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Introduction 

 

The main goal of the International Environment Assessment Working Group, 
working within the framework of the Commission of Strategic Analysis, is to analyse global 
processes from the perspective of Latvian national interests. The development of Latvia takes 
place within this international system. The domestic political processes are a reaction to 
processes of the international system, which in turn serve as the means for domestic 
development of the country. The success of a state greatly depends on its ability to assess the 
events of the external environment and develop policies for securing its own interests. In the 
modern international system several prevailing trends have appeared, which have a 
considerable impact on the development of regions, states, society and individuals. These are: 
globalisation, regionalisation, integration, and institutionalisation. It is the evaluation of the 
latter trend that the research on Latvia’s policy toward international organisations was devoted 
to, international organisations being the main element of the institutionalisation process. 

Since the restoration of independence in the early 1990s, one of the primary Latvia’s foreign 
policy tasks has been the integration into the Western European institutions, an integral part of 
which is a number of international organisations. In 2004, the maximum programme was 
achieved and Latvia completed the accession to international organisations, including NATO 
and the European Union. However, by comparison, the accession to these organisations is a 
very simple foreign policy step. Much more complex is a goal-directed, national-interest-driven 
pro-active action within these organisations. 

The articles presented here have a similar structure. At the beginning of each article a short 
description is given of the international organisation discussed. All authors have outlined those 
changes happening within the organisations that are perceived as a reaction to the end of the 
Cold War consequences for the international relations, and the new challenges generated by 
the global spread of terrorism. In the concluding parts of the articles, the authors examine the 
potential development scenarios of the respective international organisations, which are 
confronted with Latvia’s national interests and the options and limitations that the 
policymakers will have to take into account in the case of this or that development scenario. 
Therefore, all articles offer recommendations for improving the foreign policy effectiveness. 
The authors have considered also some seemingly impossible scenarios, since in the anarchic 
international system the most unexpected and irrational development of events cannot be 
ruled out – proved by the televised collapse of the World Trade Centre twin towers. 

The first article in the book is an analysis of the United Nations and the Council of Europe 
by Ineta Ziemele, a professor at the Riga Graduate School of Law. At the turn of the 21st 
century, the UN as the only global international organisation is experiencing a serious crisis, 
which has facilitated a discussion about the need for reforms regarding goals, decision-
making, diversification of political instruments and other issues. Consequently, we can talk 
about at least three important directions that Latvia has to focus on: 

1) participation in discussions with a clearly formulated position about the nature of the UN 
reforms; 



2) use of those options which the UN offers through its specialised agencies (the World 
Bank, the World Health Organisation, UNICEF, UNESCO, etc.) on the national, regional and 
international levels; 

3) participation in the implementation of the adopted UN goals related to solving both the 
social and economic issues, as well as the execution of military operations. 

Ineta Ziemele also gives an assessment of the Council of Europe (COE), emphasizing its 
role in strengthening democracy and human rights in Europe. However, the author concludes 
that after the EU enlargement (prior to the enlargement, the COE served as an extra instrument 
of the integration process) the Council of Europe is also experiencing an institutional identity 
crisis. The COE has too many redundant functions while in the field of human rights it is 
barely able to cope with the new challenges. Latvia must acknowledge that Russia will 
continue to use the COE as a platform for its campaign against Latvia, coordinated with actions 
inside the UN. Unfortunately, Latvia has not been known for well-planned and coordinated 
action when voicing its position on Russia’s human rights violations or violations against Latvia 
and its people during the deportations. 

Dzintra Bungs, a researcher at the Latvian Institute of International Affairs, has focused on 
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). After the end of the Cold 
War, the OSCE, like many other international organisations, began an active process of internal 
reforms, determined to become an institution for crisis alert and prevention while maintaining 
the classic cooperation promotion-oriented goals, especially in the fields of security and arms 
control. However, the attempted internal transformation has not been successful. Instead, it 
has deepened the self-identification crisis even more. The author emphasises that Latvia 
should decide on further policy in this organisation. It could be either of the two: a “dormant” 
policy – participation without much initiative, the reaction depending on the urgency of the 
issues; or an “active” policy, related to the great role Russia plays within the OSCE, which is 
being used to stage political attacks against Latvia. Thereby, Latvia could pick this organisation 
as the main tool for limiting, perhaps even blocking, Russia’s initiatives. 

Two lecturers of the University of Latvia – Daunis Auers and Toms Rostoks have done an 
interesting analysis of relations between the European Union and Latvia, looking at these 
relations from the perspective of reforming the EU internal policies, and comparing them with 
the interests of Latvia. The authors are trying to provide an answer to the question that 
surfaced during the pre- and post-accession period, i.e., how could Latvia utilise the 
opportunities provided by the European Union? The researchers have addressed the following 
policy areas: economic and fiscal policy, the EU institutional reforms and the consequences of 
their implementation, judicial and internal policies, foreign and security policy, agricultural 
policy and the policies which have a direct impact on the quality of life of the population in 
the member states. 

The research by Žaneta OzoliĦa, a professor at the University of Latvia, is focused on the 
NATO development and Latvian security policy. The author points out that NATO, as well, is 
undergoing a painful self-identification crisis. Overcoming this crisis will depend on the ability 
to detect overlapping challenges (economic, political, social, ecological, military, cultural and 
religious) of the modern international system rather than on the internal issues of the alliance 
such as the effectiveness, organisational issues, decision-making process and strategy 
development. 



The article addresses the most important problems of the NATO operation, which Latvia 
has to take into consideration when defining its policy: the broad spectrum of international 
security issues has been overshadowed by the situation in Iraq; the complex threats have been 
reduced to a terrorism-generated danger, which poses a problem for the alliance, as NATO 
does not deal with either research and identification of the terrorism sources, or formulation of 
adequate policy – all because the causes of terrorism do not stem from armed formations and 
their activities; NATO has no instruments available for eliminating the causes of terrorism 
(poverty, religious fanaticism, illiteracy, etc.); the institutional diversity creates a problem of 
finding its place within this spectrum; the future role of the United States in the international 
processes (unilateralism or multilateralism); the consequences of the alliance enlargement; and 
Russian-NATO relations. 

Marika Laizāne-Jurkāne, a doctoral student at the University of Latvia, has addressed the 
organisations of the Baltic Sea region and the Baltic states. Latvia has been one of the most 
active supporters of regional cooperation ever since the restoration of independence in 1990. 
Yet, it is the EU and NATO enlargement, on which the regional cooperation has been 
dependent so far, which is casting doubt over this regional cooperation. In her article, the 
author discusses several problem areas: lack of long-term cooperation strategy and the 
inability of states to react adequately to the challenges and new conditions of the international 
environment; the overly great focus of the regional organisations of the Baltic states on the EU 
integration of its new members; lack of interaction between the different Northern European 
regional organisations as well as their policies; the rather ponderous institutional structures of 
the organisations of the Baltic states and Baltic Sea states, which ‘hit the brakes’ on quick 
problem solution, coordination of opinions and decision-making. In the conclusion of the 
article, the author points out that, although Latvia has been an active supporter of regional 
cooperation, it has been rather passive when formulating its position. 

In the coming years, Latvia’s participation in international organisations will be most 
affected by the “paradigm of change.” It involves at least three kinds of changes that need to 
be considered when formulating policies. The first is related to the changes in the inter-state 
relations. Clearly, the bipolar division of the Cold War has ceased to exist, but no other stable 
form of inter-state relations has replaced it yet. Consequently, states are searching for the poss-
ible ways of mutual influence, which makes projecting the trends of international situation 
development problematic. The second change is about the reaction of the international 
organisations to the goings on in the world. Today, all of the institutions are looking for the 
optimal ways of adapting to changes in the international system. Definition of new strategies, 
new reforms and new tasks – those are the issues that are so actively discussed within the EU, 
NATO, the UN, the OSCE, the COE and other regional organisations. Third, the changes are 
happening within the states themselves. The depth of domestic changes varies from country to 
country (for example, it is more pronounced in the new EU and NATO member states than in 
the old ones). Still, it has equally strong impact on the international system and the 
international organisations. Therefore, the effectiveness of Latvia’s action in the international 
organisations will depend on its ability to assess the nature of these changes and develop pol-
icies for change-created situations instead of the situations of today. 

 
Professor Þaneta Ozoliòa 

Head of the Commission of Strategic Analysis 



INETA  ZIEMELE 

Latvia in the United Nations and the Council of 
Europe 
Using  Opportunities  Provided  
by  International  Law 

Introduction 

Research Method 

At this stage of research, only the United Nations (UN) itself will be considered, 
not addressing such organisations of the UN system as the International Labour Organisation, 
the World Bank, UNESCO, etc., because it would be too broad a task for the time period 
available for conducting this study. The Introduction will define the research method and 
outline the stages of Latvia’s participation in the UN and the Council of Europe (COE), as well 
as pose questions, which, in the author’s view, should be considered at least as far as the 
method of this study is concerned.  

Therefore, the author of the study wishes to underline that the UN and COE have been the 
institutional frameworks for cooperation of states, which have permitted states or even the 
international community1 to elaborate and improve the international legally binding standards 
during the past fifteen years. Of course, the UN and the COE are not the only such 
frameworks, but their contribution to the understanding and observation of democratic 
processes, human rights, strengthening of the rule of law, as well as consolidation of other 
processes required for the world progress at the universal and regional levels is quite 
significant. International treaties regarding various issues adopted within these frameworks are 
counted in hundreds, but recommending documents have been adopted in much greater 
numbers. Many of them have been a basis for forming internationally binding state practice, 
i.e., norms of customary international law.2 In other words, the bilateral model of relations 
between states that dominated until the early 20th century, which was unable to prevent two 
World Wars, compelled to think about new models of cooperation and regulation of relations 
between states. The best the diplomats could come up with was the creation of multilateral 
forums, which put the bilateral relations of states into a format of different quality. These 
changes, which occurred in inter-state relations, especially after the Second World War, 
offered also a chance to regulate legally and restrict as necessary the activities of the states. 
The international law during the past fifty years, even during the Cold War conditions, has 
been developing incomparably faster than during all the previous centuries. 

Even if the opinion prevailed in Latvia that international norms and the procedures of their 
implementation do not carry much weight in politics, it would still be difficult to deny two 
obvious and fundamental things. First, Latvia could restore its independence on its own 
preferred terms because around 1940 the ban on the use of force in the relations between 
states crystallised. So, the fate of Latvia is most directly linked to the influence of international 



law in the world. Second, if the international law principle of equality of all states had not 
been improved and consolidated in the UN Charter, such small states as Latvia would find it 
difficult to make their opinion known in the context of the domination of big states. All 
international organisations, in which Latvia is a member, provide Latvia, at least theoretically, 
with an opportunity to influence processes and decisions in these organisations, because they 
consider not the actual size and power of states, but operate on the basis of the international 
law principle – a state is a state. In fact, Latvia has a special political interest in strengthening 
this base. This is why the principal thesis and point of departure of the author of this study 
is – the strengthening of international law and mechanisms is a part of Latvia’s national 
interests, and it should be one of the foreign policy priorities. 

Keeping short this digression into the relevance of international law, the activity of Latvia 
in the UN and the COE will be considered from how far and in what way Latvia has involved 
itself in the processes of international law within the framework of these two forums. 

The Range of Research Issues  

The UN is multi-functional, but first and foremost it is known as the only organisation, 
whose powers include the authorisation to use force if the peace and security in the world is 
endangered. In Latvia, the UN became known in three stages. First, in 1991, it was important 
for Latvia to become a member of the UN, because the government at the time believed it to 
be a necessary fact for consolidation of the state independence. Second, soon after regaining 
independence the UN officials began monitoring procedures within the framework of the 
human rights and development programme and implemented projects, which were geared 
toward strengthening of the civic society and democratic institutions. One of the most 
prominent projects in this context was the establishment of the Latvian National Human Rights 
Office in 1995. Third, beginning with the Balkan crisis, the armed forces of Latvia are involved 
in the UN peacemaking operations. In 2004, Latvia’s soldiers were stationed in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Afghanistan and Iraq. 

The participation of Latvia in the Council of Europe has evolved through similar stages of 
development – from the need to become a member state, thereby consolidating our 
independence, to participation in the implementation of the organisation’s tasks, which was 
particularly evident in 2001 during Latvia’s chairmanship of the COE Committee of Ministers 
(CM). Soon after accession to the UN the government and the Supreme Council of Latvia (the 
Parliament at the time) believed that the next foreign policy goal is the club of Europe’s 
democratic states – the Council of Europe. This time, it was also a matter of prestige and 
certain rivalry with Russia, as it was clear that the COE enlargement would, to an extent, cover 
the territory of the former USSR. In the case of the COE, however, the Government of Latvia 
faced more specific requirements regarding the compliance of its laws and practice with the 
COE standards. The requirements in the area of citizenship and minorities were particularly 
challenging to the Government. Soon it became clear that the COE is necessary on the way to 
integration in the European Union,3 the participation in which was seen as the following goal 
by the Government of Latvia. 

There are several questions in the context of Latvia’s membership in the UN and the COE, 
which need open and consistent answers in order to draw conclusions that could be important 
for foreign and domestic policy decisions. One can fully endorse the initial goals, which 
determined the movement toward participation in the UN, the OSCE and the Council of 



Europe set by the Government of Latvia. These goals were the consolidation and guaranteeing 
of democracy and security. Latvia’s membership in international forums was the most apparent 
way to achieve these goals. It is also clear that the government actions were endowed with 
great legitimacy, because independence was what the majority of Latvia’s population desired. 
One could assume that the membership in the UN and other international organisations is still 
considered as an element necessary for Latvia’s statehood. However, in general, the national 
and political goals of a state in a certain development stage should reach a new quality level. 
What is or what this new level of membership in the UN and the COE be, which, most likely, 
will be determined by the goals that Latvia strives to achieve in foreign policy. The analysis 
below will demonstrate whether these goals are defined, as well as whether methods for their 
attainment have been determined. In order to answer these and other related questions, 
publicly available foreign policy documents – various presentations, statements and decisions 
regarding membership in the UN and the COE will be analysed. 

The United Nations Organisation 
Examples of Facts Describing Latvian Membership 

A struggle against Russian pressure in various human rights bodies characterises the 
membership of Latvia in the UN. At least twice, partly instigated by Russia, the confidential 
Procedure 1503 regarding gross and systematic human rights violations has been initiated 
against Latvia.4 However, the Latvian diplomats in Geneva have been able to prevent the 
examination of Latvia’s case within the framework of this procedure.5 

Yet, the most regular activities in the UN context involve the addresses by the Head of 
State and government leaders of Latvia as well as the Ambassador in New York at the General 
Assembly (GA) sessions. 

Latvia also regularly receives comments regarding the implementation of human rights in 
the country, as well as in response to the national reports regarding the implementation of the 
UN human rights conventions.6 Unlike the actual preparation of the national reports, where a 
system has gradually established, a consistent analysis of the referred to recommendations and 
drawing of appropriate conclusions therefrom has not yet become a norm at the governmental 
and parliamentary levels; although a certain positive progress on this issue has appeared at the 
government level.7 

In 1994, as a result of the UN pressure, as well as taking into consideration the wish of the 
government to join the Council of Europe, the “National Human Rights Programme” was 
developed, which facilitated the establishment of the Latvian National Human Rights Office.8 
After accession to the COE and the establishment of the Office the Programme has not been 
mentioned much at the level of government policy decisions. 

For the first time since the restoration of independence Latvia assumed a confrontational 
position with the UN by supporting the intervention of the United States and Great Britain in 
Iraq on 19 March 2003.9 This is a very significant fact, which requires in-depth analysis of how 
and why the government adopted such a decision, which was later approved by the Saeima. It 
is interesting to observe the evolution of the position of Latvian government during the period 
from December 2002 up to the invasion in Iraq. During the winter months, no references, not 
even formal, to the UN Charter and the UN Security Council (SC) resolutions were included in 
the first statements of the Government of Latvia, of which the Saeima was not informed. The 



position of the United States was considered to be fully supportable. Apparently, the basis was 
unconditional support of the U.S., which in Latvia has developed historically. Following the 
public pressure and taking into consideration the improvement of the Bush Administration’s 
argumentation prior to the attack, the Government of Latvia also chose to base its support on 
the UN SC resolutions, indicating at the same time, however, that the decision of the group of 
states to “act decisively” against the backdrop of the Iraq threat is fully supportable.10 

On 22 September 2004, the President of Latvia Vaira Vîíe-Freiberga addressed the UN 
General Assembly. In her address she condemned terrorism and its attacks on civilians, invited 
the UN to assume a more active role in the peacemaking processes in Iraq. It was declared: 
“Latvia is ready to continue supporting international efforts to provide peace and security in 
both Afghanistan and in Iraq.” With regard to the Darfour crisis, this time Latvia supported the 
waiting position of the UN SC, even though the President anticipated that a peace mission 
might be sent to Sudan. The President admitted: “Latvia is deeply committed to the United 
Nations, and to effective multilateralism as a central element of the UN’s activities. Latvia 
believes that the UN must maintain its crucial role in the mediation of international disputes, 
and that the United Nation’s member states must summon the collective political will to 
support the UN as a truly credible force for peace.” Speaking of how to achieve this, the 
President mentioned support to the UN SC reform, enlarging the number of members.11 As 
concerns the problems of coordination and duplication within the UN, these need to be 
eliminated in order to increase the organisation’s effectiveness. 

This address provides some specific positions of Latvia with regard to the future of the UN. 
The question, which must be answered: is there any detailed plan in Latvia at the moment 
regarding its role in the UN for the next few years? 

If we analyse, for example, the annual reports of the Ministry of Forgeign Affairs (MFA) for 
the past few years, the following changes can be identified. (1) As of 2001, Latvia has 
proclaimed itself a country which provides assistance, not receives assistance; (2) a Cabinet 
working group has been established for the implementation of the UN anti-terrorism 
measures.12 The Foreign Policy Concept in the form it was available at the time of the 
preparation of this study, mentions the UN and other organisations, looking at Latvia’s 
performance through the European Union prism. It is acknowledged that the UN format 
provides Latvia with an opportunity to implement its foreign policy on the global level. 
Considering the contribution of the EU in ensuring international peace and stability, the role of 
the EU itself is recognised, as well as the importance of cooperation with the UN and other 
organisations.13 Thus, it is recognised that the UN and the framework of the existing 
multilateral organisations are a necessary element in strengthening peace and security in the 
world. In other words, as the address by the President demonstrated, despite the Iraq 
precedent, the necessity for the UN is not being denied. 

Commentary 

One could say that since 1994 the interest of the Latvian government in the UN had fallen. 
The 1998 annual report of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs mentions activities in international 
organisations as the seventh priority out of the ten headings for action specified therein. The 
COE does not appear at all in that chapter.14 In the following years, the UN and the COE gain 
variable attention. So, for example, the year 2001 is relevant for the COE, because Latvia is 



chairing the COE Committee of Ministers; hence, the activity of Latvia in the COE appears as 
the sixth priority in the annual report of the ministry.15 The annual report of 2002 lists activity 
in international organisations only after all bilateral activities of the MFA. The annual report of 
2003 devotes a lot of attention to bilateral relations, and no chapter on international 
organisations can be found in the report.16 The MFA home page does not contain a topic of 
the UN, the COE and other similar multilateral organisations as one of the focal topics of the 
ministry. It is interesting that in the context of the Latvian foreign policy such an important 
topic as human rights is also not highlighted among the focal topics of the ministry activity, 
whereas – the bilateral relations are. These facts generate a question: does the MFA consider 
bilateral relations of states the most important thing? If this is so, then, how does it correspond 
to the modern trends, which were outlined in the introductory section of this study towards 
the strengthening of multilateral frameworks? 

As soon as the task to join this organisation was accomplished and it was ensured that the 
membership in the UN helped to access the COE, other ideas for the utilisation of this forum 
were not generated or, at least, were not defined publicly. The rather unrewarding duty to 
prepare reports and pay membership fees to the UN institutions remained. The fact that 
working with human rights instruments is unpopular among politicians has been demonstrated 
in different contexts. Also, the not too high prestige of the Latvian National Human Rights 
Office in the political circles indicates that human rights as a duty of the state and a political 
instrument are not fully appreciated. The Iraq crisis renewed the interest in the UN slightly. 

The government position on the eve of the attack on Iraq regarding the issue of the UN 
role as a conflict manager was rather clear as noted above. In her address of 2004, the 
President of Latvia tried to leave this confrontation between Latvia and the UN in the past by 
declaring support to the UN mechanism. It is difficult to say, whether this change of attitude is 
well thought over on all levels of government, or a unilateral action of the United States 
outside the UN framework will be supported in the next situation of necessity. 

The version of the “Draft Basic Directives of the Latvian Foreign Policy”, publicised in 
January 2004, emphasised that “the North Atlantic Alliance is and will remain the most 
important security guarantee in Europe”. Latvia will work in two directions in order to achieve 
this goal – within the EU and at the level of bilateral relations with the United States. Then the 
UN and the COE appear in this draft as necessary elements for strengthening security through 
consolidation of democracy in the world. Thus, “Latvia is interested in strengthening 
democracy in the world, as well as in economic and social development. Latvia shall 
implement these interests both by way of bilateral relations and through international 
organisations, first and foremost – the UN, the OSCE and the COE. At the same time, Latvia 
shall facilitate the adaptation of the operation mechanisms of these organisations to the 
changing international political environment.”17 This version of the document did not reveal 
anything more specific with regard to what peacekeeping mechanism Latvia supports, whether 
it specifies any exceptions to the principles prescribed by the UN Charter,18 and what exactly 
does the adaptation of these mechanisms to the new international environment mean. 
Reference to cooperation with the U.S. on the issue of guaranteeing security opens the way for 
the question whether Latvia would follow the U.S. example at the next opportunity even if it 
once again violated the UN mechanism for authorising the use of force. The events around 
Iraq at the end of 2004 and early 2005 and the statements of the U.S. administration indicated 
that such question to the foreign policy makers of Latvia is very realistic. Perhaps, the foreign 



policy makers have considered some criteria to which such unilateral action should conform? 
On the other hand, if it is believed that the UN mechanism is ineffective, does Latvia have a 
plan for how to participate in improving its effectiveness?19 Currently, Latvia has positioned 
itself publicly only in the area of the Security Council expansion, but the problem lies also in 
the operation methods of the SC, especially the principles of veto application. 

Interestingly, the Security Policy Concept, approved by the Saeima on 14 January 2002, 
contains disparate emphases. It specifies, “Latvia shall observe the principles of the 
international law, which are included in the UN Charter, the OSCE documents, as well as in 
the international treaties binding for Latvia”. Even more crucial is the further clarification, 
which determines, “the security of Latvia shall be attained by ensuring a stable domestic 
political, social and economic situation, [..] developing a state system and structures that are 
subject to the rule of law, observing the international obligations and norms [..]”20. 

The December 2004 version of the “Draft Basic Directives of the Latvian Foreign Policy”, 
admittedly, attempts to answer several of the aforementioned questions or, at least, 
acknowledges that they are aspects that should be considered and developed. That this has 
crystallised in the later drafts can be considered an obvious improvement of its initial versions 
and is a hope-inspiring fact. 

Thus, the draft indicates: “Latvia shall support such reforms in international organisations 
that would allow to fight the modern security challenges more effectively. The UN reform is 
particularly important. In the view of Latvia, strengthening the UN is a significant element of 
international stability. Only an effective UN, which is capable of fighting the modern security 
challenges of the world, will be a relevant precondition for the preservation and sustaining of 
multilateralism in international relations. Reforms within the UN should be aimed at the 
increasing of effectiveness of this organisation, especially, with regard to timely and effective 
reaction to international and humanitarian [human] crises, as well as fight against the 
proliferation of the weapons of mass destruction. Latvia shall support the increase of the 
number of the permanent members of the UN Security Council, but a mechanism should be 
found so that the expanded SC does not reduce the effectiveness of the UN activities.”21 

Thus, the draft defines that the strengthening of multilateral organisations, especially the 
UN mechanism, is in the interest of Latvia and is the goal of its foreign policy. This is a 
significant explanation in the context of the aforementioned precedents and facts, especially, 
considering the great emphasis placed on bilateral relations in the activities of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs over the past years. Hopefully, this fundamental principle will be approved on 
all levels of state institutions involved in foreign policy making and implementation. It is 
recognised that the UN, not a single great power, is the most important framework for 
guaranteeing security. This, of course, runs counter to the position of Latvia regarding the Iraq 
conflict, but does generate hope in the aspect that Latvia is ready to evaluate other ways to 
deal with international problems and conflicts as well. 

Council of Europe 
Examples of Facts Describing Latvian Membership 

Latvia was accepted into the Council of Europe in February 1995, two years later than 
Estonia and Lithuania. This was due to several reasons. First of all, taking into account the fact 
of the occupation of Latvia and on the basis of its international legal continuity, only the 



restored Saeima (the Parliament) could adopt decisions crucial for the state – for example, 
decide the citizenship issue. Second, when the operation of the Saeima was renewed, 
decisions regarding the Citizenship Law required time, and the COE observers did not wish to 
recommend acceptance into the organisation before knowing the outcome of the debates. 
Apparently, the fact that Russia was knocking insistently at the COE door forced both local 
and COE politicians to speed up the finding of a compromise, as neither side could accept 
that Russia was admitted into the organisation before Latvia, which would make the outcome 
of the issue of Latvia unpredictable. 

The next stage was the ratification of the European Convention of Human Rights. The 
practical effects of the Convention are   being understood in Latvia only gradually – both 
among politicians and in the society. Possibly, one could say that the most tangible result, 
generated by the Convention’s influence, is the drafting and submission to the Saeima of a 
new Criminal Procedure Law in 2003, as well as introduction of other significant changes, for 
example, in the Criminal Law. Yet, this is only the beginning. Although Latvia was required to 
harmonise its laws with the Convention already in 1995, it was done formally and superficially. 
Partially, the blame should go also to the Secretariat of the Council of Europe, which 
coordinated this process. However, it should also be acknowledged that during that time the 
national expertise in human rights was minimal and no extraordinary results could be 
expected from it. Now, this expertise is greater, but the practical role of human rights in the 
governmental and parliamentary decision-making in the state is still not fully appreciated. It 
can be expected that a gradual alignment of the legal system will continue and the judgements 
of the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) will play a major role in it. 

One of the characteristics of Latvia’s participation in the Council of Europe is the constant 
challenges posed by Russian deputies in the COE Parliamentary Assembly to the human rights 
situation in Latvia. Since the closing of the Assembly monitoring in Latvia in 2001,22 the 
deputies of the Russian delegation provide the Assembly and the Committee of Ministers with 
the following three issues for debate on a regular basis: (1) regarding the minority rights in 
Latvia; (2) regarding the rights of Russians in Latvia; and (3) regarding how Latvia complies 
with the COE obligations. This practice of Russia is fully consistent with its activities at the UN 
level, which indicates a well-organised Russia’s pressure on Latvia. The deputies of the Latvian 
parliamentary delegation, in their turn, have never practiced such “pressure” against Russia. 

