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Editorial

Dear Readers of the EuroDéfense-France 
Newsletter, Dear Friends, 

At the Board meeting on 15 April 2021 that 
followed this year’s AGM, I was elected 
President of EuroDéfense-France, succeeding 
my friend Patrick Bellouard, who had come to 
the end of the five successive years in office 
allowed by the charter of our association. 

My opening words are, therefore, naturally 
addressed to Patrick, to thank him warmly on 
behalf of us all for his efficient and dynamic 
leadership at the head of our association. On a 
personal level, his presidency will be 
undoubtedly remembered for his kindness, 
enthusiasm and unfail ing commitment 
throughout his time in office. I should also like 
to thank him on my own behalf for having 
taken the time and trouble to brief me 
thoroughly on his initiatives and projects, 
proffer wise counsel for the future and prepare 
the ground for the smoothest possible transfer. 
I shall be pursuing the various actions already 
started under his leadership and shall be 
involving him in our future ventures, not least 
to take advantage of his intellectual input and 
his knowledge of national and European 
bodies.

Last but not least, I should like to address 
a few words to all of you, those with an interest 
in defence and security issues, those keen to 
ensure that experience or knowledge are 
passed on and shared, those just embarking 
on their careers and looking for involvement in 
a variety of lobbies, and, finally, those who 
believe that our Europe can only maintain its 
position in the world and secure its children’s 
future by having a strong and credible 
defence.  

For the period that lies ahead is again 
cloaked in uncertainty, given the many 
d i f fe rent cha l lenges looming on the 
geopolitical horizon. Some seem to be a 
reincarnation of ghosts of the past we thought 

we had laid to rest but, in the new international 
environment, coping with them will require new 
solutions. Others are or appear less familiar 
given the speed with which they have erupted 
and the violence of their impact on our 
societies: climate change, cybercrime, fake 
news, major pandemics, unequal distribution 
of wealth or healthcare access, demographic 
changes and migrations, etc.  

All these phenomena are already affecting 
our ways of working, giving rise to new 
economic and social problems, revealing the 
weaknesses of our industrial and technological 
fabric, and creating new paradigms for 
polit icians, administrators, academics, 
scientists, entrepreneurs and members of the 
armed forces. While their link with security and 
defence is not always immediately apparent, it 
is nonetheless very disturbing and very real.  

In Europe, more than ever, we will need to 
work and group together our capabilities to 
find the most appropriate solutions. Against 
such a backdrop, all expert input, whether 
individual or collective, old or new, can play a 
major role in assisting those currently at the 
helm of our nations or of Europe, should they 
so wish. In my opinion, it is here that our 
national association and its European 
partners, which are both open and inclusive in 
the spirit of Europe’s admirable motto "United 
in diversity", can offer the greatest added 
value.  

So, if you are already a member of 
EuroDéfense, why not encourage your friends 
to join our ranks! And if you are not yet a 
member, why not sign up now!   

To find out all you need to know about our 
association, … 

… visit our website at www.eurodefense.fr

Jean Fournet 
Lieutenant General (Armament Corps, retired), 
President of EuroDéfense-France

This newsletter contains a selection of the 
a r t i c l e s p u b l i s h e d i n ” D é f e n s e 
Européenne” Nos. 70, 71,72 and 73. 
  

Several articles have been translated into 
English by students at ISIT Paris.  
Our sincerest thanks to Christine Cross, 
who proofread the newsletter and 
translated the editorial and the interview. 

Editorial 
by Jean Fournet,  
President of EuroDéfense-France 
Ed i t o r i a l pub l i shed i n ”Dé fense 
Européenne” No. 73 in July 2021            

Page 1 

  
Defence cooperation in Europe: 
Collegial decisions are the key to long-
term success! 
Testimonial - March 2021 
with Jean Fournet, Lieutenant  General 
(Armament Corps, retired), Director for 
Cooperation and Industrial Affairs at the 
DGA (1997-2001), NATO Assistant 
Secretary General (2001-2007)  
Published in ”Défense Européenne” No. 
72 in April 2021 

Pages 2-5 

France and Schengen reform: Act II in 
the battle against terrorism and for 
control of external borders? Dec. 2020 
by Pierre Berthelet, Doctor in Law, 
Associate Researcher,  
Published in ”Défense Européenne” No. 
71 in Jan. 2021 

 Pages 6-8 

Belonging to Europe: a guarantee of 
independence and modernity, Sept. 
2020 
by Nathalie de Kaniv, Historian , 
Published in ”Défense Européenne” No. 
70 in Sept. 2020 

 Pages 9-10  

Lithuania’s attitude to geo-strategic 
issues and tensions in this part of 
Europe - EuroDéfense-France report on 
the video-conference of 1 December 
2020 
with Nerijus Aleksiejunas, Lithuanian 
Ambassador to France 
Published in ”Défense Européenne” No. 
71 in Jan. 2021 

    Pages 11-12 
  
  

http://www.eurodefense.fr
http://www.isitinternational.com
mailto:eurodefense-france@wanadoo.fr
https://eurodefense.fr


      Défense européenne - La Lettre EuroDéfense-France       English version                             July 2021

Jean, as one of the newer 
members of the EuroDéfense-
France Board*, we should like to 
ask you about your career, given 
the many links between your 
professional background and 
EuroDéfense activities.  
* Editor’s note: Jean was elected President 
of EuroDéfense-france on 15 April 2021 

—*— 
Jean, you began your career at 
the Ministry of Defence. They say 
that it is the early years that are 
the most formative. Would you 
agree? 

When I graduated from the École Polytechnique, I opted to 
join the air arm of the Military Engineers (Armaments Corps), 
since at the time, the civil and military aeronautics sector was 
rapidly expanding. It was therefore only logical that I should 
choose the National College of Aeronautics and Space 
(SupAéro) in Toulouse to pursue my training. 

My first job was at the Ministry in 1973, in the Research and 
Test Resources Directorate of the Ministry’s Armaments 
Division (DMA, and later DGA), a prestigious multifaceted 
organisation with a workforce of over 80,000. Then, in 1978, I 
transferred to its International Affairs Directorate where I 
worked on a number of different issues before taking up the 
position, a few years later, of Head of the Director’s Private 
Office with involvement in all Directorate activities. 

In 1983, I was appointed Principal Adviser at the General 
Directorate for Energy and Raw Materials of the Ministry for 
Industry, where I first encountered the complexities of 
community negotiations and discovered the vital and growing 
importance of European legislation and the key role played by 
the Commission and its procedures in all these policies. 

It was after this period working in a civilian ministry that you 
returned to the Ministry of Defence, was it not? 

Indeed. In 1987 I was appointed to the brand-new General 
Studies Delegation (akin to a Strategic Affairs Directorate) to be 
responsible for all its political and strategic research. 

