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Abstract

This thesis is about the role of Lithuania in CFSP.

In the first part, two general questions about withia’s contributions to CFSP are discussed: the
position the Lithuanian governments want to takeClSP, and the reasons why they do so. By
examining government programs and scientific reteam Lithuania’s foreign policy, Lithuania
appears to be a very ‘pro-Western’ country, vegpsical towards Russia, and an advocate of further
Eastern enlargement of the EU. This position iki@riced by the country’s geopolitical peculiarities
and history.

The second part focuses on two other questionst, An outline is made of Lithuania’'s CFSP
contributions in two recent cases: the Russia-Gaavgr of August 2008, and the Russia-Ukraine gas
crisis of 2008-2009. The EU’s policy towards thesses is described; Lithuania’s involvement is
distinguished through government statements, newtgles, and interviews with representatives to
the EU. For each case, hypotheses about Lithuap@sgions are made. In both cases, Lithuanian
policy makers take no surprising positions: thegput Russia’s opponents, and Russia is blamed of
having started and aggravated the disputes. Tlmmdegiestion is about the extent to which Lithuania
can influence the EU policy. This influence washeatlittle in both cases.

The first and second part give rise to new questaliout the relevance of history and geography for
foreign policy, the influence of individual States CFSP, and the future of CFSP. These questions

are shortly discussed in the third part, and cbeléhteresting topics of future research.
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Introduction

From the 1970’s, even before European Politicalp@oation (EPC) was treaty-based, it was obvious
that a coordination of the member States’ foreighcpes is very difficult (Marsh & Mackenstein,
2005, pp. 11-12, pp. 60-61). In the 1992 TreatWahstricht, EPC was re-named “Common Foreign
and Security Policy” (CFSP) (Vanhoonacker, 2005,4%83; de la Serre, 2005, pp. 24-32). Since that
time, cooperation and coordination in this partief EU’s external policy have much increased, but
it’s still an issue of much discussion.

Formulating CFSP decisions has not become easien wdn so-called Eastern European Countries
(EECs) joined the EU in 2004 (Colson & Corm, 200655). Lithuania is one of those countries.

Its historical and geographical peculiarities mika very interesting country from the point of wie

of CFSP. North of the country, there is Latvia, theo post-Soviet republic that joined the EU in
2004. Lithuania’s Eastern neighbor is Belarus, antty considered politically unpredictable and
economically unstable (Lopata et al., 2002, piri)he South, Lithuania has a border with Polamg, o
of the most pro-American countries in the world ard emerging great power among the EECs
(Kapiszewski & Davis, 2005, pp. 193-197, pp. 2059R2®&nd West, there is the Kaliningrad Oblast, a
strategic exclave of the Russian Federation (Ryssiarounded by Lithuania and Poland, with an

important port near the Baltic Sea.

This master thesis is about recent contributionsitbiuania to the EU’s CFSP. In order to understand
these recent contributions, a very brief overvidwithuania’s foreign policy since 1990 is necegsar

In the first part of this master thesis, foreignigopositions of Lithuania from before and duriaty
membership are discussed in short. This descrigfoioreign policy headlines will be focused on
Lithuania’s relations with the EU and with Russizoncerning the EU, it is examined which role
Lithuania wants to play in the EU, what aims itsskself in its EU membership, and which external
policy it wants the EU to conduct, especially tossarthe Eastern neighborhood. Inevitably,
Lithuania’s position and role in the NATO have te Biscussed here. Relations with neighboring
countries are addressed where they are linkedbititliania’s position in the EU. Special attentign i
paid to the relations with Russia, because thimjmrtant with a view to the cases studies later.

In general, the two research questions of the fiest are what Lithuania wishes to contribute to
CFSP, and why.

For this first part, several kinds of sources alevant. First of all, constitutional and governtaén
statements and regulations of Lithuania are sicgnifi. Furthermore, scientific articles and books on
Lithuania’s international position are written bgveral Lithuanian authors linked to the Vilnius
University Institute of International Relations aRdlitical Science: G. Miniotait(1999; 2003; 2005;
2006; 2007), T. Janalas (2006), R. Lopata (2002; 2003), G. Vitkus (2aB005), R. VilpiSauskas
(2002) and others. Also D. Budéyf2005) and M. Budryt (2001) wrote interesting texts about this



subject. Scientific work about Eastern Europe, Russd the Baltic States (Lithuania, Latvia and
Estonia) is also available from numerous authdre\adr the world. Remarkable contributions were
written by M. Leonard & N. Popescu (2007), and &n& (2001). And last but not least, personal
conversations with two key actors of Lithuania imetEU were important. Rytis Martikonis,
Lithuania’s Ambassador, Permanent Representatitbed=U, Representative to COREPHRvas
interviewed in Brussels on March 6, 2009; the sddoterview took place in Brussels on March 30
with Darius Jonas Semaska, Ambassador-at-larghyaitia’s Deputy Permanent Representative to
the EU, Representative at the Political and Secutibommittee. These persons gave interesting

information about Lithuania’s aims and interestthie EU.

After this describing part, recent contributionsLithuania to CFSP will be examined on the basis of
two recent cases that were very important for telEthuania and Russia.

The first one is the Russian-Georgian conflict flered up in South Ossetia and later in Abkhagzia i
August 2008, and the resulting (continuous) terssimetween Russia-Georgia and Russia-EU. The EU
policy towards this crisis can definitely be call&FSP’. The EU attaches great importance to a
peaceful resolution of this frozen conflict in tS®uthern Caucasus (European Commission [EC],
2007a, April 23, 2009, p. 7).

The second case is the gas crisis in Ukraine ineDber 2008 — January 2009, which led to a
complete cutoff of Russian gas through Ukraine e £U for almost two weeks. Ukraine is
considered a key strategic partner of the EU iruseg its energy supplies (EC, 2007b, April 23,
2009, p. 28). Whether this is a ‘political’ / ‘CFS#t rather an ‘energy’ case is not always venacle
and will be one of the discussion points.

Obviously, the selection of cases influences treulte of the analysis. It's likely that the (CFSP)
position of a country differs according to the pglsubject. These two cases are selected for $evera
reasons. First, they took place recently and th#igrmath is still evolving, which makes it very
interesting to follow and to discuss them. Secondyoth cases there is a strong ‘Russian’ factor.
Lithuania has a long history of occupation and badess bad relations with Russia, and the EU-
Russian relations are a very important issue ircthetry’s foreign policy. Furthermore, both events
took and are taking place quite close to Lithuainiahe Eastern neighborhood of the EU. Probably,
the country is interested in solving both crisesckly and avoiding new ones in the future, and
probably it has a certain expertise on the mattesarth, the cases have something to do with issues
Lithuania is apparently very concerned about: timidl integrity and energy security. Finally, the
relations between the EU and Russia are not alwayg easy. Contributions of a country like
Lithuania to the EU’s Russia-policy are interestimghis respect.

For each case, hypotheses about Lithuania’'s behesiobe formulated. They are derived from the
first part of this thesis, from Lithuania’s relat® with the countries involved, and respectivebnir

the security- and energy situation in Lithuaniab&quently, these hypotheses are tested.



In this way, two other research questions are addok First: which role does Lithuania really pilay
CFSP, what are its contributions in those two cetecicases? This question is about the relation
between rhetoric and reality, whether Lithuaniadwes like it wants to behave, and how it conducts
its policy. The second question is about Lithuasiauccess’, to what extent Lithuania succeeded to
make its policy an EU policy. Both questions ar¢ easy to answer; much depends on whether a
country has ‘allies’ within the EU, on its geogragath position, its history, power, the nature oé th
case, previous decisions of the EU, etc. To havédea about Lithuania’'s role, the actual policy
measures and positions taken by the EU and by &milauin both cases are matched and compared.
As for the first part, official statements and daants from the involved parties — Lithuania, Russia
EU bodies, Georgia, Ukraine — are important sourEes background information on the Georgia-
Russia conflict, GlobalSecurity.org, an Americanbsgite which provides facts on military and
security issues in the world, is useful. The Oxftwdtitute for Energy Studies provides significant
research about gas. Newspaper articles and newsitegfrom Lithuania, Belgium, France, England,
the USA, Georgia, Russia and Ukraine are used faiotdate information about the two cases. Of
course, the interviews with R. Martikonis and Deg&maska were also very useful. They made it

possible to identify more clearly what were Lithigs positions in both cases.

Before making conclusions about this thesis, thera (short) third part. Here, a fifth question is
considered: what is the relevance of what was d&senl in the case studies? An attempt is made to
draw lessons from what was discussed before, bas¢de same literature. For example, a question
that arises is how influential individual (smalka&s are or can be in CFSP. The importance adrlyist
and the geopolitical position of a State in itsefgn policy positions are shortly discussed. Some
reflections are made about CFSP orientations oEltéowards Russia in the future, and about the
achievability of a reaCommorFSP in the EU.

The answers to these questions are of course pitivie they are rather indications of issues to be

addressed in future research.



Part 1: Lithuania’s position in the EU
and in the international community

Lithuania was on March 11, 1990 the first among $lowiet Republics to declare its independence
(Lopata et al., 2002, p. 5-6). Since that date,ntlan lines in the country’s foreign policy remaine
strikingly constant. In this part, a brief overviefithese foreign policy orientations is made. Refes
with neighboring countries are discussed where #neyelevant for Lithuania’s relations with the EU
In order to understand Lithuania’s position in thve cases discussed in the second part, relatidths w
the EU and with Russia are discussed in more detlb the special position of the ‘transatlantic
community’ in Lithuania’s foreign policy deservesnse attention. All this is approached from two
sides: first, government programs and official doeunts are discussed. Second, scientific research on
Lithuania’s foreign policy is reviewed.

Throughout the first part, two research questiomsta be answered: what does Lithuania want to
contribute to CFSP, and why. The first questioariswered by describing the country’s relations with
the EU before its accession, and by discussingpitsions about the external policy of the EU during
its membership. The answer to the second quedifouind in Lithuania’s geographical location, its

history, and its relations with its neighborhood avith the USA.

1.1. An overview of constitutional and governmentastatements since 1990

1.1.1. Foreign policy positions before EU-accession

Several references to Lithuania’s sovereignty @& 8tate are made in the Constitution of 1992
(Parliament of the Republic of Lithuania [PRL], P9%ebruary 11, 2008). Articles 1 to 4 discuss the
sovereignty and independence of Lithuania, and rdowp to Article 136, Lithuania shall only
participate in international organizations if tligot in conflict with the interests and indepemzke of

the state.

The first government of Lithuania (March 1990 — ulkmy 1991) contributed 10 pages of its
government program to foreign policy (Lietuvos Rédjkos Vyriausyl [LRV], 1990, March 17, pp.
4-13). The disintegration of the USSR and the apghidbetween Central and Eastern Europe on the
one hand and Western Europe on the other handaeseddered the two main political processes of
that time. The basic goals of Lithuania’'s foreignligy were to re-establish its independence and to
come back to the world community. The most impdr{amderlined by B.V.) priority of Lithuanian
foreign policy was to harmonize relations with th8SR. Lithuania wanted its economical structures
to become independent from the Soviet Union maiketwanted to continue cooperating in various
areas — on the condition that there would be noRJB&rference in internal affairs. Other priowstie

were to join the European integration processt fafsall by joining the (former) Conference on



Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). Accestiothe UN and strengthening the diplomatic
relations with the USA, Canada and Australia wenpartant. Relations with neighboring countries
were a priority, with the explicit underlying ainf dacilitating the integration within Western
European political structures. The government whibebecome a member of the Northern Council
and to cooperate with European Free Trade AssogiéEFTA).

The second government lasted only 3 days and ebigfter the disastrous events in Vilnius on
January 13, 1991 (LRV, n.d.).

The third government (January 1991 — July 1992)Jeay similar foreign policy goals as the first one
(LRV, 1991, January 13, pp. 6-10). The aims weeeddime: strengthening Lithuania’s independence
and recognition as a part of the world communigyp@ll as the means to achieve these aims: settling
the relations with the USSR through bilateral bordnd other treaties — the USSR had not yet
recognized Lithuania at that time, and participgiimthe European integration.

The government program of the fourth government ([Gly — November 1992) dealt only with
economical policy and had no chapter about forpigity (LRV, 1992, July 21).

The fifth government (December 1992 — March 1998ked for the first time explicitly about
becoming a member of the European Community (LR382] December 12, pp. 37-39). Relations
with other European States were to be improvecdeteesthis aim. Cooperation with the NATO was
also very important. Furthermore, border demaroatitih the Kaliningrad Region and Belarus was a
priority. The startup of negotiations to enter miricrease the involvement in the main United Naio
bodies was an important aim of the government,elsas becoming a member of GATT.

The purposes of the sixth government (March 19%3bruary 1996) were: strengthening national
security, protecting economical interests in otbeuntries, and protecting the rights of Lithuanians
living abroad (LRV, 1994, July 12, pp. 54-56). ludnia wanted to have friendly and mutual
beneficial relations with all surrounding countribased on principles such as sovereignty of ngtion
and inviolability of borders. Becoming a membertbbé EU was one of the priorities, as well as
membership of GATT and NATO, and closer ties witkhaférn and Northern European States and the
USA. Relations with Russia should be mutual prbfgaand for the aim of stability in the region the
government wanted the Kaliningrad Oblast to be ttamized.

The seventh government (February — November 19868)the same purposes as the previous one
(LRV, 1996, March 19, pp. 46-48). In this governm@nogram, membership of the NATO was
considered the most importafinderlined by B.V.) means to guarantee a stadtiomal security. The
government also started to prepare the countrsasegty to integrate in the EU.

The main foreign policy aims of the eighth governinDecember 1996 — May 1999) remained the
same as in previous governments: strengtheninguduitia’s national security and economy (LRV,
1996, December 10, pp. 3-4). Therefore, Lithuardd to join the EU and the NATO as soon as
possible (underlined by B.V.). In order to speed up the Bttession process, the government

prepared internal law reforms, wanted to partia@pattively in CFSP, and wished to develop strong



bilateral relations with EU members and candidatentries. Especially good relations with the other
Baltic and so-called Northern States were consdignportant in preparing EU accession. Internally,
the government planned to inform the populationuabihe integration process and about the
advantages of EU membership.

The goals of foreign policy of the ninth governmghine — October 1999) were — apart from internal
economic reforms to meet the Maastricht criterthe-same as before (Government of the Republic of
Lithuania [GRL], 1999, June 1, pp. 5-8). Land- as®h borders (still) had to be concluded with
Belarus and Latvia.

Also the tenth government (November 1999 — NoverB80) had the same foreign policy objectives
and instruments as the four preceding governmé&mR¥ (1999, November 3).

The eleventh government (November 2000 — June 288d)still the same foreign policy objectives
towards the EU, the NATO, and Lithuania’s surromgdcountries (GRL, 2000, October 27). The
government planned to participate actively in CF&R] wanted to contribute to the implementation

of European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), dvaw preserving the NATO security role in

Europe (underlined by B.V.). Towards Belarus, it wantew fgreserve pragmatic and mutually
beneficial economic relations and contribute to deratic tendencies.

The twelfth government (July 2001 — December 2@d4)1. Brazauskas finally led Lithuania to EU
membership. The government wanted to continuedteign policy lines of the previous ones (GRL,
2001, July 4). Indeed, priorities and aims remaitiedsame as before, but the government program
was more extended and ambitious. Regional cooperatiould reach the Black Sea and the Nordic
States. Participation in CFSP was considered agparable part of European integration, and the
establishment of ESDP — combined with enhancedsatéamtic cooperation — was considered the
basis of European security. It was the governmenténtion to improve relations with Russia and the
Kaliningrad Oblast, based on dialogue on numeral&yp issues. It wanted to make use of its
geographical position between the EU and Russigdpiicipating in the EU’s dialogue with Russia

on cooperation and partnership.

1.1.2. After EU accession

The thirteenth government (November 2004 — Jun&YB8&d to re-orient its foreign policy. Lithuania
joined EU and NATO in 2004 (NATO update, 2004, Ma29). From now on, its foreign policy
wasn't aimed at accession, but at enhancing it#tipesand developing partnerships inside these
institutions (GRL, 2004, November 29, pp. 24-26)-Eand NATO membership and transatlantic
cooperation were still considered prerequisites fational security. For this aim, supporting
democratic reforms in Eastern neighboring countsias also very important. The government wanted
to establish good relations with these countrigs] wanted Lithuania to serve as an expert of

European neighborhood policy.



The fourteenth government (July 2006 — October 20688d the same foreign policy guidelines (GRL,
2006, July 18, pp. 28-29).

A. Kubilius’ government, in office since Decembed08, has the same attitude towards European
integration and transatlantic cooperation: it's Hasis of Lithuania’s national security (GRL, 2008,
December 9, pp. 37-50). Lithuania should b&@ductive, loyal and responsible member of the
transatlantic community(GRL, 2008, December 9, p. 38) and wants to ppéie in EU internal and
external policies (Ministry of Foreign Affairs ofi¢ Republic of Lithuania [MFALT], 2009a, March
18, 2009). The government seeks to strengthen catpe between EU and the USA. Lithuania’s will
to contribute to an effective common and solidab&ged energy policy is emphasized. Regional
cooperation remains a priority, and the governnsapiports EU efforts to establish democracy in the
Eastern neighboring countries. Furthermore, a fipgmiovision is made of the government’s support
for Georgia’s and Moldova's efforts to maintainrerestablish their territorial integrity, which ifgs

a withdrawal of all Russian troops from their temies (GRL, 2008, December 9, p. 44). The
government wants to develop good neighborly refatiwith Russia and the Kaliningrad Oblast, based
on dialogue and mutual trust, and encouraging desmg@nd economic development.

The same attitude towards EU, NATO and USA is foimdhe Foreign Policy Orientations after
Accession to the NATO and EU document of 2004 (et Respublikos Seimas [LRS], 2004, May
1), and on the website of foreign affairs (MFALT(®a, March 18, 2009). The government wants to
enhance the European-American ties, and sees tH®©NA the main security organization in Europe.
Because of the security situation in the South @swe region, it wants the EU to establish closer
relations with this region. Cooperation with Russti@uld be deepened and based on mutual interests,
commitments and respect.

In the Strategic Guidelines of Lithuania’s Europé&imon policy for 2008-2013, emphasis is laid on a
common European energy strategy (MFALT, 2008, Matéh 2009, pp. 17-19). This means
integration of Lithuania in the European energyrasfructure, diversification of resources and

reduction of dependence on third countries.

1.1.3. Main lines of Lithuanian foreign- and EU igglaims in government programs

During the first decades of independence, the gowents of Lithuania haven’'t been very stable: 15
governments in 18 years (LRV, n.d., February 110920 Especially the first decade was very
unstable. However, there has been some contimuitMinisters of Foreign Affairs: the Minister in
office, V. USackas, is only the fifth since 199MeTlforeign policy aims and ideas that appear in the
successive government agreements are very cosstart1990.