One could say that the participation of Latvia in the COE reached its zenith during the first 
months of 2001, when Latvia, according to the English alphabet order, took over already in 
November 2000 the chairmanship of the Committee of Ministers. This was a major 
responsibility and a good practice, yet it is hard to say, whether the achieved results were 
analysed in Latvia and conclusions drawn.23 

Latvia set forth the following issues and tasks as priorities during its six-month 
chairmanship in the COE.24 Political issues: monitoring of the situation in Chechnya; support 
for Armenia and Azerbaijan during the pre-accession stage; cooperation with the non-
governmental sector of Belarus; strengthening of the cooperation programmes in the COE 
priority states, such as Yugoslavia and Bosnia and Herzegovina. Legal issues: supporting an 
increase of the European Court of Human Rights budget and further reforms of the procedure, 
as well as execution of judgments and further strengthening of the Committee of Ministers 
monitoring procedure. Issues of cooperation with other international organisations and the 
COE role: dialogue with the UN, further research of the consequences of the Charter of 



Fundamental Rights of the European Union on human rights observation and effective 
improvement of the 2+2 dialogue with the OSCE. Among the events organised by Latvia were 
the following: the March 2001 conference in Riga with the participation of representatives from 
the Baltic States and the Southern Caucasus on the practical application of the European 
Convention of Human Rights in national court proceedings and the April 2001 conference in 
Riga on the small languages of Europe. The chairmanship in the COE allowed the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs Indulis Bçrziòð to visit Russia with regard to the Chechnya issue, which was the 
first visit of a Latvian government representative of this level to Moscow.25 

The former permanent representative of Latvia at the COE, Ambassador, Georgs Andrejevs, 
when speaking about the COE and the EU relations, pointed out as a significant event the 
signing of the “Joint Declaration on the Council of Europe and the European Commission 
Cooperation and Partnership” during Latvia’s chairmanship. Discussing the contribution of 
Latvia to the organisation, he notes the work of the parliamentarians and some experts in 
various COE commissions and committees, even though this listing is by no means complete. 
For example, the considerable work of lawyers Aivars Endziòð and Egils Levits in the Venice 
Commission and the European Court of Human Rights respectively, is not mentioned.26 The 
conclusion of the former ambassador is, however, that “no matter what was the motivation of 
the state concerned for being accepted into the Council of Europe [..] the majority did it in 
order to facilitate their future integration into the European Union.”27 

Commentary 

In this section, a commentary will be provided, first, on how the COE has influenced the 
domestic political processes in Latvia. Second, on how Latvia has been able to utilise this 
multilateral framework for the implementation of its goals and interests. Third, a question will 
be asked – what the experience in the COE has or could have taught to the politicians and 
government of Latvia. 

The COE has influenced significantly the domestic political processes of Latvia, beginning 
with the drafting of the Citizenship Law and related laws, which normalised the status of non-
citizens in the state. The COE was present in the discussions about the criterion of the state 
language proficiency in the Saeima and local government election laws and during the drafting 
process of the State Language Law. Even though it must be acknowledged that, to a great 
extent, the state language proficiency requirement was deleted owing to the pressure of 
NATO, the COE pressure played its role as well. The Secretary General of the COE, praising 
the compromise reached by adopting the final version of the State Language Law in 1999,28 
pointed out that the Law may still create human rights problems and that the practice will 
have to resolve them.29 

In other words, the COE is an organisation, which represents such values as the respect for 
human rights, compliance with rights in the operation of state institutions and in the legislation 
process, effective operation of independent courts. This is an organisation with a remarkable 
legal culture. The expansion has created many challenges to the culture of this organisation. 
To an extent, it is natural that the COE is a necessary step toward the extremely nuanced and 
rather complicated legal system of the European Union, which ensures the operation of the 
internal market. Without a given legal culture, among politicians as well, it is difficult to fulfil 
the EC/EU legal norms adequately and effectively. For some time the COE has been one of the 



organisations, which has prevented the Latvian politicians from adopting arbitrary decisions. 
The COE, especially the ECHR will continue to influence the decision-making and 
implementation in Latvia. 

Undoubtedly, even with the COE focusing on the improvement and implementation of 
legal standards, there still remain many opportunities for political discussions and political 
decisions in the context of bilateral and multilateral relations between states. The activities of 
Russia were already mentioned. Admittedly, Russia is also using quite skilfully the ECHR 
process, in which at every opportunity it involves itself as the third party in cases against 
Latvia. Unfortunately, Latvia has not been characterised by a planned and coordinated action 
in expressing its position regarding Russia’s human rights violations or violations against Latvia 
and its population during certain periods of its history. 

The chairmanship of Latvia in the COE was competent and proper, which is indicated by 
the well-prepared documents and speeches of the Minister. Still, the chairmanship was not 
followed by any fundamental proposal, which, among other things, is highly necessary for the 
COE in its search for identity due to the EU enlargement. Latvia continued to operate on all 
“fronts” of the COE, which, in the author’s opinion, is one of the COE policy problems, as its 
resources are not unlimited. A better definition of priorities could have been Latvia’s 
contribution to the COE in its current state of some confusion. All in all, the chairmanship was 
a significant educational experience for Latvia’s foreign policy establishment and politicians. 
Hopefully, an institutional memory has remained regarding this period. Admittedly, this was 
one of the few occasions when the persons involved in foreign policy in Latvia at all levels 
were discussing so much and so often specific European legal standards and procedures. This 
was not an accustomed language, but, as the practice shows, it can be learned. 

In general, Latvia has been a rather passive member of the UN and COE – it has fulfilled 
the minimum requirements of these organisations, tried to prevent Russia’s attacks – mostly 
behind the scenes, utilising the positive sentiment of other member states toward the Baltic 
States. Latvia, with the exception of individual initiatives of select diplomats and experts, has 
not offered significant, mutually binding proposals to what the foreign policy concepts call as 
the required changes in these organisations in the new international environment. The already 
mentioned Draft of the Basic Directives of Foreign Policy of December 2004 also does not 
specify, what is meant by strengthening of the effectiveness of the UN operation methods. The 
Council of Europe is mentioned only once, and in the topic “5. Foreign Policy of Latvia in the 
Baltic Sea and Europe’s Eastern/Neighbourhood Policy Regions” this multilateral mechanism 
does not appear, even though the organisation is still functional and it could be quite useful 
foreign policy tool. 

Possible Directions and Forms of Action 

The proposals submitted further take into account that the expertise and human resources 
of Latvia in the international law and international relations are limited. Therefore, due to 
various reasons, it is correct to focus on the two currently most important organisations – the 
EU and NATO. However, for several important reasons the UN and the COE must not be 
neglected. These reasons will be explained, at least partially, below.   



The United Nations 

As was already mentioned earlier, the UN system is enormous and the responsible 
ministries work and will continue to work with the relevant professional international 
organisations – the World Health Organisation, the International Labour Organisation, the 
World Bank, UNESCO, etc. Although these organisations are specialised and professional, yet 
they also encounter political issues. For example, over the past years the World Bank has 
changed significantly its operation methods in providing assistance to developing states. The 
reasons are interesting, and such information should accumulate in one place in the state 
institution system of Latvia, which deals with foreign policy making, especially – with the 
development cooperation assistance programme declared by Latvia. One could only mention 
that an example that the extent to which a project promotes the compliance with human rights 
in the applicant state gains increasing relevance in the projects financed by the Bank. 

In the UN itself, there are three priority issues, which should be given attention and in 
which an agreement should be reached on a principled position. These are: Russia’s 
systematic pressure on Latvia, the UN SC as the only institution entitled to authorise war, the 
further improvement of the UN human rights standards and the strengthening of the relevant 
monitoring  procedures. 

As the experience of over ten years shows, the informal and bilateral diplomacy, which has 
been used to counter the systematic and well-organised Russia’s campaign, has not achieved 
anything. Quite the contrary – Russia itself has assessed how much Latvia would have to pay 
in compensations to Russia for the property left on Latvia’s soil after the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. In the author’s opinion, it is time to change the reactive policy of Latvia to an offensive 
policy, utilising the available international forums and the norms of international law. 

The foreign policy of Latvia is Euro-centric. In order to fully utilise the UN, it must become 
world-oriented. It should be taken into account that the majority of states, which vote in the 
UN General Assembly, are from regions, where there is no information about Latvia and its 
fate, while Russia has been present in these regions – and it still continues to have a strong 
representation there. However, as regards the occupation issue, Latvia has much more 
common with states of other regions than the European countries. This could be ascertained 
during the 2001 World Conference in Durban (South Africa), in which African states 
demanded compensations from those European countries, which in their time had colonised 
African territories. From the perspective of resources, this task could be accomplished only by 
uniting the forces of all three Baltic States. Here, the Baltic cooperation institutions would be 
quite useful. Thus, the link of the Baltic Sea regional mechanism to Latvia’s interests in the UN 
should be emphasised. Latvia could offer a campaign for adoption of a UN GA resolution: (1) 
which condemns the USSR crimes; (2) demands an advisory opinion from the International 
Court regarding the question whether Russia as the inheritor of the USSR rights and obligations 
has the obligation to compensate the losses caused to the occupied territories and the victims 
of the occupation. Even if none of these resolutions received a majority vote, the fact itself that 
such projects have been submitted entails significant political and legal consequences. This 
direction of action should run parallel to the attempt to initiate the Procedure 1503 against 
Russia for systematic human rights violations in the Northern Caucasus. The point of departure 
for the implementation of such a plan could be the experience and documents, which Latvia 



accumulated during the COE chairmanship, when one of the directions was the issue of 
Chechnya. 

If the above mentioned is considered a goal important for Latvia, the position toward the 
issue of the UN SC reform is modified accordingly. In the address of 2004 at the General 
Assembly the President of Latvia mentioned that Latvia supports the expansion of the number 
of the permanent SC members by including Germany and Japan. Will these two countries 
support the Baltic aspirations in the GA? Possibly, there is a state in Latin America or Africa, 
which is influential in the region and which would support the solution of the Baltic issue. 
Similarly, a scenario must be ready if China blocked the candidacy of Japan, because the 
relations of the large states have their own specifics, and how should Latvia act in such 
context is not at all an unambiguous question. 

Finally, Russia has a weapon against Latvia – the human rights situation in the country. It is 
not perfect, but many would say that it is better than in Russia itself. However, with such 
arguments it will be impossible to break free from Russia’s campaign and, consequently, from 
the attention of the human rights monitoring mechanisms. Latvia needs a considerable 
domestic political will and unity in order to deprive Russia of the arguments forming the basis 
of its rhetoric, which are based on the thesis that the rights of Russians are being violated in 
Latvia. What should be done domestically (what Estonia has already done)? The drafting and 
adoption of the Minority Rights Law, which should be applicable in practice, as opposed to 
the 1991 Law on Free Development of National and Ethnic Groups and Rights to Cultural 
Autonomy. The drafting of this law should be linked with the ratification of the Framework 
Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, which has no obstacles, because the 
situation in Latvia regarding this issue is already much better than the situation in other EU 
Member States. It has to be noted that after this study was concluded the Convention was 
ratified in Latvia. It had taken the country a record time of ten years after the signature to do 
so. Latvia could show an example to other countries by developing the second National 
Human Rights Implementation Programme, the point of departure of which would be the 
consolidation of rights and welfare of every inhabitant in the country regardless of their ethnic 
or linguistic affiliation. A series of political reasons and practical goals exists, which this 
programme could set forth, just like there are significant reasons for why in the context of 
Latvia the emphasis should be placed on the programme of the rights of an individual. 

Discussing broader goals than relations with Russia, it is absolutely clear that it is in the 
interests of Latvia as a small state to strengthen international multilateral forums. Bilateral 
relations are hard to regulate. In such relations everything depends on the good will and 
honesty of both states. How many inter-state relations are governed by the good will remains 
a question to be discussed. It is for these reasons that the majority of states have historically 
reached the conclusion that the multilateral framework reduces possibilities for pressure in 
bilateral relations between states. Hopefully, one of the new reasons and goals for Latvia’s 
participation in the UN and the COE could be precisely the strengthening of this neutral 
framework of relations among states, in the context of which it is possible to solve relationship 
problems with Russia differently, if not more simply. 

The next step is defining what, in Latvia’s opinion, is the true role of each organisation, and 
the concentration of its activities in this direction. For example, the COE has too many 
redundant functions, while its work in the area of human rights is hardly coping with new 
tasks. A fundamental reform of the COE competencies and priorities would be in the interests 



of Europe’s future. The COE could preserve only two directorates-general, possibly, by 
increasing them at the expense of the other four and giving the remaining budget to the Court. 
One can even expect that the majority of the COE member states could support Latvia’s 
initiative. Such negotiations have been taking place in Northern Europe. In summer 2005, the 
3rd Summit of the COE member states took place, for which Latvia could at least propose some 
fundamental COE reform propositions.  

A group of UN reform experts have published a report “A More Secure World: Our 
Common Responsibility”, which should be analysed in detail. Latvia should position itself in 
the context of the proposals set forth.30 

Plans could be many and varied. This analysis outlined only some ideas, using the wide 
choice of international law mechanisms as a basis, which already provides pointers as to 
which directions Latvia could take. Many other ideas and suggestions could still be made. In 
conclusion, it can be pointed out that the majority of the foreign policy directions listed in the 
draft document prepared by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs can and should be achieved with 
the help of the UN, the COE and other multilateral forums. For example, bilateral economic 
cooperation with states from other regions could be eased by engaging the Representation of 
Latvia at the UN in this direction not least because one of the UN goals, provided for in its 
Charter, is the strengthening of the economic cooperation. Therefore, it is important to see the 
many links among the different foreign policy directions and the available international 
mechanisms. 

However, at this stage of analysis, outlining a method or a procedure with the help of 
which the government could arrive at a concrete action plan is most important in addition to 
what the foreign policy concept could suggest, which is the document of general directions, or 
the Commission of the Strategic Analysis could propose. Information and opinions should be 
gathered from all the officials, civil servants and experts, not forgetting the employees from 
Latvia in the UN and the COE, regarding the issues in the solution of which Latvia should most 
definitely participate; which the relevant organisation should continue to deal with, because it 
provides a significant contribution to the particular area; as well as what and how Latvia could 
do and offer to other member states. Only based on a thorough revision of this know-how 
and experience, we could arrive at a significantly new level of Latvia’s participation in 
international relations. The mentioned individuals are our asset, and we should cooperate with 
them in the interests of the state. 

In order to be able to implement this action plan with time, the following, much easier 
tasks should be listed. The presence of lawyers – experts of international law – at the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Justice should be strengthened. In order to prevent the 
drain of the best experts of this field to international organisations, a motivation scheme for 
new experts should be created, as well as a scholarship programme for studies at the Riga 
Graduate School of Law and the Faculty of Social Sciences of the University of Latvia should 
be established. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs must include a course on international law in 
the training programmes for its diplomats. 

The author of this analysis has repeatedly encouraged the government to be more active, to 
nominate Latvian experts and lobby their election to various control and expert institutions 
both in the UN and the COE.31 This is a laborious process, but it provides recognition of Latvia 
in the world, which is one of the goals of the new foreign policy concept, as well as shapes 



the national expertise, which is still very much needed in Latvia as a relatively new member of 
the international community. 
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DZINTRA  BUNGS 

OSCE Development Scenarios 
How  should  Latvia  Act? 

The Organisation of Security and Cooperation of Europe (OSCE) has grown and 
changed considerably in its existence of nearly three decades. Beginning as an international 
conference, it is now an organisation in which 55 countries participate.1 Although the OSCE is 
still developing its identity and defining its place among international organisations – also a 
milieu that is changing – it has found its niche by fulfilling missions and tasks, which other 
organisations do not or do not want to fulfil. The OSCE is best known in three areas: 
♦ promotion and strengthening of the observance of human rights and democratic processes 

(for example, election monitoring); 
♦ strengthening and promotion of security (including reduction of armaments and withdrawal 

of foreign military forces); 
♦ conflict monitoring and crisis resolution. 

The OSCE cooperates as a matter of course with other influential organisations (for 
example, NATO) and thereby secures its own existence. Recognised in 1992 in Chapter 7 of 
the Charter of the United Nations as “the primary instrument for timely warning, conflict 
prevention, crisis resolution and post-conflict rehabilitation”, the OSCE describes itself as 
follows: 

“The OSCE approach to security is comprehensive and cooperative. It deals with a wide 
range of security issues, including arms control, preventive diplomacy, confidence- and 
security-building measures, human rights, election monitoring and economic and 
environmental security. Because decisions are made on the basis of consensus all states 
participating in the OSCE activities have an equal status.” 

It should be added that decisions are politically, not legally binding3; this factor influences 
significantly also the actual operation of the OSCE and the results of its work. 

Opinions differ about the achievements and future of the OSCE, its development and 
relevance among international organisations. There are states, which are generally satisfied 
with the work of the OSCE and believe that the organisation should continue to operate. At 
the same time, there are states, which are partly satisfied or mostly dissatisfied with the work 
of the OSCE. They complain that the OSCE acts self-righteously, claims to be guided by higher 
ideals, ignores reality, and intervenes needlessly in the internal affairs and processes of states.  
Russia has been particularly critical of the OSCE during the past few years, and currently it 
appears to be “on the warpath” to achieve its policy goals and mould the OSCE to suit its 
interests. These are clear signs that the OSCE is facing reassessment and possible changes. 
Therefore, after a short introduction about this organisation’s development and scope of work, 
current problems, and the possible course of development, I shall address the question: how 
should Latvia act vis-à-vis the OSCE? 



The First Twenty Years 

From the CSCE to the OSCE 

The OSCE began its work on 3 July 1973, when states that wished to reduce tension in the 
relations between the USSR and the Western democracies convened for a wide-ranging 
conference, which adopted in Helsinki on 1 August 1975 the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) Final Act.4 Representatives of 35 countries signed this 
document.5 Some participating states believed that this Conference would put an end to the 
Second World War. The USSR was one of them, especially because it wanted international 
recognition of its post-World War II borders. Exile Latvian organisations actively opposed this 
and expressed their concerns in Helsinki; they feared that the Conference might arrive at a 
decision which, in effect, would recognise the legality of the incorporation of the Baltic States 
in the Soviet Union in 1940. This did not happen: although border issues were discussed, the 
majority of the Conference participants did not fully support the stance of the USSR. 

The agenda of the Conference included the following topics: 
1) European security; 
2) cooperation in the areas of economics, science and technology, as well as nature and 

environmental protection; 
3) security and cooperation in the Mediterranean region; 
4) cooperation in the humanitarian and other areas; 
5) follow-up conference. 
Decisions were made by consensus. They were moderate and reflected a view that 

everyone could accept. Each state, which signed the Final Act, promised to comply with it.    
The first conference after the signing of the Final Act took place in Belgrade in 1978; the 

second – in Madrid in 1983. The third one took place in Vienna; it started on 4 November 
1986, but due to disagreements among the member states, the closing document was adopted 
only on 19 January 1989. 

The CSCE operations expanded in particular beginning with 1990. The main impulse for 
this and the subsequent changes in the CSCE were the historic transformations taking place in 
Europe: the collapse of Communist regimes in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, 
unification of Germany, restoration of the Baltic States’ independence and the splintering of 
the USSR into separate states. Europe of the Cold War no longer existed and it was necessary 
to review the basic principles of the CSCE and formulate its view of Europe’s future. Already 
on 21 November 1990 the Charter of Paris for a New Europe was adopted, which not only 
confirmed the validity of the principles adopted in 1975, but also announced organisational 
changes to make the CSCE more effective in the new political setting.6 This document reveals 
how the CSCE gradually expanded its formal structures and defined the scope of its activities 
so as to become in a few years time a functioning organisation. In accordance with the 
declaration adopted in Budapest in autumn 19947 the CSCE transformed itself into the 
Organisation of Security and Cooperation of Europe (OSCE) on 1 January 1995. 

 



Operation and Influence 

During the first fifteen years of existence the CSCE organised its work in three dimensions8: 
political and military, economic and environmental, and humanitarian. It was best known for 
its work in the human rights area; much attention was also paid to security issues, but 
relatively little to economics and the environment. During the first half of the 1990s the CSCE 
became more active and expanded its operations. 

As time has shown, the most significant decisions in the CSCE Final Act of 1975 were the 
ones that developed during the discussions about the security of Europe. In order to promote 
European security, a Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between Participating States 
was included in the Final Act. The declaration emphasised: 

1) the equality of sovereign states and respect for the rights of sovereign states; 
2) refraining from the threat or use of force; 
3) the inviolability of frontiers; 
4) the territorial integrity of states; 
5) peaceful settlement of disputes; 
6) non-intervention in the internal affairs of other states; 
7) observation of human rights and fundamental freedoms. 
Because all the directions of work proposed in the Final Act seemed important when the 

document was signed, few people imagined in 1975 that the CSCE would become renowned 
as an advocate of human rights. This course of development was possible because the 
decisions made in Helsinki regarding human rights provided people living in states, which had 
signed the Act, with a legal basis for objecting to and protesting against violations of these 
rights and demanding that their state fulfil its obligations as a signatory of the Final Act. 
Having found courage in the Final Act to respond to injustice, within a few years people in the 
Soviet Union and the Soviet satellite states in Eastern Europe began to organise into groups. 
Some called themselves Helsinki Groups, though others did not include the word “Helsinki” in 
their names. Advocating the observance of human rights and basic freedoms in everyday life, 
they considered themselves dissident, not revolutionary groups; thus, they waged a peaceful 
battle against violations of their rights and freedoms in their own country and distanced 
themselves from activities, which could be construed as sedition. Nonetheless, without the 
determined and courageous action of these groups – many participants were persecuted, 
imprisoned, exiled and even lost their lives – the totalitarian regimes in Eastern Europe and 
the Soviet Union would not have collapsed so quickly, and the Baltic States would not have 
regained their independence in 1991. Academician Andrey Sakharov and his wife Yelena 
Bonner were among the most prominent dissidents in the USSR. 

Although in the Soviet-occupied Latvia there was neither a shortage of human rights 
violations, nor peaceful human rights activists, a Helsinki group was established in Latvia only 
in 1986 and its membership was small.  The group earned its place in history by organising in 
1987 in Riga a public remembrance of the victims of the Soviet deportations of 14 June 1941.  
The People’s Front of Latvia was founded in 1988. The period of National Reawakening 
followed.  It was a time when the people of Latvia reset their goals; wanting an independent 
state, they realised that demanding the observance of their human rights was not enough. That 



was the decisive step on the road to independence. Latvia reasserted its independence on 21 
August 1991. Shortly thereafter, on 10 September 1991 Latvia was welcomed into the CSCE. 

In its early years the CSCE devoted much attention to security issues. Already in autumn 
1978, experts discussed how states could resolve their disputes peacefully. Finding common 
language was not easy. Subsequent conferences and meetings took place irregularly and the 
jointly drafted agreements were hard to implement. The first international meeting on 
confidence- and security-building measures (CSBM) and disarmament in Europe opened on 25 
October 1983. The actual conference, however, began a year later in Stockholm and produced 
the CSBM Stockholm Document, which the member states adopted in September 1986. The 
next agreement, called the Vienna Document, was reached in Vienna in 1990.  

Talks the on conventional armed forces in Europe (CFE) between states, which belonged to 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact, began in Vienna already on 9 March 1989. A year and a half 
later, 23 states agreed to reduce gradually their armaments and monitor this process. On 19 
November 1990, they signed a treaty in Paris.9 In 1992, in Helsinki, the Open Skies Treaty was 
signed and a politically binding agreement on the reduction of military personnel, which 
supersede the 1990 Conventional Armed Forces Treaty.10 

As a result of the drafting and implementation – of course, within the limits of the realm of 
the possible – the CSCE (later, the OSCE) became the first international organisation called 
upon to deal with issues concerning the reduction of armaments and military personnel. Thus, 
after Latvia achieved agreement with Russia on the withdrawal of the Soviet armed forces from 
the territory of Latvia by 31 August 1994 and the dismantling of Soviet military facilities and 
equipment, OSCE-appointed experts came to monitor this process and see that all aspects of 
the agreement are fulfilled. The committee of international experts ceased its work on 31 
October 1999, following the dismantling of the Skrunda radar and the last inspection.11 Since 
many retirees from the Soviet armed forces and their families remained in Latvia, following the 
Latvia-Russia Agreement on the Social Welfare of Retired Military Personnel of the Russian 
Armed Forces of 30 April 1994, the OSCE appointed a representative to the special Latvian-
Russian Commission, to deal with these issues. The current OSCE representative in the 
Commission is Helmut Napiontek.12 

The OSCE since 1995: 
a Complex International Organisation 

that Deliberates and Decides… 

Over the years, the number of OSCE member states has increased and the organisation’s 
geographical scope now surpasses the traditional borders of Europe. The OSCE has grown 
and branched out, acting in many directions and on many levels. Not only interested in 
Europe, the OSCE is developing relations with states and organisations in other continents, for 
example, Asia. The most concise description of the OSCE structure and its scope of activities is 
provided by the organisation’s diagram;13 keeping in mind this diagram, it is easier to become 
acquainted with some of its structures.14 Since the purpose of this article is not to analyse the 
OSCE as an organisation, I shall offer only a brief description of the current OSCE. I shall also 
note the structures within the OSCE and the factors, which have influenced or could influence 
the way Latvia perceives this organisation and the way it acts within it. 



The OSCE is a forum for consultations and negotiations between the member states. The 
decision-making and negotiation rights belong to the following structures, in which each 
member state has its representative. The highest-level negotiations and decision-making takes 
place at the summits. They are organised rather infrequently. Usually the very top officials of 
the member states participate; they discuss and determine the priorities of the organisation and 
the implementation thereof. The next in line of importance is the Ministerial Council, where 
each country is represented by its minister for foreign affairs. This Council meets annually 
(except those years, when the OSCE summit takes place), usually in December, in order to 
evaluate the work of the organisation and make the necessary decisions. The Economic Forum 
meets once a year in Prague to assess economic and environmental security in the territory of 
OSCE states. It works under the auspices of the Senior Council/Economic Forum. The most 
active is the Permanent Council, which analyses political developments and makes decisions, 
including the decisions that affect the daily life of the organisation. The Forum for Security 
Cooperation decides on security, military and confidence-building measures. These bodies 
meet for discussions once a week in Vienna. 

…as well as Complies with and Implements Decisions… 

The OSCE leadership and its subordinate institutions are responsible for the 
implementation of decisions. Each year a minister for foreign affairs of one member state is 
chosen as the chairman-in-office to supervise and coordinate the OSCE activities. He or she is 
helped by the former chairman-in-office and the next chairman-in-office (this leadership 
threesome is called the Ministerial Troika), the OSCE Secretary General, as well as invited 
representatives. In 2005, the Slovenian minister for foreign affairs Dimitrij Rupel took over the 
reins of the OSCE leadership from Bulgaria’s minister for foreign affairs of Bulgaria, but next 
year the job will go to Belgium’s minister for foreign affairs. Since directing the OSCE is a 
prestigious position, in 2004, Kazakhstan’s President Nazarbayev indicated that he would 
welcome the idea of Kazakhstan’s minister for foreign affairs becoming the OSCE chairman-in-
office in 2009. 

Among the executive institutions, the OSCE Secretariat is the most important. It is based in 
Vienna with an additional office in Prague. Operating under the auspices of the Secretariat are  
the administrative, financial, personnel, press and information departments, and other bodies, 
including the Centre for Conflict Prevention and groups dealing with police strategy issues and 
ways to stop trafficking in human beings. Heading the Secretariat is the Secretary General; 
currently it is Ján Kubið, ambassador from Slovakia. His duties include: providing support for 
OSCE activities in different countries, maintaining contacts with international and non-
governmental organisations, and coordinating OSCE activities in the economic, environmental 
and political-military realms. 