The following year, in 1988, I returned to the parent 
organisation, the DGA (akin to a Government Defence 
Procurement and Technology Agency), to set up the by then 

much needed sub-directorate for international industrial affairs. 
At the time, while defence activities were not part of the 
Commission’s portfolio, armaments’ industry representatives 
were already busily pacing the corridors of power in Brussels in 
the knowledge that some of their activities, those labelled 
“dual” , were already subject to European regulations. In 1

addition, structural reform was also in the air in the face of 
competition from the Americans, who had resolutely embarked 
on a ruthless process of mergers and buy-outs. Government 
agencies therefore needed to prepare for the major changes in 
the pipeline! 

At the end of 1991, the three-pillar European Union came 
into being with the signature of the Maastricht Treaty. The 
second of these pillars instigated the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) and made the Western European Union 
(WEU) responsible for: “elaborating and implementing 
decisions and actions of the Union which have defence 
implications“. Things were finally becoming (more or less) 
clear: Brussels was going to take an interest in defence issues 
and the Defence authorities would no longer be able to ignore 
Brussels. We were ready to work in the new and emerging 
political context and to ensure that our views would be given 
the attention they deserved. 

Those must surely have been interesting times? 

Indeed, and not just on the European front! There is so 
much I could say about the 1990ties, since it was then that the 
foundations for European defence and NATO reconfiguration 
were set. General upheaval was afoot, with each development 
having knock-on effects on the others: Europe, the Alliance, 
politics, industry, etc. There were those who dragged their 
heels and those who were pulling or pushing, those who 
grumbled and those whose enthusiasm knew no bounds, the 
idealists and the realists, the bold and the cautious. But 
politically the wheels were in motion and the strong wind 
blowing from the across the Atlantic could hardly fail to be a 
powerful incentive! 

In 1997, you were appointed Director for Cooperation and 
Industrial Affairs (DCI) at the DGA, where you remained until 
2001. What exactly did this post involve? 

In the middle of 1995, I was made Head of the Director’s 
Private Office at the DGA. In those days, the aeronautics and 
defence industry came under the “tutelage” of the Ministry of 
Defence, to use the quaint terminology of the time. The Ministry 

 In other words, with both civilian and military production implications1
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was also responsible for collaborative armaments programmes. 
But, in the 1960ties and 1970ties, cooperation was essentially 
bilateral although, later, there were cases where it was 
trilateral, quadrilateral and more. This naturally generated an 
upsurge in problems with regard to harmonising requirements, 
funding R&T, developing industrial skills, fair returns, failure to 
uphold procurement commitments, etc. 

On a parallel to this, consolidation  of the European 2

defence industry had become inevitable, not only to stand up to 
the American consolidation demanded by the Pentagon at the 
famous “Last Supper” , but also to cater to the new 3

requirements of the different European states, increasingly 
engaged in collaborative action. 

Basically, armaments cooperation and industrial 
restructuring had become two sides of the same coin, with 
developments in one area impacting on the other. This 
spawned the idea of creating the Cooperation and Industrial 
Affairs Directorate (DCI) to combine the two. I should add that 
the Director of the DCI was also National Armaments 
Procurement Director (NAD) with responsibility for bilateral and 
multilateral arms negotiations with NATO and the WEU and 
contacts with a number of EU departments. There was no time 
to be bored! 

With hindsight, what are your proudest achievements? 

For DCI, in its governance capacity, those five years were a 
very busy period in which it embarked on starting, developing, 
partnering or managing a large number of European or Trans-
Atlantic initiatives, depending on the particular case. The 
following were some of our achievements in Europe alone: 

• The gradual creation of an Organisation for Joint Armament 
Cooperation (OCCAR), the idea for which was first mooted in 
1995 and which finally became a separate legal entity in 
2001 through the patient and determined efforts of our 
teams.  

• The 1998 Letter of Intent (LoI) signed by Europe’s six major 
arms-producing countries to coordinate the restructuring of 
their defence industries and make it easier to engage in 
cooperative arms projects. The framework agreement was 
signed in mid-2000. 

• The compilation and subsequent implementation of a 
lobbying action plan at the EU, ranging from secondment of 
National Experts to targeted positions at the Commission to 
the establishment of the “Europe et Défense” club (not to be 
confused with EuroDéfense!) to provide a forum for the 
various French-speaking defence communities in Brussels, a 
role it continues to play 25 years down the road. 

I must also confess to a sense of pride in having, at the 
same time, enforced a realistic and uncompromising policy in 
relation to NATO defence investment initiatives. We examined 

each individual project without preconceptions before finally 
deciding on the position we would adopt in relation solely to our 
operational, technological and industrial interests. Several 
flagship projects were submitted to this treatment: the defence 
capability initiative, reform of the arms procurement function, 
the Alliance Ground Surveillance (AGS), simulation, the 
extended air defence system, the Transatlantic dialogue, etc.  

That said, my proudest achievement is to have been at the 
head of a highly motivated, proactive, well-structured, well-
balanced team, driven to succeed and to think out of the box, 
and open to new approaches potentially better suited to the 
needs of the time. A team that was also gifted in 
communicating when necessary, moderating at symposia and 
debates in France and elsewhere. To put it briefly, a team 
prepared to roll up its sleeves and pitch in, only interested in 
ensuring the overall success of its initiatives, not seeking any 
other reward. 

Were there any frustrations? 

Frustration is not an emotion with which I am familiar. But I 
will admit to having some regrets, to having perhaps let some 
things slip or missed certain opportunities. I confess that I was, 
at times, irritated by some of the unnecessary hoops through 
which we had to jump because of over-zealous regulations or 
bureaucracy at its finest. There were times when I was 
perplexed by the lack of flexibility in some of the chains of 
command, with their increasing insistence on making decisions 
centrally rather than locally, which would have afforded a more 
appropriate and effective result. 

There are, for example, some issues I would like to address 
one day in the light of my experience: for example, why is the 
word “subsidiarity” so often used when it is so rarely applied in 
practice? Why are there so many references to management 
by objectives while wanting to micromanage individual 
initiatives? Why keep on reorganising things that are working 
perfectly well? Why are government agencies becoming 
increasingly americanised, with Ministers’ private offices 
constantly interfering with the departments and their work? 
Why are short-term communications so often preferred to 
substantive background work? 

Quite so! But let’s stay positive! What lessons did you take 
away with you from that period, particularly as regards 
European defence cooperation? 

From my experience in central administration, there are 
some general lessons I consider timeless:  

If several countries are to cooperate, their needs must 
converge at all appropriate levels: political, operational and 
industrial. If they differ at any one of these levels or, worse still, 
if their needs were suddenly to diverge, cooperation would be 
bound to founder (e.g., the 1970ties Franco-German tank). All 

 The name given to the corporate merger-buyout process.2

 Dinner where the big names of the American arms industry met with the US Secretary of Defense and where they were told that, it they failed to proceed with the requisite 3

mergers, the authorities would force their hands by cancelling their juicy arms contracts.
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parties must genuinely want to obtain results and abandon any 
hidden agendas. 

At the start of negotiations, partners have to learn how to 
put their case so that the others will clearly understand and 
subscribe to the suggestions made. This sounds easier than it 
is, given the cultural differences among European countries. 
Understanding the other parties, their thought patterns, their 
objectives and ambitions takes practice. It is not something that 
can be taught or learned from books. With each new 
generation, you have to begin all over again. 

