find the ways around, but it was never securitised absolutely on the state level, as an existentialist threat. This situation has changed in 2014, and the main reason was the situation Ukraine”.   4.2 Lithuania’s security discourse and practices since 2014  
While Moscow’s intervention in Ukraine has been vehemently condemned by the three Baltic republics, the securitisation of Russia, both in terms of official discourse and relevant policy changes, has been particularly intense in Lithuania. As noted by Jakstaite and Cesnakas (2015):  

“Only after the occupation and annexation of Crimea did the focus on defence increase again in Lithuania. The aggression of Russia and its support for fighters in the regions of eastern Ukraine continued to raise concerns over possible Russian interventions in the Baltic States and prompted the need to strengthen defence capabilities”.   When asked to evaluate the threat posed by the Kremlin, Linas Linkevicius, the Lithuanian Foreign Minister and former National Defence Minister (2000-2004), claimed that the tactics Russia has used in Ukraine, namely the deployment of soldiers without any identifying markings, 
“could be used on the territory of NATO countries” and, as a consequence, it is vital to “review 

our strategy” and to “take into account what is happening (…) on time, not too late” (Linkevicius 
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2015, quoted in Shapiro and Thoburn 2015). The perception of Russia as an imminent threat to be tackled with the utmost urgency has also been articulated by the head of state. In an interview to The Washington Post, the Lithuanian president, Dalia Grybauskaite, accused the Kremlin of 
being a “state with terrorist elements” and compared Moscow’s actions in Ukraine with the 

“terrorism we have in Iraq and Syria” (Grybauskaite 2014, quoted in Weymouth 2014a). The 
Lithuanian head of state went on to claim that the Kremlin was an imminent threat to “all 

neighbouring countries” and Ukraine “is not the last territory where Putin is going to demonstrate 

his powers” (2014). In a speech at the United Nations, she asked, instilled with a sense of urgency, “how much time do we have” in the face of a country that “seeks to rewrite history and redraw the borders of post-war Europe” (Grybauskaite 2015a).  The securitisation of Russia has been clearly reflected in Lithuania’s strategic documents. In that regard, the new Military Strategy, which replaced the document from 2012, emphasises that 
Moscow is “undermining the rule-based European security architecture”, and therefore, “the security environment of Lithuania has worsened and become less predictable in the long-term” (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2016a). The Military Strategy approved in 2016 differs significantly from its predecessors. In fact, even though the 2012 document states that there are 
“worrying trends in the Lithuanian security environment”, owing to the “growing authoritarianism in the neighbouring Eastern nations, increasing military power of some neighbouring Eastern 
states, demonstration of this power and even using it against other states”, Russia is not singled out as a threat to the country (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2012). However, the 2016 Military Strategy postulates that “the likelihood of a conventional armed aggression against Lithuania and/or other NATO states in the region is no longer a theoretical one, and it may 
increase due to Russia’s growing military power and intensions to use it” (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2016a).  

After decades of disinvestment, Lithuanian’s defence budget has been markedly increased since 201358. In that year, Vilnius defence expenditures stood at 0,8% of GDP and were the second smallest among NATO countries (Dudzinska 2014, 1; Hyndle-Hussein 2015, 3). In fact, between 1991 and 2013, Lithuania’s defence expenditures was never been higher than 1,42% of GDP, a record attained in 2002 and 2003, and the average defence spending between 2004-2013 was only 1% of GDP (Jokubauskas 2015, 153). While the financial crisis certainly played a                                                              58 For an evolution of the Baltic state’s defence budget (2013-2018), see Annex 4. 
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significant role in precluding the adoption of more robust defence budgets, it must be noted that in 2010, even though the Lithuanian economy had already started growing again, the National Defence Ministry budget was further reduced (2015, 152).   In 2015 and 2016, the defence budget amounted to €425 million and €575, corresponding to 1.15 % of GDP and 1.48 % of GDP, respectively (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2015A). In 2017, the sum was further raised by €150 million, reaching €725 million (corresponding to 1.77% of GDP). According to the report “Lithuanian Defence System: Facts and 

Trends”, the defence expenditures will already meet the 2% NATO guideline next year and they will be further on steadily increased (Lithuanian Ministry of Defence 2017).     In addition to the exponential increase in defence expenditures, the securitisation of Russia has also been reflected in relevant policy decisions, particularly in the military sphere. As noted by Kojala and Kersanskas (2015, 183), “the crisis in Ukraine has come out as a catalyst to implement practical decisions to strengthen military capabilities”. In that regard, one of the most significant measures was the reintroduction of conscription. The mandatory military service, which had been abolished in 2008, was firstly reinstated on a temporary basis (5 years) in 2015 
because of “the current geopolitical situation, threats to national security and necessity to 

strengthen Lithuania’s defence capabilities” (Seimas 2015a). The Chief of Defence of the Republic of Lithuania, Lieutenant General Vytautas Zukas, also stressed that the “geopolitical 

situation has changed” and “the lack of soldiers is critical and poses a real threat to national 
security” (Zukas 2015, quoted in The Guardian 2015a). The Lithuanian president, alluding to 
Russia’s actions in Ukraine, echoed the same argument, highlighting that "the current geopolitical environment requires us to enhance and accelerate army recruitment" (Grybauskaite 2015, quoted in Deutsche Welle 2015c).  

On March 14, 2016, Lithuania’s State Defence Council unanimously approved permanent conscription (The Baltic Times 2016a) and, on 16 June 2016, the Parliament adopted 
“amendments to the Law on Military Conscription aimed at establishing conscription to initial 

mandatory military service on an annual basis” (Seimas 2016). The reintroduction of conscription was largely accepted, not only by the public, but also by the audience able to grant 
“formal” support to the measure – the Parliament (Seimas). According to government data, the reintroduction of conscription is endorsed by 68 % of the electorate (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2017a). Russia’s actions in Ukraine were “a key factor in shifting public opinion 

in favour of this increase in Lithuania’s spending on defence” and “the presence of such a clearly 
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perceived threat made it easier for the government to reinstate conscription” (Jakstaite and Giedrius Cesnakas (2015). Furthermore, the new law on conscription was amply supported by the Lithuanian parliament: the required amendments to the law “passed by 112 votes in favour, 
with 3 votes against and 5 abstentions” (Seimas 2015a).  In addition to conscription, Vilnius has also taken decisive steps to increase the armed forces’ combat readiness in order to prevent Moscow from achieving a fait accompli59. In that regard, Lithuania has decided to establish a rapid reaction force that, according to the president, would be able to counter “especially non-conventional threats” (Grybauskaite 2014, quoted in DELFI 
2014). Lithuania’s Chief of Defence has also stressed that the 2,500 strong formation, active since November 2014 and the first of its kind to be created in a NATO country in the aftermath of 
the annexation of Crimea, is indispensable to respond to “hybrid warfare threats, including the instigation of ethnic minorities, provocations, attacks by non-state armed groups and 
organizations” (DELFI 2014). According to a Lithuanian general, speed is essential in countering hybrid warfare threats and, as a result, “we need to be able to deploy forces in hours, not weeks 
and months” (Tamosaitis 2014, quoted in Lyman 2014). In May 2015, some 3,000 soldiers, including the newly-created rapid response force, participated in "Lightning Strike", a large-scale military exercise “simulating a response to armed groups seizing local government buildings, weapons stockpiles and airports to form a separatist 
government” (Scrutton and Sytas 2015). The Lithuanian head of state confirmed that the 

exercise’s aim was to “try to learn from the Ukrainian and Crimean situation”, while the 

spokesman for Lithuania Army’s Joint Chiefs, Donatas Suchockis, acknowledged that the 