Approximately 440 employees work in the Secretariat and other OSCE institutions. 
However, the OSCE missions employ more than 3,000 people (over 2,300 of them are the 
residents of the countries where the missions are located); the member states that sponsor 
these employees, pay their salary. Yet, approximately 76% of the OSCE budget in 2004 
(altogether about € 180.8 million) was spent on the various missions and field operations. 
There are OSCE missions in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, Serbia and 
Montenegro, Moldova and Georgia. The OSCE centres and bureaus operate in Skopje (called 



there the OSCE Spillover Mission to Skopje), Minsk, Baku, Yerevan, Ashabad, Bishkek, 
Tashkent and Dushanbe.15 Such missions, centres and bureaus are not intended as permanent 
OSCE representations, but as bodies, which perform a certain job; when the job is done or 
when the state no longer wants this OSCE body, it is closed. It should be noted, that in 
response to Latvia’s invitation an OSCE mission operated in Latvia from 1993 till 2001, and 
addressed mostly human rights, minority and citizenship issues and laws pertaining to these 
topics. There used to be an OSCE mission in Ukraine, but now an OSCE coordinator works in 
Kiev. His office promotes the development of democratic processes in this country; thus it 
helped coordinate the monitoring of the Presidential elections in 2004. There are also special 
representatives and groups of representatives, which address specific issues. An  example is 
the Minsk Group; despite its name, it does not focus on Belarus but seeks to resolve the 
protracted conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh.16 

The Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) is based in Warsaw.17 
Established in 1990, it works energetically to strengthen the democratic processes and the 
observance of human rights in the OSCE territory. This is the office that supports free, 
democratic elections and ensures that the election process is monitored and evaluated.  

The bureau of the High Commissioner on National Minorities is located in the Hague; it 
was established by the OSCE in 1992. The first High Commissioner was the former State 
Minister of the Netherlands Max van der Stoel; he retired in 2001. Now the position is held by 
the Swedish diplomat Rolf Ekéus. When the new Commissioner visited Latvia in February 
2004, he met with the President of Latvia, members of the Cabinet, parliamentarians and 
minority representatives. Ekéus is particularly interested in the education reform, naturalisation 
and the integration of society in Latvia.18 The Commissioner is tasked with preventive 
diplomacy. Based on the premise that ethnic conflicts is one of the main causes of violence in 
Europe, the Commissioner must act independently in order to prevent at the very beginning 
tensions of ethnic nature, which could endanger peace, stability or friendly relations between 
the OSCE member states. That is why the Commissioner is given the right to observe events 
and developments in each country and draw his own conclusions. He may provide his 
suggestions informally or in writing as recommendations to one country or several countries 
simultaneously.19 The countries receiving these recommendations may or may not accept 
them. However, the OSCE member states have a moral obligation to consider them seriously. 
The evaluation and/or implementation of these recommendations are of particular importance 
to those states, which wish to join the European Union or NATO. Both organisations take note 
of what the OSCE has said about each candidate country, because they wish to accept states 
that observe human rights and do not have particular problems with ethnic minorities. Thus, a 
positive OSCE assessment of Latvia facilitated its accession to the European Union and NATO. 

The OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media operates since 1997. Together with six 
assistants, he monitors the situation of mass media in the OSCE countries and draws attention 
to infractions on the freedom of speech. Miklós Haraszti from Hungary fills this post since 
March 2004. His bureau is located in Vienna.20 

In order to implement Article V of the 1995 Dayton Peace Accords, the OSCE chairman-in-
office has appointed two personal envoys to the former Yugoslavia: Ambassador Henry Jacolin 
and General Claudio Zapulla. Focusing on arms control and ways to promote security and 
confidence in a region torn by armed conflicts, their main task has been to conduct 
negotiations, reach agreements and facilitate their implementation.21 



…Finances Its Operations… 

Largely as a result of greatly expanded operations, over the past decade the OSCE budget 
has grown enormously: from about € 12 million in 1993, to € 180.8 million in 2004. The OSCE 
member states finance the OSCE operation with regular payments and voluntary donations. 
The annual payments are calculated according to a standard scale: Germany, Great Britain, 
France and Italy each provided 9.1% of the total budget, the United States and Russia – 9% 
each, Canada – 5.45%, but Latvia like the other small states of Eastern Europe provided only 
0.19%.22 Another scale is used to calculate payments for special projects and large missions 
(such as in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Kosovo); like the other small states of 
Eastern Europe, Latvia pays 0.02% of the total budget; the United States – 12.4%, Great Britain, 
France, Germany, Italy – 10.34% each, but Russia – 5.5% and Canada – 5.45%.23 Thus, the 
largest contributors to the OSCE are the largest and wealthiest member states. Latvia’s payment 
rates are among the lowest, but not the lowest. From these facts and figures, it is evident that 
a project or a mission can be substantially altered or even stopped if one of the large 
contributor states decides to delay or withhold payment.  

…Engages Parliamentarians and Offers 
Conciliation for Member States… 

Our focus is on the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly and a special court, which operates 
independently of the OSCE, but is available to the OSCE member states only. If disagreements 
arise between the OSCE states, they may address the Court of Conciliation and Arbitration, 
which was established in 1992. Its headquarters are located in Geneva. A Court judgement is 
binding to those states, Latvia among them, which have ratified the Convention on 
Conciliation and Arbitration within the OSCE. It should be noted that since the Court was 
established it has not been particularly active, and there has been little information about its 
work and achievements.24 

Much more is known about the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly. It was established in Madrid 
in 1991 to engage parliamentarians of the member states in the solution of the OSCE issues 
and thereby strengthen the OSCE ties with the citizens of the member states. The 
parliamentarians met for the first time in Budapest in 1992. Now, the Assembly consists of 317 
parliamentarians (three – from Latvia). They hold one session annually, which takes place in a 
different country. In the meantime, various meetings are held, the President of the Assembly 
(currently, Congressman Alcee Hastings from the U.S. House of Representatives) participates in 
meetings with the leading officials of the OSCE, and the parliamentarians meet with 
representatives of the OSCE institutions. The 14th session of the Assembly took place in July 
2005 in Washington. The main topic of discussion was: “30 Years Since Helsinki: Challenges 
Ahead”.25 The parliamentarians are interested in the OSCE and do not hesitate to suggest ways 
to improve its work. That is why they have repeatedly called for the adoption of a new 
decision-making procedure, because consensual decision-making often leads to an impasse – 
important decisions cannot be adopted because one country is not willing to concede to the 
majority – or to spineless decisions that do not infringe upon the interests of any state, but, at 
the same time, do not resolve the issue which required the decision in the first place. 
Consequently, the return on the organisation’s work, its effectiveness and prestige are 
declining, while criticism of its operation and questions about its future are rising. 



...and Cooperates with Other Organisations 

Cooperation with international organisations was foreseen already in the CSCE Final Act, 
because Italy signed it as the presiding country of the European Community (predecessor of 
the European Union), but closer collaboration with the European Union has developed since 
1992. In the same year cooperation with the UN started, and in May 1993 both organisations 
adopted the cooperation guidelines. Since then, regular high-level meetings, as well as 
discussions between experts regarding various topical issues have taken place. Meetings of 
high officials of the OSCE and the Council of Europe began also in 1993. Cooperation with 
NATO started in 1996 in order to implement the Dayton Peace Accords adopted in 1995 and 
the UN Security Council resolutions on ensuring peace in the war-torn Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. NATO, with its military units, helped the OSCE to fulfil its duties in arms control, 
confidence-building, humanitarian assistance and thereby provided indirect support also for 
the elections held with the OSCE assistance. It should be noted that OSCE’s cooperation with 
all four organisations became much more intense during the period of armed conflicts in the 
former Yugoslavia and continues to this day not only in the Balkans, but also in Central Asia 
and the Caucasus. 

It is, therefore, somewhat surprising that official discussions on the OSCE cooperation with 
other organisations began at the OSCE Summit in Budapest 1994, though such cooperation 
had already become a reality. A positive decision on this issue was adopted at the next 
Summit in Lisbon in 1996. A year later, the OSCE Ministerial Council, meeting in Copenhagen, 
agreed on the guidelines for cooperation with other international organisations.26 The Istanbul 
Summit of 1999 endorsed the “Platform for Cooperative Security”, the most important decision 
in this area so far. The document stresses that “the risks and challenges that we face today 
cannot be met by a  single state or organisation”, that security is a complex concept, and 
therefore ties should be strengthened with organisations and institutions which have shared 
values, a common understanding of  security and abide by the principles of the UN Charter 
and the OSCE.27 The document does not propose the creation of a hierarchy of organisations 
or a new division of labour but offers the OSCE as a “flexible coordinating framework for 
cooperation, through which various organisations [with different capabilities] can reinforce 
each other”.  

Regarding the OSCE’s cooperation with other organisations a situation had arisen where 
formal decision-making had been overtaken by events and action dictated by those events, 
where solutions had to be improvised. Though this is a predicament that has been faced by 
other organisations, including the European Union, it should be seen as a sign of warning. If 
the OSCE cannot bridge more efficiently the gap between official decision-making and the 
performance of important tasks, a situation may arise, where the initiative for tasks usually 
performed by the OSCE is taken over by another organisation, such as the European Union, 
the UN or NATO; this turn of events would diminish the importance of the OSCE vis-à-vis 
other international organisations. 

 



Problems and Development of the OSCE 
at the Beginning of the 21st Century 

At the beginning of 2005, the OSCE as an organisation stands on an unstable foundation. Its 
membership has increased not only in numbers but also in diversity. There are enormous 
political and economic differences among the member states, especially with regard to the 
desire to reform, to implement and consolidate democratic practices and institutions. The long-
term problems related to the making and implementation of decisions have not been resolved. 
There are also new problems; some have been caused by the decisions that have been 
adopted, others by the decisions that have not been implemented and still others by the major 
changes in the international environment. Here, the enlargement of the European Union and 
NATO in spring 2004 should be mentioned first. The new member states, which have proven 
that they are capable of fulfilling the democratic, economic and other criteria set by the old 
member states, have presented both organisations not only with new challenges, but also with 
a new vitality and greater influence in the global context. The growth of the EU and NATO 
has generated dissatisfaction and anxiety in Russia. Russian leaders worry that their country’s 
influence on international processes is declining and that the states that belong to or 
sympathise with the EU and NATO will gain the upper hand over Russia and its friends in the 
OSCE.  All of this was evident at the OSCE Ministerial Council in Sofia on 6 and 7 December 
2004. 

Since the 1999 Istanbul Summit, when several important decisions were made, such 
decisiveness has no longer been apparent in the annual OSCE Ministerial Councils. Despite the 
sharp debate about the war in Chechnya and the Russian President Boris Yeltsin’s unexpected 
departure from the conference, the leaders of the OSCE member states agreed in Istanbul on 
changes and additions to the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty of 1990. On 19 
November 1999 high officials of 30 states signed two documents supplementing the Treaty; 
they call upon individual states, rather than states in groups (NATO and the Warsaw Pact) for 
an even greater reduction of arms than stipulated in the Treaty.28 The leaders of the United 
States and other countries noted that Russia’s armaments (especially in connection with 
Russia’s military offensive in Chechnya) exceed the ceilings allowed in the supplemented 
Treaty, and maintained that ratification can take place only after Russia complies with the 
Treaty requirements. An agreement was reached that Russia will withdraw its army from the 
territory of Georgia and Moldova. The leaders of the OSCE member states adopted the 
European Security Charter29, which outlines the guidelines for the OSCE action in the 21st 
century; this document: 

1) sets a framework for the OSCE peacekeeping missions; 
2) establishes teams for rapid reaction in places of crisis; 
3) obligates states to take responsibility for human rights violations; 
4) defines the OSCE role when cooperating with the UN and NATO; 
5) affirms the OSCE support for democracy and human rights; 
6) supports the expansion of professional education of police officers and the monitoring 

of police operation. 
In Istanbul, a new document was adopted that summarises the earlier documents on inter-

state confidence- and security-building measures, and improved and added a new section on 
what should be developed in regions.30 An agreement was also reached about the OSCE 



assistance for a peaceful solution of the complicated political situation in Chechnya and for 
ending the war there.  

The Istanbul Summit is still regarded as a generally successful summit, despite its tense 
atmosphere and tough discussions, despite the fact that several of the adopted decisions and 
treaties have still not been implemented: for example, Russia has not decreased its arms in 
accordance with the CFE Treaty, there is no peace in Chechnya and no effective political 
solution has been found for its future, and Russia has not withdrawn its armed forces from 
Moldova and Georgia. Much of the responsibility for the work not done should be assumed 
by the Ministerial Councils, which followed the Istanbul Summit. The ministers lacked the 
determination to implement the decisions of the conference; they did not even remind 
energetically the member states that every agreement must be fulfilled. 

Each Ministerial Council cited the OSCE monitoring of elections and advocacy of the 
observance of human rights among the Organisation’s successes. Last year (2004), the OSCE 
provided balanced and critical reports on the elections in Russia, the United States and several 
former Soviet republics. These reports, as has become customary, indicate progress as well as 
shortcomings and deviations from democratic norms. Serious criticism – and not only from the 
OSCE – was expressed about the presidential election in Ukraine in autumn of 2004. Before 
these elections Russia’s President Putin visited Ukraine and openly demonstrated his support 
for the presidential candidacy of Viktor Yanukovich. The results of the elections on 21 
November 2004 were substantially falsified; other democratic norms were also violated. All this 
elicited sharp protests both from the supporters of the Ukrainian opposition candidate and 
many election observers. Foreign officials and representatives of international organisations 
also expressed criticism. The tension that engulfed the country forced the different political 
forces to schedule repeated elections on 26 December 2004. In the second elections, which 
the OSCE considered free and fair (Russia had a different view), the opposition candidate 
won: Viktor Yuschenko became the new President of Ukraine. Russia found it hard to accept 
that the Ukrainian electorate had preferred a man who wants to move Ukraine closer to the 
European Union and NATO and that the candidate whom it favoured had lost. 

Consequently, the OSCE Ministerial Council in Sofia on 6–7 December 2004 was unable to 
reach a joint resolution regarding the events in Ukraine. Disagreements on this issue and on 
the assessment of regional conflicts and perspectives for their resolution were the main 
reasons why the Ministerial Council was unable to prepare the traditional joint political 
declaration. 

The OSCE Ministerial Council was also unable to adopt the OSCE budget for 2005. This 
means that the question of budget must be resolved promptly, because in the first three 
months of 2005 the entire Organisation has to reduce its operation and freeze new projects in 
order to survive during this period with 25% of the last year’s budget. In Sofia, Russian 
representatives declared that they would approve the budget only if the Council agreed to its 
proposals about the OSCE; these include a conference on energy issues and changes in the 
OSCE election monitoring practices, because Moscow is especially dissatisfied with the OSCE 
monitoring of elections in Belarus, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. This is not the first time that 
Russia has withheld payments and approval of the OSCE budget in order to corroborate the 
importance of its views to the other member states and exert pressure on them. Russia 
employed similar tactics for several months in 2002, before the controversial issues, including 
the observance of minority rights in Latvia and Estonia, were sorted out; after that, Russia 



made its payments. Thus, experience shows that Russia cannot stop the OSCE operation by 
refusing to approve the budget and withholding payments; at the same time, Russia can hinder 
and restrict significantly the Organisation’s work.  

Russia’s stance in Sofia has led to different consequences. I shall mention only a few 
examples. Following Russia’s objections, on 31 December 2004, the OSCE group monitoring 
Georgia’s borders terminated its activities. Georgia and the Western democracies, concerned 
about peace in the Caucasus, complained; they are trying to reinstate the operation of this 
OSCE group. 

On 3 February 2005, the new OSCE chairman-in-office Dimitrij Rupel announced the names 
of distinguished persons who would participate in an advisory commission on reforming the 
OSCE. Rupel met with Russia’s Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs Vladimir Chizhov on 10 
January 2005. But the meeting with the Minister for Foreign Affairs Sergey Lavrov took place in 
Moscow on 1 February 2005. In these discussions Rupel did not achieve any significant change 
in Russia’s position regarding the OSCE.31 

The most visible consequence has been the increasingly critical attitude toward Russia by 
the Western press. Some commentators believe that Moscow is trying not merely to trim the 
wings of the OSCE, but to gradually smother it. Such commentaries, however, continue an 
already existing trend: Russia’s image abroad has declined during the past year. Even the 
Russian Minister for Foreign Affairs Lavrov has acknowledged this. In his opinion, there is an 
anti-Russian campaign going on in the entire world; this is surprising because it is taking place 
not at a time of ideological confrontation and military-political rivalry, but at a time, when 
Russia’s partnership with the United States, NATO and the EU is developing dynamically in 
various areas. Admitting that Russia is not avoiding a discussion of its problems, especially 
those that concern terrorist threats, Lavrov goes on to ask: “since when have internal 
decisions, made in a sovereign state in accordance with its constitution, to strengthen the auth-
orities and the country’s integrity,  to fight  economic crimes, to reform a regional electoral 
system, become a pretext for confrontation with it and for promoting a new international 
crisis?”32 Urging everyone to drop prejudices that undermine mutual trust, Lavrov says: “It is 
time to dispose of the bad habit of viewing any step that Russia takes toward the CIS countries 
as a manifestation of ‘imperial ambitions’.”  

Such statements indicate that Russia’s officials see that there is a gap between Moscow, on 
the one hand, and Washington, Brussels and Vienna, on the other hand. Unfortunately, these 
statements do not indicate a serious desire on the part of Moscow to reexamine and reevaluate 
the actions that others criticise or characterise as expressions of imperialistic ambitions. Neither 
do they indicate a wish to change anything in its policies, actions and attitudes toward other 
countries, especially the ones over which the USSR once prevailed. 

Keeping in mind all these factors, let us look at the viability of the OSCE and its future. 
Theoretically, there are three main paths of development: 

1) the OSCE as an organisation becomes incapacitated and ceases to exist; this could 
happen if simultaneously the financial foundation of the organisation crumbles, its authority 
evaporates (One cause for this might emerge if another organisation takes over successfully 
the current OSCE “specialities”; once in while such tendencies could be discerned on the part 
of the EU and NATO), and the member states’ faith in the Organisation vanishes;  



2) the OSCE continues to operate on approximately the same scale as now, but with certain 
changes in selected areas of activity so as to respond appropriately to the world developments 
and criticism from its member states and the outside world; 

3) the OSCE authority grows and its operation expands significantly. 
The course of the OSCE’s future development depends both on international developments 

and internal factors. The OSCE has always had democratically and economically weaker states 
and stronger states as its members. During the past years most of the democratically and 
economically developed OSCE member states have joined the European Union and NATO, 
and together they constitute nearly one half of the OSCE membership. A large portion of the 
remaining OSCE member states once belonged to the USSR, and now they are acting in 
various CIS formations. These factors help explain the gap between the OSCE member states 
and Russia’s systematic reprimands regarding the work of the OSCE, especially during the past 
year. Moreover, the idea is still alive in Russia that the OSCE may be used as a means for 
Russia to achieve the last word on the security issues of the former USSR territory and ensure 
that its overall influence on the former Soviet republics does not decrease. This may explain 
Russia’s critical assessment of the OSCE activities during the presidential elections in Ukraine. 

The key element of the OSCE as an organisation and simultaneously one of the principal 
causes for its weakness is its aspiration for consensus: the OSCE adopts all political decisions 
(and those are the most important) on the basis of consensus. Since consensual decision-
making allows each state to veto a decision and the utilization of the right of veto hinders and 
even paralyses the operation of the Organisation, this decision-making practice must be 
replaced or altered.  

The future of the OSCE depends also upon finances. As was mentioned earlier, the 
organisation’s budget consists of annual payments by the member states. Generally, the 
member states themselves choose their citizens and pay their salaries for work on an OSCE 
project or  mission abroad; this means that by not supporting the participation of their citizens 
in some OSCE project or mission, the member states may prevent from starting, restrict or stop 
some aspect of the OSCE operation. In order for the Organisation to operate effectively and 
develop, the method of financing should be revised. 

The future of the OSCE depends also on how important the member states think the OSCE 
is, how ready they are to secure the future of the Organisation. In Latvia, the OSCE no longer 
seems as important as before Latvia joined the EU and NATO. Then, joining these 
organisations was, to a great extent, related to the OSCE assistance in the withdrawal of the 
former Soviet military forces and the dismantling of military facilities and equipment within the 
territory of Latvia, and the OSCE’s evaluations of the development of democracy and the 
observance of human rights in Latvia. Even now Latvia has mixed feelings about the OSCE 
role in the adoption of the Citizenship Law, the friendly visits of the High Commissioner Max 
van der Stoel to Moscow, his visits to Riga and recommendations on how should Latvia act. 
The OSCE is also regarded with reservations in other countries. Nonetheless, it would be 
wrong to interpret this attitude as active or tacit approval of the demise of the OSCE.   

The OSCE future will, undoubtedly, depend on its ability to react effectively to new 
challenges and on its early perception of new threats to world security. Therefore, in the 
future, the OSCE should develop further those activities, for example, that serve to protect the 
environment and climate, and those projects that could reduce the sources of terrorism.   



The OSCE future will also be influenced by changes, which one or several member states 
wish to implement. Therefore, let us consider the changes that Russia envisions. To 
summarise,  Russia does not appear to want to eliminate the OSCE, but change significantly 
the emphasis of its activities, centres of action and distribution of resources. At the July and 
September 2004 meetings, Russia and other CIS countries discussed the OSCE operation and 
formulated several objections and recommendations, among them the following:  

1) the OSCE operation is unbalanced, because it is mostly aimed toward the humanitarian 
dimension; a greater emphasis and more resources should be given to the economic and 
security dimensions; 

2) democratisation should be carried out gradually, so as not to threaten the stability of a 
state; 

3) double standards in the OSCE assessments should be prevented (why does the OSCE 
tolerate violations of minority rights in Latvia and Estonia?); 

4) the OSCE election monitoring and evaluation should be revised and changed, because, it 
seems, that the CIS countries are being placed in the role of scapegoats without reason; 
observers for the CIS countries should be involved more in election monitoring; 

5) the OSCE should pay more attention to the CIS countries and their development, 
therefore, the OSCE must turn its eyes more toward the East; 

6) the lion’s share of the OSCE resources for missions and local activities has been used in 
the former Yugoslavia and the Balkans, therefore, the resource distribution should be changed 
so that the CIS countries gain more from the OSCE activities. 

In the course of time these and other Russia’s proposals will be discussed at various OSCE 
forums and some of the proposals may be adopted. Heated discussions should be anticipated 
about those issues, which could allow deviations from observation of democratic norms, basic 
freedoms and human rights. 

Taking into account the various factors that influence the future of the OSCE, it seems that 
the second of the aforementioned future development scenarios is the most realistic. It is 
unlikely the OSCE could evolve into a top international organisation. It is also unlikely that 
most of the OSCE member states are truly convinced that this organisation is redundant and 
the time has come to terminate its operation. Therefore, it seems, that the OSCE will continue 
to exist and develop, it will try to strengthen itself as an organisation, improve the effectiveness 
of its work and strive to diminish the differences that divide the member states. 

How should Latvia act, keeping in mind the potential development scenarios? 
♦ Latvia should decide how actively it wishes to involve itself in the work of this 

organisation. Our country may choose a passive mode, i.e. act as an observer of processes 
and a minimal mover thereof. But Latvia can also operate more actively, more 
constructively; it can shape the future of this organisation through closer cooperation with 
states holding similar views, involving itself in the OSCE activities, supporting or evaluating 
critically various initiatives. By assisting the processes of democratisation in the former 
Soviet states, it can influence the future of Europe and the world. 

♦ Latvia should support in particular the OSCE activities in the area of democratisation and 
should advocate the continuation rather than the weakening of this fundamental orientation 
of the OSCE. 

♦ Although the OSCE is not just an organisation for the protection of human rights and 
minority rights, Latvia still has to consolidate its image as a country that respects human 



rights and minority rights; the first step in this direction should be the ratification of the 
European Convention of Human Rights (with reservations) and the Constitutional Treaty of 
Europe. It would be naïve to expect that after the endorsement of these documents all 
criticism from Moscow and the Russian-speaking activists in Latvia would evaporate; it is 
likely that complaints will continue, but it would be easier for Latvia to refute them. 

♦ In order to strengthen Latvia’s role in international and global processes, it is important to 
participate actively in the OSCE and other international organisations. Such participation 
requires highly qualified personnel and considerable resources – something that Latvia has 
and will have in limited supply; therefore, specialists and expertise should be developed in 
which Latvia could most effectively contribute and earn the greatest return in terms of the 
effectiveness of the job done and enhanced reputation for Latvia. We should also find out 
which are the most highly ranked experts not just in one, but several organisations. If 
Latvia had the relevant specialists and expertise, it could offer solutions and initiatives for 
better solving current or future problems and preventing threats, and thereby consolidate 
its place and role in the international and global processes. 
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The Future Development  
of the European Union 
A View  from  Latvia 

Introduction 

The future development of the European Union (EU) has been the focus of 
European political and economic discourse since its establishment in the 1950s. The most 
heated discussions have focused on the same issues: the progress and scope of economic 
policy, the necessity of institutional reform, enlargement and its impact on the EU, as well as 
handing over new sectors of policy to supranational decision-making. And, most importantly, 
the depth, breadth, and speed of European integration. The recent debates in the European 
Convention, as well as in the national parliaments confirm that little has changed.2 However, 
while these issues have been discussed in European political and academic circles for decades, 
they are a recent phenomena in Latvia. Thus, the purpose of this article is to contribute to this 
fledgling Latvian debate by outlining the particular interests of Latvia in terms of the future 
development of the EU.3 

A debate on the future of the EU is important not just in terms of the 25 Member States, but 
for all Europe. After all, the EU has rapidly widened to the extent that it encompasses much of 
the continent – and the countries that are not members either seek to join (e.g. the Balkans) or 
have close, highly structured agreements with the EU that stop just short of full membership 
(Norway, Iceland, Switzerland) . Thus the future of the EU is very much the future of Europe. 
However, the EU has been changing rapidly since it was founded in 1957, so it is difficult to 
anticipate how it will look in 10 years, no matter 25. Nevertheless, this article will discuss the 
main development directions. 

Since the restoration of independence in 1991, Latvian politicians have consistently focused 
on accession to the EU and NATO as the main foreign policy goals. In terms of the EU, in the 
first years of independence the main task was to position Latvia as the potential EU Member 
State. Later, the focus was on becoming a recognised EU candidate country. Next, the focus 
was on beginning accession negotiations. Now, as a full member, Latvia, and the other new 
member states, are beginning to debate what the EU should look like in the future and 
consider Latvia’s interests. In Latvia, at least, this discussion is certainly needed. The document 
guiding Latvian foreign policy in this period (“Latvian Foreign Policy Guidelines to 2005”) 
broadly states that it is Latvia’s goal to join the EU by 2005.6 The new draft of the foreign 
policy guidelines, published on 11 November 2004, is far more detailed, outlining Latvia’s 
interests after accession to the EU, as well as defining the national position on issues ranging 
from the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy to the institutional structure of the 
organisation.7 Although Latvia’s position with regard to further development of the EU is being 
gradually formulated, it is worth noting that it remains unclear. The authors of this article have 



looked at the issues where Latvia’s interests are not yet defined or are too vague, and 
attempted to identify Latvia’s national interests. 