During the first years of independence, settlenoéihe relations with the USSR / Russia was among

the most important foreign policy priorities. Natdause Lithuanians liked their Eastern neighbors,



but because they wanted to establish and strengitteémindependence and sovereignty. Only from
1993 there was made mention of being more frietwlRussia and to normalize relations.

Since 1990, approach to — and very soon membedghipthe EU was a priority. Cooperation with
surrounding countries was seen as the best wappmach the EU. In other words, relations with
neighbors were not a goal as such, but a mearante closer to the EU, and to facilitate Lithuania’s
integration. In the beginning, there were no stateisiabout what kind of partner Lithuania wanted to
be in the EU. It was only important to join thatusture, in order to ensure national security. Bet
later, the more ambitious the governments becaimey Tonsidered Lithuania an important partner of
the EU because of their expertise in relations with EU’'s Eastern neighbors. They portrayed
Lithuania as a cooperative and productive partii@ey explicitly mentioned their willingness to
cooperate in EU's CFSP. They wanted to participatdeveloping ESDP, however preserving the
NATOQO'’s security role in Europe.

Virtually all governments emphasized their willirggs to enhance EU-USA cooperation, and the
NATO has a central role in Lithuania’s national wdty. In general, Lithuania is pro-European and
pro-Western.

Recently, Lithuanian governments expressed theih w develop a more cooperative energy strategy
in the EU. Also the support for Georgia's territdriintegrity is to be noticed, as well as the

(perceived?) necessity of more EU involvement anreigion.

1.2. Lithuania’s relations with neighboring States

Lithuania’s relations with the surrounding States @eviewed, as far as these relations influenee th
country’s EU policy. Special attention is paid he tLithuanian-Russian relations; they are important
for Lithuania’s EU policy and they influence thesgimns in the case studies of this thesis. Lithaian
relations with the EU are discussed, as well apthee ‘Europe’ takes in Lithuanian national identi

Finally, tensions in Lithuania’s partnership willetEU and with the USA are examined.

1.2.1. Relations with the Baltic States

Outsiders have grouped — and are still groupingkidStates as one entity; probably because af the
common recent history, their geographical proximépnd their similar foreign policy goals in the
1990’s (Miniotait, 2003, pp. 264-265; Budit 2001, p. 72). Also the EU treated these three
countries in the first years of their independere ‘equal’. However, Baltic States consider
themselves as a part of Western Europe — regaatiitgral, economical and political identity — rathe
than as ‘Baltic States’ (Ozolina, 1999, p. 135).riDy their accession negotiations, there was
sometimes even a strong competition between theetli©zolina, 1999, p. 147). Lithuania is

cooperative with the other Baltic States on isswbsre it's necessary, but it's not an enthusiastic



partner. Relations with Poland, the EU and therdadirad Oblast are much more important (Ozolina,
1999, p. 132).

Despite some skepticism, there has also been cataperin 1993, the Baltic Free Trade Treaty was
signed (Hiden & Salmon, 1994, p. 193). Lithuaniaoaparticipates in various regional security
organizations. However, these cooperation initiatives were mosttablished because of pragmatic
reasons (they had common challenges and problemtisg¢rrthan because of a feeling of ‘unity’

(Ozolina, 1999, pp. 136-142; Hiden & Salmon, 1994193).

1.2.2. Relations with Russia in general

Relations between Lithuania and Russia were vefficdt from the beginning. Since the re-
establishment of Lithuania’s independence, the tguwefined its national identity as a non-Russian
one. Yet, the USSR didn't easily accept the inddpane of its former federal republics. On the 1990
CSCE, the USSR delegation insisted to dismiss #it#cBStates delegations (Vitkus, 2002a, p. 11). In
January 1991, the Soviet army occupied press bgidin Vilnius and 13 Lithuanian unarmed citizens
were killed (PRL, 1991, February 8).

The independence of the Baltic States was recogrigehe USSR on 6 September 1991, one and a
half year after their declaration of independenBeat the countries’ economy was still almost
completely integrated in the structures of the US&®RI there were still Russian troops in all Baltic
States (Vitkus, 2002a, pp. 16-17). Lithuania tookeay strict position towards the withdrawal of
Russian troops and even made an issue of it atJtheGeneral Assembly. Because of this no-
compromise position and the support of the NATO el USA, Lithuania achieved withdrawal of
the troops in August 1993 — it was the first of tbener communistic countries in Europe. In thstfir
years of Lithuania’s independence, getting theteey free of foreign troops was one of the main
foreign policy aims, as well as the legalizationstdite borders (Gylys, 2004, pp. 95-97). In short:
consolidating the independence.

The normalization of Lithuanian-Russian relatiomaild start only when the Russian troops were
withdrawn, and when guarantees were given on beh#ife EU that the EU-Lithuanian approach and
normal Russian-Lithuanian relations were not near@gscontradictory (Lane, 2001, p. 206). Russia
fulfilled its international obligations regardingoop withdrawal, brought its military forces to CFE
standards (Vitkus, 2002a, pp. 23-24) and decreasdstantially the amount of troops in the
Kaliningrad Oblast in a few years (Nies, 2004, 1§6-167).

However, several issues prevented both countrieén1990’s from establishing good relations;

Lithuania’s policy towards Russia was pragmatic bat more (Budnd, 2001, p. 74). The Baltic

! Lithuania is a member of BALTBAT (Common Baltic tBdion of the Baltic States), BALTNET (Baltic Air
Surveillance Network), BALTRON (Baltic Naval Squad) and BALTDEFCOL (Baltic Defence College)
(Michta, 2006, pp. 89-90; Budit2001, pp. 75-77).



States were reluctant to ‘trust’ Russia; they arals and don’t have any influence on Russia’'s
goodwill; even after the reductions of the Rusgialitary force, it was still much stronger than the
Baltic armies; and of course there is the livingmmey of a long history of occupations. Lithuaniaan
the other Baltic States preferred to seek partiensith Western States and organizations (Vitkus,
2002a, pp. 27-29). Moreover, nationalistic forae&ithuania were strongly opposed to any attempt of
the government to approach Russia (Lane, 20012@b-202). The Lithuanian government was the
only one who refused to sign an agreement wittother Baltic States, Russia and Belarus on energy
cooperation, because it was seen as blocking tinetigofrom the West (Miniotait 1999, pp. 30-31).
Also from Russian side there were problems: paditis who didn’t recognize the whole Lithuanian
territory as sovereign had still huge support i Buma elections of 1993 (Gylys, 2004, pp. 99-100),
and the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs stait@@000 that the USSR didn’t occupy Lithuania in
1940, but that it joined the Union voluntarily (Raxaite, 2003, p. 202; Lane, 2001, pp. 206-207),
which led to a wave of protest. In the 1990’s, wasi ideas circulated about the regional security
architecture. The Russian government made someogatyp for a renewed (military) cooperation
(Karabeshkin, 2007, p. 73; Miniot&it2003, pp. 274-279; Lopata et al., 2002, p. 15)1997, the
Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Prestd&tated that they were interested in the stglwlit
the Baltic States, anf any threat to Lithuania arises, that state wilhve to deal with us{Vitkus,
2002a, p. 32). Unsurprisingly, the offers were ¢igd by Lithuania. Already in 1994, Lithuania had
declared that EU- and NATO membership were its annstrategic goals (Paulauskas, 2005, p. 182;
Lopata et al., 2002, p. 26).

By the end of the Dcentury, Russian-Lithuanian relations slightly rayed (Miniotaié, 2005, p.
77-78), despite some internal disagreement in By about which security discourse should guide
the policy towards RussfaSeveral agreements were signed, and the Russidemnt@came (again)
increasingly important for Lithuanian export (Lopagt al., 2002, pp. 18-20). Lithuania and Russia
realized that they had a common interest in redienanomic growth. Therefore, as we saw in the
government programs, good neighborly relations witim-members of the so-called Euro-Atlantic
community became a priority in Lithuania’s foreigalicy. A border treaty was signed with Russia in
1997 (Lane, 2001, p. 206).

The events of September 11, 2001 in New York esdadleveral changes in the big powers’ security
conceptualizations (Morozov, 2004, p. 325). Segudiscourses became focused on an external
enemy, rather than on national idenfitit. led to an approach and more constructive cauijuer

between the NATO and Russia, in order to deal wh#h common threat. Moreover, the NATO'’s

2.0n the one hand, Vytautas Landsbergis, Lithuariesshead of state after its independence, coap&ussia
with a volcano. On the other hand, president V. mAklas, who declared that theld policy of barricade

building” [...] “distances us from the principles of the Euro-Atlanmainstream” According to him,
“Lithuania’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations and good etlons with Russia are compatibléMiniotaite, 2003, p.
279).

% Morozov calls this “desecuritization” of natioridentity.
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military significance was questioned since its agien in Afghanistan, which decreased its perceived
threat in Russia (Vitkus, 2002a, pp. 37-38). ThenefRussia’s position towards Lithuania’s accessio
to the NATO was quite moderate. In 2000, the Rusamabassador in Lithuania only declared that this
would negatively influence the Lithuanian-Russiafations, but that Russia wouldn’t object because
Lithuania is a sovereign state and Russia didntwa interfere in their internal affairs (Budéyt
2001, pp. 76-77).

Some authors say that the Lithuanian-Russian oelatare the most stable among the Baltic-Russian
relations (André, 2003, p. 19). Ethnic disputes lass present than in the other Baltic States, and
Lithuania was the first former Soviet Republic wéigned a border treaty with Rus$iahich was
ratified by Russia in 2003 (Plasseraud, 2006, gp-30; Miniotai¢, 2005, pp. 77-78; Vitkus, 20023,

p. 25). However, a more recent report claims thtitulania takes — together with Poland — the most
harsh position towards Russia among the EU menthemard & Popescu, 2007, pp. 48-50). They
are called “new cold warriors”, who want to shapeaasertive EU policy towards Russia and try not
to miss any opportunity to criticize Russia.

Indeed, the two countries are still no very goddnds. Lithuania’s 100% dependence on Russian gas
(Leonard & Popescu, 2007, p. 49) and almost comptitpendence on Russian®d# still an
important issue; it's considered a serious threathe country’s economical security (Janeds &
Molis, 2006, pp. 200-223; Paulauskas, 2005, p. 2e@iré, 2003, pp. 14-16). Besides, there are still
some issues that hamper mutual trust. Russia’seoftmesident V. Putin stated in 2005 that the
collapse of the Soviet Union ithe greatest geopolitical catastrophef the 28" century (Paulauskas,
2005, p. 183). Oil supplies by pipeline were cut2®06, because of ‘technical problems’ in the
Lithuanian branch of the Druzhba pipeline (Leon&rdPopescu, 2007, p. 14). Lithuania offered to
help repairing the pipeline, but there cafm® reasonable answer from RussigD.J. Semaska,
personal communication, 2009, March 30) and thelmip is still not working. When the Lithuanian
and the Estonian President refused to attend tHe@&@bration of the end of the Second World War
in Moscow in 2005 — it meant to them too much Rarssmperial nostalgia — they were accused by
some Russians of supporting fascism and disrespettie fallen heroes (Paulauskas, 2005, p. 183).

And of course, there is the Kaliningrad Oblast.

* Latvia and Russia signed and ratified a bordextyrenly in 2007, and Estonia and Russia still hawéorder
treaty (Van Elsuwege, 2008, pp. 452-453).

® Since 2006, the oil refinery company Mazeilafta isn’t controlled by the Russian Yukos anyen(®RLEN
group, n.d., March 11, 2009). The Polish companyNRBrlen bought the Lithuanian governments’ stake of
30,66% and Yukos’ stake of 53,7% in May 2006 (Bag006, pp. 14-15). However, virtually all crudé still
comes from Russia (D.J. Semaska, personal commiamcaeonard & Popescu, 2007, p. 49).
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1.2.3. Kaliningrad, a special issue in LithuaniapngRian relations and CFS&ant la lettre

The Kaliningrad Oblast belongs to Russia since k#bis excluded from the mainland by Lithuania,
Poland and the Baltic Sea. In the early 1990's,estithuanian nationalists claimed it was a part of
their country (Michta, 2006, p. 78), but nowadalssi generally recognized as a part of Russia.
Lithuania wants it to increase its economic develept, because the stability of the region is in the
interest of all surrounding countries. The Oblastery poor and marginalized, and — compared to its
surface — ultra-militarized (Plasseraud, 2006,323-324; Michta, 2006, pp. 78-81).

The ‘Kaliningrad issue’ dominates Lithuanian-Russi@lations since the withdrawal of Russian
troops in 1993 (Karabeshkin, 2007, p. 75; Gyly9£®. 97). Because of the geographical position of
the Oblast, Russia and Lithuania are ‘doomed’ wpeoate. However, the various ideas and initiatives
to increase economic cooperation haven't been secgessful until now (Paulauskas, 2005, p. 190-
191; Miniotait, 2005, pp. 81-82). The region might cloud thetretes between Russia and Lithuania,
because the Oblast is overwhelmingly dependentramsit from and to Russia over Lithuanian
territory (Smorodinskaya, 2007, p. 132).

From February 1995, there was a Provisional Agretme transit of Russian citizens from and to the
Kaliningrad Oblast: in exception of other foreiggieno visa was required for transit (Danilauskas &
Stanye-Tolockiene, 2005, pp. 352-353). However, this regulation tGot&d with the Schengen
acquis so it had to change if Lithuania wanted to jdie EU (Danilauskas & StargyT olockiere,
2005, p. 255). As the membership of Lithuania t® BU approached, Lithuanian-Russian relations
became also a part of the EU’s external relatiorfer-example transit- and visa questions in the
Kaliningrad issue. The establishment of a stridi@nsit-regime could increasingly isolate the
Kaliningrad Oblast (Smorodinskaya, 2007, pp. 146)hd the EU-Russian negotiations on this issue
cooled down their relations for more than a yeaan(ilauskas & StangtTolockiene, 2005, p. 369-
379). Finally they came to an agreement aboutitrahpersons and customs in November 2002 (Van
Elsuwege, 2008, p. 458; Plasseraud, 2006, p. 3&k, 004, p. 164; André, 2003, p. 21), which
entered into force in January 2003 (Danilauskas t&ny&-Tolockiene, 2005, p. 353). In the
agreement, a Facilitated Transit Document (FTD)dars and buses and a Facilitated Rail Transit
Document (FRTD) for railway passengers from theidagrad Oblast to RusSiavere introduced
(Van Elsuwege, 2008, p. 458; Smorodinskaya, 2007,/p). Part of the negotiation results on these
documents was that Russia was obliged to ratifyl®@7 border treaty (Karabeshkin, 2007, p. 72;
Miniotaité, 2005, pp. 77-78).

The successful introduction of an FTD and FRTD,haitt harming the EU-Lithuanian-Russian
relations, can be called a success. Since thatmgm, the relations between the Kaliningrad Oblast

and Lithuania improved and in 2003, a Lithuanianstdate was opened in Sovetsk (Danilauskas &

® A FTD costs 5 euro and a FRTD is for free, andhéernational passport is required to obtain sudo@ment
(Danilauskas & StangtTolockiene, 2005, p. 388; Jacob, 2004, p. 328; ScadPlus,, 2803 29, 2009).
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Stanye-Tolockiené, 2005, p. 389). According to Lithuanian officiais,was a unique example of
constructive cooperation between the three actaith, a result that favored all parties involved (R.
Martikonis, personal communication, 2009, March I6s called a practice of Lithuania in CFSP
before it was an EU member state, it was a refmsdathuanians to emphasize their special rola as
‘carrier of Europe’ in the region (Pavlovgif003, pp. 204-205).

The transit of military goods is more problematidalissia insisted to sign a treaty regulating a fre
transit ‘corridor’ to the Kaliningrad Oblast. Howay Lithuania rejected these proposals — they were
afraid the sovereignty over their territory would bndermined — and adopted a unilateral domestic
regulation in 1994 (Paulauskas, 2005, pp. 189-1BB¢re is still no treaty on the issue of tran$it o
military goods (Van Elsuwege, 2008, p. 454) andtthesit is strictly regulated: Russian authorities
have to inform the Lithuanian authorities about ¢$hee, purpose etc. of goods that are transpoRed (
Martikonis, personal communication). Except frons tlemaining problem, one can see a shift in the
Lithuanian approach towards the Kaliningrad Obltmt:approach becomes more friendly.

This shift can also be identified in the differafficial security conceptualizations. In the Basafs
National Security of Lithuania of 1996(niotaité, 2007, pp. 9-11Miniotaité, 2003, pp. 269-270the
near “States of unstable democracyVere the main threats to state security because'siecific
geopolitical environment [is] hardly predictable eluto the existence of militarized territories”
(Miniotaite, 2003, pp. 269-270), a description which cleadferred to Belarus and the Kaliningrad
Oblast. The geographical space was divided in aawd an ‘other’. Something very different is to be
noticed in the National Security Strategy of 20@Rere it is stated that Lithuania doesn’t fear cire
military threats and thus doesn’t see any statanasnemy:Global and regional stability” became
one of the primary interests, as well“dGgedom and democracy in Central and Eastern Eerepnd

the Baltic States”(Miniotaité, 2007, pp. 12-13Baltic Defence College, 2002, pp. 1-Dnly the
enormous dependence on energy supplies of onergo(Russia is not literally mentioned) was
considered a possible threat to Lithuania’s stateusty. The 2005 version of the National Security
Strategy maintains the same basic assumptionsth@ndonception of national security is extended:
“freedom and democracy in the neighboring regiohshe EU” is added to the main security policy
interests. Lithuania seeks to develop friendlytretes with all States in the region (Minio&it2007,

p. 13; PRL, 2005, January 20). In short, the apgraaoved from a ‘sovereignty discourse’ to an

‘integration discourse’ (Miniotadt 2003, p. 279).

1.2.4. The Kaliningrad Oblast and Lithuania’s engggcurity

Indirectly, Kaliningrad’s dependence on energy frRussia, supplied in transit through Lithuania
(Smorodinskaya, 2007, p. 173), influences the lathian position in the EU’s energy policy. As long
as the Oblast is dependent on energy from Russ$iaudnia is ‘safe’ (R. Martikonis, personal

communication). All gas for Lithuanian and Kalinfag consumption comes from Russia and is
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supplied by pipelines through Belarus. In casesnoérgency or technical problems, (Russian) gas is
available from a Latvian storage facility (D.J. $&ka, personal communication; Baran, 2006, pp. 24-
25). Reductions or a cutoff of gas supplies to wathia would result in a crisis in Kaliningrad.

