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“Freedom is not free”  - 
 Inscription on the Korean War Memorial, Washington, D.C. 
 
Indeed, the price of freedom was not free for those who fought on the side of the United 
Nations in the bloody conflict on the Korean Peninsula in the 1950s. The eventual 
freedom of millions of South Koreans cost the ultimate of all sacrifices - life - for tens of 
thousands of people. The people of the Baltic states also know about sacrifice. Many 
have given up the majority of their lifetime living in an oppressive system, which did not 
allow for many of the basic freedoms that most in the West now take for granted. We 
should never forget this ideal - freedom - for it is a feeling, a state of being that millions 
of people still strive to obtain. We should not take this privilege lightly, nor should we 
forget those who fought to preserve it or died trying - from the Allies who stormed the 
beaches of Normandy to the Baltic people who fought a losing battle in their forests after 
World War Two. 
Trapped between German Nazis and Soviet Communists during the last World War and 
then occupied by the Soviet Union at the war’s conclusion, the light of freedom in the 
Baltic states was dim for approximately half of this century.  However, the doorway 
began to open in 1989, and by 1991 the Baltic states had restored the statehood they 
enjoyed in the 1920-30s. While the current goal of joining NATO to firmly secure their 
re-established independence is understandable, the Baltic people should remember that 
they have already achieved an important objective. 
 
After the Washington Summit 
 
The governments of the three Baltic states - Estonia, Latvia, and especially Lithuania -
have been intensely lobbying for full NATO membership during the past five years. With 
this in mind, it would be natural for Baltic leaders and citizens to be disappointed in not 
receiving an invitation to join the Alliance at the 1999 Washington Summit. However, 
they should not give up continuing to strive for this conclusion. At the same time, the 
United States and NATO should assist the Baltic states in reaching this goal, and in 
maintaining stability in this important crossroads region of Northern Europe. 
With the conclusion of the Washington Summit, the keys to enhancing the security and 
safeguarding freedom in the Baltic countries are: utilization of bilateral relations and 
multilateral organizations to promote exchanges of views, problems, and solutions to 
security and other issues; eventual inclusion in all Western organizations; engagement 
with Russia to maintain a constructive dialogue on all issues; reformed and effective 
militaries; and stable economies, increased investment, and sustained reforms. This 
article will examine the security situation of the Baltic states and provide policy 
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recommendations for the Baltics, the United States, and NATO in the wake of the 
summit. 
 
Perspective on the Baltic States 
 
Currently, the Baltic states are likely to be lost on the radar screen of NATO and Western 
policymakers with the developments in the Balkans. Even if the hostilities were to cease, 
the situation in the former Yugoslavia is - and clearly will be - the focus of many political 
and military planners for some time. As many foreign policy commentators have stated, 
the credibility and future of the Alliance may be at stake in Southeastern Europe. They 
may be right. Regardless of how NATO was drawn into the Balkan quagmire, it is now 
clear that the outcome must be one of success.  
Even though North America, Europe, and NATO do not have their attention on the Baltic 
region at the present time, it is vital for the future of the Alliance to resolve the Kosovo 
issue under its terms. If it does not, then there may no longer be a NATO. While this is a 
worst-case scenario, if there is a negative outcome in which the Alliance appears to be 
weak, then NATO may lose its role as an effective contributor to European security. 
In addition, NATO continues to address a multitude of issues about its present structure 
and its future size. Internally, it is set to implement requirements stated under the new, 
agreed-upon Strategic Concept. This includes strengthening defensive capabilities, being 
able to respond to new missions, furthering development of the European Security and 
Defense Identity, and integrating the three newest NATO members - the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, and Poland. 
NATO is also concerned about, and becoming more engaged in, resolving threats to its 
security in the Mediterranean region. These threats range widely, from possible mass 
migration to the use of weapons of mass destruction. In addition to the Kosovo situation, 
there are a number of other predicaments that concern NATO in Southern Europe. 
Examples range from internal problems within Turkey, to continual inter-Alliance 
disputes between Greece and Turkey, to watching potentially volatile developments in 
places such as Cyprus, the Black Sea, the Caucasus, and the Middle East.  
With all the attention on the above-mentioned issues and regions, there has been even 
less public concern, especially in the United States, for developments in Northern 
Europe. While not as volatile as the southern and southeast flanks of Europe, it is still 
important to examine security on NATO’s northern flank, and in particular, the 
circumstances of the three Baltic states.  
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are located on the eastern littoral of the Baltic Sea, at the 
edge of Russia’s historical “window on the West.” This prime location has brought many 
invaders and occupiers over the course of history: Denmark, Sweden, Poland, Prussia, 
Czarist Russia, Germany, and the Soviet Union (twice). Until 1991, the three countries 
had only approximately two decades of independence in this century. However, the 
massive political upheaval that shook Europe during 1989-1991 allowed the Baltic states 
to re-establish their independence. This freedom has, in turn, led to a search for long-term 
security in Northern Europe. 
 