Thus, this article should be seen as a part of the broader debate on Latvia’s vision (and 
role) in the future development of the EU. Many discussions on the future of the EU present 
simple models, perceiving the future within categories of conflicting alternatives. For example, 
the dilemma of EU enlargement and the deepening of integration (‘widening versus 
deepening), a two-speed Europe4, the dilemma of the federalist and intergovernmental 
approach5, a Europe of the regions to name but a few. This article adopts a different 
approach, based on the following considerations. First, it is complicated to discuss long-term 
development scenarios, because it is difficult to predict even the short-term dynamics of the 
EU. Over the next few years the EU will have to face several challenges. For example, a 
decision will have to be made on the future of the EU Constitutional Treaty, which was 
rejected by French and Dutch voters in 2005. Second, problems could arise from the further 
enlargement of the EU to Bulgaria, Romania, as well as Croatia, Turkey and other states 
(perhaps even Ukraine), which are the next in line to join the EU. Nevertheless, this article 
assumes that however these issues are resolved in the future, they will not cause radical 
political or economic earthquakes to the EU. 

The structure of this article is as follows. The first part will outline the methodology of the 
study. The second will establish the Latvian context, which, to some extent, determines the 
interests of Latvia as an EU Member State. In the third part, the authors consider the 
perspectives of the EU’s future development through the prism of six broad EU policy 
directions and processes happening within the EU: 

1) economic development; 
2) institutional dynamics; 
3) EU redistributional policy: 
   3.1 Common Agriculture Policy (CAP), 
   3.2 Cohesion Policy; 
4) cooperation in the fields of justice and home affairs; 
5) EU Foreign and Security Policy; 
6) quality of life policy sectors – social policy, culture policy, environmental policy, etc. 
In each section the authors will identify Latvia’s interests8 and indicate the possibilities for 

implementation of these interests. However, the methodology will be discussed in more detail 
in the following section. 

I. Methodology 

This article is a discussion of Latvia’s mid-term goals rather than a “to-do” list for Latvian 
politicians. The purpose is not just to consider different policy options, but to also discuss 
approaches to achieving these goals. Thus, this article considers the further development of 
the EU from a “Latvian-centric” perspective. The authors have avoided an ideological 
approach, partly because ideology does not play a role in contemporary Latvian politics. After 
all, it is often said that the Latvian electorate thinks “left”, but votes “right”. Moreover, the 
policy directions of the EU itself are a mixed bag of neo-liberal, social democratic and other 
ideologies, meaning that the EU policy does not have a unified ideological orientation. Thus 



the authors approach can best be described as a pragmatic one, identifying Latvian interests 
on a case by case basis. 

This discussion is also complicated by the fact that Latvia does not have a central 
authoritative document that details Latvian interests or strategy within the EU. Rather, policy is 
ad hoc, largely uncoordinated and highly sectoralised. Although several documents dealing 
with Latvia-EU relations have been drafted, none has the weight of a national strategy. For 
example, the “Single Programming Document” is intended to manage EU Structural Funds, and 
expires at the end of the current financial perspective in 2006. And the “Draft Foreign Policy 
Guideline to 2009”, published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Latvia at the end of 2004, 
focuses on purely foreign policy matters. 

The Latvian government has recently made an effort to rectify this situation and attempted 
to promote a debate discussion about national priorities within the EU. The European Affairs 
Bureau (now liquidated), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Latvian President’s Strategic 
Analysis Commission have involved themselves in this process by organising seminars, 
discussions, as well as cooperating with certain ministries in order to identify both short- and 
long-term goals. However, the lack of a single unifying document meant that the authors had 
to utilise a number of different government documents as well as interviews of relevant 
political actors and academics in writing this article. 

As a result, the authors identified three central Latvian interests: health, wealth and 
security.. Health in terms of raising the life expectancy of Latvia’s population, currently the 
lowest in the EU-25. Wealth is understood as increasing the income level, while security is an 
aggregate of both human (in the UNDP context) and national security The authors use these 
three concepts as the point of departure in assessing the interests of Latvia.  

Each of the six policy areas will be divided into two sections. In the first section, the 
authors will try to answer three questions: (1) Is the policy under discussion “old” or “new”? 
(2) Is the policy controversial? (3) What are the main contemporary issues in the respective 
policy? 

In the second part, each policy area is considered from the perspective of Latvia, paying 
particular attention to how each of these areas could be utilised for the improvement of the 
Latvian population’s basic interests, i.e., security, health and welfare. But first, the article will 
examine Latvia in the EU context. 

II. Latvia in an EU Context 

As a post-Soviet country, Latvia (as well as Estonia and Lithuania) has a recent history and 
legacy that differs from the other post-Socialist countries that joined the EU in 2004. The Soviet 
legacy has left deep marks on the population, in terms of the ethnic composition of the 
society, the demographic situation, public thinking, the economy and a whole host of other 
areas. On a primary level this means that Latvia’s interests in an EU context are similar to those 
of Estonia and Lithuania, slightly different from the interests of other Central and Eastern 
European states, and perhaps very different to those of the older western member states. Of 
course, the logic of a “natural” similarity of interests forms only one part of the factors that 
influence cooperation between states and the identification of the similar interests. Ostensibly 
similar states can have very different interests, depending on how these states position 
themselves in the EU context. For example, Estonia’s desire to identify itself as a Nordic 



country can lead to Estonian politicians to support policy areas that Nordic states prioritise. 
Nevertheless, the historical legacy of Latvia is a starting point for identifying its broader 
interests. 

Second, Latvia is also one of the smallest EU Member States, and its formal power in the 
political process of the EU is therefore quite limited. Latvia has 9 of 732 seats in the European 
Parliament, and 4 of 231 votes in the Council of Ministers. Because decisions in the Council of 
Ministers are adopted when more than half of the states vote in favour (two thirds in certain 
policy areas), and represent 232 votes or 72.3% of the total number of votes. It is clear that 
Latvia’s influence in the Council of Ministers is limited.9 

Table 1 
THE BASIC INDICATORS OF LATVIA 

IN THE CONTEXT OF THE 25 EU MEMBER STATES 
 

Country Population GDP (2003) MEPs Council 
of 

Ministers 

Unem-
ployment, 

(2004) 
a a b c d d 

Belgium 
Czech Republic 
Denmark 
Germany 
Estonia 
Greece 
Spain 
France 
Ireland 
Italy 
Cyprus 
Latvia 
Lithuania 
Luxembourg 
Hungary 
Malta 
Netherlands 
Austria 
Poland 
Portugal 
Slovenia 
Slovakia 
Finland 
Sweden 
Great Britain 

10 356 
10 203 
 5 383 
82 537 
 1 356 
11 018 
41 551 
59 630 
 3 964 

    57 321 
        715 

2 331 
     3 463  
        448 

10 142 
        397 

16 193 
8 067 

    38 218 
10 407 
1 995 
5 379 

     5 206  
8 941 

      59 329 

25 900 
15 410 
27 310 
24 080 
10 560 
17 760 
21 250 
25 280 
29 360 
23 900 
18 840 
 8 940 
10 630 
46 370 
13 370 
16 690 
26 630 
26 990 
10 340 
16 740 
17 200 
11 740 
24 580 
25 410 
26 490 

24 
24 
14 
99 
  6 
24 
54 
78 
13 
78 
  6 
  9 
13 
  6 
23 
  5 
27 
18 
54 
24 
  7 
14 
14 
19 
78 

12 
12 
 7 
29 
 4 
12 
27 
29 
 7 
29 
 4 
 4 
 7 
 4 
12 
 3 
13 
10 
27 
12 
 4 
 7 
 7 
10 
29 

  8.6 
  8.5 
  5.8 
  9.9 
  8.7 
  9.3 
11.0 
  9.6 
  4.4 
  8.5 
  4.5 
10.6 
11.0 
  4.3 
  5.9 
  8.7 
  4.8 
  4.5 
18.7 
  6.4 
  6.2 
15.7 
  9.0 
  6.2 
  4.7 

 
a – Eurostat Yearbook 2004. The Statistical Guide to Europe. European Commission, 2004. 
b – European Parliament home page: http://wwwdb.europarl.eu.int/ep6/owa/ p_meps2.repartition?ilg=LV&iorig=home 

Downloaded on 20 November 2004. 
c – Slomczynski W., Zyczkowski K. Rules Governing Voting in the EU Council. 2004 // 

http://www.cft.edu.pl/edu/karol/007b.pdf. Downloaded on 1 December 2004. 
d – Euro-Zone and EU25 Unemployment Stable at 9.0%. Euro-Indicators News Release 122/2004. October 2004. 
 
This means that coalition-making is particularly important for Latvia. However, it appears 

that cooperation with Latvia’s most natural allies – Estonia and Lithuania – is rather weak, and 
does not resemble that of the Benelux states. Rather, the Baltic States are continuing the 
tradition of the inter-war period – superficial cooperation. This is partly because Estonia has 



attempted to position itself as a Nordic country, while Lithuania, based on historical and 
cultural commonalities, has formed closer relations with Poland and the other Central 
European states. At the same time, Latvia has focused on distancing itself from Russia and 
presenting itself as a culturally European country. All this has come at the expense of Baltic 
cooperation. This is a significant loss to all three states, because their interests in the EU are 
almost identical. The only apparently objective obstacle to their cooperation is the fact that in 
Lithuania after regaining independence most of the governments have been “left”-oriented, 
while in Estonia and Latvia – mostly “right-wing” governments have had power. Nevertheless, 
despite the social democratic trend in Lithuanian politics, the Baltic States remain linked by a 
common past, comparable economic reforms, similar socio-economic situation and other 
common interests. Therefore the potential for the creation of a Benelux cooperation model 
exists. 

This, however, does not mean that Latvia could only achieve its interests with the help of 
regional partners. Quite the opposite – Latvia should also utilise floating coalitions in certain 
policy areas. For example, Latvia could have common-interest driven coalition with the UK 
when it comes to economic reform in the EU. At the same time, Latvia could join with France 
in supporting reform of the British budget rebate. Nevertheless, in most EU policy areas, the 
interests of the three Baltic States converge, and unified cooperation would allow all three to 
“punch above their weight”. 

Moreover, the role of the European Council has probably increased after enlargement, 
because decision-making at the Council of Ministers level will be increasingly difficult with 25 
member states, requiring more frequent intervention by national political leaders. Indeed, this 
is advantageous for Latvia because, formally at least, all states are equal in the European 
Council. However, informal relationships are crucial in the Council of Ministers, and the 
frequent changes of government in Latvia make these informal relationships rather difficult to 
maintain. 

Cooperation in the European Parliament requires Latvian MEPs to work not just in their 
political groups, but also among themselves (and with the other Baltic MEPs). This is 
especially important because the legislative role of the European Parliament has been 
expanding with every treaty.  

Informal contacts are also of particular importance in EU institutions, so it is important to 
place as many Latvians as possible into the EU institutions. Thus far Latvia has encountered 
problems with achieving this goal, largely because it has been hard to fill the posts allocated 
to Latvia in the EU institutions. This is particularly true of interpreters, but also of 
administrative posts. This issue should be resolved as soon as possible, because informal 
contacts between bureaucrats, national ministries, representations, as well as various experts 
employed in the EU institutions are a very significant channel of information and political 
influence. Policy shaping occurs at the Commission and Council of Ministers, therefore 
influence at this level is just as important as in COREPER (Committee of Permanent 
Representatives), the European Council or the Council of Ministers. 

Informal contacts will form with time, but the process should be speeded along. Several EU 
Member states (e.g. the UK) have special bodies, whose sole task is to try to fill the free posts 
in the EU institutions with appropriate and qualified personnel from their country. Databases 
accumulate information on suitable candidates for vacant posts in the EU institutions, and 
candidates are regularly informed about suitable vacancies. The introduction of a similar 



system in Latvia would help in developing informal influence in the EU. Moreover, the 
creation of such a system in Latvia is quite straightforward because the range of candidates 
suitable for employment in the EU institutions is relatively small. Although database 
development is a rather expensive and lengthy process, in Latvia the Bureau of European 
Affairs had already started working on it, and this work should be continued by some other 
institution e.g. the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

Two other trends have affected the EU administration process over the past decades. First, 
the number of actors involved in the process of shaping the EU politics has increased. Second, 
the EU is a multi-level decision-making organisation. Latvia needs to take these trends into 
account, because so far both NGOs and regions have been rather inactive in the context of the 
EU. Latvian NGOs are still trying to consolidate their participation in domestic policy 
formulation and evaluation processes, and regional administrative organisations are financially 
constrained. Therefore their influence is currently limited.  

All of the above leads us to think that Latvia can influence the decision-making process in 
the European Union and defend its own interests. However, this will require a pro-active 
government policy and the desire to use all the opportunities provided by the EU. This, in 
turn, requires a political determination at the highest political level and stability at the policy 
formation level.  

III. EU Policy Areas 

1. Economic Development 

The two most important issues in the sphere of the EU economic policy are the single 
market and the single currency (euro). The single market consists of the free trade area, 
customs union and free movement (of labour, capital, goods and services) within the market. 
While the formation of the single market is nearly completed, the single currency was only 
introduced recently and operates in only 12 of the 25 EU countries.  

Economic policy is one of the most important elements of European integration. Although 
the motivation for the creation of the European Community was primarily political, integration 
was driven by the single market. Moreover, the realisation of Latvia’s basic interests – health, 
wealth and security – is based on the continuing economic success of the EU. Economic 
growth increases human security. Financial security also increases human security capability, 
by providing additional motivation, opportunities and skills required for the development of 
an active and strong civic society.10 A strong link also exists between economic growth and 
health.11  

Economic policy is also vital to the Latvian vision of the EU – after all, politicians “sold” the 
EU to the Latvian electorate in the 2003 referendum by focusing on the perceived economic 
benefits that accession to the EU would bring. 

Despite the achievements of integration, economic policy is still a disputed policy area, 
where two contradicting visions collide. The first is represented by the UK, which believes that 
Europe needs continuing economic liberalisation. The opposing vision is that of a “social 
Europe”, where the state has a larger role, and is pushed primarily by France and Germany. 

The Lisbon strategy was an attempt, at least rhetorically, to unite these diverging visions of 
the EU economic development, by setting the goal of turning the EU into the most 



competitive, knowledge-based economic system in the world by 2010.12 This goal was to be 
achieved by opening the telecommunications, transport, postal and energy sectors to 
competition, integrating financial markets, creating new jobs by easing the movement of 
labour within the EU and achieving mutual recognition of qualifications throughout the EU.13 
However, the Lisbon strategy has been slow to be introduced in the vast majority of member 
states, and it is already clear that the headline goals will not be achieved by 2010. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that the Lisbon strategy goals coincide with Latvia’s economic interests, 
and that it is in Latvia’s interests for all European countries to implement these goals. 

The Latvian economy has grown rapidly over the past few years, and Latvia should focus 
on ensuring its continued economic growth. This means ensuring the low level of government 
intervention in the economy and the flexible labour force that is the basis of Latvia’s 
competitiveness, and which also lie at the heart of the Lisbon strategy.14 Second, Latvia has a 
relatively low tax base, especially corporate tax, that attracts foreign investment, despite 
relatively low levels of productivity. Moreover, by attracting foreign investment the state is 
integrating itself in the global economy and thereby gaining additional security. It is, therefore, 
in the interests of Latvia to defend the rights of the EU Member states to decide on taxes for 
themselves. In the same way, the further harmonisation of the single market in services is also 
in the interests of Latvia, because this is a sphere in which Latvia has a clear comparative 
advantage over the older (and wealthier) EU states. 

In terms of trade policy, it is in the interests of Latvia to achieve free trade agreements with 
its neighbours to the east (e.g. Belarus and Ukraine). Latvia’s businessmen have certain 
cultural and language commonalities with businessmen from these countries, and in many 
ways are “natural” partners of Latvian businessmen. 

In terms of energy policy there are certain contradictions between the interests of the “old” 
member states and Latvia. At the moment, Latvia is not yet included in the European energy 
network, therefore, for the time being, energy prices here are lower than in the older member 
states of the EU. Inclusion in the European energy market threatens Latvia with price increases 
for energy resources and subsequent public dissatisfaction. 

There are almost no contradictions when it comes to joining the euro-zone. This has been 
a priority of the Bank of Latvia for many years, and the only problem area is inflation – the 
highest in the EU in 2004 and 2005. Since 1st January 2005 the exchange rate of Latvian lats has 
been pegged to the exchange rate of euro.15 Thus the introduction of euro will not have any 
serious impact on Latvia’s economy, unless the elimination of transaction costs is counted, 
which may have a positive impact on those Latvian companies that handle export and import 
transactions with companies from the euro-zone countries. Much more important will be the 
psychological impact, which could strengthen the sense of belonging to Europe among the 
population of Latvia. 

However, Latvia’s economy in the long-term is threatened by the expected demographic 
crisis. The number of inhabitants in Latvia has fallen radically since the restoration of 
independence. The birth rate lags well behind the mortality rate. A possible solution would be 
to ease immigration conditions so that a greater number of people of working age could enter 
Latvia. But in the current political climate such a solution seems politically impossible. This is 
also a conundrum in other EU Member States, and a European-level solution to this problem 
may be the only solution. After all, studies show that EU countries would have to allow an 
annual 1.6 million immigrants into the EU up to 2050 in order to preserve the number of 



people in working age unchanging. And if the EU countries want to preserve unchanged the 
proportion of people in retirement age in the total population, more than 13 million 
immigrants would have to be allowed into the EU each year. Although a scenario like this is 
currently politically impossible, the EU countries are increasingly becoming aware of the 
necessity for immigration. For example, Germany is preparing to accept approximately 200,000 
immigrants annually. In a way, accession to the EU has exacerbated this problem in Latvia, as 
the flight of job-seekers to the UK and Ireland indicates.16 

The resolution of at least some of the economic issues above will be dependent on the 
institutional dynamics in the enlarged European Union. 

2. Institutional Dynamics 

Reform of the EU institutions has moved apace since the 1986 Single European Act, with 
the European Parliament broadly gaining powers at the expense of the Council of Ministers. At 
the same time, the veto right of states in the Council of Ministers has gradually decreased and 
been substituted with the qualified majority voting system (or the current dual majority 
system). 

Of all the policy areas discussed in this article, EU institutional rearrangements have the 
smallest impact on the health, wealth and security of Latvia’s population. However, the 
institutional balance of the EU is very sensitive and a favourable balance between the member 
states and the EU institutions would enable Latvia to have a broader influence. This is 
particularly the case with institutional arrangements that decide on the financial perspectives, 
EU foreign policy and the largest redistributive policy sectors (CAP and Cohesion Policy), 
which have a very direct impact on Latvia’s strategic priorities. 

There are several key questions: will the careful balance between the large and the small 
states be preserved? Will the interests of the minority also be taken into account in the future? 
Will it be necessary to expand the number of policy sectors in which decisions are taken by 
the community method? Should the EU budget be increased or decreased? And so on. 

The position of the Latvian government has been to support the EU Constitutional Treaty. 
As a result, in the context of EU institutional reform, little space has been left for debate on 
these issues. However, with the Constitutional Treaty looking increasingly unlikely to come 
into force, a discussion will inevitably have to begin. For example, it is in Latvia’s interests to 
maintain the current system of one Commissioner for each member state, because 
Commissioners play a crucial role as intermediaries between the member states and the 
formally supranational Commission. 

Latvia must also define its position on enlargement. Further EU enlargement to the East 
would help to secure Latvia’s borders, just as with the Nordic countries that supported the 
accession of the Baltic States to the EU and NATO. Moreover, it is in Latvia’s interests to 
increase EU development cooperation with the CIS countries with whom they have a common 
past and the prospect for future economic cooperation. 

Discussions about the next financial perspective for 2007-2013 began quite recently. Latvia 
does not yet have clearly defined national interests on the EU budget issue. On the one hand, 
if the EU budget is increased, Latvia would have to contribute more money to it. But, on the 
other hand, with a budget of any size Latvia, as the poorest country in the EU, would receive 
back much more money than it would contribute. But this would be dependent on the 4% of 



GDP ceiling on incoming EU funds being raised. However, one important question: Does the 
money allocated to the structural funds and CAP correspond with Latvia’s needs?  

Much depends on the administrative capacity of the state. There are still doubts as to 
whether Latvia’s administrative capacity allows it to efficiently spend the cohesion money. 
Moreover, the utilisation of the Cohesion funds usually requires national co-financing, so 
projects must really have some value added in order to justify state spending and avoid the 
possibility that the 25% co-financing from the state budget is a greater loss than the gained 
75% from the EU funds. So Latvia must carefully consider its priorities in EU spending. For 
example, is spending on tourism infrastructure, in a country with what could best be called a 
mild and unpredictable climate, really a priority? Particularly when considering that Bulgaria, 
Romania, Croatia and perhaps even Turkey, which are far more attractive to tourism, will 
eventually join the EU. 

At the same time, Latvia should define more clearly its position on the cohesion issue in 
general, i.e., whether cohesion policy is necessary at all. It would be in Latvia’s interests to 
support the principles of cohesion and solidarity because, firstly, a balanced development 
throughout the European territory serves as a guarantee of peace and stability in this region, 
which is particularly important for Latvia as a state on the periphery of the EU. Secondly, the 
Cohesion and Neighbourhood Policies allow Latvia as a state that has successfully made the 
transition to a democracy and market economy to share its reform experience with its 
neighbours. 

Thus Latvia should develop a plan of the European Union’s institutional structure, that 
would best reflect its national interests. At this juncture, with the Constitutional Treaty unlikely 
to come into force, and with no “plan B”, a cohesive and structured vision of the EU 
institutional structure would allow Latvia to push for favourable reforms. 

 

3. Redistributive Policies 

Both policy areas to be discussed in this section form a total of more than ¾ of the EU 
budget. Moreover, Latvia has significant interests in these sectors. In particular, this section will 
argue that Latvia should not focus on simply wrestling as much money as possible from the 
Common Agricultural and Cohesion Policies. Rather, Latvia’s interests are more diverse and 
should particularly focus on the general legislation governing the distribution of these funds.  

3. 1 The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 

CAP is arguably the most controversial policy in the EU. It accounts for 45% of the EU 
budget, and involves many interests groups – particularly farmers’ unions, food producers and 
sellers, consumers, governments, environmental organisations, as well as the World Trade 
Organisation. However, the CAP has been under-researched – only just over 2% of the 400 
articles published in the The Journal of Common Market Studies between 1966 and 1992, were 
dedicated to the CAP. Moreover, the majority of articles focused on the economic and 
technical aspects of the CAP, rather than the political dynamics of the CAP.17 

Agriculture has always played a central role in the EU. In the 1950s it largely prevented the 
UK from being a founder member of the EU. From the 1960s right through to contemporary 
Europe, the CAP has remained a controversial and simultaneously (in different parts of 



Europe) popular, and unpopular, policy.18 The CAP was originally developed in order to 
overcome the food shortages of the aftermath of the Second World War, for both political 
(European self-sufficiency in the early years of the Cold War) and psychological (to ensure the 
steady flow of food).  Thus the aim of the CAP (as laid out in the Treaty of Rome) has been to 
ensure an adequate standard of living for those employed in agriculture and to supply EU 
citizens with a steady flow of food. This resulted in a system with the characteristics of a 
typical planned economy, which starkly contrasted with other EU policy areas. 

However, by the early 1990s the increasing costs, and well-documented inefficiencies 
(particularly overproduction and corruption) of the CAP, forced the member states to attempt 
reforms. The 1992 McSherry Reform introduced direct payments, while the 1999 reform partly 
renationalised the CAP, allowing states to individually decide on allocating direct payments by 
themselves, and guided by their own criteria. This principle is also applied to the new 
member states, which initially receive only ¼ of the direct payment volume that the “old” 
member states receive. While the new member states can increase the direct payments, they 
must fund it from their own national budgets.19 

Thus the contemporary CAP is a highly regulated bureaucratic system, characterised by 
redistribution and operating under the constant threat of trade conflicts.20 Keeler is an 
outspoken critic of the CAP, arguing that it is hard to find logical arguments as to why the CAP 
was created in the first place, because it satisfies the interests of a small (and decreasing) part 
of the European population, but consumes nearly half of the EU budget, thus hindering the 
development of other EU policy directions and programmes.21 Indeed, the CAP, as a 
proportion of the EU GDP shrunk from 1.8% in 1991 to 1.5% in 2000, but the number of 
people employed in agriculture in the EU decreased from 5.5% in 1994 to 4.5% in 2001.22  

The eastern enlargement of the EU, bringing in a large number of poor countries with large 
agricultural sectors, brought a series of new challenges to the CAP. Expanding the CAP to the 
new member states would cause huge budgetary problems. But excluding them was 
impossible, because of the CAP’s centrality to the EU as a whole. An agreement on the CAP 
reform was agreed in Berlin in 1999, and was followed by reforms in 2003 and 2004. These 
measures decreased support prices for grain, meat and dairy products.25 These measures 
attempted to create price convergence between the new and the old member states, and make 
the implementation of the CAP in the new member states simpler, while the latter reforms 
separated direct payments from the quantity of goods produced. An agreement fixing EU 
spending for the coming 2007-2013 financial perspective is already in place, which maintains a 
relatively high level of spending. 

What, then, is the Latvian interest in the CAP? In the years immediately following 
independence, the Latvian economy was dominated by agriculture and industry. But a 
restructuring of the economy has seen the agricultural share of GDP fall to 7.8% in the mid-
1990s, and then to around 3% now.30 Approximately 14%31 of the economically active 
population is employed in agriculture, although nearly one third of the total population lives 
in rural areas.32 

In terms of broad policy choices, Latvia can choose to support regulation of the agricultural 
products market and the application of competition principles, or, the market regulation 
model that the EU has utilised since the 1950s. It would be in the interests of Latvia to 
participate in the creation of a new balance between these two alternatives. First, Latvian 
consumers are interested in cheap and qualitative agricultural products. Thus increasing 



agricultural competitiveness is in the interests of consumers. Second, agricultural workers in 
Latvia and those living in rural areas are interested in preserving the current policy, because it 
provides them (at least until 2013) with a stable and growing income (see Table 2). This is 
particularly important in the largely poor and neglected rural regions in Latvia. However, from 
the perspective of health, wealth and security, an agricultural policy that increases not just the 
flow of money to Latvia’s countryside, but improves the quality of life in the rural areas would 
have a much more favourable impact. 

As a result, the most important Latvian interests in the context of agricultural policy are 
related to the rural development policy. This provides support for restructuring of the 
agricultural sector as well as land cultivation. It also supports diversification of the rural 
economy. In this way, the EU would gradually free itself from the remnants of the planned 
economy, which, in Latvia’s case, is hindering the restructurisation of agriculture, and 
transform EU support to agriculture into an instrument with goals similar to the Cohesion 
Policy. 

Although rural development policy is the main priority for Latvia, direct payments, which 
still comprise approximately 75% of the CAP budget, are also important.36 While direct 
payments could slightly delay the restructuring of agriculture in Latvia, at the same time they 
could be perceived as an opportunity for Latvian farmers to increase their competitiveness and 
modernise the production process, which still mostly uses outdated equipment and 
technologies. 