But this situation may change in the near futuiac&the Russian Gazprom, the German BASF and
E.ON, and the Dutch Gasunie agreed to build thedNBiream pipeline (Nord Stream website, n.d.,
April 22, 2009), Lithuania is concerned about itergy security (RIA Novosti,2009, February 13;
Paulauskas, 2005, p. 193-195). This pipeline walltgrough the Baltic Sea, without crossing the
Baltic States. If there would be a link from therti&tream pipeline to Kaliningrad, Lithuania loses
its transit ‘trump’ to that region, and will be cplately excluded from the European energy
infrastructure (R. Martikonis, personal communigaji In general, Lithuania doesn'’t trust the prajec
because it's a pipeline to Western Europe that $sgm Eastern Europe %6 can only become
another way of manipulation for RussiéD.J. Semaska, personal communication). Besiddsjdnia

is concerned about the environmental disastemtigtit be caused by the construction of the pipeline
because there are thousands of chemical weapaihe drottom of the Baltic Sea, thrown into the sea
after the Second World War.

The EU considers the agreement a private businegsc but Lithuanian President V. Adamkus
declared that this illustrates the lack of solijagnd consensus between EU member States (Van
Elsuwege, 2008, p. 473-474).

1.2.5. Relations with Poland

Soon after Lithuania’s independence, there wereesprablems with Poland: the big Polish minority
in the Vilnius region stated that minority rightemen’t respected, Lithuanians were suspicious about
Poland’s intentions regarding the region (Lane,12@p. 208-209). However, their relations improved
when both governments realized that their joineigm policy aims (NATO- and EU membership)
could be best achieved when they cooperated catisgly (Lane, 2001, pp. 210-211). Poland and
Lithuania became close partners regarding modtef foreign policy issues. Local self government
was granted to Poles in the South-East of Lithyanrailitary agreement was concluded in June 1993,
a free trade agreement in June 1996 (Lane, 20@1,(). In 1997, LITPOLBAY was established — a
joint peacekeeping unit for UN and NATO missionsiyis, 2001, p. 1).

" RIA Novosti is a state-run Russian news websits.dometimes questionable whether its editoriartais
politically independent, but the website is intéires for dates, meetings, quotes, etc., and in igdhiee Russian
point of view.

8 LITPOLBAT was disbanded in 2007 (Ministry of Detenof the Republic of Lithuania, 2007, June 29).
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1.2.6. Relations with Belarus

Since 1990, the relations with Belarus are pragmbitit not very friendly (Budrgt 2001, p. 74).
Vilnius’ relationship with Minsk is called “pragmatselective cooperation” (Lopata, 2003, pp. 199-
200). Lithuania cooperates with Belarus only whigriavors the state’s and the region’s security,
political cooperation is minimal. Lithuanians doréally trust Belarus, a country where Lenin’s stat

is still standing in the capital. Due to some mid@agreements, final documents on the Lithuanian-
Belarus border demarcation were signed only in Z80FALT, 2009b, April 14, 2009).

As to the Kaliningrad Oblast, the policy towardd@es is a part of Lithuania’s identity building. |
describes typical ‘Eastern’ threats, such as chagwmedictability, militarization, authoritarianisamd
restrictions of basic rights (Pavloxai2003, p. 203; Lopata, 2003, pp. 186-187, pp. 198 It's a
trend in CEEs to portray their Eastern neighborsvaly ‘Eastern’, to make themselves more
‘Western’ (Pavlovai, 2003, pp. 203-204). Lithuania proclaims itself assource of ‘European
values’, ready to spread them in Belarus, it'semcher of European norms’. The attitude towards
Belarus remains the same, but the way in whichuiaittia tries to influence its politics changed
somewhat; lately, Lithuania and the EU are tryiogpeak directly with the Belarus government (R.

Martikonis, personal communication).

1.3. Lithuania and the EU

This part treats the relations between Lithuanid #ve EU. First, there is a brief description of
Lithuania’s EU accession process. Subsequently,oaedview is made of what Lithuania wants to
contribute to the EU in general and more specifidal the EU’s external policy. Finally, the questi

is addressed what it means for Lithuanians to beember of the EU. Motives for EU membership

and internal debates about ‘Europe’ are discussed.

1.3.1. From cooperation to membership

A first approach between the European Communitylatimiania started when the former stopped the
economic assistance to the USSR due to the bloddshéilnius on January 13, 1991 — even though
it didn't recognize Lithuania’s independence yetf®ikis, 2001, pp. 185-186). The Community’s

Ministers of Foreign Affairs recognized the BalBtates’ independence in August 1991 (Martikonis &
Ziukas, 1999, p. 211) and soon after they staecbbperate. The conclusion of the Agreements on
Trade and Commercial and Economic Co-operatiorDBR1with each of the Baltic States was a first

confirmation of their (common) foreign policy goais. integration into the European structure (Van
Elsuwege, 2008, p. 103; Ozolina, 1999, pp. 142-143)
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At the Copenhagen Conference of 1993, where Litlauparticipated, the EU declared that associated
countries could become members as soon as thedtieés were met (Vareikis, 2001, pp. 186-187).
In July 1994, Free Trade Agreements were signedt{idais & Ziukas, 1999, pp. 217-218; Ozolina,
1999, p. 143). By negotiating and concluding theggeements, it was the first time the EU
approached the Baltic States differently (Van Elsgey 2008, p. 125-128).

Signing a Europe Agreement (= association agregmetit the EU was a top priority of Lithuania’s
foreign policy from 1992 (Martikonis & Ziukas, 1999. 214-218). A Europe Agreement was signed
in June 1995, and entered into force in Februa®g19

On December 12, 1995, the Lithuanian Presidentdiskas requested EU membership (Martikonis
& Ziukas, 1999, pp. 219-220). The accession netjotia started in February 2000, and in December
2002 it was decided that Lithuania was ready to jbe EU (VilpiSauskas, 2003, p. 119).

1.3.2. Lithuania in the EU

Until 2004, the year of accession to the EU, Lithia& foreign policy was aimed at becoming an EU
member. Once it achieved this goal, its foreigrigyohad to be reoriented (Maniokas, 2004, p. 439;
D.J. Sema3ka, personal communication). The mored#te of membership approached, the more
ambitious Lithuania’s foreign and security polidggaburse became. The government wanted to show
that it's not a ‘pupil’ anymore, but that the EUnckearn something from them, especially about
relations with the East (D.J. Semaska, personalmoamication; Miniotai¢, 2005, pp. 80-81; Nies,
2004, pp. 87-88). Indeed, the Eastern neighborfimedry important for Lithuania. It's difficult foa
small country such as Lithuania to achieve ambitigwals in neighboring countries; therefore,
cooperation with the EU is welcome. D.J. SemaSkars(mal communication, 2009, 30 March)
formulates it as follows‘we look to the East, but work in the Westii the 2004 Parliamentary
resolution on Lithuania’s foreign policy orientai®in EU and NATO, it was stated that the country
can becoméa State, active and visible in the world, and ughtial in the region”(LRS, 2004, May

1). In the same document, it was stated that Litleuahould‘expand the security and stability area
in Europe and its neighborhood.Paulauskas, acting President in 2004, made evariianeof
becoming a regional leader in the futtfte.

Lithuania wanted to be an attractive center ofrimegional cooperation, an advocate of the ‘Civil

Power Europe values’ (Miniot&it2006, pp. 10- 12). Lithuania was already an agbarticipant in the

° These criteria are the well-known ‘Copenhageredst, applicable to all countries who want to bexoan EU
member: 1) the economical system has to be a madaiomy, 2) the political system has to be a diber
democracy, and 3) the country has to implemenatogiis communautairef the EU in national legislation.
10«A% regu Lietuy — regiono lydeg per narysés Europos gungos ir NATO kokyh per aktyviai pdtojamus
kaimyninius santykius. Matau Liety\kaip savotiSk regiono centg, o Vilniy regiono sostia” (“l see Lithuania
as a regional leader by its EU and NATO qualitatimembership, and by active development of neiglgborl
relations. | see Lithuania as a peculiar regioeater, and Vilnius as a regional capital.”) (Mimiit¢, 2006, p.
12).
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CFSP dialogue before the accession negotiationgebet Lithuania and the EU started, and in most
cases it aligned itself with the positions takenthy EU (R. Martikonis, personal communication;
Vitkus, 2002b, p. 14). As discussed before, theotiations on Kaliningrad transit were a ‘practical
exercise’ of CFSP. Accession negotiations on forepplicy proceeded without problems: the
negotiation chapters CFSP and External Relationse vedosed in May and November 2000,
respectively 2 and 8 months after they were opehigloania didn’t request any transitional periods
or other exceptions in both chapters (Vitkus, 20@2ld4; Van Elsuwege, 2008, p. 558).

Since the beginning of its membership, Lithuaniedtto comply with the (perceived) necessity to be
a ‘good European’ and to show a ‘pro-European’ gyol(iManiokas, 2004, p. 458). ‘Europe’ was a
model for Lithuania, regarding political, econoniiead social reforms. All progress that was made
before EU accession was matched with the EU stdad®avlovait, 2003, pp. 212-213).

After being criticized by some powerful EU membéecause of its position in the Iraq war (see
later), the country gained new European suppolingduts successful intervention after the Ukraine
elections of 2004 (R. Martikonis, personal commatian; Vitkus, 2005, pp. 156-159). The
Lithuanian and Polish Presidents — V. Adamkus andwasniewski — went on a joint mission to
negotiate between the two opposing candidates Her Ukrainian Presidency. The mission was
informally backed by the EU Ministers of Foreignfdifs, and the EU’s High Representative for
CFSP J. Solana was present at the meeting.

As discussed before, Lithuania tries to make thésBudlicy towards Russia quite ‘critical’ and
doesn’t hesitate to express its opinions openly.example, in a reaction to the cutoff of pipelwie
supplies from Russia through the Druzhba pipelinthreatened to veto negotiations on a new EU-
Russia agreement in 2007 (Leonard & Popescu, 20®Q).

Lithuania has a very clear view on EU enlargemeach European state that expresses a will to
become an EU member, and that is able to meettinigrements, should be given the possibility of
membership. According to D.J. Semaska (personahuarication)it’s in the interest of the whole
EU to expand the zone of stability and securigrid he knows from his own experience tihatving

a guarantee of future EU membership is extremehlyepiul in taking necessary and sometimes
painful decisions,"which can only have a positive effect on the Hasteighborhood of the EU. This
also illustrates Lithuania’s view that the EU isehumore than an economic union, it is a zone of

stability and security and a means to ‘export’dbhievements to its neighbors.

1.3.3. The EU in Lithuania

According to the French National Geographical togti, the geographical center of Europe is in
Lithuania (Pavlova#, 2003, p. 199), and Lithuanians are very proud. dfithuania never developed

an alternative official foreign policy strategy thdecoming a member of the EU, although the
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Commission issued a negative advice in Septemb@¥ t8garding the readiness of the country to
become a memb’ér(Budryté, 2001, p. 72; Lane, 2001, p. 215).

The motives of Lithuania to become an EU membaeat,tha willingness to do so many efforts in order
to join the EU, were not only economic (VilpiSausk2003, p. 120). Of course, economical benefit
and the prospect of becoming a part of the commmergy market of the EU were important (R.
Martikonis, personal communication). However, theese two other goals: increasing state security,
and a ‘return to Europe’: re-integration into theeS¥/ and a closure of the — forced — chapter of
belonging to Eastern Europe (VilpiSauskas, 2003,18p-126; Vareikis, 2001, p. 185). Regarding the
first main objective, the letter of the incumbeninidter of Foreign Affairs explaining the reasons f
EU membership is clear: Lithuania wanted to becanmember because this wodlglarantee that
Lithuania’s interests, which, in general and in matetails, correspond to the common interestsef th
EU, can be raised and heard more effectively. latha's membership in the EU is also a safeguard
of security, stability, and prosperitfUSackas, 2000, pp. 2-3). Lithuania wanted thet&cble a strong
and cooperative, but state-based Union (Pavigvait03, p. 208). The second objective to become an
EU member was rather a discursive one, to legigniag first objective. According to the majority of
the Lithuanian political elite, ‘Europe’ — i.e. tlitJ — was considered the ‘natural’ place of Lithaan
in the world, because they have a common cultwedtdge and values, and share the same challenges
(Pavlovait, 2003, pp. 199-201).

However, integration of Lithuania into the EU inved some internal discussions, and a decrease of
public support for EU membership at the end of1880’s (Pavlovad, 2003, pp. 205-207, pp. 210-
212; Ehin, 2001, pp. 41-42; Miniot&jt1999, p. 31). On the one hand, the country hesyas
emphasized its national identity and independewbéh implies a certain exclusion of other States.
On the other hand, its foreign policy seeks tograge within the Western European economical and
political structures, which means inclusion (Mimiibt, 2005, p. 72). There is some tension between
these two objectives. Lithuania has to combine $mwmeits strong national identity with EU
membership and CFSP. Internally, the governmentdh&® a ‘good Lithuanian’, externally a ‘good
European’, which is difficult to combine (Pavlovait2003, pp. 209-210). This is called the
‘integration dilemma’: States try to increase th@iwer through integration into the EU, but at the
same time they need to transfer some of their ctanpi&s (Miniotai¢, 2006, p. 11; Maniokas, 2005,
pp. 444-445). Of course, in this point of view, &pean policy of a State is seen as a part of foreig
policy, which shows that European States still haveational identity rather than a ‘European
identity’. From this perspective, EU membershipassidered a loss of sovereignty (Minictait999,

pp. 33-34). In a more ‘constructivist’ approacmsiens between sovereignty and EU membership can

M The reasons for the negative advice were: an deglefoped market economy, an insufficiently coheren
energy strategy, a lack of environmental protecaon an old-fashioned agricultural sector (Lane)12(p.
215-216). However, the Commission assured thahdigmtiations could start as soon as the necessanpmic
and political progress was made.
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disappear. If a division is made between the ‘ohidentification’ — the national state — and thiait

of political organization’ — the EU, integration ef sovereign state into the EU becomes more
acceptable (Lane, 2001, p. 220). From this pointiefv, membership of the EU can be seen as a
complementary constitutive element of statehood] #re ‘integration dilemma’ appears to be
artificial (Miniotaité, 2006, p. 11; Miniotadt 1999, p. 34).

By 2003, due to a shift in perspective and an siteninformation campaign, public support in
Lithuania for EU membership increased enormoustyjsashown by the results of the May 2003
referendum: 91,7% of the voters’ turnout votedBtl accession (Austretius, 2005, p. 434).

The willingness of Lithuania to participate activeh CFSP is also a part of its national identity
building. The slogan of becoming a regional ledderexample, is‘'only for domestic consumption”
(D.J. SemasSka, personal communication). Politiciaftsa necessity to stimulate national pride and
conquer awareness of the population and the mediarder to have a debate and finally to gain
legitimate support in Lithuania for membership. tRarmore, involvement in the EU and its CFSP
helps to identify the country as a democratic andlized one, against the background of an
unpredictable and unstable (Eastern) neighborh®imidtaite, 2006, p. 12-13).

1.4. Lithuania’s partnership with the ‘transatlanti c community’

EU-accession was one key objective of Lithuaniaeiém policy, for its ‘soft security’ (Pavlovait
2003, pp. 202-203). The other (‘hard’) securityaalbive was to become a NATO member (Miniatait
2005, pp. 80-81; Maniokas, 2004, p. 439; Lopata.e2002, p. 26; Serkénys, 2000, pp. 95). Lithaani
might be a supporter of CFSP, but regarding ESHcyp makers have been more careful. They
agreed to join an EU that was able to cope witfedsht threats, but they hoped the European defence
project would be complementary to the NATO struesyiand not a competitor (Vitkus, 2002b, p. 15).
Today, participation in ESDP is consider@aah integral part of the Lithuanian security poliayhich

is primarily based on NATO membershigMFALT, 2009a, March 18, 2009).

Lithuania joined as soon as possible (in DecemB&d )l the North Atlantic Cooperation Council, a
discussion forum of common security issues for NABAd former Warsaw Pact members (Vitkus,
2002a, p. 12; NATO online library, 1991, Novembg@r Bithuania’s accession to the NATO was
rejected in the first enlargement round, but durihg November 2002 summit in Prague, it was
decided to adopt Lithuania and six other Statesr@gtwv, 2004, p. 322). In March 2004, Lithuania
became a NATO member.

Before its membership, Lithuania participated imesal NATO and other international missions in the
1990's and the 21century (USA Embassy in Vilnius, 2008, February 2809; Miniotai¢, 2007, pp.
17-19; Lopata et al., 2002, pp. 38-39). The coudtdyenormous efforts to join the NATO, the most
and the fastest of the three Baltic States, becH#§eD membership was considered the only means
to guarantee national security (Miniotai2005, p. 73; Gylys, 2004, pp. 99-100; Budryg001, p. 75;
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Lane, 2001, p. 199; Serk3nys, 2000, pp. 96-97hukibia never had another security strategy than
accession to the NATO (Miniot&it2003, pp. 274-279; Lopata et al., 2002, p. 1®jitiér neutrality
nor a partnership with the Commonwealth of Independstates (CIS) was an option. Apparently,
dependence as such is not a problem; the kind péradtence is important, as well as the partners
where Lithuania depends on.

The attention paid by Lithuania to NATO membershgs something to do with the USA. Lithuania
relies for hard security matters more on NATO dmel YSA than on the EU (Michta, 2006, p. 128).
The USA never officially recognized Lithuania apat of the USSR (Lopata et al., 2002, p. 5), and
the two countries maintained close ties from thgiro@ng of Lithuania’s independence. The USA
backed Lithuania during its negotiations of withelah of Russian troops in the early 1990’s (Buédryt
2005, p. 158). About 800.000 Lithuanians live ia thSA, and do some intense lobbying (Plasseraud,
2006, pp. 373-375). During USA’s President G.W. IBuwasit to Vilnius in November 2002, he didn’t
only bring the news that the Baltic States and fither EECs could join the NATO (Jacob, 2004, pp.
149-150), but he also declared thatyone who would choose Lithuania as an enemyatss made

an enemy of the United States of AmerifdSA Embassy in Vilnius, 2004, April 2; André, Z)(.

17), a quote that is now hammered in on Vilniusiridhall in Lithuanian and English.

When Bush declared that the USA was ready to atav@r in Iraq in 2003, he was supported by
Lithuania and several other small and / or acce@ikgs to the EU. This war was an opportunity for
them to show their loyalty to the USA (Jacob, 2004, 154-155); moreover, there were (perceived)
similarities between Stalin’s and Hussein’'s regi(@acob, 2004, pp. 158-159). In fact, Lithuania
didn't really have a choice, if it didn’t want tode the unconditional support of the USA and its
perspectives on NATO membership (Vitkus, 2005, §b)1 Lithuania gave its capital’'s name to the
Vilnius Ten Group? this group signed the Vilnius Letter of Februa02, where it showed its
support for the plans of the USA and some EU menStetes. Lithuania sent about 100 soldiers to
Iraq (Jacob, 2004, p. 155). This position was oh¢he causes why the EU couldn’t formulate a
common opinion on the issue (Vitkus, 2005, pp. 189). It reinforced the view of some Western
European States that CEEs were just an Americabylath Europe, a ‘Trojan horse’ in the EU
(Vitkus, 2005, p. 154; Jacob, 2004, p. 158).