Security Options After Independence 
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After independence, the Baltics had four possible paths to security: re-establishment of 
ties to Russia/the Commonwealth of Independent States; national defense (independent 
of regional organizations); military non-alignment/neutrality; or linkages to organizations 
in the West. All three Baltic states rejected the first three options and made the decision 
to walk down the path towards the West. 
Rejection of the first option, re-establishing ties to Russia/the Commonwealth of 
Independent States, was effectively predetermined by the Baltic states. After being 
forcibly incorporated into the Soviet Union for almost 50 years, and prior as part of 
Czarist Russia, returning to the embrace of what they considered to be their oppressor 
was not desired. Even in economic matters, the Baltic states immediately re-oriented the 
majority of their trade to the West as a display of their independence.  
While the second option of an independent national defense might work for larger 
countries or those in a more favorable geographic location - it would be difficult, if not 
impossible, for the Baltic states to establish a completely credible national defense 
system vis-à-vis their larger neighbors. For instance countries such as China, which has 
sheer size, and considerable resources, or Mexico, which enjoys stable borders, may have 
a limited need to link their security with other nations. The other major deterrent to this 
option is cost. It would be much more expensive to pursue a policy of independent 
defense as opposed to joining a collective defense organization.  
The third option of neutrality, or military non-alignment has an uncertain future in the 
new European security framework. With the end of the Cold War on the continent this 
may become an outmoded posture. Geography also affects this decision. While countries 
such as Sweden, Finland, and Ireland lie on the fringes of Europe, and while Switzerland 
and Austria have favorable physical features to aid in defense considerations, the Baltic 
countries are situated in Northeastern Europe on the historical transit route between West 
and East. The geographic location coupled with a lack of credible military capabilities, 
remove non-alignment as a realistic security option.  
The fourth and most realistic option was to pursue integration with Western 
organizations. The Baltic states have sought to be included in global and European 
institutions immediately upon regaining independence. All three have been accepted into 
the UN, the OSCE, and the Council of Europe. The Baltic states are Western in history 
and culture, and again have free-market economies and democratic governments. While 
joining the above institutions quickly, they remain outside of the other, more exclusive 
Western organizations such as NATO, the EU, and WEU even though they have 
established varying degrees of association with all of them. Deciding whether or not to 
include the Baltics has been made more difficult due to their location next to Russia. 
 
Relations with Russia 
 
Russia has made the prospects of the Baltic states soon joining NATO more complicated 
since senior Russian leaders have drawn an imaginary “red line” at their borders. While 
NATO must not allow any country to affect its decisions, Russian sensitivities are 
difficult to ignore. Regardless of this disagreement on the desire to join NATO, the 
Baltics still have not relinquished their aspirations to enter the Atlantic Alliance, and all 
have made formal application. Moscow appears not to have a problem with the Baltic 
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states entering the EU (and even the WEU), and why should it, since Russia already has a 
long border with the EU in Finland and it stands to gain in increased economic activity.  
However, while public opinion surveys show Russians acknowledge that other countries 
also have the right to determine their own future, and are to a degree ambivalent about 
possible Baltic membership in NATO, a majority of policy-makers in Moscow are 
opposed to this prospect, at least as much on emotional grounds as on security.  
Russia’s future is clearly vital to the stability of the Baltic states and the Baltic Sea region 
as a whole. Cooperation, not confrontation, should be key between Moscow, and the 
three Baltic capitals. While relations between the Baltics and Russia have vastly 
improved since 1991, there are still several concerns. Some anxieties are shared in all 
three capitals, whereas others are particular to specific Baltic states.  
One shared concern is the obvious size difference, which includes everything from 
geography, to the proportion of military and economic capacity. Another common 
concern is the CFE treaty. This has allowed Russia to place more troops in its northern 
region without the approval of the Baltic states (which were not party to the original 
treaty). Vytautas Landsbergis, Chairman of the Parliament of Lithuania has stated that 
this has allowed countries to decide “about us, without us.” Moscow still occasionally 
rumbles about the treatment of Russian ethnic minorities (especially in Estonia and 
Latvia) even though these people do not want to leave the Baltics.  
The key for the Baltic states and their relationship with Russia is the continuous need for 
contact and dialogue. Engaging each other both bilaterally and multilaterally within the 
organizations in which they are all members should be used to promote better relations. 
Some of these organizations include the UN, the OSCE, the Council of Europe, the 
Council of the Baltic Sea States, and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC).  
 