In addition, you have to be prepared to accept certain 
compromises (and therefore be clear as to your priorities), 
since “others” have their reasons that may be just as valid as 
yours. You must accept that decisions have to be collegial and 
prefer long-term overall success to five minutes of personal 
glory. 

Patience, tenacity and perseverance are therefore cardinal 
virtues. 

In March 2001, you were appointed NATO Assistant Secretary 
General for Scientific and Environmental Affairs, the highest 
civilian position manned by a French appointee (France having 
pulled out of NATO’s integrated military command in 1966). 

While it may have left the integrated military command, 
France had wisely opted to remain part of the Alliance’s political 
structures. We were therefore still entitled to hold one of the 5 
Assistant Secretary General (ASG) positions and the only one 
of these fully compatible with our particular status was that of 
ASG for Scientific and Environmental Affairs. 

As to what this involved: firstly, managing NATO’s Science 
Programme, which had from the outset always been a political 
cooperation programme designed to bring together scientists 
from the different Alliance countries by offering them 
internships and financial support for their security projects. 
Much later, it was extended to former USSR countries under 
the Partnership for Peace programme (PfP). This was 
instrumental in preventing the wealth of intellectual potential 
available in these countries from being annexed by 
organisations with patently dubious motives. Further extension 
came with the Programme for the Challenges of Modern 
Society, which addressed issues relating to the impact on 
security of non-traditional and environmental threats and 
scarcity of resources. This was a precursor programme, sadly 
abandoned in 2006 at the request of certain nations, not least 
my own! 

In 2003, the scope of your responsibilities was enlarged when 
you became Assistant Secretary General for Public Diplomacy, 
a position you held until 2007. What exactly was your role in 
this capacity? 

Following the Prague Summit in 2002 and the subsequent 
reorganisation of the Alliance, it was decided that my 
responsib i l i t ies would be extended to inc lude al l 
communications activities, these consisting at the time of 

relations with the press and media and of outreach. While this 
may then have seemed a strange combination, it was soon to 
prove an excellent way of handing Public Diplomacy, the name 
we decided to give to this new division. 

What is Public Diplomacy, you may ask? To put it simply, it 
consists of the organisation’s institutional relations with 
member and partner countries and involves explaining Alliance 
policies, encouraging exchanges, garnering reactions and 
promoting cooperation. While this is not always easy, since our 
publics are often demanding (especially the younger 
generations) and, at times, hostile, it remains a fascinating 
challenge, if only because of the variety of contacts and the 
chance to meet often sympathetic people with strong 
personalities. 

Do you think France was right to re-join the NATO military 
command structure some years later? 

I have to admit that, at the time, in 2009, I failed to see the 
point, since France had already managed to secure a more 
important role in the organisation by virtue of the efforts of 
Presidents Mitterrand and Chirac and had observer status in its 
military structures. In addition, it seemed to me that its special 
position enabled it to wield greater political influence, 
contributing towards strengthening the Alliance rather than 
weakening it, as some people would have had us think. But I 
had overlooked the difficulties, for those on the operational 
front, of being part of NATO without being a fully-fledged 
member. With hindsight, I now think it was the right decision. 

For many years to come, Europe’s defence will continue 
also to involve NATO for the simple reason that this is what 
most of the other EU Member States prefer! But this should in 
no way prevent us from working on a parallel to develop 
defence structures within the EU. The more we are seen as 
“good guys” in NATO, the better we will be placed to develop a 
truly European defence. 

For you, therefore, NATO is not a hindrance to progress in 
developing a credible European system of defence? 

It is high time we stopped pitting NATO against the EU in 
terms of defence. It is a sterile exercise, since it is the same 
officers who operate alternately under the two banners, or 
under both at the same time. It is the same engineers who 
design the weapons to be used by both organisations, the 
same diplomats who spearhead political negotiations, the same 
politicians who ultimately decide. And it is the same troops that 
will be sent out into the field, sometimes under NATO, 
sometimes under EU command. 

The only real solution is to assume our position fully, 
unreservedly and without complexes in one of these 
organisations, in order to be credible in the other. Europe’s bold 
venture is worth a dip in the Atlantic Alliance! 
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How do you judge EU-NATO defence cooperation? 

Inadequate, despite the tendency to self-congratulation of 
senior officials in both camps, since, in reality, there are regular 
stand-offs between Chiefs of Staff. Not too bad, if you consider 
the determination and goodwill of those on the front line in their 
daily endeavours. Quite good, when you consider the 
exchanges of personnel: military attachés accredited at NATO 
are also accredited at the EU, and officers, engineers, 
diplomats, civil servants can easily navigate between the two. 
Staff exchanges between NATO and the EU are working 
smoothly, a factor that augurs well for the future. 

You have just been elected President of EuroDéfense-France. 
How do you see the challenges facing our association in its 
future efforts to promote credible, autonomous European 
defence? 

First of all, may I say how much I admire the association’s 
work in providing information, fostering exchanges, drafting 
papers, organising events, its capacity for persuading and 
convincing. I would particularly like to thank my friend Patrick 
Bellouard, the outgoing president. For five very hectic years, he 
ran the association with both enthusiasm and determination, 
steering it in directions particularly suited to European defence 
and security issues. 

My appreciation also extends to all those who have poured 
their efforts energetically and proactively into leading the 
association over the years and to the many important and 
multifaceted members of the armed forces, diplomats, senior 
civil servants, engineers, academics and politicians it has 
successfully brought together in the name of European 
defence. 

It was Napoleon, the bicentenary of whose demise we are 
celebrating this year, who is reputed to have claimed he could 
decide fast because he had long been reflecting. Indeed! For 
decision-makers, there is much to be gained from lengthy 
reflection but slotting this into their hectic agendas is another 
matter. For associations such as ours, being able to take time 
to reflect is one of our greatest strengths. We can look back to 
the past and benefit from the experience of our older members. 

We can look ahead to the future to allow for the hopes and 
aspirations of our younger members. We are not under 
pressure to make immediate political decisions. But taking time 
to reflect does not mean losing track of time, ignoring current 
realities, or being divorced from concrete action, in other words, 
existing in a vacuum. Quite the reverse: it is by partnering 
those at the helm that our efforts can be worthwhile, which is 
why it is so important to be attentive to requirements and 
controversial issues, to engage in networking and be capable 
of thinking out-of-the-box. 

The real strength of an association lies in its ability to bring 
together people with a wealth of different skills and 
competencies. More than ever in Europe, we need to harness 
our energies, efforts and abilities to rise to the latest 
challenges. It is here that our associations, individually and 
collectively, can play a major role. 
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“As Europeans, we will do our utmost to fight terrorism and 
together pursue our efforts without concession”. These words, 
pronounced by the French President on 2 November 2020 from 
the Austrian Embassy in Paris, bear witness to France’s 
determination to combat terrorism and give new impetus to the 
political construction of European security. They came in the 
wake of two attacks that rocked France: the decapitation of 
Samuel Paty on 16 October and the terrorist attack at the 
Notre-Dame Basilica in Nice on 29 October. A further attack on 
2 November 2020 in the historical centre of Vienna added a 
European dimension to these events. This wave of violence 
prompted President Macron to voice his desire for “in depth” 
reform of the Schengen agreement, one of the main issues 
being that of controlling the entry into Europe of potential 
terrorists and their movement within its territory. Controlling the 
movement of suspect individuals in a borderless area is 
consistent with Schengen’s founding axiom, namely that 
security cannot be sacrificed on the altar of freedom. 