These events made the bigger EU States France emda@y furious® and showed once again how
difficult it is to establish a CFSP with all bigéhemall States of the EU. They also indicated ttieite

2 The Vilnius Ten Group is a group of ten CEEs (Alisa Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuanihe
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romaniay&hkaa, Slovenia) who organized their campaign fao jo
NATO together (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of theeRublic of Latvia, 2007, February 7).

13 The French president Chirac declared that the C&ftsmanqué une bonne occasion de se taiffissed a
good opportunity to shut up”) (Présidence de lauRégue France, 2003, February 17).
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is not always a united ‘Euro-Atlantic’ or ‘transattic community’, where Lithuania considers itself

member of:*

1.5. Discussion: Lithuania in the EU and in the wdd

In all government programs of Lithuania as wellragesearch about its foreign policy, it's clearawvh
Lithuania wants to mean in the world, in the EUd amore specifically in CFSP. Stated in beautiful
terms,“Lithuania wants to be an active and constructiatper of the EU. We always seek to serve
the interests of all parties involved — Lithuanibe EU, and third parties{R. Martikonis, personal
communication). In the eyes of Lithuania’s policykers, being an active and constructive partner
means several things. They want the EU to strengiine maintain very good relations with the USA.
They want to develop good relations with the Eastegighbors of the EU, and spread ‘European
values’ to the East. They want the EU to open darsl for every (Eastern European) country willing
and able to join the Union.

The reasons for these positions are not always atioip and can be summarized into three main
points.

First, Lithuanians consider their country to beiregral part of the community of European nations
(Miniotaite, 2003, p. 269). They set up for an expert reggrdatations with Eastern neighbors of the
EU. Lithuania wants to participate actively in tB&)'s CFSP, fulfilling its role as an advocate of
‘European values'.

The second reason for Lithuania’s enthusiasm att®utEU (and the NATO) is that the country is
located in an unsafe environment for small Stay@kifs, 2002b, p. 18). This is not difficult to pre;

one only has to refer to its long history of ocdiguss in the past centuries. Nowadays, relatiorth wi
its non-EU neighbors are more or less normalizetlsbveral issues could destabilize the vulnerable
equilibrium. Especially with Russia, Lithuania t#lsearching a mutually acceptabtgodus vivendi
(Karabeshkin, 2007, pp. 66-67; Paulauskas, 200579). Lithuanian governments have emphasized
their State’s sovereignty, and have tried to stitegg its national security since 1990. Until 200w
main foreign policy aims were to integrate Lithwammto the main ‘Western’ political and military
structures, EU and NATO. Membership of these omgitins was considered the only guarantee to
help the country to strengthen its independence. HU is“the best place to be for Lithuania(R.
Martikonis, personal communication).

These first two reasons bring us to a third pofBbvernmental statements make mention of
Lithuania’s commitment to the ‘Euro-Atlantic’ orransatlantic’ community. Indeed, Lithuania has

excellent and flourishing relations with the USAerefore, the country often aligns itself with the

1 In other cases, Lithuania complies more with theogean external policy position. For example -that
instance of the EU — it didn't sign a text issugdthe USA that all American citizens are precludezim
prosecution before the International Criminal Cquetcob, 2004, p. 160).
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USA'’s foreign policy positions, and wishes to sgtiren the EU-USA partnership. However, it is
sometimes difficult to see the unity between thedfid the USA, and Lithuania doesn’t always agree
with the opinions of the ‘old’ EU members regardi@gSP. The Irag war is a good example of such a
case.

Miniotaite (1999, pp. 30-31, pp. 269-279) summarized the utvwl of Lithuania’s orientations
towards East and West as a shift from ‘anti-East*gro-West'. Lithuania considers the Baltic-
European space an increasingly stable and stalgiliagion (Lopata et al., 2002, p. 1; Vitkus, 2002a
p. 5), and its politicians emphasize that the ggcof the Baltic States is in the interest of thkole
Europe.

Therefore, integration into the ‘West’ is more puotive than turning away from the ‘East’. This is
not an easy task and faces two problems. Firste tisghe problem of ‘dual loyalty’ — towards the E
on the one hand and the USA on the other hand ehwhiés a subject of discussion in the Lithuanian
Parliament in 2003 (Budr§t 2005, p. 158). Since 2004, combining membershigll and NATO,
and a strategic partnership with the USA is an irgma foreign policy challenge for Lithuania
(Budryte, 2005; pp. 151-172; Paulauskas & &rs, 2004). The second problem is the Eastern
neighborhood; on the one hand, Lithuania wantspteasl ‘European values’, on the other hand it
needs Russian energy and wants to cooperate eamailynso it has to be a good neighbor, not too
pro-American. Lithuanians have to refrain from lgetno condescending towards their neighbors. In
short, Lithuania is in a fascinating but difficyibsition in the (geographical) middle of Europe,

between East and West.
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Part 2: Contributions of Lithuania to CFSP
In two recent cases

The foreign policy positions described above wél fut into the context of two recent cases of EU
external policy: the war in South Ossetia and Alzidna@f August 2008, and the gas crisis in Ukraine
of 2008-2009. Throughout these case studies, tomimns of Lithuania to CFSP are examined, taking
into account the country’s peculiarities. Theseufiegties are related to its energy market, its
relations with Russia, Georgia (in the first caaed Ukraine (in the second case), and generalnadtio
security issues.

The first research question of this part is abdthuania’s positions in CFSP in these two concrete
cases, in order to disentangle if policy makersaaténg according to their stated principles andsai

of foreign policy. In order to answer this questisome hypotheses are made about the conduct of
Lithuania for each case. They are based on the gag of this thesis — statements, government
programs and previous positions in foreign policyard on the peculiarities of the cases.
Subsequently, a description is made of the EU’'&pdh both cases, and Lithuania’s involvement. In
this way, it will become clear if the hypotheses && confirmed or not, or if no clear ‘yes’ or ‘nis’
possible.

Throughout this part, also another research guessialiscussed: what did Lithuania contribute to
CFSP, to what extent do its foreign policy posii@orrespond with the actual EU external policy?

For each case, a brief overview of the events iden&ubsequently, hypotheses about Lithuania’s
behavior are made. Finally, the main parts of ezde are devoted to a discussion of the two central

research questions.

2.1. Case study: the war in South Ossetia and Abkka, Auqust 2008

2.1.1. Background

The conflict of August 2008 started in South Osseatind a few days later it expanded to Abkhazia.
Both are provinces of Geordiathat are claiming independence since several ygdoiway &
Coleman, 2008, March 20, 2009).

The regions are small and little populated; fornagke, South Ossetia has about 80000 inhabitants, a
majority of them is ethnically Ossetian but there also a lot of Georgians (GlobalSecurity.org,
2008a, March 19, 2009). Abkhazia has about 200i@8@bitants, a majority of them are ethnic
Abkhaz people (Kay, 2008, August 21).

15 The geographical position of Abkhazia and SoutkeBa is shown on map 1.
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Map 1: Georgia and its two breakaway regions Abkhand South Ossetia
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Source: Lepoint.fr, 2008, August 22.

The division between North and South Ossetia wadenia the 1920's: the Northern part came to
belong to Russia, the Southern part to Georgia. é¥ew both countries were a members of the
USSR, so these borders were not very importarttattime. During the Soviet era, the region was
granted some autonomy, but there have been comsngnsions between Georgia and South Ossetia.
In 1989, the Popular Front, which had come to paweouth Ossetia, demanded to make the region
an independent republic. The Georgian governmejettedl this claim, and all regional political
parties were banned during the elections of 198@. dutonomous status of the region was abolished
by the government in December 1990. The Georgianefoinvaded the region when the local
authorities took steps to create a union with tlogttN Ossetia Autonomous Republic of Russia. In
1992, an (internationally unrecognized) referendwas held in South Ossetia (Civil.tfe 2006,
September 11). The armed conflict ended with thehBAgreement of June 1992: a cease-fire was
established, a security zone was established arthendbouth Ossetian capital Tskhinvali and the
borders of the territory, and two bodies were @eéaa Joint Control Commission, in charge with the
demilitarization of the security zone, and a Jélaacekeeping Forces group, consisting of Georgians,
Ossetians and Russians, under Russian command alGéaturity.org, 2008a). The former CSCE
agreed to monitor the cease-fire and to facilittte negotiations (Organization of Security and
Cooperation in Europe [OSCE], 1992, March 19, 2@S(CE, 2009, March 19, 2009).

Tensions remained, and in 2001 the South Ossettarsted their own President, E. Kokoity
(GlobalSecurity.org, 2008b, March 19, 2009). Theeze no large-scale fights between Georgians and
South Ossetians until 2004. In that year, M. Saakhsvas elected President of Georgia, and he soon

expressed his will to reintegrate the separatgibres South Ossetia and AbkhdZiato the Georgian

16 Civil.ge is an online news website, providing neksut Georgia. It is editorially and politicallydependent.
" In Abkhazia, there are similar problems as in Bad$setia (Petersen, 2008, pp. 189-197; EuropeatteCier
Minority Issues, 2004, March 23, 2009; Coppietd@99, March 23, 2009). The region also has a $etted
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territory. There was a peak in hostilities in AugR804, but a cease-fire made an end to it. ThéhSou
Ossetian and Georgian authorities agreed to tfiyndoa peaceful solution. M. Saakashvili proposed t
grant South Ossetia an autonomous status withirbtinders of Georgia, but the local authorities
showed little interest in such a regulation. Theo@®n Minister of Internal Affairs accused E.
Kokoity of hosting criminal groups, and Russian gedeepers of providing arms to the South
Ossetian fighters.

In autumn 2006 and summer 2007, there were nevisfiflBlank, 2008, pp. 25-26). In November
2006, presidential elections were held for Soutkefia, organized by both the South Ossetian and the
Georgian authorities, which led to the electionteb Presidents: E. Kokoity, who wanted an
independent South Ossetia, and 1.V. Sanakoyev, catlwoof an autonomous South Ossetia within
Georgian borders. On the same day, two parallereafia were held in South Ossetia (Corso, M &
Owen, E., 2006, November 13). The first, consultimg population in the separatist-controlled part,
was about the question whether the people wantguteteerve the current status as an independent
state. The turnout was about 95%, and 99% voted ke ‘alternative’ referendum, held in a
Georgia-controlled part of South Ossetia, was alibaet question whether they wanted to start
negotiations with Thilisi about a federal systengofernment. the result was not very clear, ant bot
referenda were (again) not recognized by the iateonal community. The Georgian government
appointed 1.V. Sanakoyev as the head of the PamadiAdministrative Unit for South Ossetia. E.
Kokoity reacted that he would use all necessarynsid¢a“remove thisself declared government”
(GlobalSecurity.org, 2008b).

Russia is strongly involved in both South Ossetid Abkhazia, and it is said that Russian policy
makers try to enlarge the conflict, in order tovemr Georgia from becoming a NATO- or EU
member (Blank, 2008, pp. 25-34). North Ossetia,relibe other big Ossetian community lives, is a
part of the Russian Federation. Several officidl& oKokoity’s government are former officials of
Russian authorities or secret services (Global$gang, 2008b). Both Russian and Georgian forces
undertook actions intended to provoke the othes.sBince 1991, about 85% of the South Ossetians
have been issued with Russian passports, thougmoa than 2,5% of the inhabitants of the region
are ethnic Russians (RIA Novosti, 2008, Septeml@@r The Russian government offered Russian
citizenship to the inhabitants of Abkhazia as wetlwadays, about 80% of the Abkhazian population
has Russian passports (Kay, 2008, August 21; F@0£4, June 11).

Also the EU has some interests in Georgia. Stghilithe region is important for the EU, for exampl

to safeguard its energy supply. The Baku-ThilisiA@an oil pipeline, crossing Georgian territory and
passing only 55 km south of the border with Sousisefia, reduces the EU’s dependence on Russian
and Middle Eastern energy (Pagnamenta, 2008, AugjuSierman, 2008, pp. 68-71). An instable

president who is not recognized by the Georgianeguwent, a Sochi Agreement with a similar conteas w
signed in 1993, followed by several other agreemeanid there are also persisting tensions.
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climate could deter future investment in energyasfructure. In general, instabilities or criseshia
Black Sea region easily calls the European orderqoestion (Blank, 2008, pp. 23-25).

Georgia (and Ukraine) would like to join the NATRYt in April 2008 it was decided to postpone a
membership invitation to these countries. Geor@st had to solve its ‘frozen conflicts’ in South
Ossetia and Abkhazia (GlobalSecurity.org, 2008c,rddal9, 2009). Lithuania insisted on the
Bucharest summit to start Membership Action Planth whe two countries, a step towards full
membership, but it couldn’t convince powerful memsbsuch as France and Germany, because they
didn’t want to antagonize Russia. Russia is stypogiposed to NATO membership of Ukraine and
Georgia. The Russian envoy to the NATO calls theTRAGeorgian approach &aggressive policy

of NATO systems around Russ{&lobalSecurity.org, 2008f, March 23, 2009).

2.1.2. The events of August 2008 and after

In spring of 2008, tensions rose again in the medi®lobalSecurity.org, 2008c; BBC News, 2008,
April 29; Ditrych, 2008, pp. 3-6). Both Russia aBdorgia accused each other of preparing a war and
of building up their military forces around Abkhazand South Ossetia. The Russian government
strengthened its cooperation with the two regiam$ @nounced to increase the number of troops in
the peacekeeping forces. In July 2008, Georgianfandrican troops started military exercises near
Thilisi, and the Russian army near the Northernd@aus region.

In the beginning of August, Georgian forces shellatthinvali, which lead to the death of several
South Ossetians (GlobalSecurity.org, 2008c). ThetlB@ssetian government started to evacuate
families to North Ossetia. In the night of AugusB,7a real armed conflict started between Georgian
and South Ossetian forces. Both parties blamethtstart of the fighting. The Georgian army tried
to gain control over the region toestore constitutional order in the entire regiaf South Ossetia”
(Civil.ge, 2008, August 8).

The Russian government immediately reacted witlounterattack, tdprotect Russian Federation
citizens living in South Ossetigdnd to“enforce peace on the Georgian leadershi@President of
Russia [PRUS], 2008, August 12). M. Saakashvilicamted on August 10 that Georgia was ready for
a cease-fire, but the Russian military actionsiooed. According to the President of Russia, thas w
necessary to achieve both above-mentioned goals. Riurssian army gained control over South
Ossetia very quickly (GlobalSecurity.org, 2008cheTviolence also expanded to Abkhazia. Russian
air attacks were reported on Gori, a Georgian étgtji, a Georgian port, and two Georgian military
bases as well. Also ground forces entered the Geotgrritory.

August 12, the Russian President D. Medvedev detldrat the military action was finished; on the
same day, M. Saakashvili announced that Georgiataveesave CIS, and he called on other countries
to do the same (GlobalSecurity.org, 2008e, Marc2289).
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D. Medvedev agreed with the French President Nkd2§r who held the Presidency of the European
Council at that time, on a six-point peace planYBR2008, August 12; Civil.ge, 2008, August 12).
The articles of the plan were the following:

1. No resort to the use of force

2. Absolute cessation of all hostilities

3. Free access to humanitarian assistance

4. Withdrawal of the Georgian Armed Forces to tipeirmanent positions

5. Withdrawal of the Russian Armed Forces to tine Wwhere they were stationed prior to the

beginning of hostilities. Prior to the establishiefi international mechanisms, the Russian

peacekeeping forces will take additional securigasures.

6. An international debate on the future statuSaidith Ossetia and Abkhazia and ways to ensure

their lasting security will take place.
The Russian President emphasized his respect forg@és sovereignty (Civil.ge, 2008, August 12).
However, ‘territorial integrity’ was not mention@athe peace plan. D. Medvedev declared that fi's u
to the inhabitants of the respective territoriesl¢égide whether they want to live in the same state
not. N. Sarkozy didn’t insist on a provision of @Ggia’s territorial integrity, because the most urge
at that time was to stop hostilities.
In the early morning of August 13, M. SaakashwuilddN. Sarkozy agreed about the plan, with some
little adjustments on article 6 (PRUS, 2009, Audit Kramer, 2008, August 13). D. Medvedev met
the Abkhazian and South Ossetian Presidents on siubd; both Presidents agreed on the plan
(PRUS, 2009, August 14). E. Kokoity declared thatwouldn't allow Georgian peacekeepers in
South Ossetian territory anymore (GlobalSecurity,.@008e).
Russia continued bombing several Georgian citiésr gugust 12 (Kramer, 2008, August 13). In
point 5 of the peace plan, there was neither a limi¢ for the additional security measures — usles
Georgia had insisted on such a limit — nor an egastription of these measures. Russian tanks took
position around the strategically important townriGtocated on the main East-West highway of
Georgia, on August 13. Russian officials told tlegnted to protect local inhabitants against South
Ossetians bent on revenge. In other words, thegidered their task to be extended outside of South
Ossetian territory.
Russian troops remained present in buffer zonesndr&outh Ossetia and Abkhazia (J.N.S., 2008,
August 23). They also appeared to be still in Rotl around Senaki, a Georgian military base, on
August 23.
On August 26, 2008, the Russian government recednike independence of both Abkhazia and
South Ossetia, which led to indignation among Eeampand American politicians (S.V.H., 2008,
August 26).
September 8, Russia agreed to withdraw its troogs Georgian territory, as soon as EU monitors
were present there in October (Agence Europe, 28@gtember 9, p. 4; S.V.H. & K.L.D., 2008,
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September 8). D. Medvedev also announced a peaderence about the conflict in the region, to
start in Geneva on October 15.

Russia established diplomatic relations with Abkkhand South Osssetia on September 9 (Agence
Europe, 2008, September 10, p. 5) and a few dass the Russian Defence Minister announced that
Abkhazia and South Ossetia asked Russia for nyilgsapport; Russia planned to build up military
bases and to leave about 8000 soldiers in themedi®Rusland stuurt 7.600 militairen naar Georgié”,
2008, September 10; Gorst & Wagstyl, 2008, Octdber

8 October, all Russian troops were pulled out @ $ecurity zones in what they called Georgian
territory (Gorst, 2008, October 8).

In January 2009, the Kremlin made public its plem&uild a significant military base in Abkhazia,
and to deploy its air force there (Gorst & Blitd(®, January 30).

Currently, one can say that the security situaitiothe region drastically changed compared to 2008.
The war weakened Georgia’s possibilities to gifeafto its claims on the two regions; it's notelik

that it will regain control over them in the foresble future.