The European Union 
 
Joining the European Union is another top priority for the Baltics. Political leaders have 
stressed that it would be devastating if no Baltic country is admitted to either NATO or 
the EU in the near future. Unfortunately, the “Eurocracy” has been quite slow to act on 
its firm commitment to its enlargement. While admission to this organization is 
somewhat more complex than NATO with the EU’s massive volume of common laws 
and agreements, integration of the relatively small Baltic economies should not provide 
too many hurdles once Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania meet the accepted criteria.   
It is encouraging that Estonia has been named in the first tier of potential new members, 
with Lithuania and Latvia not far behind. However, further lack of positive steps towards 
all three states joining both organizations would send a negative message to their capitals 
regarding their status as Western-oriented, democratic, free-market countries. The slow 
pace of possible inclusion in the EU has only increased desire to become full NATO 
members. 
 
Strengthening the Case for the Baltic States in NATO 
 
Baltic leaders are justified in ignoring Russia’s veiled threats and “line-drawing,” since 
states have the right to determine their own security options. While there undeniably was 
disappointment in Tallinn, Riga, and Vilnius, after the Washington Summit, they should 
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continue to strengthen their credentials for full membership. NATO and the United States 
must be, and are, a part of this process. The Baltic states can serve their future NATO 
desires by continuing to publicize what they have accomplished to date, what they bring 
to the table today, and what their future plans hold for the next round of enlargement.  
All three countries have made considerable progress in democratization, restructuring 
their economy, and building militaries from the ground up. But there is still work to be 
done. The Baltic states have already shown that they are willing to contribute to NATO 
and its missions. As proof, they have sent soldiers to participate in the Implementation 
Force (IFOR) and Stabilization Force (SFOR) missions in Bosnia. Lithuania provides an 
example of the level of commitment to this endeavor - several years ago a Lithuanian 
soldier was killed in Bosnia, and leaders in Vilnius braced for a negative backlash. It 
never happened. The people concluded that the soldier died for a good cause and 
Lithuanian involvement in IFOR/SFOR has continued. 
Additionally, the three countries are working together on a number of defense-related 
initiatives. Establishment of the Baltic Battalion, the Baltic Naval Squadron, the Baltic 
Air Surveillance Network, and the Baltic Defense College are all testament to the unity 
and dedication the Baltic states have shown in bolstering security in the region. 
Individually, the Baltics have realized that they must improve their limited military 
capability. Appropriately, they have increased defense spending over the next several 
years and dedicated themselves to working towards interoperability with Alliance forces. 
It is not as important for the militaries of the Baltic republics to be large as it is for them 
to be capable and effective. The summit in Washington provided additional guidance to 
aspiring NATO members, but in addition, the Alliance announced that it would become 
more active in the enlargement process. 
  
“Following the MAP” 
 
The specific mention by name of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania in paragraph 7 of the 
Washington Summit Communiqué must be viewed as a positive development by the 
governments and people of the region. It builds upon the vague support of the NATO 
Summit in Madrid, Spain in 1997. The signals given in Washington point toward the 
decision on new members being made at the next major NATO Summit in 2001 or 2002. 
While this may seem like a long way off at the moment, the Baltic states can use this time 
to solidify their application for admittance. 
The Membership Assistance Plan (MAP) provided in Washington in April 1999 shows 
the path for the aspirant countries to walk up to, and through, NATO’s “open door.” 
While the MAP does come with a caveat that “[p]articipation in the [MAP]…does not 
imply any timeframe for any such decision nor any guarantee of eventual membership,” it 
is evident that adhering to its criteria will do nothing but increase the prospects for 
inclusion.  The MAP will help NATO and the Baltic states track the progress in the areas 
of: political and economic issues, defense/military issues, resource (financial/budget) 
issues, security issues, and legal issues. 
Constructive feedback from NATO will provide the Baltics with clear documentation on 
necessary improvements. Two other positive elements of the MAP are “a clearinghouse 
to help coordinate assistance by NATO and member states to aspirant countries in the 
defense/military field,” and “a defense planning approach for aspirants which includes 
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elaboration and review of agreed planning targets.” The clearinghouse will prevent 
duplication of effort by those countries which currently, and may in the future, provide 
policy or materiel support to the Baltic states. The defense planning approach will steer 
the militaries towards standardization with NATO concepts and capabilities. 
The best way to guarantee an invitation is for each of the Baltic states to make it 
impossible for NATO to say “no.” This means strengthening all areas listed in the 1995 
NATO Enlargement Document and in the MAP. If the Baltic states fulfill these 
obligations, than NATO should fulfill its obligation to include Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania in the Alliance. The West fought the Cold War for a reason - to secure the 
freedom of those in Western Europe and to provide it to those in the East. NATO can 
validate the costs and sacrifices of the Cold War by bringing these countries fully into 
North Atlantic Community.  
 