Events in 2015 considerably reinforced efforts to combat 
terrorism and impose external border controls throughout 
Europe. 2020 now seems set to follow a similar course, judging 
by the joint statement issued by EU Ministers on 13 November 
last. 
Reforming Schengen or creating a political illusion of 
security 

Since the 2011 Arab Spring revolutions, there have been 
repeated calls for reform. There is no denying that Schengen 
tends to fuel passions and attract proposals. To a large extent, 
poorly understood by the public in general, it has no fixed 
contours and is, at times, seen as a free movement area in 
which national territories are powerless in the face of the 
constant influx of migrants, at others as an economic market to 
be conserved. Schengen is therefore a crucible for the various 

emotions triggered by the European project. Vilified by some, 
praised for its benefits by others, Schengen tends to be a 
magnet for people’s strongest feelings, good or bad, with 
regard to Europe. President Macron made no mistake in setting 
the political scene for broaching the idea of Schengen reform 
by raising the issue during an official visit to the Col du Perthus 
at the border between France and Spain. 

This bold political act, in the words of Georges Balandier, 
an anthropologist and expert in the art of political 
empowerment, had a dual purpose. Firstly, it was designed to 
prepare the ground for France’s term as President of the 
Council due to begin on 1 January 2022 through the bold and 
symbolic act of combining a visit to the police with a statement 
on ensuring the security of the EU’s external borders. The 
second aim was to give a European dimension to anti-terrorism 
issues. Schengen was therefore a vehicle for advocating 
greater collaboration over security as a means of protecting the 
EU’s external borders. This was also the purpose behind the 
mini-European summit staged by Emmanuel Macron on 9 
November with Austrian Chancellor Sebastian Kurz, Chancellor 
Angela Merkel in Berlin, European Council President Charles 
Michel, and European Commission President Ursula von der 
Leyen. 

Of course, the French president’s strategy also has 
domestic policy connotations. By announcing plans to double 
the controls at France's borders, Emmanuel Macron was 
clearly seeking to prevent his political opponents from having a 
monopoly over the border control debate. His comments can 
also be seen as part of a political strategy designed to shape 
the EU as a political community, starting with its external 
borders. Reference to Schengen was therefore more than a 
mere “sales gimmick” in the French President’s political 
statement on Europe. It also had the express purpose of 
nurturing a reassuring sense of protection by insisting on the 
need for a defensive barrier against the outside world and its 
perceived dangers. As such, this reference is a reiteration of 
the principles on which the Schengen project was initially 
based in 1990. The premise on which Schengen cooperation 
was originally established was that the removal of border 
controls would be offset by steps to ringfence the border-free 
area. This latter is precisely what the President was referring to 
in his speech when he spoke of strengthening the EU’s 
external borders. First proposals to be announced at the 
European Council on 10 December also fall into this context, 
the aim being to embark on a series of projects scheduled for 
completion at the 2022 time horizon during the French 
presidency of the EU. 
Double correlation: 2015-2020 and internal / external 
security  

On closer inspection, the events of November 2020 are 
reminiscent of those that occurred five years before. At the 
time, Europe was in the grip of a dual crisis: firstly, the wave of 
terrorist attacks that swept the continent and continued into the 
following year and, secondly, the problems of immigration with 
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the arrival of 1.8 million migrants on European shores. But, in 
2015, many of the perpetrators of terrorist crimes were third 
country nationals, including one person who entered the EU 
covertly by joining the tide of refugees. The issue of controls 
over those entering the EU via its external borders also came 
under scrutiny from the “foreign fighter” perspective, a 
phenomenon that had been a matter of a priority for the 
European institutions in 2013 and 2014. Since it was vital to 
stem the flow of young Europeans volunteering to join the 
combats in Syria and Iraq, ways had to be found of intercepting 
them at the borders by checking all exiting travellers, European 
citizens included (a process for which provision was not initially 
made in the Schengen Borders Code). 

Under these circumstances, the November 2015 EU 
Council approached the subject of European security from the 
angle of improving the interface between its internal and 
external dimensions. The main aim was to stop young 
Europeans brainwashed by ISIS propaganda from heading off 
to join the Jihad in the Middle East. One of the possibilities 
envisaged was that of selectively revising the Schengen code, 
so that outgoing travellers could be systematically checked 
against national and European records, specifically to identify 
those who presented a potential risk.  

However, this revision of the code, which came about after 
the 2015 terrorist attacks, formed part of a wider range of anti-
terrorist measures designed to keep radicalised individuals 
under surveillance, collect data on airline passengers to identify 
potential terrorists, and filter migrants picked up and taken to 
centralised “hotspots” on arrival. More specifically, the 
proposals formulated concerned rapid adoption of the PNR 
(Passenger Name Record) directive, launch of the European 
Counter Terrorism Centre (ECTC), and control of migrants 
grouped together at the hotspots by the Italian and Greek 
authorities, with the support of Europol officials. In addition, the 
Frontex agency was given stronger powers and the ability to 
take part in the fight against terrorism by providing broader 
access to databases, and a European Corps of Border and 
Coast Guards was created.  

In 2015 and 2016, France had played a prominent role in 
driving these projects forward. Suffice it to recall the heated 
exchanges between the EU Council and the European 
Parliament over the adoption of the PNR directive on data 
transfer between Member States. France had put particular 
pressure on MEPs to ensure rapid adoption of the directive. 
Avoiding large scale political crisis 

Against this backdrop, it now seems that Act II of the 
political drama consisting of stepping up the battle against 
terrorism and strengthening external border controls has 
begun. In the first instance, as in late 2015, migration is again a 
live issue with security a vital aspect. In September 2020, the 
European Commission unveiled a major legislative “asylum and 
migration” package. Described as a “pact,” the package is 
designed to strengthen European solidarity in the event of 
migratory pressure on one of its Member States. The measures 
planned include Eurodac reform to enable this information 
system to track the movements of asylum seekers within the 
Schengen Area, as distinct from the normal official procedures. 
Proposals for a common procedure for preliminary examination 
of asylum requests at the border have been tabled. This 

procedure is linked to another project namely that of filtering all 
migrants arriving on EU territory and screening them in a bid to 
stamp out “asylum-shopping”, in other word filing multiple 
applications, and promptly deport those ineligible for protected 
status. 