Table 2 
TIMETABLE FOR INCREASING SUPPORT LEVEL 

TO LATVIA’S FARMERS 2004–2013 
 

Year Gradual 
increase of 
the level of 

direct 
payments, % 
of 100% EU 

support 

Additional 
payments 
from rural 

support funds, 
% of EU 
support 

Additional 
opportunity 
to pay from 

the state 
budget, % 

Total possible 
level of 

support, % 

2004  25 15 15  55 
2005  30 10 20  60 
2006  35  5 25  65 
2007  40  0 30  70 
2008  50  0 30  80 
2009  60  0 30  90 
2010  70  0 30 100 
2011  80  0 20 100 
2012  90  0 10 100 
2013 100  0  0 100 

 
Thus the main aim of Latvian policy in the agricultural sphere is to increase the level of 

prosperity in rural areas, producing a general improvement in the quality of life, and ultimately 
also leaving a permanent positive impact on human security and health. 



3.2 Cohesion Policy 

In contrast to the CAP, Regional Policies share of the EU budget has been steadily 
increasing over the last twenty years, as has its influence. While in 1975, the structural funds, 
which today are the most relevant component of the EU Regional Policy37, made up only 5% 
of the EU budget, today, they make up more than 1/3 of the EU budget.38 This rapid rise is 
largely explained by the accession of the “poor four” countries (Ireland, Greece, Portugal and 
Spain) to the EU in the 1970s and 1980s. Cohesion Policy became particularly important after 
the 2004 enlargement which radically raised the number of poor countries in the EU. 

Latvia appears to have two main interests in this policy sphere. First, the distribution of 
funds allocated to the implementation of the Regional Policy should be made on a needs-
based basis. Second, Latvia should ensure that the money spent on cohesion policy within its 
borders is allocated effectively, transparently and genuinely achieves the goal of cohesion 
within Latvia – a  country of substantial regional differences.  

But first, what is cohesion policy? While a reference to the need to reduce the 
backwardness of some European regions was included in the Treaty of Rome, for a long time 
this goal was not developed, largely because the initial six founding states of the European 
Community formed a rather homogeneous group. David Allen argued that initially there was a 
conviction that the single market and the harmonisation of the member states’ economic 
policy directions would provide the greatest contribution in reducing the backwardness of 
certain regions.39 To an extent, this conviction remains intact to this day, because the EU 
Regional Policy is primarily regarded as a mid- to short-term instrument for overcoming 
regional backwardness. In the long-term, it has been argued, the single market should create a 
sufficiently high level of prosperity for regional assistance funds to disappear. 

The structural funds date back to the 1970s, when the European Regional Development 
Fund (ERDF) was established. However, even in these early years every member state, even 
the wealthiest, benefited from at least some financing from the structural funds. Moreover, 
initially very few funds were allocated to the ERDF. But as enlargement took pace from the 
1970s onwards, the need for structural funds grew. In 1988, the first financial package 
intended for a longer period of time –Delors-1 – was adopted. However, as David Allen 
pointed out, state leaders barely discussed the strengths and weaknesses of regional policy 
during these negotiations. Rather, they focused on who would pay, and how much.40 

How successful have the cohesion funds been? This is an issue that is still much debated. 
European Commission data from 1986 to 1996 indicates that the GDP of the 10 poorest EU 
regions increased from 41% of the average EU GDP to 50%. Moreover, the GDP in the four 
poorest EU Member states also increased considerably – from 65% to 75% of the average EU 
GDP. However, it is difficult to identify how much of this increase is the result of a closer 
economic integration and how much should be credited to the structural funds. Nevertheless, 
the European Commission estimates that approximately half of the credit for this increase 
should go to the structural funds.41 

Structural funds have had an economic and a political impact, allowing some researchers to 
speak of a multi-level administration of the funds. Application of the partnership principle to 
the utilisation of structural funds has, it has been argued, led to the development of much 
stronger regions in Europe. The partnership principle was first applied in 1988, and required 



that regional administrative structures also participate in the utilisation and administration of 
structural funds. Some authors, (e.g. David Bailey and Lisa de Propris) go even further in 
arguing that regionalisation and the increasing participation of regions in decision-making and 
resource redistribution are even more important than the funding allocated to the regions. 
Both authors believe that the process of economic convergence truly began only when 
operable institutions were created at the regional level, which were able to participate actively 
and effectively in the shaping and implementation of the structural policy. Indeed, during the 
first years of Delors-1 the differences between the poorest and wealthiest regions were still 
increasing quite rapidly and only began to decrease during Delors-2.43 

EU Cohesion Policy has been criticised as well as praised. Although the purpose of regional 
policy – the development of backward regions – seems noble and uncontroversial, the EU 
Regional Policy has been criticised from an ideological perspective and in terms of policy 
formation and implementation. On the ideological level this policy distorts competition among 
regions. The money, taken from the richest regions in the form of taxes, is given to backward 
regions, thereby disregarding differences between these regions that have evolved over the 
course of history. In some ways, on the ideological level there is a conflict between the 
redistribution of resources to poorer regions and the competition principle, which the 
European Commission is trying to follow rather strictly. Assistance to backward regions can be 
justified if it is required as initial capital for development. But in some cases the assistance 
provided by the EU may not have a real effect.  

The Regional Policy can also be criticised in terms of distribution, without questioning the 
need for regional cohesion per se. For example, Stefaan de Rynck and Paul McAleavey criticise 
the Regional Policy for its “blindness”, understanding this as the process during which political 
interest in redistribution of the structural funds increases along with the money allocated to 
these funds. Both authors believe that the redistribution process has become more important 
than the interests of the regions, which are the recipients of these funds. The Regional Policy 
is shaped during inter-governmental negotiations, dominated by state interests. Differences 
between the EU states in terms of per capita income are great and tend to grow, so some 
states are donors and others are recipients. This fact in itself is not problematic, but it forms 
the root of the problem, because solidarity is forgotten during the policy shaping and resource 
redistribution process – the donors want to receive at least a part of their money back for their 
regions, which, in many cases, are not as backward as the regions in the poorer countries. 
This prevents the EU Regional Policy being utilised as a means for combating true 
backwardness, degradation and poverty.44 

Rynck and McAleavey argue that another problem arises from the fact that during the 
implementation of the Regional Policy, the main winners are the best organised groups in the 
backward regions. On the one hand, it is obvious that the greatest winners are the most 
organised and active groups of society, but, on the other hand, reasonable doubts arise 
whether these groups really are the ones which need the resources the most. For this reason, 
it would be more important to try to achieve cohesion not between regions, but within these 
regions. After all, often the impact of the structural funds improves living conditions and 
income for the middle-class (increasing also the GDP level, of course), but does not reach the 
very groups of people whose living standards the funds are trying to improve. 

The EU Regional Policy has received a fair share of criticism from scholars for its rather 
imprecise, even controversial, definition of cohesion goals in the fundamental EU treaties and 



policy sectors. Problems also arise from the fact that the redistribution of structural funds 
focuses on a single indicator – GDP per capita. But this disregards, for example, that the GDP 
indicators in big cities are usually increased because people commute for work from more 
distant regions. Certainly, it is debateable whether GDP per capita is the most suitable 
indicator.46 

The further development of the EU Regional Policy can be projected on two levels. On the 
first level, the impact of the structural funds has to be evaluated when planning the next 
budget period (2007-2013). This should be done, taking into consideration both the 2004 EU 
enlargement and that which is yet to take place. Here lies the potential for conflict between 
those states which would be left without the resources of the structural funds if the current 
regulations of redistribution of the funds are preserved, and which would therefore do their 
best to change the regulations into their favour, and the newcomers, which, hoping for EU 
resources, would try to preserve the current system.  

The second level concerns the development dynamics of the regions themselves, and here 
the issue is the future development of the regions, not the Regional Policy. Michael Owen 
argues that there are five opinions, with the help of which it is possible to project the future of 
Europe’s regions: 

1) Europe’s regions return to their national past (very low probability); 
2) the social qualities of the regions help withstand the pressure of globalisation, which 

requires constant economic growth (low probability); 
3) strong regions of Europe, which are in transition from old models of behaviour to new 

models of action (average probability); 
4) united Europe, consisting of regional networks or regional information communities 

(high probability); 
5) the United States of Europe, which follows the development pattern of the United States 

of America (average probability).47 
The realisation of these scenarios depends on a number of interrelated factors such as the 

speed of European integration, the viability of regional cultures, economic growth of the EU 
states, changes in the EU policy sectors, relationship dynamics between the EU, states and 
regions, changes in the number of population, as well as many other factors.48 

From Latvia’s point of view (and as the case of Ireland proves49), the EU Cohesion Policy is 
not the most important condition for promoting national economic development. However, 
this does not mean that a successful utilisation of money from the EU funds would not 
provide a significant contribution to Latvia’s economic development, thereby facilitating the 
improvement of the health, wealth and security of the Latvian population. The main Latvian 
interest in the context of the EU Cohesion Policy, is receiving as much money as possible and 
spending that money in a balanced, logical manner that truly promotes economic 
development and regional cohesion. 

A fair redistribution of Cohesion Policy financing according to the needs of the member 
states is the most important priority for Latvia in the context of the next financial perspective.50 
The next financial perspective will redirect a considerable part (slightly less than half) of the 
Cohesion funds to the wealthy states. While this is not in Latvia’s economic interests, it is 
better than a “nationalisation” of regional policy that would see the wealthy states finance their 
own backward regions and withdraw this form of funding from the EU budget. Not only 
would this undermine the Cohesion Policy coordination at the EU level, it would weaken the 



EU institutions, and the remains of the Cohesion Policy would turn into something resembling 
a development cooperation instrument, thereby emphasising the inequality between the EU 
Member States even more. The status quo, when all states benefit from the Cohesion Policy, 
ensures greater equality than the alternative.  

Another important issue is the maximum support level ceiling. The support ceiling is 
currently set at 4% of the recipient state’s GDP, and refers to the amount of support that a 
state may receive from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European 
Social Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund and the Agriculture and Fisheries Policy instruments. 
Latvia is very close to the 4% margin, which is why Latvia does not support the European 
Commission’s proposal to maintain the 4% ceiling in the next budget period. Indeed, several 
arguments support the raising of the ceiling. 

First, the absorption ceiling was designed by the EU-15, a relatively homogeneous group of 
states. However, Latvia (and other poor new member states) are entirely single target regions, 
i.e., the GDP per capita in Latvia as a whole is lower than the 75% of the EU Member states 
average GDP per capita threshold for assistance provision. This means that the absorption 
ceiling varies among the EU Member States, because in one case the entire country is entitled 
to receive assistance, while in others only one region is eligible to receive assistance. In the 
latter case, the effect of the absorption ceiling is much smaller, because some regions may 
receive more assistance (more than 4% of the region’s GDP) because other, wealthier regions 
of the state do not receive EU Cohesion Policy funds. Thus, it is the poor countries, which 
require assistance the most, and which suffer the most from the absorption ceiling. Moreover, 
because the funds are not necessarily spread out evenly over the years of a budget period, it is 
possible that in one year a state does not reach the 4% margin, but in the following exceeds 
the margin.  

What is the justification for the 4% of the GDP absorption ceiling, and is there a chance 
that in it may be cancelled in the future? This is supposed to the amount that a state can 
absorb in a single year. However, it is difficult to find any objective justification that this 4% is 
truly the upper limit to a state’s capability. A much more credible explanation is that it was 
established in order to prevent a significant increase of the EU budget if the EU is joined by 
large and poor countries.  

Second, it permits the wealthier countries to receive much larger assistance (in absolute 
terms) than the smaller, poorer countries. As a result, Latvia could potentially receive the least 
money within the framework of this policy, even though, considered objectively, its needs are 
the greatest, as the poorest EU Member State. One solution is to exclude a part of the funding 
that currently falls into the 4% e.g. rural development. There is also a possibility that the 
interests of the poorest countries are protected by a compensation mechanism (similar to the 
British abatement), which could be established precisely for this purpose. 

The statistical effect on the redistribution of the cohesion funds is also important to Latvia. 
The average statistical EU indicators have changed with the accession of new members, for 
example, the average GDP level of the EU-25 has fallen, which means that many regions, 
which received assistance within the framework of the EU-15 Cohesion Policy, will no longer 
be entitled to receive such assistance. In order to minimise the impact on the development of 
these regions, the Cohesion Policy section in the next financial perspective provides for a 
certain transition period, during which the regions affected by the statistical effect will receive 
some assistance. In the draft financial perspective, proposed by the European Commission, 



regions affected by the statistical effect together with regions complying with region1criteria, 
would receive approximately 31 billion euro from the Cohesion Policy’s 336 billion euro 
budget during the 2007 to 2013 period.51 Clearly, this is not in Latvia’s interests. 

All in all, it can be concluded that Latvia is interested in supporting the goals of the 
Cohesion Policy, i.e., the reduction of regional inequality and the principle of Member State 
solidarity, because the 4% restriction distorts the fundamental idea of the Cohesion Policy. At 
the same time, Latvia also needs to focus on ensuring that cohesion money is spent effectively 
in Latvia. 

4. Cooperation in Judicial and Interior Affairs 

Of all the EU policy areas, cooperation in judicial and home affairs has changed most over 
the past fifteen years, and today it is one of the most rapidly growing EU policy sectors. At the 
same time, many common policy issues were and continue to be quite controversial, because 
they reduce national competence in matters that determine immigration issues. Although the 
beginnings of cooperation of the EU states in home affairs date back to the 1960s, cooperation 
was only formalised in the 1985 Schengen Treaty and later in the Schengen Convention. The 
main driving force of cooperation was cross-border mobility, the single market, and an 
increase in the number of asylum seekers in the EU countries during the 1980s and the rapid 
rise of cross-border crime. It became clear that one of the crucial factors for the free 
movement of people within the territory of the European Union is secure external EU borders. 
Thus cooperation in judicial and home affairs within the EU framework is, without doubt, one 
of Latvia’s security interest priorities. 

Cooperation in judicial and home affairs directly influences the basic interests of Latvia, 
especially security, both at the individual level (corruption and cross-border organised crime) 
and the national level (EU external border and immigration policy). This article already 
touched upon immigration issues. Immigration policy is one of the most controversial issues of 
cooperation in judicial and home affairs, but in Latvia this issue has not even truly entered 
public discourse, being delayed by the politically sensitive nature of immigration-related 
questions. Latvia’s economy over the past few years has experienced rapid growth, but in the 
nearest future the lack of labour force may bring a slow-down. Increasing prosperity will 
require new workers, the only realistic source of which are immigrants, but immigration is 
perceived as a threat to the Latvian nation and its identity. Latvia, of course, is not the only 
state facing these issues, but it is one of the few countries where serious discussions of this 
issue have not yet happened. This should change if Latvia was to clearly define its interests. 

Cooperation in judicial and home affairs rapidly became a part of the single market 
implementation project. It formed the third pillar of the EU in the Treaty on European Union, 
creating an institutional framework for various working groups and commissions, the meetings 
of which were, prior to this Treaty, informal. Cooperation in judicial and home affairs included 
nine important policy areas: asylum seeking, the EU external border, immigration, drug transit, 
international fraud, judicial cooperation in civil and criminal case investigations, customs 
cooperation, police cooperation in combating international terrorism, and international 
organised crime. Since the institutional framework of cooperation in judicial and home affairs 
proved to be ineffective in some cases, selected issues were “communitised” through the 



Amsterdam Treaty, i.e., transferred from the third to the first pillar. The same was done with 
the Schengen Treaty.52 The aim was to create a space of freedom, security and justice, in 
which the people of the EU could move freely and be protected by secure external borders. 
However, it will not be easy to achieve this goal because decision-making within the 
framework of the third pillar is rather complex, and adaptation will require a certain amount 
of time. One of the reasons why the decision-making in this pillar is so complicated is that 
these policy areas are more national by affiliation than international. It means that the public 
officials who deal with cooperation in judicial and home affairs have not developed the 
required skills and languages necessary for the cooperation to be truly productive. 

The main purpose of cooperation in judicial and home affairs is the creation of an EU-level 
policy in several issues, the most important being immigration, asylum seeking and 
cooperation in judicial affairs. This makes the judicial and home affairs a body of very 
sensitive issues, the solution of which traditionally was left to nation states and which are, 
without doubt, very sensitive. Immigration and the fear that the brightest and most educated 
people will leave Latvia for Western Europe in search of a better life are the two biggest 
Latvian fears. In both cases, however, the fears seem to be unfounded and exaggerated 
because, firstly, Latvia with its dank climate and low level of economic development is not a 
sought-after location for asylum seekers and immigrants. The financial level of support asylum 
seekers receive from the state is the independent decision of each EU Member State, and the 
current level of support in Latvia, in comparison to Western European and Scandinavian 
countries, is very small. Second, Latvian professionals are not in great demand in Western 
Europe, because the quality of higher education and academic qualifications are questioned. 
Much more credible is the possibility that low-skilled people from rural areas, who form the 
majority of Latvia’s unemployed and whose services are in demand in the UK and Ireland, 
could leave Latvia. However, if people are not ready to move from Rçzekne to Rîga to find 
work, relatively few will move from Rçzekne to Reading. 

Another relevant issue is the establishment of a visa-free regime with Russia. All three Baltic 
States are opposed, with Latvia concerned that the domestic political situation could be 
destabilised with the help of a visa-free regime, as it is possible that Russian citizens could 
arrive in masses to demonstrations in Latvia, for example, against education reform. Latvia can 
defend its interests regarding the visa-free regime, because the decision on the introduction of 
a visa-free regime has to be made unanimously at the Council of Ministers. Thus Latvia has the 
opportunity to cooperate with other states whose interests in this issue are similar in order to 
prevent the adoption of a decision that is unfavourable to it. 

In the case of police and judicial authority cooperation, this area may be considered as an 
instrument for the improvement of skills and competence of these much-criticised components 
of the public administrative system. As a result of international cooperation, Latvia’s judicial 
system and police will come into contact with examples of best practice from other European 
countries. Discussions have also been started regarding the establishment of EU border guard 
service, which is supported by Germany, because it has created a sizeable border guard 
whose services will no longer be needed once the new member states join the Schengen 
Treaty. There is an idea that an EU border guard could be created to patrol the unsecured 
borders of Poland and Ukraine, as well as those of the Baltic States and Russia. However, its 
practical implementation would be complicated. First, who would pay their salaries, and what 
level would they be? A situation may develop when border guards from different countries 



perform the same duties while their salaries differ sharply. Should the border guards from the 
“old” member states learn the local – for example, Latvian and Russian – languages? While the 
idea of involving border guards from the “old” member states in safeguarding the EU external 
border seems attractive because the border guards of these countries have a reputation of 
incorruptibility, there are several problems to overcome. 

It is clear that a whole set of questions exists with regard to cooperation in judicial and 
home affairs, where Latvia has important interests. However, Latvia’s participation in the 
decision-making process is hindered by the lack of a national long-term strategy in this area. 
The current decision-making processes in judicial and home affairs have been created for 
short-term needs and do not form a unified system, hindering effective Latvian participation in 
the decision-making process. 

5. The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)  

The Common Foreign and Security Policy has a long history in the European Union, dating 
back to the failed European Defence Community of the 1950s. Successive enlargements have 
pushed the EU to step up its role in foreign and defence policy. For example, as a result of the 
enlargement in 1995, the EU suddenly acquired a 1,300 kilometre border with Russia,53 which, 
to an extent, helped to intensify dialogue between the European Union and Russia. Today, the 
EU is 25 countries with a population reaching 450 million responsible for ¼ of the world’s 
total GDP.54 

In contrast to the CAP or the Cohesion Policy, where the main interests of Latvia were 
associated with increasing prosperity, in the CFSP context, these interests are mostly related to 
security. Security in this case is understood not as human security, which can be a deeply 
subjective feeling of an individual, but as the resistance of a state against threats to its security 
originating from the international system. The most important Latvian interest in the context of 
the CFSP are the EU Neighbourhood Policy. At the same time it is important to maintain the 
right to disagree with the majority opinion, and abstain from participation in activities that do 
not conform to Latvian national interests, even if the majority of the EU Member states support 
them. Indeed, a skilfully implemented foreign policy could in time give positive, prosperity-
increasing results.  

Formally, the EU Common Foreign and Security Policy was established in the Maastricht 
Treaty. This created a CFSP pillar where decisions could be made only by consensus. Since 
then CFSP decision-making has not become “Brusselised”, because governments of the states 
consider foreign policy decision-making their inviolable prerogative. There is a view that, if 
there is a wish to make some policy ineffective, unanimous decision-making must be 
introduced. Knud Erik Jørgensen argues that this is what has happened to the CFSP.55 

However, the EU states did cooperate on foreign policy issues before the Maastricht Treaty. 
The forerunner of the CFSP was the European Political Cooperation (EPC), which began to 
operate in 1970. During the first 15 years the EPC was based on informal international 
agreements. Only in 1986, when the European Council adopted the Single European Act, was 
a legal foundation developed for the EPC. In terms of organisation, the EPC was weakly 
institutionalised and separated from the work of the General Affairs Council. Although no 
mountains were moved in foreign policy cooperation during the existence of the EPC, it did 
promote the convergence of foreign policy positions of the EU Member states and mutual 



understanding. However, it took quite a long time until the EPC framework was filled with 
substance.  

The creation of the CFSP was important because, for the first time in the history of 
European integration, common foreign policy became a goal. As William Wallace56 pointed 
out, in the early stage of the EPC “policy was substituted with procedure”. The situation 
changed with the establishment of the CFSP, because the seeds of a common defence and 
security policy were also planted in the CFSP. After 1993, the CFSP has been supplemented 
both in terms of institutions, procedures and content, yet even after the Cold War a certain 
lack of purposefulness or lack of a far-reaching plan is apparent in the EU foreign policy 
shaping. This is why the CFSP can be considered only as an example of incremental logic, 
which develops by reacting to external impulses such as the Kosovo crisis, which led to the 
establishment of the rapid reaction forces. 

However, European leaders look at the CFSP in very different ways. For example, Jacques 
Delors, the former president of the European Commission has said that in terms of decision-
making “the CFSP is like a “Maseratti” with a lawn-mower’s engine”57. It is easier to not adopt 
a decision within the CFSP framework than to actually adopt one. Despite these problems, the 
Constitutional Treaty preserved this system.58 Indeed, Latvia supported the sovereign right of 
each state to adopt independent foreign policy decisions in the European Convention. As a 
result, the powers of the proposed Minister for foreign affairs in the EU Constitutional Treaty 
draft were quite weak. 

The 2003 Iraq war showed the challenges that remain for the CFSP in both transatlantic 
relations59 and the relations between the EU Member States. Jolyon Howorth argues that the 
resultingly cool transatlantic relations could serve as a foundation for a more rapid 
development of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP).60 But as Michael Brenner 
points out, there remains a unity among the member states within the CFSP framework 
regarding several important issues, e.g. the settlement of the Israeli and Palestinian conflict. So 
the prospects for a functioning CFSP remain.61 But at the same time the member states still find 
it difficult to reach agreement on the reform of the UN Security Council. 

Challenges to the CFSP and the ESDP can still be found in the Balkan region. Radoslava 
Stefanova believes that despite news from the Balkans no longer being found on the front 
page of newspapers, the problems that caused the bloodshed during the last decade have still 
not been resolved. Stefanova argues that there are several reasons for this pessimistic 
prognosis. First, after the recent conflicts in Macedonia and Kosovo ethnic groups living in the 
region have developed negative perceptions of each other. Second, uncertainty about the 
future status and borders of Kosovo creates instability in the region. Third, the history of the 
conflicts provides opportunities for them to reignite.62 

The EU enlargement also created new challenges, because the majority of the new member 
states wish to preserve NATO as the primary security organisation. The 2004 enlargement, and 
future ones created the need for the development of a neighbourhood policy. After the 
enlargement of 2004, the EU has a border with Belarus, Ukraine, Serbia and Montenegro, 
Romania and Croatia. Only Croatia and Romania are relatively comfortable candidates for 
joining the EU in the foreseeable future. In October 2004, the European Commission 
recommended that the European Council set December 2005 to begin accession talks with 
Turkey. If Turkey joins the EU (which would probably take place no sooner than in 201563), 



the EU would have a common border with Iran, Iraq, Syria and Georgia.64 Antonio Missiroli, 
argues that this makes enlargement a security policy itself.65 

One of EU foreign policy tasks is to increase the military capabilities of European countries. 
Jolyon Howorth believes that the EU will develop its military capabilities, because the 
meetings of the member states’ defence ministers are gradually becoming more regular, and 
one of the goals of these meetings is to fill those gaps that hinder full-fledged development of 
the EU rapid reaction forces.66 This will then give the EU the military power to back up its 
broader strategy (although it will, of course, continue to be dwarfed by the military might of 
the USA). Even now the EU is becoming the main security factor in the Balkan region,68 and it 
has effectively intervened in Congo.69 

Despite American concerns of military duplication with NATO, Korey Shake has pointed 
out that a constructive duplication between the United States and the European Union is 
acceptable, because European states would then be able to make decisions and act much 
more independently, thus establishing more equal relations with the U.S.70 

How will the CFSP develop in the future? Opinions differ quite radically. Knud Erik 
Jørgensen believes that further CFSP development may take at least three directions: 

1. An improved status quo. Since the CFSP development has been pragmatic, incremental 
instead of pro-active, and more reactive to events in the international system, there is no 
reason to think that something would radically change in the near future. 

2. The second development scenario sees the EU become a player in international politics. 
This is possible if the current gradual development suddenly turns into a dynamic process 
leading to the transformation of the system. Thus the EU could turn into an outward-oriented 
organisation, transforming the CFSP into one of the most relevant policy directions. In order 
for this scenario to materialise, it is necessary that the EU be capable of transforming its 
economic might into a regional and perhaps even global leadership. 

3. The CFSP could experience institutional recession72 if, through a lack of political will, the 
political instruments and institutions would not be utilised. Also, a serious threat to the CFSP is 
the periodic unwillingness of large EU states to begin a collective decision-making process. 
Instead, large states may choose to renationalise foreign policy, which would mean the 
collapse of the CFSP, because the established procedures and institutions would be 
circumvented on a regular basis. 

Latvia should be flexible enough to respond to any of these three scenarios. In any case, 
Latvia’s interests in the CFSP is determined by its NATO membership. In contrast to the CFSP, 
NATO has well developed mechanisms that turn adopted decisions into effective action. Since 
NATO is still a priority for Latvia when it comes to “hard” security issues, Latvia’s position 
toward the CFSP and the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) is still determined by 
the vision that EU defence measures supplement NATO, not substitute it. Nevertheless, it is in 
Latvia’s interests to support and facilitate EU crisis management mechanisms, to help deal with 
the many potential hotpots on the fringes of Europe, and elsewhere. Thus, it is in Latvia’s 
national interests to ensure that the military capabilities of NATO and the EU and their security 
policy areas are effective and mutually supportive rather than competitive.73 

Although the future of the Constitutional Treaty remains quite unclear, Latvia’s position 
toward further CFSP development is clear – it supports both a strong CFSP and a strong 
ESDP.74 With Latvia an EU Member State, it is in its interests for the EU become a truly relevant 
global political actor, thereby increasing Latvian influence in international politics.  



In terms of foreign policy unity, the EU Security Strategy adopted in the late 2003, which 
pointed out the main sources of threats and the potential ways of preventing these threats, is 
the central document outlining future strategy.75 After all, a precise study of threats is one of 
the preconditions for a successful foreign policy. One of the most crucial security strategy 
aspects is the development of a more united external action for the EU. The concept of 
external relations includes not just “high” politics, but also external trade relations and 
development cooperation and other such practical issues. A coordinated EU action in all 
aspects of external relations the would increase the weight of the EU in world politics.  