The war gave rise to numerous international reastitn general, the international community urged
the belligerent parties to stop the violence imragdy (GlobalSecurity.org, 2008e). Russia and
Georgia accused each other of atrocities and thiegkof innocent civilians. The Ukrainian Presiden
V. Yushchenko declared in August 2008 to start tiatjons with Russia about increasing the rent of
their military base near Sebastopol (Kramer, 2088gust 27). The USA provided a lot of
humanitarian aid through military airplanes andset¢s which raised concern among Russians about
USA'’s intentions. During the whole period of thast and after, the USA and NATO strongly
supported Georgia and its territorial integrity @BNews, 2008, September 4). A discussion of the

EU’s and Lithuania’s policy follows.

2.1.3. Hypotheses about Lithuania’s policy

The expectations about Lithuania’s position towdl#s South Ossetia war are determined by several
facts that are discussed before.

First, it is obvious that Lithuania aligns itselitvthe USA and NATO regarding its foreign policy.
From 1990 until today, Lithuania policy makers hamphasized their commitment to ‘Western’
States and organizations. Also the Georgian PnesideWestern oriented’. Lithuania doesn't only
want to internalize and strengthen the ‘Europednega and norms internally, but also wants to sgrea
them actively to the East.

Furthermore, Lithuania has had its own experiemdds Russian military presence in its territory, to
put it mildly. During the first years of the estishiment of an independent state, Lithuania insisted

a rapid withdrawal of Russian troops and on thelgsignature of a border treaty. Also recentlyre¢he

were some disputes or tensions, for example reggutdansit to Kaliningrad. In general, Lithuanian-
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Russian relations remain problematic; as we hage,s®wme researchers called Lithuanians “new cold
warriors”. This characterization might be exaggedabut indeed they are no best friends. Given the
foreign policy positions taken towards Russia, tlear that Lithuania is quite ‘suspicious’ and
maintains a no-compromise attitude concerningtteral integrity.
The Lithuanian opinion about EU enlargement is ingat in this case. Since 2005, the country is
providing technical assistance to Georgia on Eldgrdtion (EC, 2007a, p. 38). According to the
government, Georgia clearly belongs to Europe & @woks at the country’s history, culture and
political values (D.J. SemaSka, personal commuioicatAs a result, Georgia is a ‘future member’ of
the EU if it's up to Lithuania, which influences iview on the case. Lithuania regrets that the EU
didn’t give the country a prospect of membershig yer this reason, Georgia operates in a much
more difficult environment to pass reforms thandidate States.
A reference is made to the government’s suppoBamrgia’s territorial integrity in the last Lithuian
government program. And Georgia calls Lithuania ieaportant partner among the EU States
(Civil.ge, 2009, March 10; Georgian Ministry of eign Affairs [MFAGE], 2006, April 3, 2009, p.
22), because it supports Georgia’s future EU and @Anembership (de Espona, 2009, pp. 59-64).
Based on the background information outlined abswme hypotheses can be formulated:

1. Lithuania will support Georgia’s position andllvariticize Russia. Russia will be depicted as

guilty for having started or at least provoked wae.

2. Lithuania will try to force Russia to ‘give ba&outh Ossetia and Abkhazia to Georgia, and will

try to influence the EU’s policy in this direction.

3. Lithuania will try to use the occasion to urdpe tEU once again to establish closer ties with

Georgia.

2.1.4. Unilateral and joint actions of Lithuania

Apart from trying to influence the EU policy towardhe events in South Ossetia and Abkhazia,
Lithuania undertook several steps, sometimes dlahenostly together with other States.

During about one year before the war started, & tighuania’s conviction that the EU should show
Georgia that it didn’t stand alone, that it had¢mtinue on the path of democratization and thaag
backed by the E Lithuania is among the most vocal critics of Rasspolicies in the Caucasus
(Ditrych, 2008, p. 5). April 24, 2008, the Lithuani Foreign Affairs Minister vetoed a resumption of
talks on a new EU-Russian Partnership and Coopera&greement (PCAJ (RIA Novosti, 2008,

18 For example, in April 2008, M. Saakashvili calldte Lithuanian president V. Adamkus to discuss the
“actions undertaken by Russiahat“[do] not fit in the frames of international lawand“cause destabilization

in the whole region”(Press Office of the President of Georgia [PGEDR& April 17). V. Adamkus agreed with
M. Saakashvili and thought that the internatiom&iety should react.

¥ The PCA between the EU and Russia was signeddi 48d expired after 10 years. It would be reneyesd

per year from 2007, unless one of the parties tidimsh to do so anymore (EUR-Lex, 1997, Article 106
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April 29). The veto was withdrawn three weeks latdter the EU Presidency guaranteed to consider
Lithuania’s complaints during the talks (RIA Novips2008, May 12)jnter alia a solution of frozen
conflicts in Moldova and Georgia. Apparently, prabk in Georgia were important enough to block
talks with Russia.

The Lithuanian representative to the Political &edurity Committee of the EU insisted several times
that there was a threat in the region and thaEtdeshould ‘do something’ (D.J. Semaska, personal
communication). The Lithuanian position is that Sasbuilt a trap, that M. Saakashvili made a
mistake and fell into that trap, because he wasenough encouraged by the EU to make steady
democratic progress. The EU also failedttdk very seriously”to Russia about its military build-up
at the borders. By sending such signals, the EUdcbuost likely” have prevented a war (D.J.
Semaska, personal communication).

On the evening of August 7, V. Adamkus receivechang-call from M. Saakashvili (Office of the
President of the Republic of Lithuania [PLT], 2008gust 7). V. Adamkus assured him that he
would inform the EU about the situation in Georgiad investigate the possibilities to help. Thetnex
day, the Lithuanian Minister of Foreign Affairs wasnt to Thilisi in order to fulfill these promises
(Delfi.It,?° 2008, August 8). V. Adamkus also called J. Solanaliscuss the situation. He expressed
his regret about Russia’s reaction to the militactions of Georgia, said that their assertion difin’
into their task as peacekeepers, and called ugoimthrnational community to intervene.

August 9, the Presidents of the three Baltic Statekthe Polish President issued a joint declaratio
where they questioned Russia as an adequate strai@gner for the EU, because it usteavy
military armour against an independent countrflives et al., 2008, August 9). They wanted these
actions to influence future talks on a new EU-RasdPCA. They asked the EU and the NATO to
stand up againstthe spread of imperialist and revisionist policy the East of Europe’and to
establish a new peacekeeping force, in order teepnoembers and aspirant countries that it's worth
being an EU member. Furthermore, they condemnedi®ssclaim that they protected citizens
abroad, because they had abused the visa faoilitgirogram by issuing Russian passports to
foreigners and subsequently to claim interventights. The 18 of August, the Presidents of the three
Parliaments of the Baltic States also issued da fi@nlaration, with a similar content. The facttttiee
Russian government wanted to protect Russian e#tizaised‘concerns about the future in every
state with Russian citizens living on its territorgParliament of Estonia, 2008, August 10), clearly

referring to the Baltic States.

Negotiations on a new agreement were blocked bgrdalintil the end of 2007 because of a ‘meat déesputh
Russia; the veto was lifted when the dispute waslved (RIA Novosti, 2008, May 23).
2 Delfi.lt is an independent Lithuanian news wehgit@viding news about Lithuania and its neighboxho
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The country sent humanitarian aid materials to Giadrom August 11 to 14, with a total value about
450.000 LTL? the Lithuanian embassy in Georgia provided comsagaistance, and 76 persons were
evacuated by Lithuanian air planes (Civil.ge, 2008just 18; Delfi.lt, 2008, August 8).

August 12, V. Adamkus visited Thbilisi, together lwvihis Estonian, Polish and Ukrainian colleagues
and Latvia’'s Prime Minister (PGE, 2008, August 1R).the evening, they gave a joint press
conference with the Georgian President, confirmiingir partnership once again. M. Saakashuvili
showed his gratitude towards the P. Vailigks, because he had said thatwi# come to Thilisi and
stand where they are throwing bombs, just for thernow, that they are bombing a building where
an EU Foreign Minister is in”.During the same press conference, V. Adamkus thaideveryone
should remember what followed the appeasement térHCivil.ge, 2008, August 13). On the same
day, the Baltic and Polish leaders made a jointestant, expressing their support for Georgia,
regretting that a special provision for its intdgioaally recognized territorial integrity was not
included in the 6-point peace plan (Civil.ge, 20@8gust 19; PLT, 2008, August 13). They also urged
to give Georgia (and Ukraine) a NATO MembershipidetPlan, in order to preveftgimilar acts of
aggression and occupation against Georgia in therf (PLT, 2008, August 13).

On August 19, Lithuania fully agreed with the sta¢mt of the NATO Secretary General that the
NATO-Russian relations would be placed on holdluRtissia adheres to the cease-fire (NATO news,
2008, August 19).

2.1.5. The EU’s policy and Lithuania’'s involvement

Lithuanian policy makers took an explicit pro-Geargosition, and tried to draw international- and
EU attention to the case. They contacted theirdeadEuropean neighbors Estonia, Latvia, Poland,
Ukraine, and expressed their joint support. In Asigthe Lithuanian President and his colleagues
openly complained that the peace plan, agreed enniliative of N. Sarkozy, was not extensive
enough. However, not all EU countries took the spowtion (“EU stelt beslissing over partnerschap
met Rusland uit”, 2008, October 13); in generatréhis not always a consensus in the EU on which
policy towards the Southern Caucasus to conductig&i& Freire, 2008, pp. 232-233).

One thing the whole EU agreed upon was the neeth ofhimediate cessation of hostilities (Europa
NU, 2008, August 12; Raad van de Europese Unie [REQD8, August 11).

External policy of the EU is conducted throughestagnts and talks with the involved parties, and by
actions ‘on the spot’. In what follows, a chrondtay overview of the EU policy and Lithuania’s

involvement is made.

21 450.000 LTL is +/- 130.000 EUR.
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2.1.6. The peace plan and EU-Russian relations

The intervention of N. Sarkozy and the signaturahef peace plan has been discussed before. On
August 13, there was an extraordinary meeting efGeneral Affairs and External Relations Council
(GAERC) (REU, 2008, August 13). The EU Foreign Mtars expressed their anxiety about the
escalation of the conflict, their support for theape plan, and they announced that the EU would be
involved in the establishment of sustainable peamerebuilding of the infrastructure, in coopermatio
with the UN and OSCE.

The ' of September, there was an extraordinary Eurofeamcil (REU, 2008, September 1; Agence
Europe, 2008, September 2, p. 2). The conclusioaee vgquite severe towards Russia: the EU
condemned Russia’s decision to recognize the imtkpee of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, reminded
that a peaceful resolution was to be founded onindependence and the territorial integrity of
Georgia, which is internationally recognized. Thg Ealled upon the parties to the peace plan of
August 12 to implement it completely, and urgedptd article 5 and 6 into practice. The EU’s
willingness to participate in the peace process amdprovide humanitarian assistance was
reconfirmed, as well as the necessity to searchnéar supply routes of energy. Towards Russia in
particular, it was stated that there was no delgiralbernative than to establish a strong relat@sed

on partnership. However, these relations were oorugial turning point now, and had to be
reconsidered with a view to the planned EU-Russiarsit of November 14 in Nice, France. As long
as Russian troops were not withdrawn to their postprior to August 7, negotiations with Russia on
a new PCA were postponed.

September 8, European Commission President J.Mo&ar N. Sarkozy and J. Solana went to
Moscow to talk with D. Medvedev about the implenagiain of the peace plan (BBC News, 2008,
September 8). The Russian President assured tlaeEgation that all necessary efforts were done to
comply with the peace plan. They agreed on theogeptnt of an EU mission in Georgia of at least
200 monitors by October 1, and Russian troops wbeldvithdrawn to the line agreed in the peace
plan, maximum 10 days after the arrival of the is¢EUMM Georgia, n.d.a, March 24, 2009; REU,
2008, September 15-16, pp. 8-9). During the GAERg2tng of September 15-16, decisions were
taken about the size and mandate of the EU MongoMission in Georgia (EUMM Georgia), a
civiian and unarmed mission under CFSP. The supfmr Georgia's territorial integrity was
reconfirmed, but it was not explicitly mentionedatithe mission would cover the ‘entire Georgian
territory’, which was widely criticized (B.B., 200&eptember 16).

Although Russia had announced to leave 4000 troof®uth Ossetia and 4000 in Abkhazia, which
was in conflict with the peace plan according t® HU member States (S.V.H., 2008, October 8), the
GAERC of October 13 was not as severe for Russith@sSeptember 1 European Council (REU,
2008, October 13, p. 11; Agence Europe, 2008, ectddl, p. 4). The Council noted with

‘satisfaction’ that the Russian troops were withdrarom their positions around South Ossetia and
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Abkhazia, and called upon the parties to contimaplémenting the peace plan. The Council still
supported the territorial integrity of Georgia awdnted to strengthen the EU-Georgian relations.
Furthermore, the Council expressed the EU’s witliegp to contribute to the implementation of article
5 and 6 of the agreements of August 12 and Septe&bEne French Presidency had tried to find a
compromisé& on resuming negotiations about an EU-Russian R@aked by the German and ltalian
delegations. But a re-start was opposed by the RtMand, the Baltic States and Sweden (Agence
Europe, 2008, November 5, p. 5; “EU stelt beslgsaver partnerschap met Rusland uit”, 2008,
October 13; Agence Europe, 2008, October 14, p. 6).

2.1.7. The ‘Geneva processus’

Talks between Georgia and Russia on security irCdngcasus had to start on October 15 in Geneva,
under the auspices of the EU, OSCE and UN, buthamh day they were suspended because of
‘procedural difficulties’ (BBC News, 2008, Octob#b). Both parties blamed each other of having
blocked the talks. Russians wanted to involve S@ghketian and Abkhazian delegations in the talks,
Georgia refused this because they don't considemths independent States. P. Morel, the Special
Representative of the EU called'd problem of format”(REU, 2008, September 25, p. 14). Despite
this blow, representatives of the UN and the OS@Eevoptimistic and emphasized that it was already
not bad that all parties were there and expres$ssddpinion (UNifeed? 2008, October 15).

November 19, talks could finally start. South Oissetand Abkhazian delegations were also present
(BBC News, 2008, November 19). The talks were rateploratory’ and no official decisions were
taken. The ‘third round’ of the Geneva talks hagl $hme outcome: the parties were continuing to talk
but still no decisions were taken (Présidence fieacde I'Union européenne, 2008, December 19)
and a next round was scheduled February 17-18 (Ri¥osti, 2008, December 18 - a). During this
February meeting, a first agreement was reachedarorincident prevention mechanisth— a
mechanism to improve protection of citizens near @ddministrative borders (Civil.ge, 2009, March
2). It was decided to organize a next meeting prirg’ 2009, but no date was fixed. Two months
later, a new meeting was scheduled on May 18-1€l(G#, 2009, April 16).

March 4, the Georgian and Lithuanian Parliament@hairmen complained during a joint press

conference that neither Russia nor its ‘proxy regim Tskhinvali showed any intention to put the

22 A consensus was not required to resume talksp &eptember 1 it was not decided to ‘stop’ negotiatwith
Russia, only to ‘postpone’ them (Riccardi, 2008y8imber 18, p. 3). However, the Presidency of thergd to
reach a certain consensus among the EU membes Statarder to have a stronger mandate. N. Sarlahy't
succeed (yet) on October 13.

% UNifeed is a news agency run by the UN, providiiaeo news from all over the world.

2 This mechanism should consist of talks betweenr@aon, South Ossetian and Russian representatives.
However, until today there were no results of thiedks, and meetings were repeatedly postponedl. @&y
2009, May 7; EUMM Georgia, 2009, May 7).
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February agreement into practice, and accused Sosghbtian militants of having taken hostage two
Georgian citizens (Civil.ge, 2009, March 4).
The talks will continue after this thesis is profitet’'s not likely that a solution satisfactory fai

parties will be found in the foreseeable futuregegithe contradictory interests.

2.1.8. The EU and Russia: to talk or not to talk

November 14, an EU-Russia summit was to take piaddice. In the weeks before the summit,
intensive negotiations were going on within the BUput the question: shall negotiations on a new
PCA be resumed or not? Most of the former opponsa&ned to have changed their mind. But
November 3, V. Adamkus and his Polish colleaguKadczynski stated that it was too early (Civil.ge,
2008, November 4); Russian troops were withdrawmfaround South Ossetia and Abkhazia, but the
Russian government was keeping troops inside these regions. Moreover, EU- and OSCE
observers were not allowed to enter their terggriwhich was in conflict with the 12 August
agreement and was called ‘occupation of Georgigitdey’. N. Sarkozy, EU-President, had another
point of view, followed by the overwhelming majeribf EU member States and J.M. Barroso
(Civil.ge, 2008, November 8). They didn’'t want t@ate another EU-Russian crisis and pleaded for a
united European position.

The GAERC of November 10-11 decided to resume #gotmations with Russia (Civil.ge, 2008,
November 11). It was emphasized that the Counditlesions of September 1 remained relevant, that
the EU expected Russia to behave ‘responsiblel,thi@gaEU supported Georgia’s territorial integrity,
and that Russia had to comply with the promisesatle. Dialogue and negotiations are seen as the
most appropriate instruments of the EU to prombé&rtprinciples, values and interests. The re-start
of the dialogue didn't mean that the EU agreed whthstatus quon Georgia, nor witH'Russian
action contrary to our principles{(REU, 2008, November 10-11, p. 11).

In the end, Lithuania was the only EU member whs sidl opposed to a resumption of the talks with
Russia; their last ally, Poland, dropped its olpad just before the GAERC of November 10-11 (D.J.
Semaska, personal communication; R. Martikonis,s@eal communication; Civil.ge, 2008,
November 21; Agence Europe, 2008, November 13).@:e GAERC decision is deeply regretted by
the Lithuanian permanent representatives to thelBlMas their opinion thdif we want our word to

be worth anything, we should be consistefi#. maintain the position taken on tiiéaf September,
B.V.); they are afraid thdin the future, when we say something, Russia siitiply ignore it" (D.J.
Semaska, personal communication).

On the EU-Russia summit in Nice, November 14, thedgreed with Russia to resume negotiations
on December 2 (“EU en Rusland op 2 December weawt de tafel”, 2008, November 14). The EU
noted that Russidhad fulfiled a very large part of its commitmehtsand had participated in

international talks in Geneva, btémphasized the need for making progress with rdgar the
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withdrawal of Russian forces"while the Russian President was grateful to thé far “their
participation in finding solutions for resolving éhconflict” (European Commission’s Delegation to
Russia [ECDR], 2008, November 14).