Given circumstances in their immediate vicinity (Syrian 
conflict, tense relations with Turkey, and the security situation in 
Libya), Member States and their institutions are afraid that 
there could be a new crisis, similar to that of 2015. This 
explains the measures included in the pact. Highly ambitious 
plans for a European Corps of Border Guards put forward in 
the wake of the huge influx of migrants in summer 2015 were 
also based on this rationale. But plans of this type are slow to 
materialise. Only 700 members of the standing European 
Corps of Border and Coast Guards will be deployed in Frontex 
operations in 2021. And prospects for a 10,000-strong corps 
have become even more remote, given moves on the part of 
first the Finnish and subsequently the Croatian EU Council 
presidencies to halve the budget earmarked for this project. An 
April 2020 report from the French Senate quoted the words of 
the agency's French executive director, Fabrice Leggeri, who 
described this attitude as “catastrophic”. The budget restrictions 
announced in the 2021-2027 multiannual financial framework 
(a first amount of €11.3 billion for migration and border controls 
out of a total budget of €1,074.3 billion) threaten the credibility 
of EU migration policy, notably that of expediting the expulsion 
of illegal non-EU nationals. Admittedly, in the final version of the 
multiannual financial framework approved on 10 November by 
the European Parliament and the Council, a substantial amount 
was allocated to developing the European Corps of Border 
Guards (€5.6 billion for migration and border controls), but this 
is still far short of the sums originally earmarked. Current 
French plans for “Schengen reform” are based on using the 
funds to be available during this period to put things back on an 
even keel by speeding up rollout of the European Corps of 
Border Guards. We should not forget that the initial plan was 
for a 5,000-strong corps in 2021, whereas the true figure will be 
700, as already mentioned. As President Macron re-affirmed, in 
conditions such as these, efforts must be made to accelerate 
rollout of the corps by “rethinking the organisation, reinforcing 
common border protection through proper security forces to 
police the EU’s external borders”, while allowing for budget 
constraints. 
Terrorism imported from the Middle East, a major 
challenge for the asylum and migration pact 

Act II also concerns the fight against terrorism. The external 
and internal facets of security are closely related. Here again, 
the parallel between the events of 2015 and 2020 is obvious. 
This point was flagged up in the new European strategy on the 
Union’s security unveiled by the European Commission in July 
2020. It should be mentioned in passing that the perpetrator of 
the knife attacks at the Basilica of Notre-Dame in Nice was a 
Tunisian who entered Europe via the island of Lampedusa. 
Even though terrorism remains predominantly "homegrown", 
i.e. from within the EU, the imported version, namely individuals 
entering a country either illegally or disguised as asylum 
seekers, remains a major concern. Indeed, allowance is made 
in the asylum and migration pact for this aspect, since the pact 
is designed to ensure that people arriving at one of the EU’s 
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external borders are properly screened. Screening will 
particularly have to be conducted for those arriving on our 
shores as a result of a maritime Search and Rescue operation 
(SAR), to prevent potential terrorists from taking advantage of 
the asylum and relocation mechanisms. 

France’s renewed efforts to combat terrorism again fit into 
this context. Moreover, the meeting of EU Home Affairs 
Ministers on 13 November 2020 culminated in a joint 
declaration underlining the decision to reinforce Europol's 
Counter Terrorism Centre, in accordance with a Ministerial 
declaration of 21 October 2020 announcing reform of this 
European police agency. The November declaration also 
underlined the importance of building up the network of Special 
Intervention Units (ATLAS) founded on the basis of a Council 
decision in 2008 aimed at encouraging operational assistance 
between these units and improving their rapid response 
capabilities in the event of a crisis. 
Digitisation at the heart of European anti-terrorism 
strategy 

The declaration of 13 November 2020 also highlighted the 
importance of the security digitisation process. It underlined the 
need to develop artificial intelligence to help the police in its 
action and provide the authorities with access to digital 
information, particularly data on terrorism. Access to this 
information is vital to neutralise potential threats, while its 
storage is essential for counter-terrorism purposes. Where this 
point is concerned, the declaration gave pride of place to 
proposals for database interoperability, in itself a major EU 
project. This project, which was launched in 2016 and is 
expected to be completed in 2023, focuses on developing 
compatible and consistent security and immigration data 
management structures. More specifically, its aim is to make 
information systems interoperable, be they European or 
national, so that domestic security and border guard forces can 
have timely access to data on suspected terrorists. The 
purpose of database interoperability, including the Eurodac, 
PNR and "Schengen Information” (SIS) systems, is to offer 
extensive control over the Schengen Area by tracking 
unauthorised movements by asylum seekers via Eurodac, or 
those of potential terrorists. 

The 13 November 2020 declaration was based on the same 
rationale since it emphasised the importance of knowing 
precisely who was entering and travelling within the Schengen 
Area. Proper monitoring of external borders can only be 
achieved by digitally recording data regarding those entering 
and exiting the Schengen Area (principally by means of the SIS 
system) and by improving collaboration with third countries to 
ward off terrorist threats, both upstream by identifying 
dangerous individuals and downstream through systematic 
expulsion. This issue resonates with France on the particularly 
sensitive issue of deporting people on the security watchlist. 
Casting a digital net to protect against potential threats 

The dissemination of information is undeniably the keystone 
of last November’s declaration. Action on the part of the 
European agencies is essential, whether it be the European 
External Action Service, Frontex (support in deporting 
unwelcome individuals) or Europol. The aim of cooperation 
among these agencies and with the national authorities is to 
ensure that they share information, especially data relating to 

the degree to which particular individuals represent a potential 
terrorist threat, or to assist in identifying arrested suspects. One 
of the most prevalent dangers is that individuals may sneak 
into the EU under false identities and use multiple identities 
while on European territory. The database interoperability 
project is, therefore, designed to help detect this type of identity 
fraud. 

The project is also an essential link in the chain of control 
over so-called “returnees”, namely foreign terrorist fighters 
heading home to Europe. Database interoperability will 
therefore be complementary to collaboration between the 
different agencies so that data can circulate freely as a 
corollary to freedom of movement in the Schengen Area, the 
aim being not only to monitor the movements of potentially 
dangerous individuals but also to ensure timely detection of 
returning hardened terrorist fighters and keep the EU’s external 
borders sealed. For President Macron, the importance of 
casting this digital counter-terrorism net lies in the vital need for 
rapid database interconnection, given that security breaches at 
external borders or in one of the Member States represent a 
security risk for all Member States. Terrorism threatens the very 
existence of the EU and its Member States. In the words of 
European Council President, Charles Michel: "We cannot 
tolerate the intolerable" and the measures recently announced 
and scheduled for implemented before the end of the French 
Presidency of the European Union are a step in the right 
direction. 