“exercise will involve dealing with what can be generally called the 'little green men', in an allusion to the Russian soldiers without insignia that were deployed to Crimea (Scrutton and Sytas 2015).  
Vilnius’ concerns about a potential Crimean-like scenario were also evident in the decision to open a modern urban warfare training facility close to the Lithuania-Belarussian border, in Pabrade (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2017a). The fake town, the first one to be 

created in the Baltic states, allows the Lithuanian armed forces to “simulate a Russian attack in 

the country’s territory” (Sharkov 2016). Another unconventional measure illustrating the profound                                                              59 “Rather than the naked use of force or threat-making alone—situations whose logics are straightforward even if the best responses aren’t—the fait accompli is a move that pursues an advantage by making it difficult for a competitor to retaliate or counter” (Jackson 2016). Russia’s annexation of the Crimean peninsula is a classic example (Walker and Traynor 2014). 
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impact of Russia’s recent actions was the Ministry of Defence’s decision to distribute a manual 

which provides guidelines on "how to act in extreme situations or instances of war” (Kucina and Sindelar 2015). Defence Minister Juozas Olekas contended that a situation similar to the one that happened in Ukraine may also occur in Lithuania, while Marius Jatautas, director of the 
Mobilization and Civil Resistance Department, claimed that “security situation is very fragile” and, 

therefore, the country “should prepare for possible foreign aggression” (DELFI 2015). Following the beginning of the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, Vilnius has also purchase modern military equipment in order to enhance the Lithuanian Armed Forces combat readiness. In that regard, it must be noted that the purchase of 88 Boxer Infantry Fighting Vehicles (IFV) armed with 30mm gun and Spike-LR anti-tank missiles for the sum of €386 million represents the largest ever defence investment of the Lithuanian Armed Forces (Malyasov 2016). To fully assess 
the dimension of the investment, it is essential to bear in mind that Vilnius’ total defence budget stood at €575 million in 2016 (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2015a). The other two main modernisation projects are the procurement of Norwegian–US advanced surface to air missile system NASAMS and German PzH 2000 155mm Self-Propelled Howitzer (Larrinaga 2016). With regard to the air-defence systems, the purchase worth of €100 million was justified 
with the fact that the “lack of air defence systems increases the likelihood of a successful snap 
attack with limited forces”, similar to the one Russian conducted in Crimea (Stankovicius 2016, quoted in Samuels 2016).  In addition to modern military equipment, Vilnius has also adopted changes to the Army's structure. In that context, the Lithuanian parliament has ratified the establishment in the coastal city of Klaipeda of a new brigade which, together with the “Iron Wolf” Mechanized Infantry Brigade, now forms the basis Lithuania’s Armed Forces. The creation of the Motorised Infantry Brigade Zemaitija, established in January 2016, will allow closer alignment of peacetime and wartime structures and, as a consequence, it will augment combat readiness (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2017a). According to Lieutenant General Zukas, Chief of Defence, this 
alignment is essential because Vilnius is “conscious of the fact that we would simply have no time for forming new military units in the event of a potential threat” (Zukas 2015, quoted in Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2015). In addition to the Brigade Zemaitija, the Armed 
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Forces have recently formed a third brigade, the Light Infantry Brigade Aukstaitija60. As stated by the new Minister of National Defence Raimundas Karoblis, the creation of a third brigade is pertinent owing to the “developments and changes in geopolitical situation of the recent years” 

which “demonstrate that freedom and independence cannot be taken for granted any longer” (Karoblis 2017, quoted in Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2017b). 
However, policy changes in the aftermath of Russia’s actions in Ukraine have not been limited to the military and defence spheres. In response to what it has perceived as the information warfare waged by Moscow and by the Kremlin-controlled media, Lithuania's media watchdog has banned the broadcast of several Russian TV channels. To be more precise, in April 2015, the Lithuanian Radio and Television Commission decided to suspend RTR Planeta broadcast for three months for "inciting discord, warmongering, spreading biased information" (Deutsche Welle 2015b). More concretely, the channel was accused of “inciting hatred” and “showing contempt 

for Ukraine’s territorial integrity” (Kropaite 2015). Previously, Lithuania had already imposed temporary bans on the broadcasts from Gazprom-owned NTV Mir, in March 2014, and from the First Baltic Channel (PBK), in October 2013 (Auers 2015, 226). The suspension of the channels listed above can be considered as a continuation of the trend of securitising historical narratives, 
as both channels were accused of “spreading lies about the events in Vilnius in January 199161” (Reuters 2014b). 

Vilnius’ response to the perceived threat posed by Moscow’s disinformation has also led to the approval of constitutional amendments. In order “to counter the misinformation and the 

propaganda of hostile forces” (Grybauskaite 2014), the Seimas adopted a number amendments to the Law on Provision of Information to the Public, initiated by Lithuania’s head of state, Dalia Grybauskaite. The amendments, which came into effect on 1 October 2015 and passed with overwhelming support62, stipulate:  
“(…)That a fine amounting to 3% of annual income is imposed on a broadcaster for broadcasting war propaganda or information that calls for violent change in the constitutional framework of the Republic of Lithuania or encroachment on the sovereignty, territorial                                                              60 “In total, Aukstaitija will include roughly 4,500 professional service, continuous mandatory initial military service, and trained reserve soldiers” (Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence 2017b). 61 On 13 January 1991, 14 Lithuanians were killed and hundreds were wounded while preventing special Soviet military units to take over the control of Vilnius TV tower and the Radio and Television Committee building (Keller 1991). 62 The Law was passed by 79 votes, with 4 votes against and 27 abstentions (Seimas 2015b).   



69  

integrity and political independence of the country, as well as information that foments war or 
hatred” (Seimas 2015b).  The Russian-Ukrainian conflict has also coincided with the adoption of concrete measures in the energy domain. In her 2015 State of Nation Address, the Lithuanian president claimed that 

Vilnius “had delayed to seek real energy independence” for more than twenty years. In that context, the liquefied gas terminal in Klaipeda – which started operating on 3 December 2014 – 
is perceived as a decisive measure to tackle the “existential threat” posed by the dependence on 

Russian gas and the Kremlin’s use of “Gazprom as a tool of political and economic blackmail in 
Europe” (Grybauskaite 2015b). While Russia’s actions in Ukraine may have added a renewed 

sense of urgency to the project, it must be emphasised that “energy security was least influenced by the geopolitical disruptions in 2014 because strategic trends to reduce vulnerabilities were adopted even before the crisis” (Kersanskas 2015, 189). In fact, the decision to build a LNG 
terminal in Klaipeda’s port had already been announced by the Ministry of Energy in 2010 (Vaida 2010). One last measure that could be potentially considered as exceptional is the construction of a fence in the border with the Russian Kaliningrad Oblast. The current Lithuanian Prime Minister, Saulius Skvernelis, has justified the construction with the need to “ensure credible control of our eastern border of the European Union” and “restrict smuggling and illegal migration”, but he has also stressed that the fence would be able to stop tanks (Skvernelis 2017, quoted in Day 2017). Lithuania’s Interior minister, Eimutis Misiunas, echoed the same arguments, noting that in 
addition to preventing alcohol and tobacco smuggling and illegal border crossings, there was (…) 