2.1.9. The EU, Russia and Georgia since Novembe2deB

From November 2008, the ‘Georgia-issue’ and EU-Ruseelations became somewhat disconnected.
In December, the EU urged Russia once again to itgeebligations and to undertake the necessary
actions in order to restore mutual trust (REU, 2@&cember 11, p. 10). Furthermore, the necessity t
develop an Eastern Partnership with — among othésorgia is underlined (REU, 2009, March 19-
20, p. 12) and discussions were held in the EU-@adCouncil on December 8-9. The EU-Georgian
partnership was reconfirmed and the increased wewoént of the EU in the conflict settlement was
emphasized (Council of the European Union [CEUR&December 8-9).

In December, the Council appointed H. Tagliavintteeshead of an international independent mission
to investigate the mutual allegations of Georgid Ruwissia, including those about war crimes (REU,
2008, December 2, p. 24). She has to submit atréptine European Council, the OSCE and the UN
by July 31, 2009.

Renewed EU-Russian talks were held on Decembem2Lussels (RIA Novosti, 2008, December 2).
They included a wide range of subjects, but thdlicdbin the Southern Caucasus was to be discussed
in Geneva later that month. The Russian envoy éoBb, V. Chizhov, said that some EU members
had tried to use the PCA-talks to bring pressur®uossia, but that progress was made. The talks are
“tough” and Lithuania isfollowing them” (D.J. Semaska, personal communication). The Litiauran
delegation is still very reluctant to establishselaelations with Russia, and during the discussion
about the EU negotiation mandate, it was agaimoaitiemaker®> Probably it will take a long time
before a new PCA is agreed; 2 or 3 years accotdivg Chizhov (RIA Novosti, 2008, December 18 -
b).

April 3, the talks were continued in Moscow. Thets were still making ‘progress’ in the shaping
of the format and content of the PCA, but there \mascomplete mutual understanding on all aspects
of the deal”according to M. Franco, EU-envoy to Russia (RIAvbti, 2009, April 3 - a). A next
round of talks will take place in the beginningJohe 2009 (RIA Novosti, 2009, April 3 - b).

In February, Russia announced that it would inareigs military presence in South Ossetia and
Abkhazia, as provided in the Friendship and Codjmrareaties of November 2008 with the two
‘independent republics’ (RIA Novosti, 2009, Febru8). The EU Presidency reacted that the EU was
“seriously concerned’about these plans (REU, 2009, February 6), thexpected Russia to comply

with the agreements made, and it urged Russiagt@alugternational forums involved in the conflict

% By the way, it was also very difficult to convint&huania to intensify cooperation between the NA#nd
Russia (Barber, 2009, March 6; N.C., 2009, March 5)
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April 30, 2009, Russia signed border protectioneagrents with South Ossetia and Abkhazia; both
regions delegated the authority for guarding tiséate borders to Russia for a renewable term of 5
years, until they have built their own border guéottes (Civil.ge, 2009, April 30; RIA Novosti,
2009, April 30). The EU Presidency in a reactiogafa) referred to Georgia’s territorial integrithe
peace plan and the Geneva talks, and said tédeeply concerned”(Czech Presidency of the
European Union [CPEU], 2009, May 1).

In both cases, the EU-Russian relations were monsedered, as it was the case in September 2008.
The crisis and especially its aftermath are famffmished. There are still tensions in the regidpril

23 for example, Georgian and South Ossetian sielesrted shooting near Tskhinvali and accused
each other of having opened fire (Civil.ge, 2000riA23). In the near future, several talks arenpkd
that might possibly cause a breakthrough — or tnénrworsening? — in the conflict. May 18-19, the
Geneva talks will continue, and there will be a GXE meeting (CPEU, 2009a). May 21-22, there
will be an EU-Russia summit (RIA Novosti, 2009, Redry 27). In June 2009, the next round of EU-
Russia talks on a PCA will be held, and June 1&-Earopean Council is planned (CPEU, 2009b).

2.1.10 EU Actions on the spot

The European Commission, Lithuania and 10 other IneerStates provided a considerable amount of
humanitarian aid to Georgia (Europa Press Reld&stR], 2008, August 21). There are also several
representatives and EU missions in Georgia on akv&sues (EUMM Georgia, n.d.e, March 24,
2009). October 1, the EUMM Georgia of 249 monitterted, it was the fastest deployment of an EU
mission ever. The mission has to work in close dimation with the OSCE — or at least with the
leftovers of its mission in Geordgfa- and the UN mission in Georgia-Abkhazia, UNOMEBJMM
Georgia, n.d.a). The EUMM Georgia mandate (EUMM @& n.d.c, March 24, 2009; A.V.B., 2008,
October 1) is to monitor the implementation of thagust 12 peace plan and the EU-Russian
agreement of September 8, namely withdrawal ofpgo&urthermore, the mission has to contribute to
the stabilization and normalization of the aredec¢d by the war and to inform the EU member
States about the situation in Georgia. The mandaters the entire territory of Georgia, which means
that it includes Abkhazia and South Ossetia, ag #e not recognized as independent States by the
EU. However, none of the Field Offices of the massis stationed in one of the two regions (EUMM
Georgia, n.d.b, March 24, 2009), and the missiasdh seem to carry out activities in one of the tw

regions (EUMM Georgia, n.d.d, March 24, 2009).dlttlhe position of the breakaway regions’ and

% |In 2009, the OSCE mission to Georgia — which wamlved in monitoring, facilitating negotiationsrfa
peaceful settlement of the conflict, training €0SCE, 2009a) — decreased dramatically. Decemhe2 @28,
Russia vetoed against an extension of the OSCE abaid Georgia, which meant that the personnelthatiart

to withdraw from January 1, 2009 (Parfitt, 2008,cBmber 22). The Russian government explained that a
prolongation of the current mandate was impossaémenow it concerned two independent States (B&€i08,
December 22; B.B., 2008, September 4). Only thedatnof the unarmed OSCE military monitors has been
extended until the end of June 2009 (OSCE, 200&uaey 12).
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Russia’s authorities that the EU has nothing tdh#we (Radio Free Europe / Radio Libefty2008,
November 4).

Lithuania has 10 participants in EUMM Georgia (EUMB&orgia, n.d.d, March 24, 2009), which is
quite a lot compared with other EU member Stateteims of population or surface. It shows that
Lithuania considers this mission very importanthalgh it regrets the fact that the mission is not
operating on the whole territory (D.J. SemaSkasqesl communication). At least, the mission

stabilized the situation.

2.2. Discussion: the war in South Ossetia

Summarizing Lithuania’s position, the country’s mlesupport for Georgia and critics on Russia are
obvious. During the whole period of the war andmftithuania assured the Georgian government
that they were partners. The war was seen as aessip act of Russia towards the democratically
elected Georgian leader and the country’s intesnatly recognized territory.

The position taken by Lithuanian policy makers ist surprising. The first hypothesis, about
criticizing Russia, was confirmed. Indeed, thereswaade not a single criticism on Georgia’s
behavior. In several statements and documentsyaiitia’s support for the Georgian position was
emphasized. All blame was put on Russia; Lithuanisaid that Russians tried to push through their
imperialist agenda.

The second hypothesis, about trying to restore @&sr territory recognized by the whole
international community except Russia and Nicara¢BBC News, 2009, April 23), was also
confirmed. In the beginning, its strategy to achi¢vis was completely the same as the EU strategy:
establishing a monitoring mission and postponitigstavith Russia about a PCA. All member States
agreed at that time and hoped that Russia wouldgehds position due to the tough position of the
EU. All members States were ready to defend thalgyain the region, sent a voluminous mission,
and EU bodies stated several times that the EUedawotbe involved in the resolution of the conflict
After 6 weeks, 26 EU members agreed to changetthtegy somewhat, and to resume negotiations.
The stage for discussions about a lasting soldtiothe Southern Caucasus conflict was ‘moved’ to
‘Geneva processus’. The Lithuanian government digat up with it and tried to block negotiations,
but not successfully. Maybe it was not the mostaife method to achieve its goals, but in a way
Lithuania called the loudest among the EU memhmara festitution of Georgia’s territorial integrity
Contrary to what was expected in the third hypdghdkere was no strong call for closer ties betwee
the EU and Georgia, at least not in public. Lithaalike many others, only urged the international

community to intervene and to stop hostilities. Heer, behind closed doors, Lithuania is continuing

2" Radio Free Europe / Radio Liberty is a news compproviding news from 20 countries where a freespris
banned by the government or not fully established.
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to try to gain support for accession of Georgia atier States to the EU. D.J. Semaska is optimistic
“this unfortunate evenfthe Georgia war and the EU’s policy, B.\increased the support for those
who said that Lithuania should be listened(tegarding EU partnership with Georgia, B:V(D.J.

Semaska, personal communication).

2.3. Case study: the gas crisis in Ukraine, 200829

2.3.1. Background

In the early 1990’s, Russia provided cheap gaski@ide and other former Soviet Republics (Pirani,
2007, p. 18, pp. 99-102). Both Russia and Ukrainféesed from an economic decline; they were
dependent on each other, for gas supplies (Ukraing)yevenues (Russia) (Pirani, Stern & Yafimava,
2009, p 5). In that time, it was impossible fortbsides to request or to pay higher prices.

Each year, bilateral governmental negotiations veslel about gas prices, transit tariffs and transit
volumes (Pirani, et al.,, 2009, pp. 5-7). In the reeuof the past two decades, several problems
accumulated: large-scale deliveries of Russianagiaery low prices, Ukrainian debts, theft from the
transit system in Ukraine, and Russian pressur@ake over the Ukrainian infrastructure. Several
intermediary companies were established to supphti@nsport gas to and in Ukraine.

The Russian government declared in November 206t 2011 European and domestic gas prices
should be equivalent. In the last few years, Gamptbe Russian state-controlled gas company,
insisted that CIS countries — where Ukraine is anbver of — should pay prices equal to the EU gas
price (Pirani et al., 2009, p. 7, p. 10). Howeweérs principle was applied unevenly; countries that
were willing to share the ownership of their pipeliinfrastructure, such as Belarus and Armenia,
negotiated much slower import price increases ttmmtries that were moving away from Russia
politically, for example Georgia and Ukraine.

Disputes about Ukrainian debts and import pricés/éen Russia and Ukraine led to several gas crises
in the 1990’s and in the beginning of the*2E&ntury, leading to a temporary decrease or cgiasf
supplies to Ukraine (Pirani, 2007, pp. 19-20; St@006, pp. 2-7; Nichol, Woehrel & Gelb, 2006, p.
4). Major crises took place in 2005-2006 (BBC Ne2B806, January 4; Stern, 2006, pp. 7-10) and
2007-2008 (“Chronologie des crises du gaz entrBuasie et I'Ukraine”, 2009, January 1), which
were solved by compromises including higher gasegriand higher transit fees — however, still far
under the European pric&s.

In March and October 2008, the Ukrainian and Rusgjavernments and the two national gas
companies concluded several agreements on thegoosit Naftogaz, the Ukrainian state-controlled

gas company, and Gazprom on the Ukrainian markggrding transit to the EU. They also agreed

% The differential between prices for CIS prices &uwlopean netback prices (i.e. European bordeegritnus
transportation charges) was even dramatically grgwintil 2008 (Stern, 2006, pp. 7-10).
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that price negotiations for 2009 would be ‘basettba European netback prices (Pirani et al., 2009,
pp. 12-14).

It seemed like the relations were improving andtare crisis would be avoided. However, in the fall
of 2008, it appeared that Naftogaz failed to pdyge debt to Gazprom, followed by a statement of
the latter that in that case no new supply contraatd be signed for 2009 (Pirani et al., 2009, Iip.

18). The Russian Prime Minister V. Putin also stakat supplies to Ukraine would be cut off if ther
was any interference with transit gas. These wgmimere repeated throughout December. Naftogaz
made several payments at the end of December, dmprGm claimed that Naftogaz owed still $614
million, which was denied by the latter. This deldpute was one of the immediate causes for the
crisis.

It's clear that Russian-Ukrainian relations in tees sphere are not very stable. This is a big probl
for the Ukrainian population, but also for the BAho has a big stake in a smooth gas supply to and
transit through Ukraine. About 25% of the EU’s gagsumption comes from Russia, of which 80% is
transported through Ukraine (RIA Novosti, 2009,ulkay 29; EC, 2007c, April 23, 2009, p. 11).

2.3.2. The gas crisis of 2008-2009 and its soldtion

The gas crisis of 2008-2009 between Russia anditékra result of the above-mentioned problems,
was the most serious of its kind; it was the fiisie the Russian supplies to EU countries were
completely cut off (Pirani et al., 2009, p. 8, gf-22, p. 35).

The crisis (Pirani et al., 2009, pp. 19-25; RIA Neti, 2009, January 19; BBC News, 2009, January 2)
lasted 20 days. January 1, 2009, all supplies fwaidian consumption were cut. January 5, Gazprom
accused Ukraine of having ‘stolen’ 65.3 mmcm ofl fgas, which means that Ukraine used gas for
domestic consumption that was meant for other Eeanpcountries. Naftogaz responded that it had
the right to take this fuel gas, because therengasansit contract about this type of gas. Thieft
dispute was another reason for the (protracted)jscrdanuary 6, supplies to Europe were reduced;
Gazprom said that Ukraine had closed 3 of the dsitgipelines and that it reduced the supply by
65.3 mmcm that day, the amount of ‘stolen’ gashef previous days. January 7, deliveries to Europe
completely stopped. Gazprom said that Ukraine dotepipelines, Naftogaz responded that it had
done so because Gazprom stopped all gas supplig® imorning. During 13 days, there were no
supplies to Europe. Naftogaz reversed the flovhapipelines, and transported in this way gas from
Ukrainian storage facilities in the West of the oy to the East. Gazprom stated that the transit
system couldn’t transport Russian gas to Européiplyaz reacted that it couldn’t receive Russian gas

as there was no supply and transit contfhct.

29 A timeline of the crisis — from the Gazprom paifitview — is to be found on the website of Gazp(@09).
30 According to Naftogaz, the transit contract expiom December 31, 2008 (Pirani et al., 2009, p44)3-
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During the crisis, the Russian and Ukrainian goremnts and gas companies expressed mutual
allegations; both parties had a part in starting) prolonging the crisis (Pirani et al., 2009, pp-3®;
Gazprom, 2009, January 17; Gazprom, 2009, JandaryRUS, 2009, January 14). Gazprom and the
Russian government said that the crisis was cabgeithe political struggle between President V.
Yushchenko and Prime Minister J. Timoshenko — whi#h wanted to gain credit in Ukraine by
making a good deal — and the closure of the pipadim January 6-7; according to the Russian side,
Ukraine refused to transit gas. However, at the @n2D08 it asked more than a double import price
for 2009 than for 2008, which made negotiations endifficult. Ukraine from its part accused
Gazprom of having shut down the gas supply, soetlast was no gas to transit to Europe. By
announcing that transit to Europe would be reduifeRussian gas was cut off,was also an
obstruction to a rapid settlement of the disputewall as a very late payment of its bills.

January 15, Putin announced the idea to establisimgortium of gas companies, which could provide
the finance required to buy the necessary amougéasfn order to restart the transit system (Pieani
al., 2009, pp. 47-49). This consortium was builBéhours, and consisted of 7 EU gas companies and
Gazprom. January 19, Ukraine and Russia came twaagreement (Pirani et al., 2009, pp. 26-28;
Gazprom, 2009, January 20; RIA Novosti, 2009, Janud®). January 20, gas flows to the EU
restarted, and reached normal levels on JanuaryH#2supply- and transit agreements, concluded by
V. Putin, Ukraine’s Prime Minister J. Timoshenkaddmoth Gazprom and Naftogaz, are valid from
2009 to 2019. The annual quantity of supply andditais defined, as well as the transit tariffs.
Gazprom will sell gas directly to Naftogaz, and 1@9% Gazprom-owned Gazprom-Sbyt will market
at least 25% of the imported gas to Ukrainian itdiaiscustomers. In 2009, the gas price will be 80%
of the European netback price, and from 2010 it lvél 100%. There are also strict payment rules for

every delivery month.

2.3.3. After the 2009-2019 agreement

When the agreement was signed, and deliveriesransittto Europe restarted, the crisis was offigial
finished. However, the strict payment rules willd#icult to comply with for Naftogaz (Pirani et.a
2009, pp. 28-30). Payments have always been agurotar Ukraine, and this won’t become easier in
today’s political and economical context: gas picse, the international price for steel — Ukr&ne
main export product — decreases, there is an iatpotical struggle in Ukrain&, and the general

economic crisis also has its effect. There is atiltrisis atmosphere’ around the gas transit afdrRun

31 Some sources say that Naftogaz CEO O. Dubyna seft a message to Gazprom CEO A. Miller on
December 31, and he never denied it (Pirani e2@09, p. 17).

%2 Indeed, there is some disagreement in Kiev abdwinew contract. Yushchenko declared after his inget
with Polish president Kaczynski and Czech prime ister Topolanek that the Ukrainian-Russian agreé¢nsen
“uneasy”, that“cannot be called partnership{Press Office of President Victor Yushchenko, 2Q@thuary 28).
This is seen as another example of disagreementbatthe two main political actors in Ukraine (Riréstern

& Yafimava, 2009, p. 30).
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gas through Ukraine. Apart from huge economic le$seboth parties due to the crisis, the reputatio
of both Russia as a supplier and Ukraine as aitremsntry were jeopardized (EU-Russia Certre,
2009, February 13; Pirani et al., 2009, pp. 57-89)th the EU as a customer and Russia as a
supplie?” are interested in (re-)establishing normal eneedptions.

In March, there were already problems to pay fa gigoplied in February (RIA Novosti, 2009, March
5; Novinite.conT’ 2009, March 5). V. Putin reacted that Russia mighiuce or cut the supplies to
Ukraine and Europe again. Because of these paypmebtems and a threat of a new cutoff only 6
weeks after the conclusion of a new agreementnibtslikely that there will be no new gas crises
before 2019.

2.3.4. Hypotheses about Lithuania’s policy

Several facts, related to issues of the crisigyuania’s foreign policy, and to the country’s pautar
energy situation, have an influence on Lithuanfessition in this crisis.

First of all, it's a good question whether a (EW)igy towards this crisis is considered a subjdct o
CommonForeign and Securityolicy, or rather of ‘normal’ energy policy of th&J. According to
recent government programs and the National Sgc@itategy, energy security is a part of
Lithuania’s foreign policy and an integral parttbé country’s security. Lithuania doesn't view aqer

as a purely ‘commercial’ issue, it has a ‘politicannotation.