Both President Macron's 2 November declaration and the 
joint declaration of EU Ministers on 13 November are clear 
illustrations of current political thinking, not only in France but 
also in the rest of Europe, with regard to the need for 
determined action in the fight against terrorism. While the July 
2010 European Security Strategy prioritised action against 
transnational organised crime and cybersecurity, recent events 
have put combatting terrorist threats back on the agenda. 
Putting the security focus back on first principles also 
established a strong link between the fight against terrorism 
and external border controls. One positive aspect of the 
proposed "Schengen reform" is that it emphasises the 
importance of "security" in this geographical area. Making 
freedom (the movement of individuals in a border-free area) 
contingent on security highlights how important it is to reinforce 
efforts to combat terrorism, which of necessity require a series 
of measures, such as common control of external borders, 
shared digital information and enhanced intelligence 
exchanges. Contrary to the populist dictum whereby 
strengthening (national) borders is the be-all and end-all of 
secur i ty, effect ively combatt ing terror ism requires 
comprehensive action over the whole risk management 
spectrum (prevention, preparation, reaction and resilience) and 
must involve all protagonists, including the European Union. At 
EU level, current and upcoming projects bear witness to the 
need for an effectual multi-faceted solution (extending the 
Frontex mandate, deploying EU military missions, controlling 
social media, sharing intelligence with third countries, etc.). The 
European Commission's forthcoming counter-terrorism action 
plan and implementation of the proposals expected under the 
French Presidency will be new milestones in the still fledgling 
history of European security. 
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European sovereignty and national sovereignty are both 
highly topical issues that inevitably prompt debate around 
these two fundamental principles. Is it possible for the two to 
cohabit? Or are they obviously incompatible? Is it possible to 
join a supranational community and remain independent? Is it 
necessary to sacrifice a modicum of sovereignty to unite in 
facing a common threat? And how can national exclusivity be 
preserved while taking part in a common project? 

These are questions that have long resurfaced over time. 
Given individual national histories, they do not elicit the same 
response from one European country to another. In this article, 
we shall be considering a few historical factors that have 
helped shape Central-Eastern European thinking on the 
subject, the approach of countries in the region to 
independence, to the concept of sovereignty and being part of 
Europe. While our response may not be exhaustive, we will try 
to highlight some key elements to help in understanding how 
current thinking came about. We will also show the link 
between the issue of independence and that of being part of 
Europe, a concept that seems increasingly foreign to some 
political regimes today.	

Fiercely defended independence  

In Central Europe, national independence has coloured 
national thinking for at least a century. While the reasoning may 
not be obvious, the attachment to national independence in 
Central and Eastern European countries remains fierce and 
dominates debate. The region’s shift towards populist, 
authoritarian systems, its opposition and criticism of Europe, 
are surprising, confusing, and even scandalous for the rest of 
Europe. The support given to these developments among the 
population clashes with the values advocated by the European 
Union and remains incomprehensible to outsiders.  

Among the many causes of these growing divergencies, at 
least two are immediately apparent. The first is that the 
populists’ success is achieved by making an appeal to civil 
society for national independence, a key leitmotiv in the 
national identity of these young States. The other is that 
Europe has failed to communicate efficiently and to convey a 
message of integration to the peoples of Central Europe. Often 
seen like a rich older brother, Europe has generously provided 
funds and imposed its rules and vision. Cast in the role of the 
poorer, weaker younger brother, Central Europe tended to 
accept these gifts as its due rather than as a gesture of 
solidarity. Today, this lack of mutual comprehension constitutes 
a hindrance to political and social convergence within Europe. 

Yet, this situation is not new. Throughout history, Central 
Europe has always considered itself closer to Western than to 
Eastern Europe, which is seen as hostile and aggressive (since 
the Ottoman invasions, not to mention the more recent Soviet 
domination). Being part of the West was and remains a priority, 
a guarantee of independence, modernity, and a solution to 
ease multinational tensions. However, this region remains 
deeply marked by the way in which the separate countries were 
parcelled up by the major powers, without consulting the local 

populations, the different areas being played off against each 
other as part of their geo-strategical manoeuvres. 

Central and Eastern Europe States’ independence in 1918 

World War I, which devastated the European continent, 
culminated in the collapse of the three powerful empires that 
had ruled over Europe. From the ruins of these empires 
emerged several independent States. Some of these States 
had a long history of independence and used it to assert 
themselves on the European scene. Poland claimed back the 
borders of its former kingdom, which had disappeared from the 
map and been split between three empires for two and a half 
centuries. Upon becoming independent, Hungary harked back 
to its royal past. New States emerged: Czechoslovakia, 
Ukraine and Yugoslavia. 

This reconfiguration of the map of Europe resulted in 
shifting and unstable frontiers, constantly challenged, 
negotiated or involuntarily surrendered. For some States, the 
threat of disappearance was very real, since in the shadow of 
the more powerful countries, they were little more than 
bargaining chips within these major alliances. Their 
independence was built alongside a new empire that was 
young, aggressive and expansive, even though weakened by 
civil war. In truth, the Soviet Union was a cause of worry for 
these countries from the start. Tsarism may have been 
replaced by Bolshevism, but the latter remained just as big a 
threat to Central Europe. 

Against this backdrop, a pro-European movement gradually 
began to take shape throughout Central Europe. The Central 
and Eastern Europe elites were quick to voice their affiliation 
with Europe and its civilisation, which was also a way of 
protecting their own sovereignties. Ukraine is a prime example 
of this trend. The first president, Mykhailo Hrushevsky, a 
historian, published the seminal work “History of Ukraine-Rus”, 
in which he highlighted the historical moments, from the 
country's origins, when the link with European civilisation was 
dominant, and put his country at a clear distance from the 
Russian empire, perceived as an invader. The Renaissance, 
the Baroque period, the Cossack culture, the existence of a 
civil society, and even the fact that a large part of Ukraine’s 
territory had belonged to the Austro-Hungarian empire: all was 
used as proof of Ukraine’s quintessentially European roots in a 
bid to keep the country from falling into Eastern clutches. 

From the unity of the European Centre-East to Pan-
Europeanism 	

In other Central European countries, political rhetoric often 
remained nationalist. However, their historical, economic, and 
social proximity fuelled the creation of a new idea, namely that 
of Central European unity. Several States rapidly turned 
towards defensive and protective strategies. The risk of 
confrontations continued to increase, fed by the return to 
nationalism. On the ruins of empires ravaged by war, Central 
Europe turned inwards, fearing a new dependence created by 
alliances among the major powers. Numerous plans for a union 
of Central and Eastern Europe were unveiled in those 
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uncertain times, these often coinciding with the plans of these 
powers.	

In this troubled context, the idea of a European federation 
emerged among an intellectual elite. Many Central Eastern 
European intellectuals, most of them the scions of the 
multinational Austro-Hungarian empire – were already 
predisposed toward the notion of multinational European unity. 

In 1922, Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi, an Austro-Hungarian 
aristocrat and intellectual from a family of diplomats, launched 
his first “Call for European Unity”. The text was published in 
1923, followed by the famous manifesto “PanEuropa”. One 
year later, the “Pan-Europe Movement” association was 
created. In 1926, the first Pan-European Congress was held in 
Vienna. The idea was supported by the Habsburgs and 
faithfully defended by Otto von Habsburg. 

In addition to political support, the idea of the European 
federation gained traction in literary and artistic circles. Stefan 
Zweig, nostalgic for pre-war Europe, lent his support. His friend 
Joseph Roth, a Jewish writer from Galicia, was lavish in his 
prose in favour of this Europe united in multiculturalism. He is 
both the product and the recreator of this multicultural 
European space. 