New Responsibilities and Obligations 
 
The Baltic governments must be prepared to endure real threats and dangers. They should 
realize that they are looking to enter a different NATO than the one which was 
established in April 1949. While collective defense, political unity, and transatlantic 
solidarity are still key components of its mission; the new NATO will be larger, more 
flexible, and take on new missions, including conflict prevention and crisis response 
actions outside of the borders of its current members. Bosnia and Kosovo have already 
made that last point clear. 
Baltic governments must also be ready to support and work towards consensus - a task 
that may become more difficult as the ranks of members continue to grow.  They must be 
prepared to support missions such as those in Kosovo that may be politically difficult and 
may involve the possibility that Baltic soldiers will be put in harm’s way. With the 
rewards, there will come risks. 
Baltic policymakers can use the emphasis on new roles and missions to strengthen their 
case for accession to NATO. For example, some of the new concerns in Europe are 
terrorism and organized crime - two issues that NATO may find itself addressing in the 
future. The Baltics can demonstrate the value they would add in response to crises 
involving these types of contingencies. Credentials such as this will be important in the 
consideration process. 
 
Recommendations for the United States and NATO 
 
The United States can provide greater assistance for PfP exercises and activities. This 
will allow for the Baltic states to use their defense budget to achieve a greater level of 
interoperability at a faster pace. It also can increase funding for the U.S. National Guard 
state-to-state partnership program, which brings “citizen soldiers” from US states into 
direct contact with military personnel in the Baltic states. This form of practical, on-the-
ground cooperation provides real assistance and training in the development of strong 
civil-military relations in these countries. 
Finally, it can continue to support increased foreign investment. Economic stability is 
absolutely essential in these countries. Greater economic interaction between the U.S. 
and the Baltic states would demonstrate a long-term commitment to the region. This 
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point cannot be underscored enough. Economic strength and stability will demonstrate a 
sustained capability to contribute to NATO.  At the same time, chances for admission to 
the EU at the earliest possible date will increase. 
Sectors which American expertise and money would be especially helpful include 
energy, infrastructure, and agriculture. As Russia’s enormous market continues to open, 
the Baltic states could easily become an additional gateway to Russia as the Benelux 
countries are for the EU and economic opportunities would be considerable.  
NATO has already taken a major step by specifically citing the three Baltic states as 
among future candidates for NATO membership. What is crucial at this point is that 
NATO provides the Baltic states with extensive and detailed feedback to the criteria in 
the MAP. The Alliance should also encourage expanded involvement in the PfP program 
- strengthening the areas in which the Baltics are best able to contribute to NATO’s 
future missions. This will increase interoperability with NATO and other PFP countries. 
Finally, encourage all three countries to participate to the fullest extent in the EAPC. 
In 2002, if not before, NATO’s “open door” pledge will be tested by its decisions on the 
three Baltic Republics.  If they truly meet the necessary criteria held out by the Alliance 
and applied to the Czechs, Hungarians, and Poles, then the Baltics should be allowed to 
walk through that doorway.  
 
The Future of Freedom 
 
In conclusion, there are many actions that can be taken by the United States and NATO 
in securing freedom in the Baltic region. More importantly, by continually striving 
towards membership in both NATO and the EU, strengthening their economies, 
maintaining a constructive dialogue with Russia, wrapping themselves in the assortment 
of multilateral groupings in Europe, and reforming their militaries - Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania will increase their own security, which in turn, will benefit their neighbors and 
the region as a whole. 
The Baltic states have obtained freedom. It is important that they not lose sight of this 
important fact. However, it also is vital that those in the West who have become 
comfortable with their freedom, not to take for granted the hard-fought victory of those in 
Central and Eastern Europe who have only recently regained their independence. 
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