100% of Lithuania’s gas comes from Russia; in redaterms this is more than Ukraine. Unlike 17
other European countries, Lithuania was not afteblethe 2008-2009 gas crisis (Pirani et al., 2009,
pp. 54-55), but this doesn’'t mean that Lithuanié® very secure concerning energy. Gas from
Russia, a country they don't really trust (Karalt@sh2007, p. 81) is supplied by pipeline through
Belarus, a country they don'’t trust either. In sasétechnical problems it can be supplied through
Latvia. Lithuania is no gas transit country to otB®) member States (see map 2), but it is the only
way of gas supply to the Kaliningrad Oblast. Asxdssed before, this is seen as a trump in its gnerg
security. However, if the EU will consider Ukraimed not Russia as the biggest problem in gas
supplies to the EU, other transit ways to the Etbr—example the Nord Stream pipeline — will be
prioritized in the EU to prevent future Russian-bBlkian gas disputes to have an impact on EU
countries (Pirani et al., 2009, p. 59). Russia fitsrpart might be reasonably expected to insisaon
quick start of the Nord Stream project and otheelines, either because of political or only
commercial interests. In any case, it is in Russiaterest to build alternative supply routes to EU

member States. And in any case, Lithuania is styamgposed to the project.

% EU-Russia Centre is a Belgium-registered inteomai non-profit organization, providing informatiabout
relations between the EU and Russia.

34 60-70% of Gazprom's revenues come from the EU (E®R9, March 9; EC, 2007c, April 23, 2009, p. i1,
35).

% Novinite.com is a Bulgarian English-language newedsite.
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Map 2: Main gas pipelines in Europe
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In general, Lithuania knows how it feels to be defmt on Russian energy, which can be
uncomfortable, for example when the Druzhba pigelimas closed. In that case there was an
alternative, the MaZeili Nafta oil terminal, but the country is much lesgpgared to switch to
alternative gas supply routes (D.J. Semaska, pakr®@mmmunication). Gazprom is a quite powerful
shareholdéf of Lithuania’s national gas company Lietuvos Dujsice Gazprom brings pressure on
all former USSR countries in order to control thgais infrastructure, Lithuania has another reason t
fear the company’s policy and dependence on Ruggarnn general. Lithuania and the other Baltic
States are still very isolated from the EU enerdyastructure (Permanent Representation of Litrauani
to the European Union [PRLEU], 2009; Krupaus, 2008, pp. 1054-1056).

An important issue in the Ukraine gas crisis wasdhs price for 2009. For several years, prices of
Russian gas for Lithuania have been lower tharofioer European countries (Permanent Mission of
the Russian Federation to the United Nations Offic€eneva, 2009, January 9; Bruce, 2005, p. 20).
However, from 2005 Russia claimed that these casmghould pay ‘European’ prices (Stern, 2006, p.
5), and prices increased gradually. In 2008, it exgsected that the Baltic States would pay $280 per
tcm, which is still $70 less than the other EU daes (Energy Information Administration, 2009,
April 16). Though, at the end of the year it appéahat Lithuania paid more than the EU average and
more than countries further from Russia than Littiaafor example $515 in August (Marketnew¥.It,
2009, February 9; NacionadiDujy, Elektros ir Silumos vartotujgynimo Lyga® 2009, January 23).

It is already ‘too late’ for Lithuania, a prefer@ttprice regime for Russian gas doesn’t exist asngn

% 1n 2004, Gazprom obtained a 34% stake in Lietuvoms (Gazprom, 2004, March 24), and currentlysitke
is 37,1% (Gnedina & Emerson, 2009, p. 12).

37 Marketnews.lt is a Lithuanian website, providingépendent financial news of Lithuania and the evorl

3 Nacionalire Dujy, Elektros ir Silumos vartotujgynimo Lyga is the Lithuanian customers’ orgarigatof
gas, electricity and heating clients.
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Therefore, the country can’'t fear a similar gasisrin Lithuania because of price disputes; the gas
import prices already reached EU levels, and evereymwithout big problems. But the fact that
Lithuania paid such a high price last year, doefavor the country’s attitude towards Russia (D.J.
Semaska, personal communication).
As it was the case for the war in South Ossetia Akhazia, Lithuania’s opinion about EU (and
NATO) enlargement is also important here: Lithuawents Ukraine to become an EU member as
soon as the conditions are met. This entails argépesitive approach towards Ukraine, the country
is considered a ‘future member’, a partner.
In line with the facts described above, the follogrhypotheses about Lithuania’s policy can be made:
1. Lithuania will view this crisis as a ‘politicaloreign policy issue.
2. Lithuania will blame Russia for the crisis, angto influence CFSP in a ‘critical’ way towards
Russia.
3. Lithuania views Ukraine as a partner of the Bbd will emphasize once again the need of
closer cooperation between the EU and Ukraine.
4. Lithuania will increase its call upon the EU fam enhanced common energy policy and will

seek to incorporate Lithuania in a European enkgas infrastructure.

2.3.5. (No) unilateral or joint actions of Lithuani

Compared with the Georgia-case, there were no visdthle unilateral or joint interventions of
Lithuania in the crisis. January 15, V. Adamkus haglephone conversation with the Ukrainian and
Polish Presidents, where they requested Lithuarsajsport for Ukraine’s position (PLT, 2009,
January 15).

2.3.6. The EU'’s policy and Lithuania’s involvement

As discussed before, it were European gas compavhesprovided financial means to restart the
transit system, and it were Ukrainian and Russegotiators who came to a new agreement.

Indeed, before and during the early stage of thgscthe contributions of the EU to find a solatio
were not very extensive. The Commission and thelCE Presidency issued some declarations to
remind the parties that there is such a thingtaarsit contract and a principle of uninterruptehsit,

and urged them to restore full gas supplies td&agPirani et al., 2009, p. 16, pp. 46-49; EPR,200
January 6 - a; EPR, 2009, January 6 - b). Prighéocrisis, the Secretary General of the Energy
Charter Secretariftalso stated that Ukraine had to ensure gas tréRisitni et al., 2009, p. 49), but

furthermore didn’t play a decisive role in the gin of the crisis.

39 One of the tasks of the Energy Charter Secretiign monitor the implementation of the Energy (éva
Treaty, a multilateral treaty between energy exg@srand importers on an efficient energy coopeamnatiBoth
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There was some solidarity between EU members: gas tvansited from some States who had
considerable gas stocks at their disposal to @&tfedountries (Pirani et al., 2009, pp. 55-56).
Obviously, Lithuania was not among those countasghere is no gas pipeline connection.

Soon after the cut of gas supplies to the EU, nafyms started about a monitoring mission (Interfa
Ukraine;° 2009, January 9). January 10, the European Conamiasd the EU Presidency defined the
terms of reference of a mission, consisting of espdrom both sides of the dispute and
representatives from major European gas companies Lthuanians were member of this mission
(Pirani et al., 2009, pp. 22-23; Agence Europe,Q2@anuary 11, p. 4; Gazprom, 2009, January 10).
The mission was deployed on January 11 and 12 (EG®®, January 11). After intensive negotiations
between all parties, the agreement was signed @yRtrssian and Ukrainian governments and gas
companies, and the European Commission. The msknaotfathe mission was to monitor gas flow on
certain locations in Russia, Ukraine and the EUz{fBam, 2009, January 12; EC, 2009, January 9).
However, the mission had nothing to monitor, asetlveas no gas flowing until January 20 (Pirani et
al., 2009, p. 47; EC, 2009, January 15).

When the Russian-Ukrainian agreement was reachedaonary 20, Gazprom's Deputy CEO A.
Medvedev announced thdhere is no need for the monitoring system to oard” (Gazprom, 2009,
January 20). Indeed, the monitoring mission dige' (semi-)permanent status (Pirani et al., 2009, p
51) and its mandate seems to be finished.

In short, during the first days of the crisis, B institutions were not so strongly involved ireth
resolution of the dispute. Only after more than eelky when the crisis fully affected EU member

States, concrete plans for a monitoring missiorevmeade public.

2.3.7. Who caused the crisis?

In the absence of a mission in the beginning, & iw@ossible to know whether Ukraine was blocking
transit or Russia failed to deliver gas to the Wkem pipeline system (Pirani et al., 2009, p. 50).
When the mission arrived, the members could onticadhat no gas was flowing; they couldn’t point
a guilty party. Anyhow, J.M. Barroso stated on Jagw that'If [Ukraine] wants to be closer [to the
EU], it should not create any problems for gas ¢one to the EU"(Runner, 2009, January 7), which
means that he attributed the responsibility fordtigis — at least partly — to Ukraine.

Lithuania had another position. The President dred Rrime Minister supported Ukraine, blamed
Russia, and denounced the latter’s attitude (Wagstyrst, Olearchyk & Chaffin, 2009, January 15;
Bayou, 2009, January 9). V. Adamkus stated in grviiew on January 15 that the crisis affected the

whole EU. He emphasized the need to reduce the @&pendence on Russian gas, the diversification

Ukraine and Russia are party to the treaty, busRudidn’t ratify it yet (Energy Charter websitedn April 21,
20009).

0 Interfax-Ukraine is part of the international Irigx Information Services, a company providing picéil and
economical news.
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of energy routes, and the development of enerdgs lip vulnerable countries. Furthermore, he said
that “Russia wants to send a signal to Ukrainians thiagy are not at liberty to decide their own
political future, including the questions of joigirthe EU, the trans-Atlantic alliance or NATO”
(Wagstyl, 2009, January 15). He considered thiputies a politically motivated one, he wanted to
prevent Russia from re-establishing itself as a&egugpwer in the region, and therefore open the EU’s
doors to Ukraine (Wagstyl, 2009, January 16). Latma views (the aftermath of) this crisis as a zero
sum game: the stronger Russia gets in the redienwéaker becomes the EU.

These statements of Lithuania’s highest politicgppresentatives are the country’s position in a
nutshell. They seem to confirm the three hypothedesit the nature of the crisis, the EU-Ukrainian
partnership, and preventative measures for futase agises, outlined under title 2.3.4. However, a
closer examination of the EU’s policy and Lithuasisvolvementduring andafter the crisis has to

be made in order to get a more complete view.

2.3.8. The crisis and the extent of ‘political’ et

In V. Adamkus’ statements, it is clear that Lithizaoonsidered this gas dispute a political oneoAls
other Lithuanian officials declared that Russiam@aftted to bear pressure on Ukraine, to show tisat it
not a reliable partner, and to convince Westerropgirthat other supply routes — such as the Nord
Stream pipeline — are essential alternatives (Eagdpformacijos Centrai Lietuvof&,2009, January
5). Ukraine is a close partner and in Lithuanig/esa future EU member (PLT, n.d.), thus an ‘attack
to Ukraine’s political system makes the issue aopean one. Consequently, an EU intervention in
this crisis should be a CFSP intervention, assiduidy involves foreign policy matters.

Does this Lithuanian point of view match with the [gosition? The answer is not very clear, but it
tends to be negative. The EU declarations of Jgriand 8, urging both parties to find a solution f
the crisis and to respect their contractual obilogest towards the EU, is categorized under the enapt
‘CFSP statements’ (CPEU, 2009, January 8; CPEU920@nuary 2). Furthermore, it was the
Commissioner for External Relations who gave soomments on the gas crisis and how to avoid
such crises in the future (EPR, 2009, March 9)gdneral, the Council considers energy security a
vital aspect of the EU’s external policy. This sedmindicate the ‘foreign policy’ nature of thests.
However, this doesn’t imply that the crisis is give ‘political’ connotation. The EU Presidency edll

on January 2 fotan urgent resolution to the commerci@inderlined by B.V.pas dispute”(ECDR,
2009, January 2). The monitoring mission sent toafle and Russia was no CFSP mission. It was the
Transport, Telecommunication and Energy CouncilET] — and not the GAERC — who urged the
parties to restart supplies on January 12, andesgpd the EU’s support for the monitoring mission
(CEU, 2009, January 12). It were the Czech Minisfdndustry and Trade and the EU Commissioner

for Energy who wrote a joint letter to Russia’s dsidaine’s Energy Ministers, with a similar content

“1 Europos Informacijos Centrai Lietuvoje is a Lithian information website on EU-matters.
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(CPEU, 2009, January 12). Apparently, the EU vidvesproblem rather a commercial energy-dispute

than a political problem, contrary to Lithuaniatssgion.

2.3.9. Preventative measures against future crises

Obviously, the EU wants to avoid a future gas srigi any, to have such an impact on its member
States as it was the case in January 2009. Therseaeral possibilities with a varying degree of
sustainability, such as improving the transparesicykraine’s transit system, diversifying of transi
routes of Russian gas, searching other gas supphian Russia, developing a pipeline infrastructure
in the EU connecting all its member States, inengasvestments in alternative energy resources
(EPR, 2009, March 9).

Efforts in the EU to increase its energy securigy @ course not new. Recent measures, linkedeto th
2008-2009 gas crisis, are discussed here.

The TTEC of February 19 adopted some importantlasians about the EU’s future energy strategy
(REU, 2009, February 19, pp. 7-15). Interesting this thesis is that no mention was made of
prioritizing the Nord Stream pipeline — contrary dther (Southern) supply routes, the electricity
interconnection of the Baltic Staféss prioritized, cooperation with Russia on enespues has to be
strengthened, and Moldova and Ukraine are invitejpin the Energy Community Tredfy- which
was acclaimed by V. Yushchenko (RIA Novosti, 200@arch 23). This contradicts several
expectations. Apparently, it's still not clearliipw and where exactly the Nord Stream pipeline gl
built (PRLEU, 2009, April 20; Gnedina & Emerson (20 pp. 2-3); though, support within the EU for
the project is increasingvaitkute, 2009, April 9) There are plans for an electricity connection
between EU countries, which are highly welcomedLithiuanian policy makers (PRLEU, 2009,
March 23; Bayou, 2009, January 9), but no concpéms for gas interconnection. Lithuania’s
Minister of Foreign Affairs asks the EU to incorpte ‘energy security’ in the new PCA with Russia
(PRLEU, 2009, January 30), but gas is not spedlficaentioned.

However, careful steps are being taken to increasegy/gas security of the whole EU. In the Second
Strategic Energy Review of the European Parliar(@0@9, February 3), the need for the development

of a Baltic gas and electricity interconnectionrpla case of emergency is underlined, but still no

“2 One of the conditions for Lithuania to join the BuBs the closure of the Ignalina power plant iB2Qt is its
only nuclear power plant, of the ‘Chernobyl typ@&/hen this power plant will be closed, Lithuanialvidve to
import electricity from Russia, at least until annpower plant is ready, between 2015 and 2018 (égen
Europe, 2008, December 2, pp. 5-6; Adomaitis, 2008e 5). Advanced plans exist from before thdscts
establish a common electricity market in the Bafiiates and to build an ‘electricity bridge’ withv&den,
however it is not clear yet whether the link with tp Latvia or Lithuania (Vaida, 2009, March 20;r&pa NU,
2009, January 28; Vaida, 2009, January 8; Agencerey 2008, September 18, p. 4). There are alssitte
gas links, but still no concrete initiatives.

*3 The Energy Community Treaty was set up to proeideamework in which the South East European region
could (re)build its energy network and create &lst&nergy market, vital for investment (Energy Qaumity
website, 2009, April 22, 2009). Up till now, Ukraimnd Moldova are among the observers to the Treaty
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concrete measures exist. During the European ClowfciMarch 19-20, it was decided that
Commission proposals with respect to crisis medmsiin case of gas supply cuts have to be
discussed before the end of the year (REU, 2009ctMa9-20, p. 9). To decrease Lithuania’s
dependence on Russian gas, a feasibility studyitdibg an LNG* import terminal is being made
(United States Trade and Development Agency, 2DQB; Semaska, personal communication).

March 23, the European Commission and Ukraine @dgteecooperate in the modernization of the
Ukrainian gas pipeline infrastructure (RIA Novo&®09, March 25; EC, 2009, March 23). The transit
system capacity is to be increased with 60 bcm dr.y&he project will be financed by the
Commission, the World Bank, the European Bank fecddstruction and Development, and the
European Investment Bank. In return, Ukraine hasréate a more transparent gas market. Ukraine
will gradually integrate into the European singleergy markef® and will accede to the Energy
Charter Treaty. Apparently, there were no problamgmore in the EU-Ukrainian relationship; J.M.
Barroso declared on the occasion of the signatiiteeoagreement thdour relations with Ukraine

are closer than they have ever be€BPR, 2009, March 23).

Not surprisingly, Russia’s reaction to the initi&iwas not enthusiastic. The Foreign Ministry said
was an“unfriendly act” to exclude Russia from the agreement (RIA NovdddiQ9, March 26),
suspended intergovernmental talks with Ukraineluhg issue was resolved, and warned that the
energy relations with the EU might be reviewed. stusvas displeased because nobody asked them if
they could transport such an amount of gas, andusecRussia’s legitimate interests were disregarded
(RIA Novosti, 2009, March 25). J. Timoshenko redcthat Russia could play a full role in the
modernization (RIA Novosti, 2009, March 26). At tked of March, the German Chancellor A.
Merkel stated on a joint press conference withRhesian President that Russia should be involved in
the project; after all, it is Russia who supplies gas to be transited (RIA Novosti, 2009, March 31
Contrary to Russia’s position, and consistent wlith expectations, Lithuania was very happy about
the reinforced EU-partnership with Ukraine. The Hblade a significant step towards creating a
situation where we act as one actor with Ukraine) (n this way, the Nord Stream pipeline will
become less necessary for Europe; we will haveod gaorking relationship with Ukraine, it won't be

a factor of risk anymorel(D.J. Semaska, personal communication). Also écent concretizations of
the Nabucco pipeliffé project (CEU, 2009, February 12) are welcomedhoaigh there are still
guestions about the profitability of the projectiylz 2008), and how it will be funded (EU-Russia
Centre, 2009, January 28)t's the first time the political world undertakesoncrete actions and

looks for alternative gas resourceéD.J. Semaska, personal communication).

“ NG is liquefied natural gas and could be imporfretn other suppliers than Russia.

> Plans to integrate the EU’s and Ukraine’s energykets date back to a 2005 EU-Ukraine Memorandum of
Understanding (EC, 2007b, p. 8).

“® The Nabucco pipeline will connect the Caspian aegihrough Turkey, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary and
Austria, thus bypassing Russia (Nabucco website, April 22, 2009).
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2.3.10. Recent talks on energy

April 24-25, an Energy Summit “Natural Gas for Eoeo Security and Partnership” took place in
Sofia (Novinite.com, 2009, April 25). The 28 panti@nts — Lithuania was not represented but Russia
and Ukraine were — agreed on several principlesitabderconnectivity, transparency, diversity,
unhindered gas transit etc., but no concrete measuere discussed. They said it'necessary to
support all major infrastructure projects that cdbtite to the import of significant gas volumes to
Europe” (MFAGE, 2009, April 25, p. 2) but no concrete s were named.

The same kind of talks was held on April 30 durthg EU-Russian Permanent Partnership Council
meeting (Europa NU, 2009, April 30). The particifsan most EU members and also Lithuania were
not represented — exchanged views on the futureggneelations and‘continued rebuilding
confidence and trust{EPR, 2009, April 30), but no concrete decisiomsextaken.