Modernism and westernism 

Culturally, Central Europe became a theatre for artistic 
encounters and exchanges between West and East. It was 
here that Italian futurism met up with French cubism and 
Russian constructivism. Dadaism and the Theatre of the 
Absurd were born there, and later modified the face of modern 
art. Central European attachment to the avant-garde ran strong 
and deep, because this gave credence to its modernity and 
reflected its desire to belong to Europe. The nationalist 
discourse remained, but was dressed up to appear modern. 
Alphonse Mucha, the artist responsible for the famous Parisian 
and Art Nouveau posters, produced The Slav Epic, a collection 
of twenty paintings, a manifesto of Slav unity, or more 
accurately, of Central European unity. This manifesto not only 
highlights the particular features of each State, but also 
underlines the bond between Christian States, the defence of 
long-standing European values (Christianity, multi-ethnicity and 
thus cultural plurality, resistance) and as a bulwark against 
invasions from the East (“Europe’s bastion” according to Serhii 
Plokhy). 

During the interwar period, the independence of these 
countries was threatened by the USSR, and Adolf Hitler skilfully 
exploited their quest for independence and for historical 
recognition. From the Czech Republic to Ukraine, Hitler 
promised to protect the independent States and to save them 
from the clutches of the Bolsheviks. Several had no choice but 
to accept this totalitarian regime and found themselves stuck 
between the two giants bent on dominating the whole of 
Europe.	

Is it true to say that Central and Eastern Europe 
disappeared in 1945? 

Central Europe seemed to disappear from the map in 1945 
when the Yalta agreements placed it to the East and made it 
part of the Soviet Bloc. Nevertheless, for more than thirty years, 
it resisted and defended its distinctness from the USSR, 
suffered purges and extermination of its elites (one violent 
example being the Katyn massacre, where KGB agents killed 
thousands of Polish officers). It was betrayed, sliced up again 

by the major powers, reduced to despair, dominated, and 
thrown back into the enemy camp.	

Despite the depth of their wounds and their constant 
concern about their humungous neighbour to the East, the 
countries of Eastern and Central Europe, a few exceptions like 
Ukraine notwithstanding, remained allies. For this bloc of 
socialist countries, even though under a hostile and repressive 
protectorate, ultimately formed a community of Central and 
Eastern European States, positioned differently to the other 
Soviet Republics forming part of the Soviet Union.	

The post-1989 return of Central Europe 

In 1983, several publications appeared in the West that 
prompted renewed awareness of the disappearance of Central 
Europe in the aftermath of the Cold War. This encouraged 
reflections on history and, as a result, a resurgence of the 
forgotten unity of a region, which, for Peter Hanak, forms a 
community of history and values: medieval Christian roots, 
urban development, religious diversity, the birth of capitalism, 
gentrification and rapidly-adopted constitutionalism. 

Cultural identity and the strong bonds between countries 
were also expressed through resistance to communism, and 
through a dissident intellectual elite. For this resistance, which 
existed in all Central and Eastern European countries, the 
analysis remained the same: an obvious, absolute and 
definitive affiliation to the European culture and spirit, but also 
the only way to survive as independent States and make their 
way back into the community of prosperous and modern 
countries. 

Accession to the European Union was the culmination of 
this long return journey. 

Looking back over political declarations, cultural events or 
scientific research, one factor has remained unchanged since 
the fall of the Iron Curtain. When a Central, Eastern or 
Southern European country engages in this long societal 
transformation procedure in preparation for European 
accession, solid historical evidence is produced to demonstrate 
conclusively that the country has been part of European 
civilisation for thousands of years, and emphasise its part in 
creating Europe’s culture and history. Moreover, this insistence 
on its long attachment to Europe is matched by nationalistic 
arguments to illustrate the country’s history of political 
independence. Each of these countries therefore seeks to 
demonstrate two historical factors at once: the political or 
cultural independence of the nation, and its undeniable 
European dimension. 

This historical and cultural approach extends to all the 
Central and Western Europe intellectual elites. For decades, 
the political elite – from the members of the resistance 
movement who came to power after the fall of communism – 
has shared the same belief.	

To what extent does the new young political elite subscribe 
to or deviate from the attitudes of its predecessors? The issue 
is open to debate and is not addressed here. It would, however, 
appear difficult to analyse these countries as a whole, since 
they are no longer part of the same bloc and are pursuing 
increasingly different paths. 
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The Lithuanian Ambassador began by expressing his 
pleasure at being able to exchange with EuroDéfense in such 
extraordinary times. By way of introduction, he admitted that 
the Lithuanian diplomatic service had not long been in 
existence, which he considered an advantage. He added that 
his country’s appreciation of the issues and tensions in this 
region were the result of its history, its experience and its 
analysis of threats and risks. 

For him, there were three major challenges to be faced: 
1/ Re-establishing the transatlantic union and links with the 
United States 

The arrival of a new US administration heralded new 
opportunities, in contrast to earlier disagreements over matters 
such as the climate, Iran, Jerusalem, etc. The paradox for the 
Baltic countries was that, in recent years, the much desired 
military cooperation with the United States had taken the form 
of multiple exercises and reinforcements on the ground. In 
truth, alliance with the United States was the only way in which 
Europe could be a major player on the world stage. This was 
the sole option, in spite of perfectly normal divergencies over 
certain issues. 
2/ Strengthening Europe 

Having spent eight years in Brussels, the Ambassador was 
conscious that European development was not only contingent 
on negotiations and directives, but also on fostering economic 
and cultural relations, such as participating in initiatives such as 
the twinned town scheme. 

The latest Eurobarometer showed that Lithuania was the 
most pro-European country in the EU: 60% of its population 
were happy to place their trust in Europe. He considered it 
ironic that the newer Member States (MS) were more attached 
to Europe than the founder States. For the more recent MS, 
joining the EU was synonymous with re-joining the European 
fold. 

The Eurobarometer had also flagged up the fact that 
Europeans were particularly concerned about the economic 
situation, public finance, immigration, the climate, and health. 
Defence was not one of their priorities. In fact, citizens thought 
defence was NATO’s responsibility. 

There was no alternative to NATO, which was a reference 
for guaranteeing security. Europe therefore needed to 
supplement NATO action, without being in competition or 
improvising. Europe was well aware of how to overcome crises. 
And history has shown that Europe emerges stronger once it 
has overcome the crises it has to face. 

In response to the question of what more Europe could do 
with regard to defence, the Ambassador suggested the 
following: 
- increased defence funding. As a result of major effort on 

the part of the government, Lithuania's defence budget now 
represented over 2% of its GDP. The aim was not only to 
attain the standards set by NATO, but also to act in the 
country’s best interests. 