“a second reason, everybody knows (…). Estonia accused Russia of abducting an intelligence 
officer and we in Lithuania don’t want this to happen with Lithuanian officers. It is like a red line 

for Russia” (Misiunas 2017, quoted in Boffey 2017).  4.3 Latvia’s security discourse and practices since 2014  When asked to assess the impact of Moscow’s actions in Europe, Raimonds Bergmanis, 
Latvia’s Defence Minister since 2015, stressed that “Russia continues to pose a threat with its 

aggressive actions across our borders” (Bergmanis 2016, quoted in Tomkiw 2016). The Latvian minister further claimed that owing to “Russia’s unpredictable nature, current relations (…) are 

based on mistrust and suspicion” and a thaw in Russian-West relations must only occur once the 
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Kremlin “obeys international law, stops threatening its neighbours with weapons and restores the 
status quo of Ukraine’s territorial integrity” (2016). Bergmanis’ predecessor and president of Latvia since July 2015, Raimonds Vejonis, contended that the Kremlin was using propaganda and military might in Ukraine to intimidate the Atlantic Alliance’s smallest members, exhorting all 
allies to “stay united because if we don’t, NATO will die” Vejonis (Vejonis 2015, quoted in Schmitt and Myers 2015). The former Latvian prime-minister (2014-2016), Laimdota Straujuma, also accused Moscow of attempting to undermine Riga’s security through “(a)ggressive propaganda, economic sanctions, the demonstration of military power, and the unprecedented 
concentration of troops close to the Baltic borders” (Straujuma 2016, quoted in The Baltic Times 2016b). Russia’s military build-up is perceived as a threat because “(w)e have already seen in 

Georgia and Ukraine how such exercises can turn into aggression, occupation, and annexation” (Vejonis 2016).  
The repercussions of Moscow’s actions in Ukraine have led to changes in Latvia’s strategic thinking, namely the adoption of a new National Security Concept in 2015. The document 

indicates that Moscow’s actions have challenged Europe’s security and the global international 

order, thereby creating “long-term effects on the national security of the republic” (Latvian Ministry of Defence 2015). The document also states that the risks and threats affecting Riga’s 

security have notably grown and, as a consequence, the “presence of allied forces is the most effective solution for the military security and defence” (2015).  
The new National Security Concept marks a profound change in Riga’s strategic discourse, as references to Russia were largely absent from the previous National Security Concepts. The 2005 National Security Concept (Latvian Ministry of Defence 2005), in which Russia is not mentioned at all, underlined that there were no potential military threats to Latvia or to the other two Baltic states. The following concepts (Latvian Ministry of Defence 2008 and Latvian Ministry of Defence 2011) depict Russia in a negative light, but they both fall short of articulating the Kremlin as an ostensible threat to Riga’s security. More concretely, the first document mentioned above 

contends that, even though “the signing of the border treaty with Russia and its ratification by the Saeima is confirmation of a positive improvement of the national security environment of Latvia”, 

“Russia’s unilateral decision to terminate its performance under the Treaty on Conventional 

Armed Forces” has led to a decrease in “mutual trust and predictability” (Latvian Ministry of Defence 2008). The 2011 document notes that, “despite some events which have raised 

concerns on purposes of neighbouring states”, such as the military conflict in Georgia and the 
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Russian-Belarusian military exercises Ladoga and Zapad 2009, the “security situation in the 

Baltic Sea region may be described as safe and stable” and “Latvia has no direct military 

threats” (2008).  Like in Lithuania, Russia’s intervention in the Crimean peninsula has caused a major increase 
in defence expenditures. Prior to Russia’s annexation of Crimea, the Latvian defence budget stood at 0,9% of GDP, being on the three smallest among NATO member states (Hyndle-Hussein 2015, 3), with only Lithuania (0,8%) and Luxembourg (0,8%) spending less. Expressing 
satisfaction over the parliament’s support for his ministry’s proposal to adopt a strict schedule for increasing the defence budget, Raimonds Vejonis, then minister of Defence, highlighted that the decision “demonstrates Latvia’s readiness to switch from declarations and statements to real 

work in order to reinforce our country’s defence in the long term and ensure its stability, 

prosperity and growth” (Vejonis 2014, quoted in Sargs.lv 2014a).  However, the report of the former Prime Minister Laimdota Straujuma on the 2016 national budget “is specified that the field of defence is a priority, therefore 2% of GDP will be used for 
defence financing in 2018 already” (Latvian Ministry of Defence 2016). The commitment made by the Latvian government and parliament has resulted in concrete actions: the defence expenditures have been growing steadily since 2014, with a defence budget of 1,4% and 1,7% of GDP in 2016 and in 2017, respectively (Marrone, France and Fattibene 2016, 13; Sargs.lv 2016).  Despite not investing as much as Lithuania in defence modernisation, Latvia has also sought to adapt its Armed Forces to the challenges posed by Moscow’s actions in Ukraine. In that context, the most significant decision was the €48.1 million euros purchase of 123 surplus combat reconnaissance armoured vehicles from the United Kingdom, which will be equipped with Spike fourth-generation anti-tank missile systems (UK Government 2014). As a military analyst has put it:    

“A hundred 1970s-era vehicles might not sound significant (...) but in relative terms it is. Latvia's army is one of the smallest in Europe, numbering around 1,500, and has historically lacked any serious armoured capabilities. The government's build-up of an armoured vehicle 
fleet, albeit small, is a sign of shifting priorities in Eastern Europe” (Turnbull 2014).  
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Like Lithuania, Latvia has also sought to increase the combat readiness of its Army, particularly through the creation by 2018 of 18 rapid response units63 in the Latvian National Guard64 (Sargs.lv 2014b). In addition to that, the government is planning to provide the National Guard with the same weaponry systems that are used by Latvia's professional soldiers. In an interview to the Latvian Information Agency (LETA), the Defence Ministry State Secretary Janis 
Garisons stated that the guardsmen of those units “will be able to store their individual 

equipment at home, including weapons and night vision equipment” (Garisons 2016, quoted in Kristovskis 2016b). Unlike its southern neighbour, Latvia has not decided to reinstate conscription. Some high-ranking politicians, in particular the Speaker of the Parliament, Inara Murniece, noted that it would be important to restart a discussion on reintroducing conscription in Latvia and to assess the potential costs of such move (Public Broadcasting of Latvia 2016e). However, the current Minister of National Defence, Raimonds Bergmanis, dismissed that possibility by noting that Riga lacked appropriate infrastructure, as well as both financial and human resources (Public Broadcasting of Latvia 2016f). In addition to that, the minister pointed out that, after analysing the Russo-Georgian war in 2008 and Russia's invasion of Ukraine in 2014, one of the main conclusions was that in both cases there was a swift and professional incursion that could be stopped only by an effective and well-trained force:  "In the current situation, the return to compulsory military service in Latvia will greatly serve Russia's interests because the move would seriously weaken or even liquidate the professional army and the Home Guard both of which will lose financing and will have to cease ongoing development projects”.  In addition to the military sphere, Latvia has also sought to bolster its defensive capabilities vis-a-vis Russia's "information warfare". One of the most relevant initiatives in that context was the establishment of the NATO Strategic Communications Centre of Excellence in Riga, launched in 2014. After signing a Memory of Understanding with representatives from Estonia, Italy,                                                              63 Fourteen units will be platoon-level with integrated air-defence, anti-tank, sniper and engineering capabilities. Four units will specialize in defense against weapons of mass destruction, air-defence, mortar fire support and engineering (Sargs.lv 2014b). 64 The “Latvian National Guard (HP) is a voluntary paramilitary self-defence militia company and a component of the national armed forces and regular forces in reserve, it is participating in a national protection system in the planning and execution of the tasks in accordance with the national defence plan (Latvian Government 2015). 
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Lithuania, Poland, the UK and Germany, Raimond Vejonis, then minister of defence, pointed out that: "The conflict between Russia and Ukraine clearly shows how important an information campaign can be in gaining the upper hand in a military conflict. Strategic communication is also becoming increasingly important in the context of NATO-led operations. For that reason, Latvia's initiative to create an international centre of excellence will help the alliance enhance its strategic communication capabilities" (Vejonis 2014, quoted in Atlantic Council 2014).  
In addition to the launch of the Centre of Excellence, Riga has also securitised Russia’s narrative about the conflict in Ukraine. In that regard, Latvia decided to shut down the local 