From the decision-making perspective, Latvia is interested in maintaining its independence 
in the foreign policy decision-making process and veto rights. As a result Latvia did not 
support the establishment of a post of a strong foreign affairs minister with broad powers in 
the EU Convention. However, this approach also holds dangers. Since Latvia’s foreign policy 
priorities within the framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy are located in its 
immediate geographical environment – relations with Russia and the democratisation 
processes in Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine78 – Latvia may be forced to face a lack of interest 
on the part of the larger states in supporting its interests. In some cases Latvia can implement 
its interests bilaterally, but others – for example, settling relations between Transdnistria and 
Moldova – require an active participation of the larger EU states. This means that Latvia, by 
maintaining its autonomy in foreign policy decision-making, will have to reckon with the 
possibility that other states may be indifferent to its interests. This problem may be particularly 
urgent in an enlarged EU, where the large number of states and their mutual geographical 
alienation could become an obstacle in the process of implementing the interests of select 
states. This trend was already apparent in the union of 15 states (for example the southern EU 
Member states were understandably not interested in the Northern Dimension policy), and 
there is no reason to believe that a union of 25 (or 27) states will have greater solidarity. For 
these reasons, only a pro-active foreign policy will permit Latvia to realise its interests.   

Latvia should also be interested in increasing EU decision implementation capability.79 
Different crisis resolution scenarios requiring EU involvement have been projected. These 
range from large-scale peacekeeping operations to regional warfare to tracking and 
elimination of terrorist organisations. While the European Union is capable of performing 
peacekeeping operations and rather large combat operations, it does not have postmodern 
armed forces that could carry out rapid operations with minimum casualties.80 In 2004, the EU 
states set a strategic goal to create the required military and civilian framework, for these tasks, 
by 2010. This timetable will allow Latvia to proceed with modernising its military forces 
(moving from conscription to a professional army in 2007 is an important phase), although as 
a small country, cooperation with other countries is central to the strategy of the armed forces.  

In conclusion, Latvia’s interests within the CFSP framework are mainly related to increasing 
its own security. However, participation in the EU foreign policy decision-making has forced 
Latvia into a much broader decision-making agenda, and thus should help Latvia develop a 
much more elaborate view of the world and, especially, its place in it. 

6. Quality of Life Policies 

During the early years of the European Union, quantitative aspects of European integration 
prevailed over qualitative. This began to change in the early 1970s, when Western Europeans 



devoted increasingly more attention to quality of life issues. A cursory look at the European 
Commission’s home page shows that many issues that directly touch upon the quality of life 
are now European policies: civil society, consumers, culture, education, environment, food 
safety, information society, public health, sports, youth, etc.82 In contrast to the policies 
discussed above, their inclusion as the EU policy areas has been largely smooth and 
uncontroversial. Moreover, these policy areas promote social integration, population mobility 
and the europeanisation of people’s lives, generating a broader support for EU institutions and 
policies, as well as demonstrating that EU institutions are concerned with the quality of life of 
EU citizens. 

All these EU policy areas also touch on areas that were neglected during the transition 
period in Latvia. For example, Eurostat shows that life expectancy in Latvia is the lowest 
among the EU-25 states.83 Latvia also has the highest infant mortality rate.84 Latvia’s low GDP 
has made it impossible to allocate sufficient resources to quality of life issues. However, all 
these issues are relevant not only in the context of improving the quality of life, but also in 
terms of the quality of democracy and economic development. 

Quality of life issues are also related to the EU policy areas discussed in the previous 
sections of this article. Economic development improves the conditions of human life in a very 
direct manner. It is also the goal of the EU redistribution policy to balance the gains generated 
by economic development throughout the EU by reducing income differences among people 
employed in various professions and living in various regions. Within the framework of 
cooperation in judicial and home affairs the EU is trying to protect its citizens from potential 
threats created by forces both inside the EU and beyond its borders.  

Quality of life policies aim to create a healthier, safer and more united European society. 
The current funding allocated for these policy areas is small in comparison with, for example, 
the CAP or the Cohesion Policy. Indeed, it is unlikely that quality of life issues will become an 
EU priority. However, they are important for Latvia precisely because these aspects have been 
neglected in the transition.  

Civil society has been the focus of much academic debate in recent years, and has 
generally been seen as a crucial part of a qualitative democracy. The 2004 Freedom House85 
study saw Latvia and Estonia received the lowest score of civil society development in the 
EU – 2.0, well below the EU average of 1.5.86 Civil society remains weak in Latvia, with few 
direct links to political parties and a largely superficial role in the political process. Thus 
relations between civil society and the political elite in Latvia still resembles the Soviet era 
when it operated in opposition to the state, but not together with it. The EU provides an 
opportunity to strengthen the non-governmental sector by financing the NGO activities as well 
as facilitating the participation of its members in the decision-making process. After all, there 
are estimated to be around 1,700 interest groups in Brussels.87 

The economic crisis in Latvia in the mid-1990s and limited budget resources led to a fall in 
the financing of research and education. Education and research institutions did not receive 
adequate investment in the Soviet era, and their general infrastructure level is quite low88 
although Latvia continues to allocate a significant portion of its GDP to education.89 Salaries in 
the education sector are relatively small, so many institutions are losing their teaching staff, 
who can receive larger salaries in the private or non-governmental sector than in state 
institutions. Although the education system can match up to Western standards in some 
quantitative indicators90, significant differences in terms of the quality of education remain. 



Research also remains underfunded. However, the allocation of research funding at the EU 
level was started in the 1980s with the intention of promoting EU competitiveness, and is now 
a cornerstone of the Lisbon strategy. The Barcelona meeting of the European Council in March 
2002 adopted a decision to increase the funding allocated to scientific research from 2% of 
GDP to 3%91 in order to challenge the United States (2.8% of the GDP) and in Japan (3%).92 As 
with environmental policy, European politicians use external pressure as an excuse to justify 
political initiatives at the national level. However, it will not be easy for Latvia to fulfil the EU 
requirements, because at the moment scientific research funding in Latvia is the lowest among 
the EU-25 countries. Moreover, 29.1% of funding comes from abroad. The EU average is only 
7.6%.93 Thus, the different EU programmes could help bridge this shortfall in funding. 

The situation in culture in Latvia is quite simibar, although EU support to various cultural 
programmes is much smaller. The cultural dimension of European integration was included in 
the 1992 Maastricht Treaty with the intention to make integration more humane and 
comprehensible to the population. The EU defines culture as language, literature, architecture, 
crafts, visual, theatre and cinema art, etc. It argues that these form the common cultural 
heritage of the EU, which should not only be preserved and supported, but also made 
available to other people.94 

Although cultural policy is actually used as a way of building public support for the 
European Union this policy offers Latvia the opportunity to build an identity in Europe. Latvia, 
and the other Baltic states, have a number of unique cultural traditions that are not seen 
elsewhere in Europe, e.g. the song and dance festivals, Midsummer, etc. These should be used 
as a tool to both popularise Latvia and preserve its traditions.  

Environmental policy was not mentioned in the founding treaties of the Union, reflecting 
the general lack of interest in issues related to environmental quality prevailing in Western 
Europe during the 1950s and 1960s. Environmental issues became the focus of European 
politicians only after the 1972 UN Stockholm Conference on the environment. This event 
attracted the world’s attention to environmental problems and led to the formation of 
Ministries of Environment in most European countries. However, it soon became clear that 
environmental issues, which do not respect borders, should be dealt with on the international 
level. Differences in environmental quality may also distort international trade because by 
setting high environmental standards, a state may forfeit some of its comparative advantages. 
Since the economic borders between the EU states were already partly eliminated, the 
resolution of environmental issues at the EU level was largely uncontroversial. 

The legal basis of the EU Environmental Policy can be found in the Single European Act. 
The EU Environmental Policy has three main goals: to protect, maintain and improve 
environmental quality; to perform measures to protect public health from a harmful 
environmental impact; and to ensure reasonable utilisation and preservation of natural 
resources. After the adoption of the Maastricht Treaty, qualified majority voting was introduced 
in the Environmental Policy and sustainable development was set as the fundamental goal. 
The Amsterdam Treaty simplified the decision-making in the Environmental Policy by allowing 
almost all questions to be decided by qualified majority voting and the simplified codecision 
procedure with the European Parliament. Moreover, Article 6 of the Amsterdam Treaty obliged 
legislators to include environmental issues in the decision-making process when defining and 
implementing the EU policy sectors.  



Latvia has not had particular problems with adopting the EU environmental legislative 
norms, largely because in the early 1990s it had little legislation in these issues, which were 
neglected during the previous regime. Even though there were almost no difficulties with 
adopting the legislation, Latvia does have considerable problems with implementation of the 
Environmental Policy legislative norms, because it is expensive for both the state and private 
businessmen. Nevertheless, the EU is central to shaping the quality of the Latvian 
environment, introducing higher standards than, in all likelihood, Latvia would on its own. 

Social policy is also important. The Treaty of Rome did mention social policy, but in a 
declarative manner, not as legally binding regulations. Contemporary EU social policy is based 
on the belief that economic integration must go hand in hand with social cohesion. Social 
policy was developed during the 1980s, by France’s socialist President François Mitterrand, 
who believed that economic liberalisation should be balanced with a more defined “social 
dimension”. The Amsterdam Treaty adopted the European social charter that expanded the 
opportunities for applying social policy and increased the number of issues to be decided by 
qualified majority voting. The Treaty also defined clearly the issues that were not to be 
decided at at the EU level, i.e., wage issues, rights of association and strikes. 

During the past few years much attention in the field of social policy has been paid to 
issues of gender equality, which, in fact, were already mentioned in the Treaty of Rome, as 
well as to the improvement of the working and living conditions of the employed. These 
measures were carried out so that states with more progressive employment legislation did not 
lose their comparative advantage over states where the rights of the employed are less 
protected. It should be noted that social policy is very controversial and has led to a sharp 
confrontation between member states, especially the states where the political forces in power 
have diverging ideological views. The greatest contradictions have arisen with regard to three 
issues: free movement of labour force; health and safety in the workplace; and unemployment. 
Less important, yet not less controversial, are other issues, such as health care, social security, 
education, social services, etc. All of these social policy aspects touch upon issues that were 
ignored in Latvia during the transition period. For example, Table 3 shows that health and 
safety is a major problem in Latvia.96 The limited state budget prevented the creation of broad 
programmes for requalification of the unemployed. Thus, Latvia’s integration into the EU offers 
opportunities to use the assistance of such EU programmes as EQUAL and Leonardo.  

Table 3 

ACCIDENTS IN THE WORKPLACE. NUMBER OF LETHAL ACCIDENTS 
AT WORKPLACES PER 100,000 EMPLOYEES (1998 = 100). 

COMPARISON OF EU-15 AND CEE-8.97 

 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

EU-15 115 109 106 100 100 85 82 80 79 
Czech Rep. 110 103 112 116 100 76 96 96 87 
Estonia – 120 102 114 100 79 56 78 81 
Hungary  106 117 101 97 100 107 95 71 109 
Lithuania – 98 102 83 100 91 78 105 115 
Latvia – – – – 100 115 90 140 123 
Poland  – – – 109 100 83 96 92 89 
Slovenia 90 118 118 130 100 88 83 105 97 
Slovakia – 96 109 81 100 89 71 71 65 
CEE-8 : : : : 100 85 81 94 95 

Source: “Eurostat”, “Cronos” database.  

 



These data pointese to an issue not much discussed in Latvia – the model of Latvia’s 
economic development. Economic growth in Latvia has been based on economic de-
regulation and a flexible labour force, but at what cost has this economic growth been 
achieved? Data on lethal accidents in the workplace indicate that two very important policy 
goals must be balanced out – wealth and health. A disproportionately large emphasis on 
wealth (economic growth) may lead to worsening of the nation’s health condition, while an 
overly large emphasis on workplace safety and the introduction of other regulations may lead 
to a decrease in economic development.  

In this, and other quality of life issues, the EU can help Latvia both financially and through 
external pressure, i.e., forcing government and legislators to pay more attention to various 
aspects of improving the quality of life. At the same time, a large number of the EU policy 
sectors that touch on the quality of life are new and rather unclear. Some, such as civil society, 
are difficult to call policies, as they are oriented toward the promotion of social dialogue and a 
European level civil society.  

All the quality of life policy areas discussed in this sub-section will have a positive impact 
on health, wealth and security in Latvia. While some policy sectors, for example, the social 
and environmental policy, have a binding nature, others, for example, cultural and civic 
society policy, have a more declarative and symbolic nature. Nevertheless, these issues will 
become more important to Latvian citizens as Latvia grows wealthier, and implementation will 
also improve accordingly. In any case, the EU can be seen to have played a central role in 
promoting these issues since 1991. 

Conclusion 

The European Union is a vital crutch in developing and preserving democracy and the rule 
of law in Latvia, and the foundation for economic development and social well-being. EU 
policy sectors are important in terms of economic development (single currency and 
international trade), high politics (external relations), political symbolism (agricultural policy), 
and the quality of life (free movement of persons, social policy, culture, environmental policy). 
The EU countries are constantly expanding and deepening mutual cooperation, developing 
new common policy areas and intensifying cooperation within existing policy sectors. This 
article attempted to identify the interests of Latvia in six significant EU policy sectors. 

First, within the economic policy framework Latvia should continue to defend a liberal 
economic policy, which has facilitated its rapid economic growth over the past few years. At 
the same time, Latvian politicians should realise that the low labour costs that have attracted 
foreign investment will need to be replaced by a qualified and skilled labour force to ensure 
economic development into the future. 

Second, while the institutional arrangement offered by the EU Constitutional Treaty was 
broadly favourable to small states, the treaty is now unlikely to come into force, so the Latvian 
authorities should already start considering alternative proposals. 

Latvian interests in agriculture are focused on increasing support to rural development 
programmes. In the Cohesion Policy framework, it is important for Latvia to focus on 
preserving the fundamental idea of this policy, which was to support the financially 
disadvantaged regions of Europe. 



Fourth, cooperation in judicial and home affairs is still at an early stage. While Latvia is 
unlikely to become a popular destination for asylum seekers in the near future, some issues, 
such as the introduction of a visa-free regime with Russia, touches upon important domestic 
security interests.  

Next, it is in the interests of Latvia to preserve sovereignty in foreign policy decision-
making and to utilise the European Neighbourhood Policy to realise Latvia’s regional security 
interests. At the same time, NATO will remain the primary security institution, and the ESDP 
should be seen as a complimentary, rather than rival, institution. 

Finally, EU countries have created a range of policy areas, that fall under the quality of life 
label. Since this policy touches upon many issues that were neglected in Latvia during the 
transition of the 1990s, it is in Latvian interests to utilise the legislative and financial support 
from the EU. Special attention should be given to education (both higher and vocational) and 
research programmes, which would strengthen Latvia’s economic development over a longer 
period of time, as well as to programmes, the purpose of which is to improve the work 
conditions of the employed and the quality of the environment. 

The EU will, no doubt, promote the economic growth of Latvia, but Latvia must be active 
in the political process of the European Union in order to defend its national interests in the 
different policy areas. Of course, Latvia is a small and, by European standards, a poor country, 
and its direct influence in the EU is small. However, a long-term vision, together with skilful 
action in terms of coalition-building, would allow Latvia to at least partially fulfil its interests. 
Of course, those interests change over time, but this article hopes to have contributed to the 
fledgling debate on what these interests are in contemporary Latvia.  
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ÞANETA  OZOLIÒA 

NATO Development Scenarios 
Options  for  Latvia 

From the perspective of Latvia’s development, NATO plays a significant role as 
the main international organisation with real power and ability to shape, maintain and 
influence international security and strengthen regional and national security at the same time. 
When analysing Latvia’s place within the alliance, the use of such a comparison as “before” 
and “after” is inevitable. During the process of NATO development there have been many 
periods influenced by “before” and “after”. After the World War II – the period of alliance 
establishment, development and consolidation. After the Cold War – the period of alliance 
adaptation. The period before and after 11 September terrorist attacks on the United States – a 
new challenge for the ability of NATO to react to new types of threats; the period before and 
after the Iraq conflict – a period for restoration of the transatlantic cohesion and developing 
current strategies. As can be seen from these few international political events, the last fifteen 
years in the alliance history have been controversial enough to prevent the newly-accepted 
post-Communist members, including Latvia, from breathing relief, as if having completed a 
hard work, and drift easily in the international arena. 

Some five years ago Latvia would have still discussed national adaptation for a stable and 
consolidated alliance, which would have been a quite simple task. However, the events of 11 
September 2001 and the following development in the global politics focused the attention of 
politicians and experts on contradictions existing within the NATO and the issues of NATO 
future development. In the early 1990s of the 20th century, topics such as the essence of the 
alliance concept and the redefinition of alliance functions dominated the theoretical 
international political discussion. However, over the past three years debates on NATO 
development scenarios take the lead. The range of scenarios offered by politicians and experts 
is truly broad. Discussions regarding these issues take place both within the alliance, the 
academia and the society. Therefore, it is important to gather information about these opinions 
and find justification for Latvia’s standing, as well as identify the potential alternative 
arguments for further development of the discussion. 

The modelling of the NATO future development scenarios may be directed in two 
directions – theoretical and empirical. The empirical method has always dominated the 
political discourse in Latvia, the reason being the sheer volume of pending issues to be solved 
as well as the very limited theoretical research in the field of international politics. It would 
not be fair to say that these two objective factors had changed radically over the past years. 
Yet, it is important to evaluate the way discussions proceed in the Western political and 
academic environment. Awareness of the situation would allow Latvia to demonstrate itself not 
as a participant that has dropped out of or has been lagging behind the discussion, but rather 
as an active participant of this discussion, able to contribute to the creative development of the 
ideas, concepts and terminology. 



Two approaches dominate the field of international politics when modern problems related 
to alliance and security (individual, public, state, regional, global) issues are examined. One is 
linked to a quite longstanding and permanent spread of the neorealist school in the analysis of 
international processes. The prevailing ideas are related to accepting and explaining actual 
events as is, as well as a search for adequate solutions in order to improve the security 
situation by using the versatile means available to politics – from international law to military 
force. The other – postmodernist/constructivist school announced its participation in 
discussions within the field of international relations after the Cold War. Criticising the realist 
and the neorealist tradition, the constructivists proposed that the identity of the society as the 
main issue forming the core of the security concept be placed at the centre of the international 
politics and focus on constructing social environment in conformity with modern values, 
international law, international institutions and the inclusion philosophy as such. 

Both of these schools have developed quite different approaches to evaluating political 
processes, although, in the end, the conclusions regarding world order regularities the 
opinions coincide more often than not. However, it should be noted that the categories used 
by neorealists and postmodernists, with the help of which scholars describe and analyse 
processes in the international environment, create a notion that there exists an insurmountable 
gap between both schools. This perception gap is further increased by the fact that the 
American tradition of international politics is dominated by neorealist categories, such as state, 
power, balance of power, interests, spheres of influence, legitimate interests of a state, 
strategic interests, etc. The postmodernist school and the categories it utilises, on the other 
hand, have developed in Europe. Therefore, the representatives of the European academic 
and political circles use terms reproduced by constructivists – identity, cooperation, values, 
justice, etc. 

One might ask: why should we talk about these two approaches? What does it all have to 
do with NATO development scenarios and Latvia’s attitude toward them? Considering that the 
academia is “producing” concepts and categories for consumption by politicians and the 
public, it is impossible to disregard that after a short while that which has been office lingo 
turns into generally accepted concepts used in communication by politicians and the public. 
The political terminology used here reflects the way of thinking and understanding of the 
course and future development of international processes. 

For example, it is possible to compare the terms used by American and European 
politicians to describe one and the same phenomenon. Americans are talking about pre-
emptive strike, Europeans – about preventive engagement. Americans talk about rogue states, 
Europeans – about failing states. Introduction of other forms of government for Americans 
means regime change, while for Europeans – good governance. Americans support 
unilateralism, while Europeans defend effective multilateralism. In providing for security 
Americans give preference to economic and military means (Joseph Nye has called them – 
hard power), while the elements of the soft power (diplomacy, negotiations, organisations, 
rights) dominate the European arsenal.1 

This commentary regarding terminological peculiarities in the international politics 
discourse is required because it plays a significant role in discussions about the future of 
NATO. To understand the diversity of opinions, it is important to evaluate what is hidden 
behind the language shell. Which terminology should Latvia use, considering that until 
recently the domestic and foreign policy discourse was dominated by terms generally accepted 



by neorealists? Terminological nuances take on a quite practical meaning because one of the 
most common notions on the situation of the transatlantic relations today points to the existing 
gap between the NATO European allies and the United States, between the new members of 
NATO and the experienced ones. Depending on which terminology is used when analysing 
the broad spectrum of relations within the transatlantic space, one state may automatically be 
included in one or the other group. 

Taking into account Latvia’s experience in the NATO integration, which is based on 
neorealist principles in formulations of national and international security policy, the country 
has been included in the category of unconditional American supporters, by pointing to the 
edge of the gap, where and next to whom Latvia stands. Looking from the future perspective, 
the postmodernist terminology promoted by the Europeans should be used more, yet, in terms 
of concepts, the neorealist position, determined by Latvia’s geopolitical location in the 
international affairs, should be preserved. Latvia, being a European country, cannot afford to 
speak in a different political language than its partners, but, being located in the East of the 
transatlantic security space, cannot afford to construct an abstract public identity, ignoring the 
course of events to the East of the Latvian border and in the world in general. Therefore, the 
most effective tactics would be to assess global events realistically, while using constructivist 
terminology for describing them, which the European allies would evaluate more positively 
and progressively. 

NATO Success Formula 

In order to offer scenarios of NATO development, first, the factors that have formed the 
basis of the alliance success should be identified. In comparison to other international 
organisations, regardless of their tasks, only two have been able to avoid threatening internal 
confrontation, political tension and identity crisis during the Cold War period existence. These 
are the European Community/European Union and NATO. 

1. As an organisation for collective defence to prevent external attack NATO has formed 
and developed vis-à-vis the external international environment instead of being a self-sufficient 
alliance. NATO has been an effective means for influencing, maintaining and defending that 
environment. The main regularity of controlling international anarchy – balance of power and 
its preservation – has been at the core of the alliance’s existence. Commensuration of the 
NATO purposes with the international environment has helped define the main threats 
accurately. Nothing has strengthened NATO’s influence in the world to such a great extent as 
the ability to adapt effectively to the international system. If we consider this factor within the 
context of the current transatlantic crisis, then one of the reasons for current problems is the 
inability of the post-Cold War alliance to react adequately to the rapid changes in the global 
environment. During the Cold War period, the NATO action planning and policy development 
was a step ahead of the world events, or the stability of the balance of power allowed the 
formation of long-term security maintenance structures. However, in the late 20th century, 
doing so has become complicated not just for individual states, but for influential international 
organisations as well. Thereby the success of NATO future development will depend not on 
internal alliance issues, such as effectiveness, organisational issues, decision-making process 
and strategy-writing, but on the ability to detect mutually overlapping tasks (economic, 
political, social, ecological, military, cultural and religious) existing in the modern international 



system. The traditional  member states of the alliance are used to operating (politically and 
militarily) in routine conditions. The new member states may have a fresher, alternative 
outlook on the international order. Therefore, Latvia as a state that will never be able to claim 
the status of a military power may play a creative and active role in the political debate of 
NATO. One of the issues debated is connected with projecting models of future balance of power 
and the means for their maintenance and control. Such dilemmas as unilateralism v. multilat-
eralism, force v. peaceful means, power v. rights, crisis monitoring v. peacekeeping, 
institutionalism v. national interests and other issues have become classic. In Latvia, these 
issues, which influence the international security agenda, have not yet become an integral part 
of political debate. Although debate does not necessarily mean policy implementation, yet it is 
the understanding of current conceptual issues that helps formulate political position effectively. 

2. A significant factor that increases NATO effectiveness has been the ability to identify the 
source of threats and the ability to select means for preventing them. During the Cold War the 
alliance was quite successful in this area, because the potential enemy – the USSR was 
obvious, and mainly military means using limited political instruments were most appropriate 
for deterring it. The issue of threats is one of the examples for “before” and “after” logic. Over 
the past years the source of conflict within the alliance mostly is the differences in the 
assessment of threats, risks and vulnerabilities. If there is no consensus on sources of threats, 
then it is impossible to reach consensus on the means to prevent them. Although the member 
states speak unanimously about international terrorism as the number one threat in the 
modern world, NATO is not a union of states for the prevention of this type of threats. The 
problem lies not in the ability or inability of NATO to detect threats, but in the threats per se. 
Today and in the future, the non-traditional threats of various types will increase. It will not 
always be possible to prepare in advance for preventing them. Operative reaction will be 
required. Yet, NATO is not fashioned as an “emergency assistance” structure for prevention of 
diverse threats. Although measures are being taken to develop NATO rapid reaction units, the 
issue is not so much about the organisation and modern equipment of armed units, but rather 
about political decision to use them. In this context, in the future Latvia will have to recon with 
the ever increasing discussion about involvement of NATO in various military operations, 
which, in turn, will require political decision to participate in them. Consequently, there should 
be a prior political consensus whether the state supports participation in all campaigns where 
NATO is involved in, or conditions are set to define the limits for international missions. In the 
latter case security policy must be synchronised with foreign policy. 

3. Coherence is another factor of NATO power and influence. Throughout the entire Cold 
War period, with a few exceptions (France’s withdrawal from the military component of the 
alliance), the alliance demonstrated its operational effectiveness, the basis of which was the 
close cohesion of the allies – both in policy-making, decision-making and the overall alliance 
operation. The identical perception of the external environment and its threatening nature, 
undoubtedly, determined the internal unity of the alliance. Weakening the alliance from 
outside was inconceivable. Quite the opposite: the more hostile the international environment, 
the stronger the alliance became internally. After the end of the Cold War the cohesion 
remained intact, but it was weakened as a result of the diverse international agenda and 
because of a greater independence of some states in their search for security solutions. In fact, 
the diverging opinions of the allies on Iraq was but a telling example of the gap in the alliance 
solidity, which has been expanding over the past ten years. That, which is called a crisis in the 



transatlantic relations, affects to a great extent the foundation of NATO existence – unity. A 
united NATO is in the interest of Latvia. Therefore, the situation between the alliance member 
states must be evaluated objectively, even pessimistically, if necessary. At the same time, Latvia 
could offer itself for the role of a mediator for improving the relations and restoring unity. Since 
it is the new member states that are often portrayed as supporters of the old NATO and ignorers 
of the new trends, involvement in the restoration of unity would help overcome this stereotype. 
One can assume that the first propositions by Latvia’s representatives might not be taken 
seriously. However, this would take advantage of the situation to overcome the stereotype of 
Latvia as a politically “old-fashioned” state. For this purpose, it would be advantageous to utilise 
postmodernist terminology. By a step like this, it would be possible to not only demonstrate 
dedication to the transatlantic values, but also accentuate Latvia’s loyalty to European identity 
and values. 