- greater industrial cooperation. Circumstances had 
changed. It was no longer taboo to talk about the European 

budget and defence in the same breath. Plans for greater 
cooperation (PESCO) were to be encouraged. Substantial 
progress could be expected. 
- improved skills. Considerable progress had been made, 

for example on military mobility, infrastructure and border 
crossing procedures. Europe could become a leader in the 
field of cybersecurity without duplicating NATO efforts. 
Lithuania was part of the PESCO cybersecurity project. The 
Baltic region could act as a test bed, a proving ground for the 
bigger Member States, especially in view of the many private 
initiatives undertaken in Lithuania, one of them the war raged 
by Lithuanian “elves” against Russian trolls. Greater use 
should be made of artificial intelligence to debunk fake news. 
StratCom structures in Brussels were not big enough to 
handle this. Europe also needed to tackle the problem of 
fake news by fostering education for the young. There was 
much to be done. 

3/ Coping with threats from non-democratic regimes 
The problem with Russia was its regime. This did not 

prevent a great deal of work being done through exchanges 
with Russian civil society. But every day brought its lot of new 
threats: 
- conventional threats, whence NATO’s presence to act as a 
deterrent, its troops including 300 French soldiers in their 
ranks. This point was worth mentioning in that these troops 
were able to forge links with their local counterparts, which 
boosted prospects for cooperation in the field.  
- hybrid threats. In 2019, Lithuania’s Cybersecurity Centre 
detected 50,000 major cyber-attacks. These attacks came from 
Russia, but also from other countries, via hacked European 
servers. This highlighted the need to step up practical 
cooperation. 
- further threats in the form of violations of international law. 
How could we present a united front in our reactions? How 
could we be more responsive to events such as those in the 
Crimea, Donbass, and Syria for instance? It was vital that the 
EU should remain united, firm and fully aware of events 
occurring in its immediate vicinity. Its voice must be heard. 

For Belarus, it took a month for sanctions to be adopted. 
But what more could be done? Countries whose populations 
were keen to achieve their freedom needed outside 
encouragement to gain true independence. Lithuania had lived 
through this process and had hands-on knowledge of what it 
entailed. It was particularly important to involve civil society. 

In the case of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, the EU had 
proved far too disinclined to step up to the plate.  

In conclusion, a special relationship with the United 
States remained a priority. Europe needed to strengthen its 
cooperation to form NATO’s backbone in Europe and be 
capable of withstanding potential threats. 

  ———————————- 
The Ambassador then answered a range of questions. 
Q1/ European strategic autonomy - what can the EU do? 

We can obviously talk about European strategic autonomy 
over matters such as health, the economy and cyberspace. For 
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defence, it is more a case of cooperation and closer ties, 
without these representing an alternative to NATO. Remaining 
close to the United States, while stepping up European 
cooperation, by definition a time-consuming process, is an 
approach that can work in practice (witness the example of the 
414 Tank Battalion). 
Q2/ What are your views on America’s Pacific “reset”? 

This change of direction is barely noticeable in the Baltic 
countries, where American funding and exercises are on the 
increase. This cooperation has attained proportions hitherto 
never experienced in the whole of Lithuanian history. The three 
Baltic countries have put enormous efforts into obtaining this 
result. 
Q3/ What can the EU and France do in terms of cybersecurity? 

Still more effort is required. The EU must back Lithuania in 
the event of a major attack, which is one of the reasons why we 
have subscribed to PESCO. Member States must help the 
Commission to establish a legal basis for this type of 
cooperation and develop European response mechanisms. 
France should be party to practical action in this regard. For its 
part, in cooperation with the United States, Georgia and 
Ukraine, Lithuania has created a regional centre in the 
country’s second-largest city, Kaunas, to serve as a test bed. 
France would be welcome to join this group. 
Q4/ Surely it is contradictory to insist that NATO is essential 
since there is no such thing as European defence, and to 
insinuate at the same time that the EU should be careful not to 
step on NATO’s toes? 

I see no contradiction. Our citizens are well aware of 
NATO’s importance as a guarantee of security. But Europe 
needs to pursue its own development without seeking to 
replace the Alliance. It needs more effective foreign policy, 
especially in relation to countries in the immediate vicinity. 
Q5/ What about Turkey? 

Turkey represents a major challenge. While there may be 
many reasons to cooperate with this country, its human rights 
violations are ample justification for imposing sanctions. 

The government now in power in Vilnius as a result of the 
latest elections made a special point in its pre-election 
programme of insisting on the need to protect human rights. 
Q6/ What about the fight against terrorism? 

Terrorism is a matter of major concern for all EU countries. 
It explains why the forces currently deployed in Mali include a 
Lithuanian contingent. Africa is important for the security of all 
EU Member States. 
Q7/ A more federal Europe or mutually supportive nation-
states? 

This really is an old chestnut. The truth lies somewhere 
between the two. There is no need for us to alter the treaties 
but to work realistically to achieve greater cooperation, as we 
did recently over health issues. Compromise and innovation 
must go hand in hand. 

Q8/ What are your views on the plans for a trust and security 
architecture with Russia put forward by the French President? 

This was discussed at length in September, when Mr. 
Macron was in Vilnius on a high-level presidential visit. There 
exist bodies in which exchanges can take place, such as the 
NATO-Russia Council. Several attempts have been made to 
start discussions but these have so far been inconclusive. 
Experience has shown that we must stand united. Pierre 
Vimont’s appointment as the President’s special envoy for 
exchanges with Russia is commendable. 
Q9/ What about a qualified majority for foreign policy? 

The question has been on the table for several years but 
there is no easy answer. In theory, adoption of the qualified 
majority principle is one way of boosting efficiency, but there 
are cases where consensus remains necessary (cf. sanctions 
against Russia). 
Q10/ And on support for Belarus? 

Lithuania is in front line of fire. There is popular support in 
favour of Belarus’ demands for freedom. Lithuania organised a 
human chain on 23 August 2020 from Vilnius up to the border 
with Belarus. For several years now, it has provided a home for 
the exiled European Humanities University and has been 
supporting many of the refugees who fled the country in August 
2020. But the High Representative and the EEAS need do 
more in order to support the diaspora and civil society locally, 
and to prepare for the longer term. 

It should be mentioned in passing that the new Belarussian 
nuclear power plant in Astravyets represents a security risk for 
Lithuania. 
Q11/ What about the Nord Stream 2 project? 

This is a highly relevant question. Lithuania is far too 
energy-dependent and is fully aware of the implications of 
being overly reliant on Russian gas. When Lithuania ruffled 
Moscow’s feathers by setting its sights on independence, the 
threat of cutting off gas supplies was used to exert geo-
strategic pressure. The new Biden administration is unlikely to 
signal any change in America’s position on Nord Stream 2. 
Q12/ What about relations with Poland? 

The historical bonds between our countries are very old and 
go back to the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which stretched from 
the Baltic to the Black Sea. Lithuania and Poland share many 
common interests and security cooperation goals, notably 
regarding their borders with Russia. Lithuania’s plans for 
energy diversification largely involve Poland. Astravyets is a 
common threat. On many defence issues we have the same 
approach, including with regard to trilateral cooperation with 
Ukraine. 
Q13/ What about cooperation in the Baltic Sea basin? 

The various institutions for cooperation in this area are 
working well on a variety of issues, including several involving 
non-NATO countries.
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