website of Russia’s foreign news channel Sputnik in March 2016. As stated by a spokesman from Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the decision was justified on the grounds that the government does not “regard Sputnik as a credible media source”, but rather a “propaganda tool” (Jansons 2016, quoted in Euractiv 2016). The  Network Information Center (NIC), which carried out the 
suspension, provided a second rationale by pointing out that “ensuring continuing operations of the sputniknews.lv website was at odds with the March 17, 2014 EU regulation65 that stipulates sanctions against activities endangering the territorial integrity and independence of the Ukrainian 
state” (Public Broadcasting of Latvia 2016a). Shortly after the suspension of Sputnik, Latvia's broadcast watchdog, the National Electronic Mass Media Council (NEPLP), imposed a six-month ban on the Rossiya RTR Russian TV channel (Public Broadcast of Latvia 2016b). The Russian channel was accused of inciting hatred or calling for war, following contentious claims made by the leader of the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia and Duma MP, Vladimir Zhirinovsky.  As regards the securitisation of information, it is also pertinent to mention that a domestic discussion regarding the establishment of a national TV channel in Russian language took place in Latvia. In the end, the government has opted for not creating a new channel, owing to the lack of political support. More concretely, the then nationalist party National Alliance – then part of the government – argued that the establishment of a Russian language channel would “send the wrong signal to Russian-speaking minorities” and “encourage them not to learn Latvian” (Rostoks and Vanaga 2016, 87). 

Russia’s military intervention in Ukraine has also led to the adoption of a number of constitutional amendments. The main aim of the bills submitted to the Latvian parliament by                                                              65 Council Regulation (EU) No 269/2014 of 17 March 2014 concerning restrictive measures in respect of actions undermining or threatening the territorial integrity, sovereignty and independence of Ukraine (EUR-Lex 2016a). 
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president Vejonis, which included amendments to the National Security Law, to the National Armed Forces Law and to the Cabinet of Ministers’ Rules of Proceeding, was to expedite both government and military decision-making in case of conflict (Public Broadcasting of Latvia 2015).   The amendments to the National Security Law give greater flexibility to local commanders, namely by stipulating that, should the country come under serious military threat, the Latvian Armed Forces are authorised to immediately launch self-defence measures without having to wait for an order from the Commander-in-Chief. Furthermore, in the event of a threat to the country’s sovereignty, the Commander-in-Chief “may take full command of the Armed Forces if the Cabinet of Ministers is unable to perform its functions and there are urgent decisions to be taken 
concerning national defence” (President of Latvia 2016). Amendments also include a new and 
broader definition of “wartime”, now described as a consequence of any attack, be it conventional (military) one or any other actions aimed against the country’s independence, constitutional order or territorial integrity (Baltic News Network 2016).  As regards the National Armed Forces Law, the amendments promoted by the Latvian head of state intend to guarantee the swift and efficient cooperation and exchange of information between the Cabinet of Ministers and the National Armed Forces’ command during wartime. In order to achieve that objective, the amendment indicates that the Armed Forces commander shall, in the event of a war, participate in the meetings of the cabinet of ministers as an advisor.  Finally, the amendment to the Law on the Structure of the Cabinet of Ministers - whose key goal is “to ensure decisive action in the event of a national threat” - will enable the Cabinet to make decisions in the event of a state of war or a state of exception if the Prime Minister and at least three other Members of the Cabinet attend the meeting (President of Latvia 2016). The amendments mentioned above demonstrate the impact of Russia’s intervention in 

Ukraine on Latvia’s security perceptions, clearly revealing the perceived urgency to respond rapidly should Moscow use in Latvia any of the tactics it has displayed in Ukraine. This urgency is further demonstrated by the fact that the bills were justified on the grounds that it was urgent to preclude the repetition of the passiveness that characterised Riga’s response to the first Soviet invasion and occupation (1940-1941). Alluding to those events, Janis Pleps, the president's 
adviser on constitutional matters, stressed that “no one will be able to say we didn't defend 
ourselves”. Commenting on the ratification of his constitutional amendments by the Saeima, the Latvian head of state accentuated the importance of history:   



75  

"Today we strengthen our position in order to prevent and deal with any threat to our country's independence, constitutional order and territorial integrity. (…)"I will stay in place, you stay in yours - these words spoken on the evening of 17 June 1940 will never again be possible" (Vejonis 2016, quoted in Public Broadcasting of Latvia 2016d).  The reference to the words of the former Latvian President Karlis Ulmanis, who exhorted Latvian citizens not to resist and avoid a bloodshed during the Soviet Union’s first occupation in 1940, was used to draw a parallelism between contemporary Russia’s actions in Ukraine and 
Moscow’s conduct in World War II, attaching to the perceived threat a unambiguous sense of urgency. In addition to that, the allusion to the words of the former president also corroborates how the historical element has been a common feature in the articulation of Russia as a threat. Also in 2016, the Latvian parliament passed amendments to the Criminal Law in order to tackle hybrid threats more efficiently. According to the Latvian Chairperson of the National 
Security Committee, “the security situation worldwide and especially in Europe has considerably 
changed lately, and Latvia has to be able to respond to new types of threats” (Aboltina 2016, quoted in Saeima 2016a). Accordingly, and taking into consideration that the provisions of the Criminal Law on the responsibility for crimes against independence, territorial integrity, constitutional order and the rule of law have remained unaltered since the law came into effect in 1999, the creation of a regulatory framework reflecting the changing geopolitical landscape and ensuring the adequate protection of Riga’s security interests was deemed as essential by the Latvian political elite (Saeima 2016a).  The amendments ratified by the parliament criminalise any kind of activities deemed detrimental to the state’s fundamental interests. Unlike the 1999 law, whose provisions rely on violent conduct as a primary factor for liability and, therefore, do not take into consideration that the government may also be overthrown without direct use of violence, the amendments stipulate that offenders are held criminally liable based on the objective of such activities (e.g. to 
undermine Latvia’s territorial integrity) rather than the methods used. According to the new provisions, actions threatening the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the republic will carry a jail term of up to eight years and a probation period of up to three years. However, actions which include the use of violence or are conducted in an organized group are punished with a sentence of up to 15 years (Saeima 2016b). In the energy field, it must be noted that Latvia’s position regarding Nord Stream 2 has been consistent with that of the other CEE countries, and has differed from Riga’s previous position 
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regarding Nord Stream. In 2016, the president of Lithuania and the prime-ministers of the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia sent a letter to the president of the European Commission, Jean Claude Juncker, expressing disagreement with the project, owing to 
its “potentially destabilising geopolitical consequences” and its impact on “gas market 

development and gas transit patterns in the region, most notably the transit route via Ukraine” (Sytas 2016).  One further measure that could be deemed as “exceptional” is the decision to build a 90km 

fence along Latvia’s 276km border with Russia. However, the justification provided by the Latvian authorities for the construction of a border fence has differed from Lithuania’s and there was no reference to any perceived threat posed by Moscow. In fact, the main rationale behind the construction was the increase in the number of illegal crossings from the Russian Federation: while the number of people detained in 2014 was 144, the amount of unlawful crossings has risen to 476 in 2015 (Public Broadcasting of Latvia 2016c). In that context, the construction of the border fence was explained by the Latvian Ministry of Interior as a necessary step to fortify 
the European Union’s outer borders taking into consideration the potential shifting of illegal migration routes from the Russian Federation to Norway and Finland, to the borders of the Baltic states (Public Broadcasting of Latvia 2016c).   4.4 Estonia’s security discourse and practices since 2014  After the annexation of Crimea, Estonia’s former president (2006-2016) and minister of Foreign Affairs (1996-1998 and 1999-2002), Toomas Ilves, was one of the first EU heads of state to draw an explicit comparison between Moscow’s intervention in Ukraine and the crimes perpetrated by Nazi Germany. According to him, the Kremlin’s “justification of a military invasion by a fabricated need to protect ethnic compatriots resuscitates the arguments used to annex 
Sudetenland in 1938” (Ilves 2014). In a letter exhorting his two Baltic counterparts to significantly raise defence spending, the former Estonian defence minister (2014-2016) stressed 
that “the unfolding crisis in Ukraine and the recent show of force near Baltic borders show that 

security must not be taken for granted”, and also that “history teaches us that tectonic changes in the geopolitical landscape call for the utmost vigilance, unity and long-term perspectives” (Reinsalu 2014, quoted in Estonian Ministry of Defence 2014a). 
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   However, even though Tallinn has strongly condemned Russia’s actions in Ukraine, 

