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Editorial
In truth, the European Union’s new global
strategy on foreign and security policy
unveiled shortly after the pro-Brexit
referendum of June 2016 could not have come
at a better time. Indeed, its principal objective
of European strategic autonomy has given the
European project a new lease of life at a
particularly critical moment, at least on the
defence and security front. The European
authorities are well aware of this, especially
since the UK’s exit from the EU may have one
positive spinoff, namely that of putting an end
to Britain’s veto on a number of issues such as
the European Staff for planning and
masterminding EU military operations.
Early decisions or statements made by US
President Trump after taking office in January
have only served to make the EU Member
States, or at least some of them, more aware
of the importance of this European autonomy
objective and the need for greater cooperation
and solidarity within the EU, especially over
defence and security. The positive trends
emerging over recent months seem to have
lost none of their momentum.
On 6 March last, the European Council
decided to place the Director General of the
EU Military Staff (EUMS) in charge of some
EU missions (the so-called “non-executive”
missions in the first instance): concrete
measures to establish this Military Planning
and Conduct Capability (MPCC), at one time
delayed by the UK authorities, were finally
approved on 8 June. “Non-executive” EU
military operations will henceforth be
commanded out of Brussels, which represents
major progress, even though it will probably be
necessary to wait until the end of 2018 before

the principle is extended to all EU military
missions.
Equally important, defence investment is also
making major progress. The new vision
heralded by the concept of strategic autonomy
has paved the way for new proposals from the
European Commission, which has adopted
many of the ideas long put forward by
EuroDéfense in this regard. On 7 June, the
Commission unveiled its two-part plans for a
European defence fund, one part for defence
Research & Technology (R & T) already in the
pipeline (preparatory action) but insufficient on
its own to achieve the target of autonomy and
secondly, and more particularly, a capacity
part, in the form of a financial contribution of
the EU budget for funding defence Research &
Development (R & D) cooperation
programmes, agreed and financed by several
Member States in response to recognised
capacity needs.
On 22 June, the European Council welcomed
this European defence fund proposal and
asked that action be taken swiftly to give
shape to capacity projects to be identified by
Member States. It also emphasised the need
for much greater solidarity over the funding of
tactical group deployment and, especially, for
“inclusive and ambitious” Permanent
Structured Cooperation (PSC), giving Member
States three months to produce a common list
of mandatory undertakings and criteria. The
political lines have therefore been drawn:
these must now be translated into action.
Patrick Bellouard
Major General (Engineer, retired),

President of EuroDéfense-France
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In-flight refuelling:
A critical capability for European defence
by Jean-Paul Paloméros, Air Force General (retired),
Patrick Bellouard (Major General, Engineer, retired),
and Denis Verret
In-flight (or air-to-air) refuelling is a key capability in conducting
flight operations. In particular, it enables fighter planes to carry
out missions of longer duration by overcoming the distance
barrier. For France, in-flight refuelling is a strategic capability,
an integral part of its airborne nuclear deterrent. Today, this
capability is considered critical in many theatres of operation,
not least in Africa. In the Sahel-Saharan strip, for example,
thanks to in-flight refuelling, French fighter planes can carry out
reconnaissance and ground attack missions over a territory as
large as Europe from a small number of airbases. Whether in
Libya in 2011, where Air Force fighters operating out of their
bases in France were able to intervene immediately in
response to political demand and rescue the inhabitants of
Benghazi from an impending massacre, or in Mali in 2013,
where they succeeded in halting the rapid progress of the
extremist rebels converging on Bamako. During these
operations and the ones that followed, Boeing C135 FR aerial
refuelling planes enabled the Rafale and Mirage crews
successfully to carry out long-term missions over major
distances1. In the course of increasingly demanding operations,
in-flight refuelling has become second nature for fighter pilots.
Today it is a normal (and most of the time indispensable) part of
operations, which not only consigns distance limitations to the
past but also helps to optimise airborne missions. In-flight
refuelling is one of Europe’s main capability deficiencies. Only
France and Great Britain have resources worthy of note but
even these are not enough to ensure Europe’s autonomy in
operations of a certain scale. Both in Libya in 2011 and in Africa
today, they are reliant on the support of American tanker
aircraft.
In truth, France has long been aware of the advantages of inflight refuelling. In 1964, its first nuclear deterrent capacity was
created by using a combination of Mirage IV fighter-bombers
(carrying the AN11) and C135-F aerial refuelling planes, an
adapted version of the C135-A cargo planes used by the US Air
Force. The extensive transport capacities of the C135 FR (R
standing for "Re-engined" with CFM56 engines between 1984
and 1989) were, among other things, instrumental in facilitating
strategic aeromedical evacuation operations 2 after the Karachi
bus bombing 3.