4. Military capability. The military potential factor was the one to ensure all the 
aforementioned factors of NATO influence in the world and the deterrence of a rival. The 
modern and combat-ready arms available to the alliance determined the fact that NATO was 
deemed operable. Also, looking from the perspective of today and tomorrow, there is no other 
association of states with such military resources available. To a great extent, this is owing to 
the United States. The issue of potential is of importance to Latvia for at least three reasons. 
First, public discussions regarding the usefulness of 2% defence budget and its spending when 
there is no clearly identified enemy will not cease. Second, the question whether NATO demands 
too great expenses from the state will regain attention. Third, what arms does Latvia need to be 
eligible for two tasks – the alliance membership and its own defence? The argument in favour of 
military expenditure must be repeated on a regular basis – an alliance without modern arms is 
not needed, as it is unable to perform the tasks entrusted to it. A system of modern arms is not a 
condition for attack, but a deterrent against potential source of threat instead. The greater 
Latvia’s attachment to NATO is, the greater the public interest will be in budget spending and its 
link with strengthening Latvia’s security. Questions about budget are often addressed to those 
who bear heightened public interest. Therefore, they cannot be left drifting. Issues of defence 
funding will always be a part of the political battles between position and opposition, where the 
opposition with its pacifist-oriented slogans will appear more attractive. Moreover, this issue is 
linked with the ideologies of “gate-keepers” or “boundary-spanners”.2 If Latvia defines its 
membership in NATO and the EU from the position of “gate-keepers”, the defence budget, and 
later on the NATO membership as well, may become a stumbling bloc, because, if the society 
adopts cautious attitude toward the international environment, it will be difficult to adopt any 
political decisions involving increasing funding for military campaigns beyond the borders of 
Latvia.  

NATO Stumbling Blocs Today and Tomorrow 

When modelling NATO development scenarios, in addition to the causes of the alliance 
success we should also be aware of the problematic issues the allies will try to break free from 
in order to return to continuing the success story. The current gap within NATO is relevant 
because, contrary to previous complex situations, stumbling blocs have appeared in areas 
where the alliance usually saw its power and influence potential. 



First, a clash of opinions has occurred regarding the international system itself and the 
processes within it. To illustrate this complex situation, the opinion of Robert Kagan, which 
has become a classic, from his book Of Paradise and Power is in order: “The dangers of the 
present transatlantic predicament, then, lie neither in American will nor capability, but in the 
inherent moral tension of the current international situation.” The core of this tension is the 
discussion that has been going on for more than ten years regarding the new circumstances of 
NATO adaptation, the degree of its involvement in conflict resolution (When? Where? For how 
long?), America’s presence in Europe, embarking on the war in Iraq. In fact, the ongoing 
discussion within NATO did not provide answers, rather it added to the list of issues that are 
controversial and in need of discussion. Consequently, the discussion, reaching the Iraq crisis 
that mirrored simultaneously the whole cluster of problems, created an “explosion” in the 
transatlantic relations. During the past year there have been several attempts to “repair” the 
relations between the allies. However, they have been unsuccessful. The main problem lies in 
the fact that currently the body of diverse relations in the international system has been 
replaced with the issue of Iraq. Therefore, it would be irrational to imagine that the alliance 
member states could achieve a radical improvement in relations before solving the pre-Iraq 
war and post-war problems, which would allow them to switch from the local view of the 
world back to the regional and global view.  

Second, terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 in the United States created a novel 
precedent in the history of NATO, when the Article 5 of the Washington Treaty was exercised, 
uniting around it not just the member states, but also becoming the core of the declared war 
against terrorism. The global consolidation around the United States in the war against 
terrorism is a positive event, but at the same time it revealed the appearance of several 
negative trends within NATO. Before 11 September, NATO and its member states had begun 
working on identifying new threats and risk factors, but after these events – focused 
increasingly on terrorism, which involved the following difficulties: 

1) NATO expertise does not include research, identification of the sources of terrorism and 
the development of appropriate policy, because sources of terrorism are not military 
formations and their activities; 

2) NATO does not possess instruments for eliminating sources of terrorism (poverty, 
religious fanaticism, illiteracy, etc.); 

3) the debate regarding other types of threats died down within NATO; 
4) the dominance of the United States increased not just in the struggle against terrorism, 

but in the international politics in general; 
5) general focusing on terrorism only distorted the complex approach to threat analysis that 

had only just begun. The leading role in this process belonged to the European countries, 
which pointed out in their research the complex situation of the 21st century. However, the 
domination of terrorism threats in the overall structure of threats did not unite the politicians 
and the public, but increased the gap between Europeans and Americans instead. The 2002 
value survey conducted by the German Marshall Foundation and the Chicago Foreign Policy 
Council proves that with diverging view on threats it will be difficult to reach an agreement on 
security policy that would decrease the said threats. When answering the question of what are 
the threats to the vital interests of the country, 91% of Americans responded it was terrorism, 
while only 65% of Europeans sided with this view. The weapons of mass destruction in Iraq – 
86% of Americans, 58% of Europeans; Islamic fundamentalism – 61% of Americans, 49% of 



Europeans; military conflict in the Middle East – 67% of Americans, 43% of Europeans; military 
conflict between India and Pakistan – 54% of Americans, 32% of Europeans; coup d’etat in 
Russia as a threat is perceived by 27% of Americans and 15 % of Europeans; the appearance of 
China as a great power in the global processes frightens 56% of Americans and only 19% of 
Europeans.3 If the member states of the alliance differ so much on threat assessment, then it 
marks problems in selecting instruments to prevent threats and achieve political consensus in 
prioritising the threats. With regard to this problem Latvia may rise as the intellectual leader of 
NATO, offering to work regularly on threat analysis. 

The third stumbling bloc is associated with the increase of the role of international 
organisations and associations of states. Following the end of the Cold War, NATO exited the 
“alliance isolation” and involved itself in the institutional cooperation. Now, politically as well 
as militarily NATO has already formed stable links of cooperation with the UN, the OSCE and 
the EU. However, the regular dialogue takes place in a changing world and with changing 
institutions. From the perspective of Latvia’s interests, particular attention should be paid to 
NATO-EU relations, because they will have a very significant role in the future, determining 
the choice of what alliance policy our country could support and shape pro-actively. 

Latvia’s joining the EU and NATO was simultaneous. It coincided with the rapid adaptation 
of the institutions themselves to the surrounding environment and to each other. The 
integration of Latvia into the EU and NATO were parallel processes. However, this parallelism 
will be increasingly harder to maintain. More and more overlapping security issues will 
appear, the solution of which will require the involvement of both associations of states. The 
institutional cooperation itself would not create problems, because nearly all member states of 
the EU are also the member states of NATO. However, it is the unclear notions regarding the 
means of quaranteeing international and regional security and the appropriate policy that both 
associations of states have, as well as the existing competition between the two organisations 
for expanding global influence, which generates uncertainty and controversy. In this case, 
Latvia should be particularly “quick” in order to be able to maneuver the range of institutional 
and state relations. 

Looking from the position of Latvia as a NATO Member State, more intense attention 
should be given to the following issues in further development of the European Union: 

1) How will the EU’s foreign and security policy develop? So far, the EU Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP) has been full of contradictions and failures, despite the contrary 
arguments and justifications listed by the EU bureaucrats. The fact that the first defence 
ministerial meeting of the EU Member States took place only in 2002, despite that the very 
same ministers meet regularly at NATO events, indicates that there is still a long way to go 
before a consensus on defence and security issues is reached. As the director of the EU 
Institute for Security Studies Nicole Gnesotto writes, three paradoxes characterise the Union’s 
attitude toward the world around it. First, the EU Member States find it easier to agree, when 
an external pressure/crisis exists. However, the moment the pressure/crisis weakens, these 
states find it increasingly more difficult to reach common solutions and adopt action-oriented 
decisions. In situations like this, “jealousy” appears toward the state (the U.S.) that wants to 
assume a policy of action. This, in turn, leads to divisions among the member states. This 
trend was most vividly confirmed by the ability of the EU to react to 11 September events by 
unanimously supporting the US-declared war on terrorism and by adopting a series of 
internally relevant decisions. Yet, with the start of discussions about Iraq and decrease in 



international terrorism activities, the opinions of the member states were diversifying. The 
other paradox is related to the fact that the EU Member States are able to agree on a common 
world view, but are unable of reaching a common denominator on how the crises in the 
world should be handled. Some believe that different instruments may be used to settle crises, 
including the participation of NATO and the U.S.; others – that Europe should be capable of 
acting individually. The third paradox is clearly reflected in the European-American relations 
after the Cold War. On the one hand, Europe wants to diminish the presence of the U.S. in the 
region, but the moment an international tension breaks out, this desire decreases and 
European countries are able to agree and overcome differences in opinions.4 The paradoxes 
listed by Nicole Gnesotto point to one highly relevant trend in the EU foreign and security 
policy: there will always be contradictions within the EU that are related to competition 
between Europe and the United States. This is an unavoidable political reality, and reliance on 
the idea that one day the EU and the U.S. might become united is unsound, and may create 
problems for Latvia in its security policy implementation. Three groups of states have emerged 
in the EU attitude toward the transatlantic relations: Atlanticists (Great Britain, Italy, the new 
member states), Europeanists (France, Germany, Luxembourg, Belgium) and Maneuverists (the 
remaining member states). During the Iraq conflict all the new EU and NATO member states 
were placed into the first category, and it was associated with their support to the U.S. policy 
in Iraq. However, with the situation changing, the international involvement in settling the Iraq 
conflict increasing and the allied presence decreasing, new political opportunities are opening 
up for Latvia. Latvia may declare itself a country most directly interested in eliminating the 
transatlantic divide (not immediately, but gradually), because our country has been both a 
loyal partner to NATO and fulfilled the EU obligations. It would be beneficial for Latvia not to 
choose between Atlanticism and Europeanism, but rather declare itself a new type of state, 
which, instead of counterpositioning these two approaches, sees in them a great, mutually 
complementary potential. Such an approach would successfully incorporate into the “border 
spanning” policy. It would be far easier for a small state to play the role of a “bridge” than any 
of the large states, each of which has its own amount of resentment associated with the 
transatlantic divide. Here, a constructivist terminology would be useful. Although it is beyond 
the powers of Latvia to solve the entire spectrum of problematic relations, it would still be a good 
opportunity to demonstrate our pro-activity, thereby achieving an increase in our image and 
international prestige. 

2) The question of military capabilities. One of the appearing divides between NATO 
Member States is the contribution of the United States and the other states to the development 
of military capability. With the current trends, there is no reason to believe that in the 
foreseeable future this divide may be reduced. The issue of effective utilisation of the defence 
budget should be particularly highlighted. According to NATO data, disproportionately large 
contributions are made for personnel needs, and these data also explain the backwardness of 
the EU Member States in terms of research, technology, equipment and arms development. 
Here are a few data to illustrate the trends for Latvia: to maintain the armed forces personnel 
Portugal spends 80.9% of the national defence budget, Italy – 72.0%, Belgium – 67.6%, Spain – 
64.9%, Greece – 64.1%, Germany – 61.2%, France – 60.2%, Denmark – 54.7%, the Netherlands 
– 46.4%, Great Britain – 40.0%, the United States – 36.2%, the EU average – 65%. In 2001, 
Belgium spent 5.4% of its defence budget on arms, while the U.S. spent 22%. As we can see, 
the EU is spending nearly twice as much, but the combat capabilities are relatively lower. This 



impacts the EU ability to participate in selected crisis management situations. Taking 
advantage of the discussion about diversity of combat capabilities, Latvia a NATO Member 
Statne, could assume initiative within the framework of the EU European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP) and come forward in all possible forums as an initiator for modernisation of the 
EU combat capabilities. It may seem at first that such a role would be impossible, considering 
the foreseeable reaction of France and Germany, but, using the constructivist terminology 
combined with Atlanticist support and Latvia’s positive experience in adapting armed forces for 
participation in international operations, it is a feasible action tactic. The fact that discussions 
about the EU CFSP and ESDP will only increase should be taken into account. Latvia is 
represented now in all institutions of the EU. A representative of our country is a Deputy Chair 
of the European Parliament’s Security and Defence Commission, and it allows to use this course 
consistently. 

3) The issue of leadership within the EU will gain importance in the following years. The 
transatlantic division opens up new opportunities for talking of the need for a leader of the EU 
– both for internal consolidation and EU operation and influence on global processes. France 
would gladly take the role of the EU leader. It is in the interest of Latvia to abstain from 
supporting such an approach, considering the ambiguous policy of France toward NATO and 
its specific foreign policy. 

Fourth, the answer of the United States to the question, whether the U.S. will choose 
multilateralist or unilateralist policy in international processes, will be of great importance. If 
the unilateralist trend strengthens, it may significantly damage the relations with the European 
allies of NATO and facilitate faster development of the EU ESDP. However, the U.S. returning 
to multilateralism would promote international security, decrease tension in the transatlantic 
relations and would allow discussions about cooperation with the EU armed structures, 
avoiding unnecessary overlapping. 

Fifth, the last wave of NATO expansion has just finished. It is an unprecedented event in 
the history of NATO, not just because states from the former hostile bloc joined the alliance, 
but also because a large number of states, where the process of democratisation has not yet 
fully ended, joined simultaneously. These are states, in which it is difficult to predict the effect 
of the enlargement on the development of the economic, political and combat capabilities. For 
the moment, it is hard to project, what the view of these countries will be about the future of 
NATO. 

Sixth, relations with Russia. Upon embarking on NATO enlargement process, the alliance 
established at the same time a dialogue with Russia, which may be described as a roller-
coaster with ups and downs. During these years the relations have strengthened. One could 
even conclude that NATO has achieved at least partial involvement of Russia in the 
international processes. Russia’s relations with the Western world increased in activity 
following the September 11 terrrorist attacks, announcing that Russia is “with us”. However, 
looking from the perspective of NATO future, some trends must be heeded. Relations with 
Russia take place in parallel – both with the alliance as a united institution and bilaterally. 
Some NATO member states (France, Germany) value the bilateral relations with Russia higher 
than the multilateral ones. Now, the new member states, whose attitude toward Russia is 
reserved, influence the nature of these relations. During discussions at the international 
conference of 14–15 May 2004, organised by the European Union Institute for Security Studies 



and the Prague Institute of International Relations, it was pointed out that Russia is a problem 
for the new NATO member states, while the old member states prefer flirting with Russia 
bilaterally, referencing the “Ulof Palme syndrome” – the further from Stockholm human rights 
violations occur, the less important they seem. This, in turn, lays grounds for two asymmetries. 
The first is related to the problem of perception: the old NATO member states place the 
problems of the U.S. and Middle East in the centre of international events, while the new 
member states see the issue of Russia as a priority. The other asymmetry is related to the lack 
of researchers of Russia and the CIS, due to which objective and comprehensive studies of the 
problem are not available.5 The number of experts living in the West is decreasing, which has 
an impact on the quality of analysis. At the same time, in Central and Eastern Europe an 
assumption dominates that knowledge of the prior history is enough to know Russia. Latvia 
could play a role in overcoming both asymmetries. It is almost ironic that there is not a single 
research centre on Russia in the Baltic States. By creating such an institution in Latvia, it 
would be possible to develop expertise on Russia issues gradually, which would allow to export 
this expertise to other member states, as well as serve our own needs. Through exporting 
expertise it would be possible to draw together the old and the new NATO member states in 
identifying and shaping the international agenda. 

Taking into account the body of diverse contradictions within the alliance and in the 
international system, there is a rather broad spectrum of views about the future of NATO. 
Theoretically, one can speak about three groups of opinions – optimistic, pessimistic and wait-
and-see. 

Optimists argue that the gaps and contradictions that appeared at the beginning of the Iraq 
conflict have been overcome, and currently a “new spirit of unity” is developing. This is 
evidenced by the ability to act and decide together in restoring Afghanistan. Charles Kupchan 
argues that the power of America has ended and other significant international “players” enter 
the stage. Pessimists, in their turn, justify their opinion with the following arguments: a 
collapse of the Atlantic alliance has set in (Ronald Asmus), a new Euro-Atlantic order must be 
formed from scratch (Niclole Gnesotto). Other announce that NATO is dead, while still others 
say that it is mortally wounded and resurrection would be a miracle. Those who have adopted 
a wait-and-see position declare that problems have arisen within NATO, which will not 
disappear by themselves, but, at the moment (during the Iraq conflict), finding solutions to the 
transatlantic gap is difficult. Therefore, a waiting position should be adopted and the moment 
favourable conditions appear for settling multilateral and bilateral relations, strategies of NATO 
future should be developed together, without mentioning the old injuries, because, regardless 
of the current situation, no alliance member is a winner. 

Potential Scenarios of NATO Development 

1. In November 2001, the expert François Heisbourg repeated the assumption popular in 
Russia after the end of the Cold War that NATO will soon perish, topping even Russian 
colleagues by arguing that NATO is already dead.6 How real is the scenario of total NATO 
denial, and is it worth addressing it? A few years back, when the EU and NATO expansion 
was at its culmination, thinking of terminating NATO operation was unrealistic. From today’s 
perspective, this scenario cannot be completely excluded from the international security 
agenda. Several considerations exist. The U.S. activities in Iraq continue to be based on 



principles of unipolarity, reducing to a minimum the international involvement in normalising 
the situation after the war. This increases the gap between the European countries and the 
United States. The EU decides to move from talking and paperwork to the actual security and 
defence policy action phase, and, deciding to save resources, gradually reduces its 
participation in NATO, “switching to the European frequency.” Jonathan Dean, researcher at 
the Eisenhower Institute, repeats the same idea, writing that in the nearest future there will be 
no threats to the alliance and, therefore, the EU will absorb NATO and it will perish.7 

Such a scenario is particularly appealing to two countries – France and Russia. Each, of 
course, has its own motivation. For France, it would provide an opportunity to capture the 
position of the EU leader and lay claim to the status of a regional power on the global scale. 
In a way, this would be a true opportunity to depart from American shadow and overcome 
the syndrome of a capricious child in relations with the United States. For Russia, however, 
such a scenario would provide an opportunity to become one of the main participants of 
international security, which Russia has been trying to achieve ever since the end of the Cold 
War. As the events of the past decade demonstrate, it is easier for Russia to reach an 
agreement on international security issues with France than with the U.S. 

From Latvia’s perspective, such a scenario is totally unacceptable, but this does not mean 
that it can be ignored. Movement of NATO toward gradual diminishing of its role makes us 
devote special attention to the international and regional activities of France, as well as to 
Russia’s foreign policy, considering the simultaneous multilateral and bilateral activities Russia 
is carrying out. 

It has always been more comfortable for Russia to cooperate bilaterally in Europe and in 
the world, which gives it greater leverage. Multilateralism is beneficial for Russia when 
international law is used, which Russia is using successfully to strengthen its position and 
weaken the position of other states. Since Russia in the near future will give preference to the 
tactic of peaceful division of the West, the discussion about the death of NATO may yet 
revive. In this case, the most rational scenario would be not ignoring it, but rather offering 
counterarguments, which should not be based on historical experience analogies, but built 
upon the foundation of constructivist terminology and be future-oriented instead. 

2. American security expert Stanley Sloan softens this position by opposing that NATO is 
not dead, but seriously wounded.8 Therefore, before modelling future, a “correction of 
mistakes” or “healing the wound” must be done. This approach is based on rational principles, 
the purpose of which is to restore the common world view and ways to maintain security of 
the European allies and the United States. This is the area where the most animated 
discussions occur, the most diverse propositions are made, conferences, dialogues take place, 
etc.9 However, discussions are focused more on identification of problem range and specific 
proposals to improve the situation. They do not examine the overcoming of contradictions in 
a broader context of NATO development directions. Consequently, the sights of experts and 
politicians are set on short-term and fragmented measures, which may turn out to be 
ineffective and do not comply with the essence of the alliance transformation process. 

3. Scenario, which is based on the assumption that the gap between the U.S. and the 
European allies remains, but does not deepen. The alliance member states acknowledge the 
need to preserve NATO influence in the world and in the maintenance of international secur-
ity, despite the existing contradictions, because even a contradiction-ridden alliance is better 
than an international system without it. Therefore, the member states switch to working 



according to a principle that has acquired a label “toolbox” or “coalition of choice”. This 
means that states, which choose to participate in settling a specific conflict, agree to participate 
in a coalition using the available NATO resources. 

From the perspective of Latvia’s interests, this scenario is not to be considered optimal, as 
several problems arise, which can influence the alliance effectiveness in the long-term and 
significantly undermine NATO prestige in the world, which is simultaneously the end of 
deterrence policy. Firstly, the power of NATO lies in its ability to act, not discuss the potential 
coalitions. If discussions about each specific case start within the alliance, it may call into 
question internationally the overall NATO operational capability. Secondly, the changing 
coalitions may create divisions among the alliance member states. A situation may arise when 
there are states that participate regularly in operations and states which have assumed a wait-
and-see position. The more frequently states have diverging positions, the weaker will NATO 
appear internationally as well as internally. Thirdly, the interest of the alliance member states 
in investing resources in preserving international security will decrease. Fourthly, states outside 
the alliance may desire to get involved in the changing coalitions, which could undermine its 
unity and increase the influence of other states on the alliance. 

4. At the core of the fourth scenario is the condition that the EU actually and with 
determination (not on paper only) establishes its rapid reaction units with all the necessary 
military, command, financial and other resources, and announces itself as a capable instrument 
for crisis resolution. Such a development of events, in Latvia’s view, is favourable with a 
condition that the EU Security and Defence Policy is implemented in cooperation with NATO. 
The said cooperation may be realised in several ways. Both the U.S. and the EU consider each 
other strategic partners and for that reason the closest coordination is being carried out (the 
most beneficial model for Latvia). NATO continues to be the leader in the international 
security, the EU Security and Defence Policy is delayed, and hence NATO periodically invites 
the EU to join in its operations. From the perspective of Latvia’s interests, this course of 
development is acceptable, because the leader of international security is clearly visible, who 
assumes the responsibility for action, and Latvia does not have to split itself over supporting 
the transatlantic relations and Europe, as both associations of states cooperate. In this case, 
even an agreement might be made between the alliance and the EU regarding the areas in 
which cooperation takes place regularly and in which common action follows (for example, 
fighting terrorism). 

5. The positions of the U.S. and the EU do not draw together and both agents of 
international politics decide to go their separate ways. This development scenario is 
disadvantageous for Latvia for several reasons. As was already mentioned, the EU has a long 
way to go before it will agree internally on all the nuances of this policy (goals, instruments, 
financing, decision-making, command structure, etc.), as well as become an internationally 
notable and respectable “player” in the security and defence sector. However, the biggest 
problem for Latvia would be the need to maneuver between the strategic and internationally 
relevant allies – the United States and the EU, which will be increasingly difficult for Latvia to 
do due to deepening integration within the EU. However, such a scenario is unlikely, because 
no one else is that much interested in preserving American presence in this union than most 
of the EU Member States. The moment the choice is made to go separate ways, the EU would 
encounter several short-term problems of military potential, financial resources, decision-
making and international prestige, because in the near future none of the EU Member States 



could assume the role of the global leader. With this development of events, the EU condemns 
itself to a status of second-class participant. However, while the tension created by Iraq 
remains between the Member States, the possibility of this scenario will be considered and 
discussed. Latvia, in this case, could assume the role of peacemaker, reducing the anti-Atlantic 
atmosphere. Some of these considerations are discussed in the article by David Gompert.10 

6. Significant reforms are needed to preserve NATO. The greatest efforts have been 
invested in this direction of reforms when discussing the alliance’s future. They include writing 
new strategies, the establishment of NATO Response Force units (NATO Response Force, NRF, 
2002), reforms of command structure, army modernisation (NATO Defence Capabilities 
Initiative, 1999), adapting the potential to fight terrorism (Partnership Action Plan Against 
Terrorism, 2002), re-examination of threats and conducting new analysis, etc. This practice-
oriented scenario is favourable for Latvia – NATO is modernising, the transatlantic space is 
modernising and so does Latvia – thereby strengthening its security, participates in shaping the 
regional and international security, participates in discussions regarding the political view on 
NATO and the world security situation. In fact, Latvia forms a part of the international security 
modernisation – yet, not as a consumer, but as an active participant. Moreover, modernisation 
of NATO does not complicate Latvia’s membership in the EU. Latvia can find its own niche in 
the project of alliance modernisation, where it can express itself as a pro-activist. For example, 
Partnership for Peace, which has good traditions, must be adjusted for new states and new 
situation after the NATO enlargement and the activisation of the Neighbourhood Policy. One 
could assume that Central European states could take leadership in Albania, Croatia and 
Macedonia, but there are still twenty states remaining, with which agreements have been 
signed, but whose goals do not include membership in the alliance. Latvia could offer its 
expertise in the area of security and defence to the former Soviet Union countries. 

7. The preservation of the old alliance. It is an unlikely and irrational development 
scenario, because institutions that do not adapt to new circumstances lose their influence in 
regional and international processes. The OSCE is an example, an institution still struggling 
with the adaptation crisis. NATO Secretary General George Robertson has described this neatly 
by saying that in the future NATO must choose between two options: “modernisation or 
marginalisation”.11 

Considering the existing tension in the international system, which the war in Iraq has 
caused, as well as the complex changes of the adaptation process of international 
organisations and associations of states in the world politics, it is impossible to single out one 
or even several NATO development scenarios, which should be given attention and in which 
human and financial resources should be invested. One can anticipate that several scenarios 
will overlap or develop simultaneously, summing up in some new form of relationship. 
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Development Trends  
of Regional Cooperation Organisations in the 
Baltic Sea Region  
Latvia’s Strategy 

During the early 1990s the newly independent Eastern and Central European 
countries were actively involved in establishing regional organisations. Regionalism was seen 
as a moral position or doctrine for better integration in the international environment and 
solution for the domestic and foreign policy problems. During this period the Baltic States and 
the Baltic Sea states began to create and develop regional organisations of different levels and 
sectors with the basic purpose: to promote closer political and economic cooperation, join the 
international movement, strengthen democracy and increase the level of prosperity in the 
region. The trilateral cooperation organisations of the Baltic States and the multilateral 
cooperation organisations of the Baltic Sea states were operating in parallel, which is 
explained by the diverse member state composition of these organisations and, thereby, the 
diversity of issues to be discussed and goals set. For example, initially, the primary goals of 
the Baltic States cooperation organisations – the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of 
Ministers1 – were the consolidation of independence, the returning to the international 
environment and the undermining of unfavourable domestic and foreign policy factors; the 
primary goals of the cooperation organisations of the Baltic Sea states – the Baltic Sea 
Parliamentary Conference and the Council of the Baltic Sea States2 – in their turn, included the 
launching and development of dialogue, consolidation of democracy and solving 
environmental problems within the region. 

What approach to these regional cooperation organisations did Latvia take? In the early 
1990s, our country involved itself very actively in establishing regional organisations of both 
the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea states, thereby acquiring additional means for achievement 
of its foreign and domestic policy goals. The document “Latvian Foreign Policy Guidelines 
until 2005”, approved on 7 April 1995, specified that “[..] Gradual drawing togetner and 
regional integration of the three Baltic States in the Baltic Sea region context shall be 
facilitated, which would ease the solution of economic cooperation and security issues and 
would facilitate the integration of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia into the European Union and 
other international organisations and institutions.”3 Thereby, it was emphasised that Latvia’s 
activities in the cooperation organisations of the Baltic and Baltic Sea states provide additional 
opportunities to “approach” the EU Member State status, influence the EU policy in the Baltic 
Sea region and shape the dialogue with the Russian Federation. In the early 1990s, Latvia used 
its membership in the cooperation organisations of the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea states as 
a strategic means for achievement of its national interests. When analysing Latvia’s activities in 
the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Minister as well as in the Council of the Baltic 
Sea States and the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference one should acknowledge that up until 
2002 Latvia’s participation in these organisations can be seen as goal- and issue-oriented, but 
after that – it becomes increasingly declarative and formal. Rather than the passivity or 



disinterest on the part of Latvia, one explanation of this could be the “wait-and-see regime”, 
adopted by the Baltic Sea states and the regional organisations of the Baltic States in particular, 
which set in after 13 December 2002, when the EU Council adopted a decision regarding the 
conclusion of the accession talks with the ten EU candidate states, including Latvia. This “wait-
and-see regime” was introduced because the member states of the regional organisations of 
the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states began discussions about the need to reform the forms of 
cooperation as well as regarding the compatibility of these forms of cooperation with the EU 
integration processes. 