Estonia’s securitisation of the Russian threat has been more balanced than Vilnius and Riga’s. Rather than presenting itself as a vulnerable country vis-à-vis Moscow, the Estonian political elite has stressed the country’s membership in the Atlantic Alliance and also the state’s strong resilience, not only in the military and defence sectors, but also economically and socially. In that regard, the former prime-minister of Estonia (2014-2016), Taavi Roivas, observed that, although Russia’s aggressive behaviour in Ukraine, “has made Russia a threat”, he also emphasised that:  "We have capable forces. We are ready to stand against any enemy. (…)[The Kremlin] would be completely crazy to pick a fight against NATO because NATO has made it very clear that 
every bit of its territory will be defended. And there will be a reaction against any attack” (Roivas 2016, quoted in Schmitt 2016).  

The central focus on the country’s resilience was further articulated by Hannes Hanso, former Minister of Defence (2015-2016):   
“I would not say Estonia is nervous about the current situation in our neighbourhood, but we are concerned. Many things are working well for us, including the NATO Response Force and our response plans. Our professional Army, together with our reserve forces and our volunteer-based Defence League, are all working well. Combined, this gives us a substantial defence force. So our own forces, along with the commitment of allies, provide a credible deterrent. Naturally, we have historically very painful memories of being occupied by the Soviet Union, and that makes independence and sovereignty even more valuable for us. The security situation could always be better, but we are making the best of our situation. Our economy is growing, and Estonia is a safe and attractive place to invest in and conduct business. Our tax system is very favourable, and corruption levels are very low” (Hanso 2016, quoted in Defence News 2016. Italic is ours).  When asked if he believed that Russia would invade the city of Narva in Eastern Estonia, former President Toomas Ilves completely dismissed that possibility, on the grounds that the income of the Russians living in Estonia were much higher than in neighbouring Russia, and therefore, they would not want to become part of Russia (Ilves 2014, quoted in Weymouth 2014b). In the same interview, the Estonian president also stressed how Tallinn’s situation could 

not be compared to Ukraine’s, by pointing out that “the big difference is that Ukraine is not in 
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NATO and we are” and “if it (Article 5) ever fails, then NATO no longer works” (Ilves 2014, quoted in Weymouth 2014b). 
Estonia’s less intense securitisation of Russia has also been evident in the new National Security Concept, which was adopted in 2017 and replaced the one from 2010. During the presentation of the new National Security to the parliament, current prime-minister Jüri Ratas acknowledged that “the Russian aggression in Eastern Ukraine” and “the annexation of Crimea” are a security concern for Tallinn (Ratas 2017, quoted in Estonian Government 2017a). Whereas 

“the likelihood of military pressure and the use of military means is assessed as being higher”, 

Ratas also noted that “foreign intelligence and surveillance services” note “that the risk of direct 
military confrontation between Russia and NATO member countries in 2017 is low” (2017). In 
fact, while Latvia’s new National Security Concept and particularly Lithuania’s Military Strategy unambiguously single out Moscow as a threat, the Estonia’s Security Concept is more balanced regarding Russia. As regards the defence and military sector, it must be noted that, even though Estonia’s defence expenditures did increase after the annexation of Crimea, they have not increased as significantly as Latvia and Lithuania’s. However, it must be underlined that Estonia was, even prior the annexation of Crimea in March 2014, one of the few NATO countries whose government had already decided to spend 2% of GDP in defence (Auers 2015, 203). Unlike the other two Baltic republics, whose defence budget was less than 1% in 2014, the Estonian political parties had already reached a consensus in 2012 to spend at least 2% of national income on defence (Estonian Ministry of Defence 2016). In spite of already meeting NATO’s benchmark, Tallinn’s defence budget have been steadily growing in the last two years, increasing from 2,07% in 2016 to 2,2% of GDP in 2017 (Business Insider 2016). In terms of concrete measures, it must be noted that Tallinn has decided to invest about 40 
million euros from the government’s reserve fund to develop the infrastructure needed for hosting NATO troops in the course of 4 years (Mikser 2015, quoted in Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2015. Furthermore, in July 2016, the Roivas’ government allocated an additional €13m to cover costs connected to hosting allied forces, including extending existing barracks (Estonian Public Broadcasting 2016).  The Estonian government has also sought to bolster the capabilities of the Estonian Defence Forces. In that respect, it is pertinent to mention the purchase of 80 third generation systems 
Javelins with the aim of reinforcing the army’s anti-tank capabilities, in a deal worth 40 million 
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euros (Palowski 2016). Sven Mikser, former Minister of Defence (20154-2015) and Minister of 
Foreign Affairs since November 2016, stressed the procurement’s urgency by noting that “due to the changed security circumstances, we decided to proceed with the procurement as soon as 
possible” (Mikser 2014, quoted in Estonian Public Broadcasting 2014b). In addition to that, the then Estonian Defence Minister, Sven Mikser, signed on 9 December of 2014 the biggest arms 
deal in Estonia’s history (Estonian Ministry of Defence 2014b). According to the deal, signed with 
Estonian’s minister Dutch counterpart, Jeanine Antoinette Hennis-Plasschaert, “Estonia will buy 44 modern CV 9035NL infantry fighting vehicles and support vehicles based on Leopard 1 tanks, 
for 113 million euros” (2014b). In spite of the very significant investments, it is important to bear in mind that the equipment listed above had already been established as a key goal in the 2013-2022 National Defence 
Development Plan (Estonian Defence Forces 2013). As outlined in the document, “with regard to land operations, the main focus during the development plan’s planning period is on establishing rapid-response infantry brigades, developing armoured manoeuvre capability and strengthening anti-tank defences” (2013). In other words, the Russian-Ukrainian conflict has added a renewed sense of urgency to the upgrade of the Defence Forces’ equipment, but the intention to do so had already been explicitly stressed prior to the conflict in Ukraine.  As regards the territorial defence forces in the context of the conflict in Ukraine, there is an overwhelming consensus that the country should not alter the nature of the Defence League 66 as a traditional volunteer battalion (Hyndle-Hussein 2015, 3). In a purely symbolic move after the annexation of Crimea, the Ministry of Defence decided to allocate 1 million euros for the construction of a Defence League building in the eastern border city of Narva (Estonian Public Broadcasting 2014c). More significantly, the Estonian government has decided to recruit hundreds civilian computer experts for the Defence League Cyber Unit, in order to bolster the 
country’s resilience against Russian cyberwarfare (Blair 2015). 