The experience obtained by the French Air Force with the
Boeing C135 FR was very valuable in designing a modern
refuelling aircraft also capable of transporting heavy loads over
long distances, the AIRBUS Multi Role Tanker Transport
(MRTT). It was back in the early 90s that the French Air Force
first expressed a need for this type of aircraft, with the original
intention of basing it on the A340. Finally, it was the A330-200
that was selected for conversion into a military version (MRTT).
The plane, unique in the world for its transport/refuelling
versatility4 , was an immediate success. Its main advantage
over its competitors is its wing structures, which are identical to
those of the A340 and have reinforced mounting locations for
the outboard engines. These hard-points can also be used for
the refuelling pods.

Royal Australian Air Force KC-30A

Photo credit: RAAF

The first client, the Australian Air Force, has had 5 KC-30A 5 in
service since 2014, has now ordered 2 more and plans to
extend its fleet to 9 aircraft.
The British Royal Air Force has also opted for the A330 MRTT,
leasing 14 aircraft, an original but costly solution 6.
The United Arab Emirates, for their part, acquired 3 aircraft in
2013, Saudi Arabia has 6, the Republic of Singapore has
ordered 6 (for delivery in 2018), and South Korea has ordered
4 (for delivery in 2019).
Even the Pentagon initially selected this ‘Value for Money’
solution for an order for 179 refuelling aircraft before changing

Missions of almost 10 flying hours
Using highly medicalised “Morphée” units to enable doctors to treat or perform surgery on 6 to 12 people
3 A suicide bombing on 8 May 2002 against staff of the DCN (French Department of Naval Construction), which left 14 people dead and 12 injured
4 The A330 MRTT can carry up to 111 metric tons of fuel, and has a payload of 45 metric tons, in other words 300 servicemen and their equipment,
over more than 8,400 km. It can also evacuate up to 130 major casualties. In refuelling mode, it can take up a position 1,600 km from its point of
departure and deliver more than 50 metric tons of fuel while remaining in the area for 4½ hours. It can also escort 4 Rafale-type fighter planes over
more than 5,000 km, while carrying a cargo of 20 metric tons.
5
The Australian name for the A330 MRTT
6
9 used for refuelling, 1 for government transport, and 4 that can be called into action where necessary but which, under normal circumstances, are
available to the leasing company for civilian or military use.
1
2
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(Cont. from P. 2)
its mind in February 2011 in favour of the Boeing KC46 (based
on the old 767), preferring the less expensive option to the
best: in the end “America first” won the day.
In 2014, Qatar also decided to acquire 2 aircraft.
India, which had originally opted for 6 aircraft, cancelled its
order for the second time in July 2016. Negotiations could
begin anew as the Indian Air Force’s needs have been
repeatedly confirmed.
In 2011, France decided to replace its fourteen C135 FR and its
fleets of A340/A310 with fourteen A330 MRTT, a figure reduced
to 12 in the light of work on the 2013 White Paper.
At European level, the lack of in-flight refuelling capabilities
identified in the late 90s during operations in the Balkans was
again made brutally apparent during the NATO air campaign in
Libya in 20117. From autumn 2011, this led the European
Ministers of Defence to identify in-flight refuelling as a priority
for the “pooling and sharing” initiative conducted by the
European Defence Agency (EDA). In November 2012, 10
countries 8 signed a “letter of intent” (LOI) stating their
willingness to cooperate in order to form a multinational fleet of
multirole tanker transport aircraft, the “Multinational MRTT fleet”
(MMF). In-flight refuelling was, in addition, selected as one of
the 4 priority capacities9 at a European Council in late 2013.