Over the past year questions are being asked and answers sought among politicians and 
academicians on the role and relevance of the cooperation of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea 
states within the framework of the enlarged Europe. Discussions are particularly active abouth 
both the need to define new goals and tasks of operation of the regional organisations and the 
need to develop new forms of cooperation. Each process and type of international 
cooperation involves considerable financial and human resources. Latvia, the financial and 
human resources of which are limited, should define clearly its national interests and foreign 
policy position regarding the processes and their forms of regional cooperation of the Baltic 
and the Baltic Sea states. Therefore, the purpose of this article is to analyse the current 
development trends of the cooperation organisations of the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea 
states and determine the most appropriate strategy and tactics of Latvia for action in these 
organisations. 

Theoretical Approach  
to Regional Organisations 

There are various studies in the theory of international politics on regional organisations, 
which try to explain the process of their formation, the internal and external factors of their 
operation, etc. The experience of regional organisations confirms the general theoretical 
approach that national states, guided by their interests, operate within the framework of 
institutional agreements in order to solve common issues and problems. 

Paul Taylor believes that the formation of regional organisations is determined by 
conditions of the international environment, opportunities of more effective solution of 
specific problems, opportunities for realisation of long-term social and economic goals, as well 
as opportunities to expand state power.4 Regional organisations can be formed as a response 
reaction to problems, as an instrument for problem solution or as an institution with the help 
of which it would be easier to solve common problems. Wichard Woyke lists three conditions 
of forming a regional organisation – necessity, importance and regional community.5 Summing 
up various studies on conditions of forming regional organisatons, the following conditions 
that promote the wish of the states to join the regional organisation can be identified: 
economic, political, external threats and pressure, strong regional identity, representation of 
region’s common problems.  

Goals and tasks of regional organisations derive from the conditions that were the basis of 
forming the respective organisation. Le Roy believes that the fundamental task of a regional 
organisation is to be a means for promotion of regional cooperation.6 Andrew Hurrel thinks 
that the main goal of regional organisations is the coordination of political activities and 
harmonisation of positions.7 However, studying the goals and tasks defined by the existing 



regional organisations, one can make a generalised statement that any such organisation is 
formed for solving issues and problems of mutual interest, discussing projects of mutual 
interest, coordinating the activities of the member states, expressing common opinions 
regarding international, economic, political and cultural events, etc. The goals and tasks of 
regional organisations may change over the time of their existence; they are influenced by 
changes in the international situation, domestic situation of the states, the solution of the 
issues posed. For example, initially the goals of the organisations of the Baltic States were the 
consolidation of democracy, the withdrawal of Russian Army, the return of these countries to 
the Western structures; while later development of the common market, solution of border-
crossing issues and other issues were put forward as the organisation’s tasks. 

Analysing the decision of the Baltic States to develop regional cooperation organisations – 
the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers, as well as the decision of the Baltic 
Sea states to develop regional cooperation organisations – the Baltic Sea Parliamentary 
Conference and the Council of the Baltic Sea States through the aforementioned theoretical 
point of view, it can be concluded that the success of the beginning of these regional 
cooperation processes was determined by the following conditions: 

1) the circumstances of the international environment in the early 1990s (the Baltic States 
had regained independence and they had an opportunity to return to the international 
environment, and it seemed that it will be most successful to achieve this through trilateral 
regional organisations; for the Baltic Sea states the new international environment provided an 
opportunity to strengthen and develop a strong region of Northern Europe with a close 
involvement of Russia in the international processes); 

2) the existence of specific domestic and foreign policy problems (in the case of the Baltic 
States, these specific issues were the consolidation of independence, the withdrawal of 
Russian Army and return to the international environment, while in the case of the Baltic Sea 
states – the dire environmental problems and the high pollution of the sea, as well as the need 
to form a dialogue in the region, strengthening of democracy, etc.); 

3) opportunities to implement long-term social and economic goals (the goal of the Baltic 
States was to create a single Baltic States market, while the goal of the Baltic Sea states was the 
promotion of a favourable economic development of the region). 

The goals and directions of activities of the trilateral regional organisations of the Baltic 
States were determined broadly, ranging from issues of “high” to “low” politics. However, the 
number of the Baltic Sea region states and thereby the many national interests were a 
sufficiently strong factor to identify the common interests gradually, expanding the issues for 
discussion as well as the institutional mechanisms for their solution slowly. The following 
were named as the most important areas of cooperation of the Baltic Sea states’ regional 
organisations: assistance to the new democratic institutions, economic and technological 
assistance and cooperation, humanitarian issues and health, environmental protection and 
energy, cooperation on the issues of culture, education, tourism and information exchange, 
transportation and communication. At the very beginning, the states of the Baltic Sea region 
agreed to exclude issues of military defence from the pool of the cooperation issues.8 

Problems of Operation of  
the Regional Organisations of 



the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea States 

Regional organisations of the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea states exist for already 15 
years. During this period of time considerable changes have happened in international politics 
in general and in the development level of the national states composing the aforementioned 
regional organisations, as well as the methods and courses of action of the regional 
organisations themselves. Analysing the regional organisations of the Baltic States and the 
Baltic Sea states from the perspective of these rapid and important changes, as well as from 
the perspective of the operation assessment of these regional organisations, one can identify 
several fundamental problems, the existence of which already dissatisfies several Baltic Sea 
states9 and the un-resolution of which may facilitate the “slow death” of these organisations, 
because many member states will lose interest in these forms of regional cooperation. 

First, the lack of a long-term cooperation strategy of the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea 
states, and the political inability of the involved participants to react adequately to challenges 
of the international environment and the new circumstances. 

The EU and NATO enlargement was a predictable process. Therefore, the situation in 
which the regional organisations of the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea states find themselves 
indicates the political inability of these states to react adequately to the predictable course of 
events, as well as the lack of a strategy for long-term cooperation. The Baltic Assembly and 
the Baltic Council of Ministers are searching for the most effective new forms of cooperation 
since the early 2002, the Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers – since 1991, the 
Council of the Baltic Sea States and the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference – since 2002. The 
basic postulate in this search for cooperation forms is as follows: cooperation must be effective, 
flexible, goal-oriented and pragmatic. Thereby, the lack of a long-term cooperation strategy 
has facilitated the political inability to react adequately to new tasks. 

Second, the regional organisations of the Baltic States focus too much on the process of the 
EU enlargement and the integration of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania into the EU. 

This problem is characteristic to the cooperation organisations of the Baltic States, which 
the analysis of the operation of the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers 
between 1995 and 2003 indicates. The researcher Preston emphasises that the EU has always 
given preference to “conducting negotiations with groups of states which already have close 
interrelations, and that three out of four rounds of expansion have covered the states, which 
have already had close trade and political links”10. Although during the current round of the 
EU expansion regional cooperation was not listed as one of the preconditions for accession, 
yet the EU urged the new candidate countries to promote regional cooperation. So, for 
example, the Europe Agreement establishing an association between the European Community 
and its member states, on the one hand, and the Republic of Latvia, on the other hand, 
recognises and emphasises “the need to continue regional cooperation between the Baltic 
States, taking into account that closer integration between the EU and the Baltic States, 
between the Baltic States themselves and in a broader regional context should take place in 
parallel”11. The new candidate countries considered regional cooperation as one of the 
elements of the accession strategy. 

Since 1994, the agenda of the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers was 
focused on the integration of the Baltic States into the EU and NATO, devoting little attention 
to issues beyond that. However, now, when the integration into the EU and NATO has 



become a reality, the Baltic Assembly and the so-called little mouse syndrome has overcome 
the Baltic Council of Ministers, i.e., a “tossing” between potential issues for discussion and the 
institutional mechanisms for solving them. 

Third, lack of correlation/interaction between the various Northern European regional 
organisations and the policy they implement. 

As was mentioned before, one of the basic problems is the overlapping and duplication of 
activities and goals of the various regional organisations. Both the regional organisations of the 
Baltic States and the Baltic Sea states practice a one-sided and individual approach to solving 
problems, i.e., almost all Northern European regional organisations deal with the Baltic Sea 
defence issues. Moreover, this activity is not being coordinated. The attempts of the Baltic 
Assembly and the Nordic Council12, as well as the Baltic Council of Ministers and Nordic 
Council of Ministers13 to coordinate their operation. 

Fourth, the heavy institutional structure of the regional organisations of the Baltic States and 
the Baltic Sea states, which hinders quick solution of problems, harmonisation of opinions and 
decision-making. 

One of the characteristics of any international organisation is a well-developed institutional 
structure. In the case of the regional organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states, their 
institutional structure is heavy, and it does not create circumstances for quick solution of 
problems and harmonisation of opinions. The new conditions of the international environment 
determine the need to form flexible and effective coalitions of interest without unwieldy 
structural units, which have to be provided with an opportunity to solve issues and problems 
quickly. This problem of the regional organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states is a 
challenge to the organisations themselves in the new international environment. So, for 
example, all in all a year passes until a decision to be made in the Baltic Assembly regarding 
some problem that exists in all three Baltic States. Similar situation exists in the Baltic Sea 
Parliamentary Conference, where the decision-making time factor runs parallel with the 
decision-making consensus principle, as a result of which only those decisions, which receive 
complete consensus among the member states, are adopted. 

Changes and Their Impact on  
the Regional Organisations of  
the Baltic and the Baltic Sea States 

The EU enlargement is one of the vigorous and serious challenges to the Baltic Sea region 
cooperation organisations. These new challenges have created many unanswered issues and 
new courses for both the Baltic regional cooperation organisations and the regional 
organisations of the Baltic Sea states. 

First, the need to define the new goals of the regional organisations of the Baltic and the 
Baltic Sea region states and the regional cooperation in general. 

The most relevant goals of the Baltic States’ cooperation organisations so far have included 
integration into the EU and NATO, while the goals of the regional organisations of the Baltic 
Sea region states were divided in several directions: firstly, the economic cooperation and 
development of the Baltic Sea region; secondly, environmental protection in the Baltic Sea 
region; thirdly, deepening of relations with the Russian Federation, especially emphasising the 
north-western regions and Kaliningrad; fourthly, assistance to the Baltic States and Poland in 



promoting political and economic stabilisation and development as well as facilitating their 
integration into the EU. 

At the moment, the cooperation organisations of the Baltic States are the ones which feel 
the acute need to redefine the cooperation goals and tasks, because the goals defined earlier, 
i.e., the integration of the Baltic States into the EU and NATO have been achieved. In my 
opinion, the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers currently are in a “state of 
coma”, trying to find new life sources fast. Neither the politicians, nor the academicians now 
have a clear notion about the potential new goals for the aforementioned organisations. I 
think that the heavy structure of the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers is one 
of the main reasons why these organisations are unable to exit the “state of coma” for quite 
some time now, but this will be discussed in more detail in the next section. 

The goals of the regional organisations of the Baltic Sea states were set in a long-term 
perspective and focused on several courses of action. Therefore, the goals and tasks set in the 
early 1990s will continue to be current for the following 5 to 10 years, only the order of 
priority of these goals is changing. At the moment, it is clearly obvious that deepening the 
relations with the Russian Federation through the EU Northern Dimension and Neighbourhood 
Policy initiatives is becoming a priority goal for both the Council of the Baltic Sea States and 
the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference. 

Second, the operation of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states’ regional organisations is 
closely linked with the decentralisation trend of the EU regions. 

It is stressed in the academic and political discussions that the EU is developing toward 
regional decentralisation. Barry Buzan emphasises that currently the European integration 
process simultaneously promotes also the formation of sub-regional organisations, because the 
member states tend to solve many problems on the regional level. Although after the end of 
the Cold War an assumption appeared about the formation of a centralised model of Europe 
in which all decisions will be made in Brussels, in reality it was the centralised and integrated 
model of Europe that promotes the development of parallel sub-regional cooperation models, 
which are going to have a great impact on the shaping and even strengthening of the EU 
policy.14 As a result of this process, four economic regions are developing: Western Europe 
(the six EU founding states), Central Europe (Wishegrad states), Southern Europe and 
Northern Europe (including the Baltic States). If the hypothesis is proposed that this 
decentralisation trend of the EU regions is taking root, then Latvia needs to choose the most 
effective foreign policy strategy and tactics in order to act in the environment that is 
determined by this trend, which is closely related to the ongoing discussions regarding the 
development perspectives of the Northern European regional organisations. 

Third, the large number of different regional organisations in the Baltic Sea region, the 
operation of which is overlapping and even duplicating. 

There are various regional parliamentary and governmental cooperation organisations 
operating in the Baltic Sea region: the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers 
(covering the trilateral cooperation of the Baltic States), the Nordic Council and the Nordic 
Council of Ministers (covering the multilateral cooperation of the Nordic states), the Council of 
the Baltic Sea States (plus the established institutions), the Baltic Sea Parliamentary Conference 
(covering multilateral cooperation in the Baltic Sea region), as well as the multilateral 
cooperation in the Barents Euro-Arctic Council and the Arctic Council. Analysing the goals and 
directions of operation of these regional organisations, it can be concluded that both their 



operation and the goals set forth overlap and even duplicate. So, for example, the operation 
goals of the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Council of Ministers, the Nordic Council and the 
Nordic Council of Ministers, the Council of the Baltic Sea States, the Baltic Sea Parliamentary 
Conference are to coordinate the cooperation of the member states and harmonise opinions, 
to coordinate action in the environmental protection and promotion of economic development 
(job market, social system, health care system, etc.), shaping relations with the Russian 
Federation and representation of the member states’ interests in the EU. 

It was said earlier that any cooperation process requires considerable financial and human 
resources. In such a situation the various models of regional cooperation are not utilised fully, 
therefore the capability of each separate model should be examined. 

Fourth, the manifold approaches to scenarios for developing regional cooperation and the 
decrease of enthusiasm over the role of regional cooperation organisations. 

Opinions regarding regional cooperation in the Baltic Sea region fluctuate from total 
skepticism (the position of Finland and Estonia) to total support (the position of Russia and 
Germany). Currently, each state of the Baltic Sea region is trying to formulate the new strategy 
for developing the regional cooperation in the Baltic Sea region. So, for example, the 
Parliament of Norway is offering to create the so-called Parliamentary Partnership for 
Northern Europe, which would facilitate the creation of the parliamentary network in the Baltic 
Sea region for the coordination of activities.15 The Parliament of Finland is proposing to 
decrease the Nordic parliamentarian and governmental cooperation within the framework of 
the Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers and use all the financial and human 
resources to intensify parliamentary and governmental cooperation in the Baltic Sea region 
within the framework of the Council of the Baltic Sea States and the Baltic Sea Parliamentary 
Conference.16 The Delegation of Latvia to the Baltic Assembly is offering to create a so-called 
umbrella organisation, which would unite the various Baltic Sea organisations of regional 
cooperation thereby ensuring information exchange and co-ordination of operation in the 
Baltic Sea region.17 The Foreign Affairs Committee of the Parliament of Estonia emphasises the 
necessity to reform the trilateral cooperation organisatons of the Baltic States so that the 
cooperation process is issue- and problem-directed.18 

Possible Development Scenarios of  
the Regional Organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea States 

Following the problems of operation of the regional organisations of the Baltic States and 
the Baltic Sea states and the new trends, several possible development scenarios for the period 
of the next 5 to 10 years may be suggested. 

The first scenario is based on different theoretical approaches of international politics, 
which envisage the self-liquidation of the various (sub)regional organisations, including the 
regional organisations of the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea states. The following factors could 
determine this: 

1) first of all, the globalisation of economic, social and cultural relations, which will 
promote the appearance of more and more global problems, which can be solved only at the 
global level; the fact that the political, economic and social problems extend beyond regional 
borders and regional resources are often inadequate to solve the states’ problems at the 
regional level should be taken into account; 



2) regional organisations are unable to prevent threats to peace effectively, because 
sanctions against an agressor are impossible within the regional organisation due to its small 
potential;19 

3) another factor that is mentioned is the unique regional organisation – the EU, which 
automatically excludes the necessity to form other regional organisatons. This factor is 
mentioned particularly often in Estonia’s position regarding scenarios of development of 
regional organisations. 

How would such a scenario impact Latvia? Firstly, Latvia would lose one of the means for 
representing its national interests in the international politics; secondly, Latvia would lose the 
opportunity to solve certain issues, for example, the development of the energy market, within 
a narrower format; thirdly, Latvia would have to form bilateral relations with each state of the 
region separately, which would require greater contribution of financial and human resources 
than in the case of regional organisations. 

The second scenario is based on the assumption that the regional organisations of the Baltic 
and the Baltic Sea states define new goals, tasks and courses of action while maintaining the 
existing institutional structure. It was mentioned earlier that the current institutional structure 
of the regional organisations of the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea states is heavy and 
inflexible, as a result of which it is impossible to take decisions in a short period of time. If 
this scenario develops, regional organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states will slowly 
“fade away” due to general weakness and incapacity. 

In the case of this scenario, the states of the relevant regional organisations, including 
Latvia, would lose the financial and human resources invested, because due to unwieldy 
action the goals and tasks may not be realised at all or realised belatedly. So, for example, one 
of the goals is the establishment of a single energy market of the Baltic Sea region, which 
requires both national and EU funding. With the current institutional structures of the regional 
organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states this goal has still not been implemented, 
because the heavy mechanism of solving issues and making decisions prescribes a very 
complex and lengthy procedure for examining them. For example, at least a year passes in 
order to solve the issue regarding the creation of a united Baltic science and research centre, 
because initially this issue was initiated within the Baltic Assembly and then it was referred to 
the Baltic Council of Ministers. Moreover, the Baltic Council of Ministers has the right to refuse 
to carry out this decision made by the Baltic Assembly. Also, there are no legally binding 
relations between the Council of the Baltic Sea States and the Baltic Sea Parliamentary 
Conference, which is why the parliamentary and the executive regional organisations operate 
separately. 

Attempts to represent the member state interests in the EU are carried out mainly through 
the Council of the Baltic Sea States, however – in a still insufficent amount. The former Danish 
Prime Minister and the current member of the European Parliament Poul Nyrop Rassmussen 
believes, however, that “the Baltic Sea region will not automatically get a central position on 
the European agenda. Representation and visibility in Brussels is a key condition for success of 
the Baltic Sea region. Europe has two large poles: in the north of the Baltic and the south of 
the Mediterranean. Comparing the operation of these two poles, it should be admitted that the 
Baltic Sea region still has a lot to do.”20 

The third scenario is based on the assumption that the regional organisations of the Baltic 
States and the Baltic Sea states will be reformed considerably, thereby, firstly, avoiding the 



overlapping and duplication of goals, courses of action and functions; secondly, developing 
more flexible and simpler mechanisms for reviewing issues and making decisions. 

The vector of operation of the regional organisations of both the Baltic States and the Baltic 
Sea states is being redirected toward international politics. In the current international 
environment, forms of regional cooperation are necessary, which are capable of “infiltrating” 
the processes and organisations important to the member states. This task may prove 
unrealisable to the regional organisations of the Baltic Sea due to the number and composition 
of its member states, but it is realisable for the regional organisations of the Baltic States.  

Such a development scenario will encounter a few rather serious problems, which the 
member states of the regional organisations will have to overcome. 

1) The large number of the national states involved in the regional organisations of the 
Baltic Sea should be taken into account, which is related to the diverse and often incompatible 
national interests of the states. This is indicated by the already developed various development 
scenarios of the Baltic Sea region states for the Council of the Baltic Sea States and the Baltic 
Sea Parliamentary Conference. However, the ongoing discussions indicate the wish of the 
states involved in these organisations to continue cooperation in this form. Relevant is the fact 
that the Baltic States and the Nordic states, Germany, Poland and Russia, guided by different 
interests, support the necessity for regional cooperation of the Baltic Sea states. 

A different situation has taken shape within the framework of the Baltic Assembly and the 
Baltic Council of Ministers, where Latvia and Lithuania are interested in developing the 
operation of these organisations, while Estonia wants to divert its financial and human 
resources for membership in the EU and the regional organisations of the Baltic Sea states. 

2) The integration of the legislative (the Baltic Assembly and the Baltic Sea Parliamentary 
Conference) and the executive (Baltic Council of Ministers and the Council of the Baltic Sea 
States) “dimensions” of regional organisations of both the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea 
states, thereby promoting the creation of a flexible model of regional cooperation for 
consideration and making  of decisions.  

This scenario is one of the most advantageous for Latvia, as it ensures the creation of 
flexible, goal- and issue-oriented regional organisations, as a result of which Latvia has one 
strong additional means for representation and implementation of its national interests in 
international politics, as well as for solving different issues and problems. 

The Strategy and Tactics of Latvia for Action in the Regional Organisations 
of  
the Baltic States and the Baltic Sea States 

When attempting to evaluate Latvia’s policy toward participation in the regional 
organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states, it should be clearly stated that these 
cooperation models are important for Latvia as a small state. The enlarged EU of today is a 
union of small states, as 19 out of 25 member states are small states and six – large states. The 
Icelandic scholar Baldur Thorhallsson emphasises that “groups of small states will try to stick 
together to defend their interests. “[..] The interesting question is how the small states can best 
guarantee their interests within an enlarged Europe. How can small states guarantee success in 
the institutional debate and individual policy sectors? What procedures and tactics are best 
suited for small states to maximise their capacity of influence within the EU? One of the 



fundamental questions to the small states is how to overcome vulnerability which is connected 
to their smallness.”21 Different tactics exist of how small states may attempt to defend their 
interests, for example, by forming various non-institutional coalitions of interests within the 
EU, by trying to coordinate positions and tactics within other international organisations, by 
trying to “side” with stronger member states of the organisation. So, for example, the Benelux 
countries coordinate their European policy within their regional cooperation organisations – 
the Benelux Economic Union and the Benelux Inter-Parliamentary Consultative Council – with 
the goal to acquire better position within the EU. For example, before each meeting of the 
European ministers a meeting of the Benelux ministers takes place. Benelux summits are 
organised prior to each session of the European Council to coordinate opinions.22 On the one 
hand, it is very important that a small country like Latvia, by involving itself in the regional 
organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states, would have opportunities to coordinate 
positions and represent its interests together, but on the other hand, it is important that a “free 
hand” remains for different manoeuvres and compromises within the EU and other 
international organisations. 

“The Draft Basic Directives of Foreign Policy of Latvia 2005 – 2009” state that regional 
cooperation has not lost its relevance with the accession to the EU. Its importance in 
implementing the interests of Latvia has increased. Latvia cooperates actively with the states of 
the Baltic Sea region, thereby promoting the development and competitiveness of the region. 
However, the cooperation organisations of the Baltic Sea region must define new tasks of 
operation.23 Following this document, it can be concluded that Latvia has already chosen to 
continue participation in the regional cooperation processes of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea 
states without even knowing the development scenarios of these regional organisations. It is 
crucial that the foreign policy concept of Latvia formulate not just the readiness to participate, 
but also the specific areas and directions of action. 

The regional cooperation organisations provide opportunities for the states to harmonise 
action, coordinate opinions and positions, develop common strategies, as well as solve 
problems. Latvia has always participated actively in various regional cooperation organisations 
within the Baltic Sea region. However, the situation has changed cardinally with Latvia moving 
from the EU candidate state status to the member state status. The president of the Nordic 
Council Gabriel Romanus emphasised that “Sweden discovered nine years ago that the EU 
Member State status differs greatly from the status of the candidate country”24. Thus, the 
question of Latvia’s strategy and tactics regarding the cooperation organisations of the Baltic 
States and the cooperation organisations of the Baltic Sea states is becoming topical. At the 
moment, Latvia’s strategy and tactics in the aforementioned processes are characterised by lack 
of pragmatic opinion and a vision of development, as well as overabundance of political 
declarations regarding models of regional cooperation in the Baltic Sea region. What should 
Latvia’s strategy and tactics be? 

First, Latvia should formulate a complex and goal-oriented (issue-oriented) approach to 
regional cooperation in the Baltic Sea region, stressing the flexibility and capacity for 
manoeuvring of the cooperation organisations. Latvia should not hold on to supporting one 
regional coalition, but promote the formation of various regional coalitions, for example, a 
trilateral Baltic coalition, Baltic-Nordic coalition, coalition of the Baltic Sea states. One of the 
arguments for choosing such an approach is that the states of the Baltic Sea region have 



various national interests, which may be mutually incompatible for joint action. Therefore, 
these issue-oriented or goal-oriented coalitions would be formed according to the nature of 
the issue and the compatibility of national interests. 

In this regard, in my opinion, the subsidiarity principle of the EU should be particularly 
pointed out, which specifies that member states deal with many issues on the national level, 
not excluding the regional level. Which issues, according to the perspective of Latvia, should 
the cooperation organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states deal with in a coordinated 
manner? In my opinion, the basic issues of cooperations are as follows: 

1) ecological protection of the Baltic Sea; 

2) economic and social development of the region; 

3) creation of education, science and culture space; 

4) technologies of communications, infrastructure and information; 

5) establishment of the energy market; 
6) implementation of the EU New Neighbourhood Initiative and the EU Northern 

Dimension; 
7) security of the citizens (fight against organised crime, drug trafficking, trafficking in 

humans and corruption). 
Second, Latvia should not use these cooperation organisations only for coordinating action 

and representing interests within the EU. Currently, this kind of trend can be identified in 
discussions regarding the development scenarios of the regional cooperation organisations. 
The agenda of the cooperation organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states alongside 
the EU issues should include the issues that are beyond the EU competence, for example, the 
development of the border-towns of Estonia and Latvia. 

Third, already now Latvia must involve itself in discussing and shaping the development 
scenarios of the cooperation organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states both at the 
parliamentary and the executive levels, thereby achieving the most effective model of regional 
organisations for the representation and defence of its national interests, as well as for the 
optimal use of its financial and material resources. Latvia should support the more flexible 
models of regional cooperation. The current situation clearly indicates that the most active 
idea generators regarding future cooperation models are Germany, Estonia, Finland and 
Norway. Other states of the Baltic Sea region have assumed a waiting policy. As was said 
before, this waiting policy may weaken the possibilities of the Baltic Sea region states, 
including Latvia, to already jointly influence the EU processes and the strengthening of the 
Northern European region. 

Fourth, Latvia should develop a complex approach to development scenarios of the 
cooperation organisations of the Baltic and the Baltic Sea states, thereby facilitating the 
possibilities for representing national interests at the various levels of a united regional 
cooperation process. Therefore, Latvia should get involved more actively in the current 
discussions of the content of these regional organisations, thereby influencing the 
development of the new agenda of these organisations. 
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