Estonia’s response to Moscow’s disinformation campaigns has also clearly differed from 

Lithuania and Latvia’s. Like the other two Baltic republics, Tallinn also considers that Moscow’s controlled media has been orchestrating disinformation campaigns aimed at destabilising the country and attacking its international reputation. However, rather than securitising the Kremlin’s                                                              66 “The Estonian Defence League is a part of the Defence Forces, a voluntary militarily organised national defence organisation operating in the area of government of the Ministry of Defence. The Estonian Defence League possesses arms, engages in military exercises and fulfils the tasks 
prescribed by the National Defence League Act” (Estonian Defence League 2016). 
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official narrative about the conflict in Ukraine and suspending Russian-language channels, Estonia was the only Baltic republic to create a new channel in Russian language (Rostoks and Vanaga 2016, 86). In that context, the Estonian Public Broadcasting Company has decided to launch for the very first time since 1991 a Russian language television channel (ETV+) on September 25 2015 (Nielsen 2015). The channel, which “focuses on telling local stories about life and opportunities in the country”, is almost entirely financed by Estonia’s state budget, and its annual running costs stand at roughly 4 million euros (Krutaine 2015). 
The former Estonian president has emphasised that freedom of speech is one of Tallinn’s core values and, therefore, banning TV channels should not be an option to be considered (Ilves 2014, quoted in Milne 2014). A Reform Party member of the Estonian parliament, Kristen Michal, echoed the same argument, and emphasised that imposing a ban on Russian channels 

would only intensify “Russian propaganda” (Michal 2014, quoted in Estonian Public Broadcasting 2014). Whereas the creation of a Russian-language channel has been deemed as a commendable step, the most effective way to mitigate the repercussions of the disinformation promoted by the Kremlin-controlled media is to increase media literacy among the Estonian society (Pääbo 2016). Like Latvia and Lithuania, Estonia has declared its intention to build a fence along a 90 km section of the altogether 135 km land border with the Russian Federation. The justification 
provided by Estonia differs from the ones given by Lithuania, but were quite similar to Latvia’s. In the words of the former of Estonian Minister of Interior Hanno Pevkur (2014-2016):   

“Estonia needs a modern state border, which is worthy of serving as the external border for Europe and the NATO. I believe that both the Government, as well as the Riigikogu will 
support the necessary allocations from the next years’ State budget, so that Estonia could present in her centennial year the most modern border infrastructure in the world” (Pevkur 2016, quoted in  Estonian Ministry of Interior 2016).  Toomas Viks, a spokesman from the Estonian Ministry of Interior, further explained that the planned "around-the-clock technical surveillance” will “create ideal conditions for border guarding and to ensure the security of Estonia and the Schengen area" and “the information gathered would be used to investigate illegal border crossing, smuggling and human trafficking” (Viiks 2015, quoted in BBC 2015). Rather than focusing on a threat posed by Russia or even citing the 



81  

kidnapping of an Estonian security official67 in September 2014, Tallinn has stressed that the 
fence’s purpose is to combat illicit activities.                                                                                       67 On 4 September 2014, Eston Kohver, an officer from the Estonian Internal Security Service, was abducted from Estonian territory in the close vicinity of the Estonian-Russian border line when he was investigating cross border crime and smuggling (Estonian Ministry of Interior 2015). Whereas the Federal Security Service of the Russian Federation (FSB) has acknowledged the abduction, it refuted the claim tha t the action took 
place inside Estonia’s territory (2015b). Kohver was accused of spying and sentenced to 15 years in prison by a Pskov regional court, but he would be exchanged for Aleksei Dressen, a former Estonian security official serving a 16-year sentence for spying for Moscow, in September 2015 (The Guardian 2015b). 
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Conclusion    Applying the securitisation framework and the strategies of othering proposed by Diez (2005) to map the evolution of the representation of Russia in the Baltic states from 1991 to the present, it is possible to discern three interconnected elements: security, history and normative considerations. As demonstrated in Chapter I, the first strategy enunciated by Diez (2005) – that is, securitisation or the construction of Russia as an existential threat –, was prevalent in the three Baltic republics from around the mid 1990’s until their accession to the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance in 2004. First of all, the securitisation of Russia in the Baltics has manifested itself in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia’s adherence to the principle of legal continuity, according to which the three countries were never legitimately part of the Soviet Union. As noted 
in Chapter II, the Baltics’ practice of anchoring the principle of historical continuity in their constitutions corresponds to a form of securitisation because “the entire state project is 
precarious if not firmly connected to the historic one” (Jaeger 2000). In other words, non-recognition of their legal continuity is considered in the Baltic capitals as a threat to their very independence and statehood legitimacy. The key corollaries of the principle mentioned above are the citizenship policies of Estonia and Latvia. While Vilnius has also proclaimed the legal continuity of the Lithuanian interwar republic, the decades under Soviet control did not lead to a loss of territory or to significant changes in the 
country’s ethnic composition. However, both Latvia and Estonia, where the number of the titular ethnic groups had markedly decreased – the percentage of Latvians and Estonians were merely 52% and 62% of the total population in 1989 –, adopted exclusionary citizenship policies based upon jus sanguinis, thereby granting automatic citizenship only to the citizens of the interwar republics and their descendants. Through that decision, Riga and Tallinn sought to ensure that the state’s titular group would reverse decades of marginalisation and that the first post-
occupation elections had “overwhelmingly ethnic Estonian and Latvian electorates” (Auers 2015, 81). The Russian-speaking minorities were perceived as “colonial” minorities and a potential 
“fifth column” that could be used by Moscow to sabotage Latvia and Estonia’s independence from within. 

The securitisation of Russian was also translated into the Baltic states’ foreign policy discourse and strategic orientation. Following their re(independence), Lithuania, Latvia and 
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Estonia sought to irreversibly dissociate themselves from the Russian Federation through a dual strategy. First of all, the Baltics staunchly avoided any links with Russian-led post-Soviet initiatives. In that context, the most paradigmatic example of securitisation was Lithuania’s constitutional ban on the accession to post-soviet organisations. Concomitant with the refusal to join post-Soviet initiatives, the Baltic states started to openly pursue their integration into the Euro-Atlantic structures in the mid 90’s. In order to make their case for membership in the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance, Vilnius, Riga and Tallinn stressed their adherence to European values and their civilisation affinity with the Euro-Atlantic structures, while denying Russia’s and implicitly articulating Moscow as inferior, owing to its perceived lack of democratic values. In addition to that, they sought to demonstrate their acute vulnerability vis-à-vis the Russian Federation, whose government, besides “undemocratic”, was also constructed as “aggressive”, “unstable”, and therefore, as a threat. In that regard, the 
Baltics’ foreign policy establishments contextually mobilised heuristic artifacts in order to build a coherent network of implications (Balzacq 2005, 182) about Moscow. In a striking metaphor, the Kremlin was represented as a predatory “creature” capable of “attacking” and “tearing into 

pieces” their weaker neighbours (Landsbergis 1998). From their integration into the Euro-Atlantic political and security structures in 2004 and until the annexation of Crimea in 2014, Russia was not constructed as an existential threat to the Baltic states independence.  Instead of portraying Moscow as an ostensible threat, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia sought the pan-European recognition of their historical subjectivity. However, 
the shift from “existential politics” to “normal politics” – here understood as the “desecuritisation of the self-conceptualizations of the Baltic states after their inclusion within the EU and NATO” (Mälksoo 2006, 278) – was not achieved. In fact, while they were less concerned with the state 
“physical” survival, which was ensured through the integration in the Euro-Atlantic structures, they strived for their “meaningful survival”. In other words, they sought to be full members of the Western mnemonic community, in a quest that had existential overtones.  At the international level, they sought to draw attention, particularly at the European Union and at the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe, for the repercussions of their de facto loss of independence in 1940 and their forced incorporation into the Soviet Union, a claim that Moscow refutes. Even more significantly, the Baltic republics have sought to persuade their Western partners of the moral equivalence between Nazism and Stalinism, therefore questioning the uniqueness of the former’s crimes. However, even though Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia have 
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sought to “incorporate their wartime experiences into a common European historical 
consciousness” (Mälksoo 2009a, 84), there have been some nuances. In that context, it is 
pertinent to stress that the securitisation of the Baltics’ historical narrative was less intense in Estonia, both domestically and at the international level. At the domestic level, Lithuania and Latvia securitised their narratives namely by amending the Criminal code and criminalising the denial of Soviet occupation and by banning Soviet (and Nazi) symbols and ideologies. In one paradigmatic example of their different approach, Estonia (unlike Latvia) did not take in 
Lithuania’s 2010 government initiative to ask the EU Justice Commissioner for the 