During the recent Eastern Partnership SufffraitMay 7 in Prague (CPEU, 2009, May 7), the energy
interdependence of the EU and its Eastern neiglooortwas stressed once again, as well as the
necessity of secure energy transit and more usenefvable resources.

In general, talks are continuing and all partieslize how interdependent they are, how important
transparency and mutual trust is, etc. From timdirtee, mention is made of alternative energy
resources. However, the EU, Lithuania includedmset continue relying heavily on gas and other
fossil fuels, which isn’t sustainable on the loegn. Future (gas) crises are not impossible, degit
agreements made and dialogues established. Apamttfre plans to integrate Ukraine in the Energy
Community, there are no reasons to presume thatetteegy security of the EU and Ukraine

substantially increased since January 2009.

2.4. Discussion: the Ukraine gas crisis, 2008-2009

As it was the case in the Georgia war, the posttiden by Lithuania is not very surprising.

Along with the expectations of the first hypothesi®e gas dispute was considered a political desput
by the Lithuanian government, and had little tovdth commercial issues. This position is linked to
the second and third hypotheses about Lithuanighstor.

Indeed, Ukraine was not considered (even partpanrsible for the crisis, Russia was the only guilt
party. The crisis was seen as concerted by Russransder to show Ukraine and the EU who is the
most powerful. However, this position was expressdg in interviews and statements; there were no
attempts to influence the EU’s policy in the castdeast not openly. Maybe because the resultseof t

EU'’s policy — especially incorporating Ukraine letEnergy Community — already serve Lithuania’s

4" This summit was aimed to strengthen the cooperdtéween the EU and its Eastern neighborhoodvierae
policy areas. Representatives of the EU and its ImeenStates, Armenia, Azerbeidjan, Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine were present.
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interests. Maybe because individual member Stathstglay such a visible role in the EU policy
towards the crisis.

The third hypothesis was about Lithuania’s instameean enhanced EU-Ukraine approach. Indeed, it
was the President’s opinion that the EU shouldfoete its partnership with Ukraine, in order to ‘be
the first’ in the Eastern neighborhood and to pnévieussia from becoming more powerful. But
Lithuania took no distinct position in this, comedrwith the EU policy. Again, its policy makers
agree with the EU policy and the plans about emgrthe Energy Community. It's an important first
step (D.J. SemasSka, personal communication). Plplbiab Lithuanian government realizes that today
it's not the appropriate time to call for EU enlangent; it restricts itself to some declarationsutbo
partnership with Ukraine.

Contrary to what was expected in the fourth hypsithd_ithuania didn’t increase its call for a bette
integration of the EU energy infrastructure, agatineast not publicly. The EU already does efforts
and provides funds to improve energy interconnasti®&o far, these interconnections are mostly for
electricity. There are no loud calls on behalf @ghuania for bettegaslinks. Policy makers are very
happy about the efforts now (D.J. Semaska, persmmaimunication), the electricity link with Sweden
will already reduce Lithuania’s dependence on Rumssiectricity after the shutdown of the Ignalina
power plant; maybe it would be counterproductivagk for more now.

Making a summary about Lithuania’s opinions in thisis, all hypotheses are confirmed. The dispute
was considered a political struggle, Russia wakyguhe EU should strengthen its partnership with
Ukraine, and Lithuania wants the EU to build anrgpenfrastructure connecting all members States.
However, the actual (public) behavior didn't alwagflect this position, even when this position
didn’t fit with the EU position. Lithuania didn’'tdhave like a ‘rebel’, as it was the case in therGiao
war, it agreed with all steps taken by the EU.

In the near future, meetings of several importanors on energy issues will take place. On these
meetings, significant decisions can be taken attmienergy market and the prevention of future gas
crises, although no revolutions are to be expedikd. TTEC will meet June 12 (CPEU, 2009c, May
2, 2009). May 16, the Cooperation Council EU-Ukeamill meet (CPEU, 2009d, May 2, 2009). The

next EU-Russia summits and talks on a PCA cank@smportant.
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Part 3: Lessons and new questions

In this part, new questions that arise from thesasudies are considered. They can be summaszed a
follows: what is the relevance of what was discdsisefore? Yet, it's hardly possible to give clear
answers to questions about the influence of indaidtates on CFSP, about CFSP positions in the
future, and about the importance of history andpgétics, which is linked to the possibilities to
integrate the foreign policies of member Statefiwithe EU. In this part, reflections are made abou

more general issues of CFSP, which could be intagespics for further research.

3.1. Positions and strategies in the two cases: timfluence of individual States

Lithuania and the EU had different opinions in tiwe cases. This was very obvious in the EU policy
towards Georgia war, but also towards the gass¢iisihuania’s and the EU’s approach were not the
same.

In both cases, there was not much disagreement alfoch position to take. The EU and Lithuania
support Georgia’s territorial integrity, condemre thse of force, they want the Russian army to
withdraw to its positions taken prior to the waheTEU and Lithuania want to avoid gas crises in the
future, and they are increasingly searching faraltive gas supply routes.

However, there was much more disagreement aboutwdw ‘guilty’, and which strategy was to
follow. Lithuania blamed Russia in both cases, anpported Georgia and Ukraine unconditionally.
The EU took a more moderate position and urgegaaties to find a solution. In both cases, Lithaani
didn't really succeed to make its approach an Epf@gch. Apart from the positions of other member
States and possible ‘allies’ for Lithuania, it washnically impossible to have a big influence ba t
EU policy.

In the case of the Georgia war, Lithuania was thly gountry (in the end) who was opposed to
softening the approach to Russia. Maybe, if thésttat about the talks on a PCA with Russia still ha
to be taken, the Lithuanian delegation would haat®ed resumption. However, this was not possible,
as talks had been only postponed on Septembed® aonsensus was not necessary to resume them.
In the case of gas crisis, Lithuania was simplyingblved in the EU policy and the solutions of the
crisis. There was a general tendency in the EUdw the problem as an economic one, not a political
one. The Commission assumed the competency to iaggatbout a monitoring mission. Big gas
companies (Lietuvos Dujos was no member of thisedium) provided money to buy the necessary
amount of gas from Gazprom to re-start the Ukraintransit system. Fortunately for Lithuania, the
EU energy policy is quite favorable for the Baltates. Probably, Lithuania and others are lobbying
for a common energy infrastructure within the Elccérding to political scientist L. Kaginas

(MFALT, 2009, January 8), this is much more effeetihan intervening directly in crises.
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Maybe Lithuania has a certain influence on EU degisaking, just because it exists and because it's
an EU member. But apparently the ability of onegl§hcountry to alter the EU’s policy in a concrete
case can be very little. A bigger influence forhiu&nia was prevented by a lack of allies (Georgia
war), the impossibility to veto (Georgia war), amthck of competency for individual member States
(gas crisis).

A future research topic could focus on the infliered one State on CFSP in more cases and the
reasons why influence is big or little. This wogplebvide a better understanding of the determinaits
one State’s power within the EU: formal and infolni@eractions between representatives, size,
history, knowledge of the decision-making processdies’ etc. seem to be important. This subject

so far not often researched (Vitkus & Novagrockjet008).

3.2. The EU and CFESP in the future

Before 2004, the EU had only 15 member Statesgest@®7 there are 27 members. The 12 ‘new’
members are mostly CEEs. Because CFSP is a pakty Wwhere decisions are taken only by
consensus, it's not impossible that these CEEsimfilience the EU’s external policy in the future,
especially towards the Eastern neighborhood andi&u#/hat if Lithuania — already preparing its EU
Presidency of the second half of 2013 (MFALT, 20R8gust 29) — would have been EU President
during the Georgia war, or during the gas crisis@uly its position have been more influential?
Maybe negotiations on a new PCA with Russia wowddstll blocked. Or maybe Lithuania would
have organized an extraordinary European Councithenoccasion of the gas crisis, which could
politicize the EU’s intervention. Lithuania woulidké to make progress in the accession of candidate
members during its Presidency of 2013 (R. Martigppersonal communication). What if a new crisis
occurs in Ukraine, Georgia or somewhere else ir32@hd the approach between the EU and this
country is indeed advanced?

One assumption about the future CFSP could be theatEU policy will become more ‘Eastern
European’. According to Leonard & Popescu (2007, Pp50), there are five kinds of positions
towards Russi& There are only two “new cold warriors” (Poland ahithuania), but also nine
“frosty pragmatists”. They consistently draw attentto human rights, and don't hesitate to chakeng
Russia when commercial interests are violated. mibee powerful these categories of States become
within the EU, the more their concerns about Russidd influence the EU’s Russia-policy.

Leonard & Popescu (2007, pp. 51-52) discuss angibssibility. If CEEs continue to take a harsh
position towards Russia, for example by blocking-Euksian agreements, supporting anti-Russian

governments, trying to exclude Russia from talks evergy security, etc., this could have a

8 These categories of countries are: “Trojan horsésfrategic partners”, “friendly pragmatists”, 6ty
pragmatists” and “new cold warriors”.
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counterproductive effect. More and more EU membeteS could become willing to conclude
bilateral agreements with Russia, which would untee the effectiveness of CFSP.
Today, we cannot answer to the question aboututueedd CFSP. However, the development of CFSP

towards Russia in the following years is an intiéngsresearch subject.

3.3. The importance of history and geopolitics, anthe achievability of Common FSP

“When we see Russian tanks advancing in Georgig, nituch closer to us than to Brussels or
Madrid.” (R. Martikonis, personal communication). Maybesths the essence of the problem
discussed in the two cases, especially the firet Both the history and the geographical / gedpalit
position of Lithuania are of great importance ifimiag its foreign policy position. After the evenin
Georgia, discussions started in Lithuania abouttwiwalld happen if Russia occupies the Baltic States
(Volovoj, 2008, December 19). V. Adamkus recognitedould take very little time for the Russian
army to gain control over their territory. Appargnta real fear of ‘the Russians’ is still presémt
Lithuania. The country is only independent sinceygfrs, and it is (geographically) very close to
Russia. According to Leonard & Popescu, (2007,8), Historical grievances are the reasons for the
harsh positions of the “new cold warriors”.

Most EU members don’t have such a collective memang are (much) more remote from Russia.
Inevitably, different member States make differantalyses of foreign policy issues (VilpiSauskas,
2004, pp. 150-152).

In consequence of the case studies in this thasd perhaps it could have been any case of foreign
policy, an old question (VilpiSauskas, 2004, ppl-152) arises again: will it ever be possible to
conduct a European external policy that reallyissias’ all member States? An interesting research
subject could be about which CFSP subjects entadhnadisunity, and which ones few, and why. It's
likely that mainly the EU policy towards geogralig close regions might be a source of disunity,
because adjacent countries have different intetiestsremote countries.

Also another question arises, which would be irstigmg to address in future research: what are the
reasons for Lithuania to be an advocate of EU galaent, why does it wants to open the EU’s doors
to Georgia and Ukraine? A hypothesis to explorelctcdne that one of the main objectives of EU
enlargement for Lithuania is strengthening its &tate security. Enlargement can occur only towards
the East; on the one hand it could create a ‘buféerLithuania in the East against Russia — in a
geographical and political way, on the other hdnaould increase the number of ‘allies’ for Lithuan
within the EU regarding Russia-policy. In the cadehe Georgia war, where individual members
States had a big say in the EU policy, Lithuaniagbd support for its position among like-minded
countries, especially Poland and the other Balt&teS. It would be in Lithuania’s interest to irese

the number of such members.

52



Conclusion

In this thesis, an overview was made of two comcretternal policy issues of the EU and the
involvement of one country in particular. Lithuamias chosen because of its interesting geographical
position and its history.

The first part focused on the role Lithuania wantglay in CFSP, and the reasons for this posifion.
the second part, the positions and policies ofuattia in two recent cases were discussed: thenwar i
Georgia of August 2008, and the gas crisis in Ulgaof 2008-2009. Throughout these two case
studies, it was checked if Lithuania behaves likeas expected, and to what extent it has an inflee

on EU policy. The aftermath of the cases is stithleing and it's very fascinating to discuss them.
However, the conclusions of this thesis might bielated in a few weeks or months, and they give rise

to even more (general) questions. These new questiere discussed in the third part.

Regarding the role Lithuania wants to play in CF8f®, first research question of this thesis, its
position in the world and recently in the EU ardedmining. All governments’ foreign policy
statements about this subject have been very alsdrconstant since the country re-established its
independence in 1990: Lithuania naturally belomgBurope, and it shares the ‘European values’ such
as freedom and democracy. This attitude is importan Lithuania’s bilateral relations. Before it
became an EU member, relations with Nordic andiB8&itates and CEEs were strengthened in order
to come closer to EU membership. This aim of imprgwelations with friendly surrounding States
was no secret; it was mentioned in government pragr Relations with the USA have always been
very good, sometimes even closer than with the'Hig. Eastern neighborhood is seen as a region that
still has a lot to learn from Europe.

In CFSP, Lithuania wants to achieve several goalse of these goals is to reinforce the EU’s
partnership with the USA. Actually, Lithuania viewdransatlantic community as ‘given’, something
that only has to be maintained and strengthenegeher, not all EU members agree with this point of
view. The other main CFSP-goal of Lithuania is tmauct an active EU policy towards its Eastern
neighborhood. This means three things. First, siingaEuropean values. Lithuania would like to act
as an expert in this region; for the EU becausauaibian policy makers feel that they have an
expertise about Eastern Europe, for the Eastemghbherhood because Lithuania recently joined the
EU and can provide these countries some adviceanBe@n active EU policy towards the Eastern
neighborhood means enlargement. Lithuania suppmysenlargement, provided that the necessary
requirements are met. Third, Lithuania wants tedase its energy security, and thus an active gnerg

policy towards the East.
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The reasons for these general CFSP-positions suhbjgct of the second question — are discussed
extensively under title 1.5. of this thesis. Sintgny decades, long before 1990, Lithuanian-American
relations have been very good. The country reliesenon the USA than on the EU concerning ‘hard
security’ matters. The USA supported Lithuaniadaependence and all its foreign policy goals such
as joining EU and NATO. It’s not surprising thatthuania is interested in a strong partnership
between the EU and the USA. Sometimes, this forp@ity aim conflicts with aims of several other
(‘old’) EU members. The emphasis put on the Eagpeticy of the EU is connected with Lithuania’s
history, its geopolitical situation and its natibrdentity building. Lithuania doesn’t have veryagb
relations with Russia and Belarus, because of mesiaf occupations, energy dependence, and an
unsafe environment of the country. A stable Easteighborhood contributes to Lithuania’s security.
Claiming that Lithuania wants to spread ‘Europeatu®s’ in the East contributes to its national
identity as a democratic and stable country. Theemn&astern’ its neighborhood is, the more

‘Western’ Lithuania becomes.

The third question addressed was which policy lathia conducted towards two recent events, and if
this corresponds with the role it wants to playCIRSP. Hypotheses about Lithuania’s behavior were
made for each case. Subsequently, Lithuania’s Wewoént in the EU’s policy was discussed. In both
cases, the position taken by the Lithuanian goveminwas not surprising and confirmed the
hypotheses made. Lithuania supported respectivetyr@ia’s and Ukraine’s position, and Russia was
strongly criticized. The war in Georgia was seetagast provoked by Russia and as a grave breach
of Georgia’s territorial integrity. The gas crisigs considered a Russian action in order to regtore
status as a superpower in the region; in other sydtdvas a political and no commercial dispute.
Approach of the EU to Georgia and Ukraine is sthpmgipported. And indeed, Lithuania is still an
advocate of a common European energy infrastructure

According to Lithuanian policy makers themselvégytplayed the role they claim to play in Europe:
they tried to spread the EU’s values to the Eagipsrted countries politically close to the EU, and
took a severe position towards those who threatdre= countries in their eyes — Russia.

While thepositionsof Lithuania confirmed the hypotheses, its @alonsdidn’t always do so.

During and after the war in Georgia, Lithuania wasy active and tried to press through its point of
view, by unilateral and joint actions as well ashivi an EU context. Humanitarian aid was sent to
Georgia, a relatively big amount of officials wasntributed to the EU mission in Georgia, several
policy makers visited Thilisi and expressed thepmort for M. Saakashvili. When the EU altered its
strategy towards Russia, Lithuania didn't put uphwit and tried to use all the available means to
maintain a severe EU policy. But, contrary to tRpeetations, the Lithuanian call for EU membership
of Georgia didn’t become louder due to the war.

In the case of the gas crisis, Lithuanian policykena did much less (public) efforts to push through

their point of view. Although they still want Ukres to become an EU member in the future, there are
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no increased efforts to promote enlargement siheectisis. There are also no renewed attempts to
build gas pipelines connecting Lithuania with thetrof the EU. This can be explained because recent
EU initiatives already favor the Baltic States amthuania’s position. There are plans and EU fugdin
for electricity interconnections, and plans to gmege Ukraine (and Moldova) in the Energy
Community Treaty. Another reason for the ‘tacittyhof Lithuania is that individual member States

don’t have a very big competency in the EU’s exdéamergy policy.

It's not easy to answer the fourth question, to twehdent Lithuania succeeded to make its policy an
EU policy.

If one looks at the facts, the answer is: to a \gtlg extent. Regarding the EU policy towards the
Georgia war, there were of course no problems s &3 all member States agreed on the strategy to
follow. But when this strategy changed, Lithuansaldn't stop it on its own. The EU policy towards
the gas crisis is definitely not detrimental fotHiiania, but apparently Lithuania didn't influertbe
decisions taken, neither in a ‘positive’ nor imagative’ way. Its government didn’t visibly cotute

to finding a solution, providing gas to affectedmiier States (this was technically impossible),ngki
preventative measures or deploying a monitoringsioiis All steps were mainly initiated by the
European Commission, the Russian government, asdcgepanies. Lithuania didn't have the
technical possibilities to have a bigger influehezause of its geographical position, and becalise o
the nature of the crisis — the Commission, Presiglemd the majority labeled it as a commercial

dispute. However, measuring the influence of ors¢eSs maybe not so easy.

Considerations about the influence of one Stathiwithe EU were made in the third part. It was
argued that numerous issues can play a role inrdiiieg the power of one member; this subject
seems to be slightly researched so far.

Three other ‘new’ questions that appeared througtios thesis were discussed. They are interesting
subjects for future research, and they are derk@d the central problem of this part: what is the
relevance of the discussion of the two cases atfdidnia’s involvement?

One of these questions is how the future CFSP (asvRussia) will look like, given the big amount
of CEEs in the EU since 2004. One possibility it tieastern European’ concerns will become more
important. Another possibility is that, as a resoft diverging positions within the EU, bilateral
relations of member States (with Russia) will pieeger a common policy.

The second question was about the importance tfrpiand geopolitics in foreign policy positions.
In the light of this thesis, both seem to be cruelaments. This is linked to the third questianai
commonforeign policy of the EU achievable? As differemémbers have their own — sometimes very

different — history and geographical position, grtdion in the CFSP-domain still has a long way to

go.
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