criminalisation of the “approval, denial or belittling of communist crimes” (BBC 2010).  From 2004 to 2014, the Baltic states have predominantly articulated Moscow through 
processes of normative othering, which correspond to Diez’s strategy of constructing the other as violating universal values. The most paradigmatic example occurred during the Bronze Soldier 
crisis in 2007. During the dispute, the Estonian president urged the Kremlin to remain “civilised” 

and pointed out “it is customary in Europe that differences are solved by diplomats and politicians, not on the streets or by computer attacks” (Ilves 2007, quoted in McLaughin 2007). 
In other words, Tallinn sought to expand the discursive border between “civilised” and “true” 

Europe, to which Estonia belongs, and the “violent” and “barbaric” Russia, whose conduct and principles place it firmly outside the Western normative framework (Kaiser 2016, 529). Processes of normative othering vis-à-vis Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia were also evident in 
Moscow’s discourse and practices. In fact, the Kremlin has accused the three Baltic republics of harbouring neo-Nazi sympathies and, in reference to Estonia and Latvia’s citizenship policies, of discriminating against and violating the rights of their Russian-speaking minorities. In light of that, the Kremlin contends that the Baltics’ conduct was not consistent with “with the obligations of States Members of the United Nations under its Charter and are incompatible with the goals and 
principles of the Organization.” The Kremlin has sought to expose the Baltic states as an embodiment of “false Europe” and denied Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia’s place within the Western normative framework. By way of example, during the “Bronze Soldier crisis”, Estonia’s conduct was criticised as being counter “to modern European civilisation, to the entire civilized 
world” (Kosachev, quoted in Pelnens 2009, 60). The annexation of Crimea on March 18 2014 represented a watershed moment in the European security landscape. Russia’s military intervention has led to a resurgence of processes of geopolitical othering, similar to the ones that were prevalent in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia 
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prior to their accession to the EU and NATO in 2004. In other words, Moscow has been resecuritised and articulated as a threat, particularly (albeit not exclusively), in the military sphere. However, there have been differences among the three Baltic states in terms of discourse and policy change.  The resecuritisation of Russia was particularly intense in Lithuania. In fact, Vilnius’ securitising agents articulated Moscow as a threat and adopted a comprehensive set of policy change(s) justified with reference to the declared threat, not only in the defence and military sphere, but also in other sectors. As regards the defence sphere, it is pertinent to stress that Lithuania has been markedly increasing its defence spending. While Vilnius’ defence expenditures only stood at 0,8% of state budget prior to the Russian-Ukrainian conflict – the smallest defence budget among NATO countries–, the expenses have significantly increased since 2014. More specifically, the defence budget has increased from 1.15 % of GDP (2015) to 1,77% (2017), and it will be further raised to 2% (2018). One of the most significant measures in the military sphere was the reintroduction of conscription, which had been abolished in 2008. The decision was justified, by both the head of state and the military establishment, with regard to Russia’s actions in Ukraine. In addition to 

that, Lithuania has also sought to increase the country’s armed forces readiness by altering its structure and investing in modern military equipment. For example, the purchase of 88 Infantry 
Fighting Vehicles was Vilnius’ largest defence investment ever. The changes have been explained on the grounds that it was essential for the Armed Forces to able to respond swiftly in the event of a Russian attack and prevent a fait accompli, in another allusion to Russia’s annexation of Crimea.  In addition to the defence and military spheres, Vilnius has also securitised information, namely by suspending Russian TV channels. The ban imposed on Russian channels was justified on the grounds that Moscow was spreading war propaganda and distorting the truth about 
Lithuania’s history, which corroborates the continuation of the trend to securitise historical narratives. Vilnius securitisation of information was also illustrated by the approval of constitutional amendments aimed at imposing fines to broadcasters accused of spreading propaganda against the country sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence of the country. 

Latvia’s securitisation of Russia has also been particularly intense, both in terms of discourse and comprehensive policy changes. As regards the military sphere, Riga’s defence expenditures 
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have grown dramatically since 2014: the country, which had one of the smaller defence budgets of all NATO members in 2013, will achieve the Alliance 2% benchmark already in 2018, two years earlier than initially projected. Despite the considerable investment in the defence and military sectors, the policy changes implemented by Riga have not been as far-reaching as 
Lithuania’s. The issue of conscription was a case in point: there was no significant political support to reinstate the mandatory military service. In fact, the Latvian Defence Minister dismissed the possibility by pointing out to the of lack financial and human resources. One 
further difference between Lithuania and Latvia’s response to Russia’s actions in Ukraine was 

Riga’s stronger emphasis on constitutional securitisation. Rather than changes in the Armed 
Forces structure, Riga has sought to increase the country’s defence readiness by approving constitutional amendments that expedite both government and military decision-making in case of conflict. In comparison to the other two Baltic republics, Estonia’s re(securitisation) of Russia has been significantly more balanced. While it has largely shared Riga and Vilnius’ discourse regarding 

Moscow’s actions in Ukraine, Estonian political leaders have decided to stress the country’s strengths rather than its vulnerabilities. In that regard, whereas Russia’s actions in Ukraine were framed as a threat, Tallinn has focused on the country’s resilience and ability to sustain 

Moscow’s pressure, not only militarily. One paradigmatic example was Estonia’s response to the perceived disinformation campaigns waged by the Kremlin against the Baltic republics. While Latvia and Lithuania decided to securitise information and suspend Russian channels, Estonia has instead created, for the very first time since 1991, a Russian-speaking channel targeting the Russophone minorities.  In addition to adopting a discourse stressing resilience rather than vulnerabilities, the policy changes implemented by Tallinn have been less comprehensive and drastic. In that context, it is fundamental to bear in mind that Estonia did not abolish conscription and its investment in the defence and security was already significantly higher than in Latvia and Lithuania. By way of example, the level of military expenditures of Estonia was already markedly higher that Latvia and Lithuania: while the latter spent 1% or less in defence prior to 2014, the former was already of 
the few NATO countries meeting the Alliance’s 2% benchmark. However, even though Tallinn did not have room to significantly increase defence spending – like Latvia and Lithuania –, the expenditures have been steadily increasing since 2014. In addition to that, it is important to stress that Estonia has also recently signed its biggest arms deal ever. Even though some of the 
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most significant procurements had already been planned prior to 2014, the conflict in Ukraine added further urgency to the military equipment modernisation. This work could serve as a starting point for further academic enquiry. Possible avenues for research could address the undertheorised and under-explored conceptualisation of audiences in 
the Copenhagen’s School securitisation framework. As we have noted in chapter I, there are two kinds of audiences: the general public, which provides “moral” support to the claim articulated by the securitiser, and the policy-makers – inter alia national parliaments – whose “formal” support is indispensable for the securitising agent to adopt exceptional measures. In this dissertation, we focused on the latter audience, leaving the former unaddressed. Therefore, we believe it would be pertinent to explore the linkages between the two audiences in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. More concretely, it would be important to (1) assess the impact of each of the two audiences in the Baltic countries overall decision-making processes and to (2) identify whether there are nuances in the arguments employed by the securitising agent to persuade each audience. Not only would an answer to both those questions help to further evaluate the securitisation of Russia in the Baltic states, but it would also represent a valuable contribution to improve the Copenhagen School securitisation’s framework.                 



88  

                 Annexes               



89  

Annex 1 – Map of the Baltic states  

       (Kasekamp 2010, 176)           
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Annex 2 – Territorial changes of the Baltic states after 1940  

   (Kasekamp 2010, 121)       
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 Annex 3 – Key projects of military cooperation of the Baltic republics  Project Aim Capabilities Remarks BALTBAT HQ in Latvia Operational during 1994-2003 • Peacekeeping unit for UN Chapter VI operations 
• Promotion of the cooperation among the Baltic States and between Baltic States and Western world • Multinational staff 

• Multinational HQ, logistic company 
• Three rifle companies (one from each of the BS) • 1998-2000 1/3 of the battalion was 3 times deployed to B&H as part of the Danish Battalion 

• Never deployed to a mission as a battalion BALTRON HQ in Estonia Operational since 1997 • Minimize mine hazards 
• Enhance security of territorial waters 
• Help to remediate environmental damage 
• Participate in standing NATO forces (SNMCMG1) • Mine hunters and sweepers: LV contributes with 1 LINDAU and 2 CONDOR class vessels, EE with 2 FRAUENLOB and 2 LINDAU class ships, LT with 1 LINDAU class vessel 

• Each nation provides a staff ship for operations and exercises 
 

BALTNET CRC in Lithuania Operational since 1998 • Execute the common air surveillance 
• Implement the common acquisition projects 
• Organize common training activities • Baltic Air Surveillance Network and Control System 

• Combined Control and Reporting Centre (CRC) 
• Nodes (NN) in each of the Baltic State 
• Assigned to • BALTNET is an integral part of NATO air Defense system, connected to NATINADS 
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(Molis 2009, 32-3)                   

BALTNET in 3 BS BALTDEFCOL Based in Estonia Created in 1999 • Staff training at the operational level for OF3 level students 
• Higher command studies to prepare OF 4-5 officers and equivalent civil servants 
• Defense background training and studies for civil servants 
• Regular development seminars and study periods 

• Directing Staff – 40 positions 
• Support Staff – 25 positions • Military instructors and academics from more than 10 countries are employed by the Baltic Defence College 

• BALTDEFCOL educates officers from the Baltic and Nordic States, Western and Eastern Europe, Balkans, South Caucasus and other countries 
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Annex 4 – Military spending of the Baltic states as % of GDP (2013-2018)   
 Graphic created from data compiled from Lithuanian Ministry of National Defence (2016b, 2017), Sargs.lv (2016); Latvian Ministry of Defence (2016), SIPRI 2017 and Government of Estonia (2017b).              
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Annex 5 – Baltic states’ population by ethnicity (2017)   
Table compiled from data in Statistics Estonia (2017a), Statistics Lithuania (2017a) and Statistics Latvia (2017a).                  

Country Titular ethnic groups Russians Lithuania 86,9% 4,6% Latvia 62% 25,4% Estonia 68,8% 25,1% 
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Annex 6 – Titular ethnic groups as percentage of the population (1945-1989)  Country 1945 1959 1970 1989 Lithuania 78% 79% 79% 80% Latvia 80% 62% 57% 52% Estonia 94% 75% 68% 62% (Kasekamp 2010, 155)                    
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Appendix 1 –NATO Summer School “NATO Beyond the Warsaw Summit: Adapting to the New Realities“ (Czechia, 10-15 July, 2016)  The Prague Security Studies Institute (PSSI) is a Czech-based think tank established in 2002, 
whose main mission “is to build an ever-growing number of informed and security-minded policy 
practitioners dedicated to the development and protection of democratic values and institutions”, particularly in Czechia and in other post-communist European states. To achieve its mission, the PSSI conducts a broad range of activities under its Security Scholars Program, Space Security Program, Economic & Financial Threat Program and Energy Security Program. In addition to the core programmes listed above, the PSSI has recently launched a number of projects aimed at assessing Russia’s influence in Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries.  Since 2005, the PSSI, in cooperation with NATO’s Public Diplomacy Division and the Czech Ministry of Foreign Affairs, have offered an intensive course for 25 students in International Relations and Political Science from NATO member states and partner countries concerning future challenges for the Atlantic Alliance and other critical issues on the global security agenda. The one-week course, which takes place at Měřín, encompasses presentations, lectures, group simulations and discussions led by Czech and foreign security experts. The Summer School’s 2016 edition, titled “NATO Beyond the Warsaw Summit: Adapting to the New Realities“, focused on the Alliance 2016 Warsaw Summit’s outcomes, the Russian-Ukrainian conflict and its impact on CEE countries, NATO-Russian relations, and cyber warfare.  The lectures were particularly important for the construction last chapter of this dissertation, as one of the topics covered in the Summer School was the CEE countries – including the 
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia’s – response to Russia’s actions in Ukraine. Furthermore, I had the privilege of exchanging ideas with my fellow participants – including some from the Baltic republics –, as well as the honour of meeting Professor Mark Galeotti, one of the leading international experts on Russia.      
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Appendix 2 – University of Tartu’s Summer School “Transition stories from the USSR to the EU: 
reasons and consequences” (1-14 August, 2016)  

The Summer School “Transition Stories from the USSR to the EU: Reasons and Consequences” took place in Tallinn and Tartu, and it was organised by the Johan Skytte Institute of Political Studies of the University of Tartu, in conjunction with the College of Charleston. The interdisciplinary two-week programme included lectures, practical workshops and seminars conducted by Estonian and foreign experts. The main topics were Estonia’s foreign and security policies, the Estonian Citizenship Law and the legal status of the country’s minorities, e-governance practices, among other topics. In addition to the activities listed above, the programme encompassed meetings with the then Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs (2015-2016) and former presidential candidate (2016), Marina Kaljurand, the former President Arnold Rüütel (2001-2006), and the current American Ambassador in Estonia, James Melville. The participation in the Summer School has enriched this dissertation, and it was one of the most enriching experiences I have had as a student. In fact, I had the privilege of receiving additional bibliography suggestions and exchanging ideas with Estonian experts from various academic backgrounds, and what is more, I had the honour of listening to two high-ranking Estonian politicians who helped to shape the country’s foreign policy.           
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Appendix 3 – Internship at the Embassy of Portugal in Helsinki, Finland (5 December, 2016 – 1 June, 2017)   From 5 December 2016 to 1 June 2017, I undertook an Erasmus Plus Internship Programme at the Embassy of Portugal in Helsinki, Finland, under the supervision of the Head of Mission, H.E. Ambassador António Costa Moura. Since 2011, the Portuguese Diplomatic Mission to Finland has also covered Estonia. During my internship, I was responsible for drafting diplomatic correspondence, participating in meetings with Finnish and Estonian authorities, and elaborating reports about Estonia and Finland’s domestic and foreign policies, with a particular focus on EU-related matters. Furthermore, I attended briefing sessions organised by representatives from 
Finland’s Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Interior, Agriculture and Forestry, and Finance. In Tallinn, I 
attended briefings on Estonia’s upcoming presidency of the Council of the European Union (July 2017 – December 2017). My tasks also included writing reports about lectures delivered by foreign experts and members of foreign governments at the Finnish Institute of International Affairs and at the Aleksanteri Institute of the University of Helsinki, a centre of research, study and expertise pertaining to Russia and Eastern Europe.                
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