German MRTT refuelling a French Rafale

EDA preparatory work on the programme resulted in the
adoption of a single configuration and, more generally, in
common specifications to guarantee the adaptability of these
planes10 . Following an EDA request for information (RFI)
addressed to industry in early 2014, a crucial step was taken in
December of that same year when a group of countries led by
the Netherlands took the decision, based on data gleaned from
the RFI, to begin negotiations with Airbus over the acquisition
of a shared fleet of A330 MRTT. To fulfil this multinational
programme, original organisational arrangements were
adopted. These included the Organisation for Joint Armament
Cooperation (OCCAR) to mastermind the programme
acquisition phase (as well as two years of active support) on
behalf of the NATO Support and Procurement Agency (NSPA).
The latter will remain the owner of the aircraft and will be
responsible for supporting the fleet in service on expiry of the
OCCAR contracts. For its part, the EDA will continue to
spearhead capacity plans and encourage the participation of
new countries. The decision to involve NSPA was partly
because it is exempt from VAT, unlike the European Arms
Procurement Agencies, a major aberration in itself! As a result,

Source: French Air Force

In 2014, unable essentially because of the pressing nature of
its needs to wait for its European MMF programme partners to
make up their minds, France decided to acquire its own aircraft
at national level while continuing to pledge support for the EDA
initiative, especially with regard to efforts to establish common
specifications. An order was placed for a first aircraft in
November 2014. In December 2015, 8 more planes were
ordered, making a total of 9 of the 12 planned. These planes
are due to be commissioned in stages between 2018 and
2025.

in July 2016, the Netherlands and Luxembourg were the first
countries to jointly acquire 2 aircraft for delivery from 2020. The
contract signed by OCCAR includes an option for 6 more
aircraft in order to create a multinational pool, should other
countries decide to join forces with the Netherlands and

Approximately 80% of in-flight refuelling missions were carried out by American refuelling planes
Belgium, Spain, France, Greece, Hungary, Luxembourg, Norway, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal
9
Air-to-air refuelling, governmental satellite communications, remotely piloted aircraft systems, and cyberdefence
10
Refuelling, passenger transport, cargo transport, medical evacuation
7
8
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Luxembourg. Indeed, Belgium, Germany, and Norway
recently 11 signed a letter of intent in respect of 6 planes under
the programme. The first two MMF airplanes will be stationed
at the Eindhoven airbase in the Netherlands that is already
home to the European Air Transport Command (EATC).
Created in 2010 and now comprising 7 countries12 , the aim of
this multinational command is to optimise the use of
participating nations’ strategic and tactical transport aircraft, a
scarce resource. The command is therefore emblematic of the
pooling and sharing project, of which it was, to a large extent,
the inspiration. The EATC will ultimately also manage the use
of all the MRTT aircraft of those nations entrusting their planes
to it for the organisation of transport or in-flight refuelling
missions. This would represent a potential total of 20 aircraft
(excluding those of the United Kingdom).

While they cannot all apply in their entirety to other scenarios,
these lessons make it perfectly clear that success in this type of
situation depends on the association of a number of
complementary approaches and the synergies between them,
which in the case of the MRTT involved:

- a consolidated and integrated European industrial approach,
the Airbus model;

- a dual approach, when it makes sense: the MRTT is the
-

optimised military offshoot of a commercial aviation
programme, the A 330-A 340 family;
European syndication of demand, in the case of the MNF,
involving 5 European countries, including Norway and, in the
case of the EATC, 7 EU Member States;
proactive cooperation between European institutions, EDA
and OCCAR, but also a NATO agency, the NSPA,
demonstrating that NATO can
also contribute to European
solutions.

In the light of these lessons, it
is clear that the success of a
European project of this type
owes nothing to chance but
everything to the vision,
determination, persistence
and skills of a whole range of
different protagonists, be they
from political, military, agency
or industrial circles, who have
shown their ability to work
together to achieve an
ambitious goal.

Computer-generated image of the A330 MRTT Phenix of the French Air Force

Combined with the progress already achieved through the
success of the EATC, the creation of the MMF (MRTT)
demonstrates that forms of cooperation do exist for overcoming
the capacity shortfalls in European countries. The existence of
a European aircraft, the Airbus 330 MRTT, which is perfectly
adapted to the common needs of European countries (and
many others), is a key feature of this cooperation. Similarly, the
establishment of a flexible and efficient organisation to run this
programme, exploiting the respective skills and abilities of EDA,
OCCAR and NSPA, shows that progress is possible by being
pragmatic and relying intelligently and open-mindedly on
existing resources. There are therefore many lessons to be
learned from the international and European "saga" of the
Airbus MRTT to the benefit of other future European projects.

Source: French Ministry of Defence

This is how European defence will be built: with ambitions,
skills, and the determination to move forward together, without
forgetting the lifeblood of the project, namely the necessary
financial resources, for it is well known that “a vision without
execution is just hallucination”.
co-written by Board members of EuroDéfense-France:
- Jean-Paul Paloméros
French Air Force General (retired)
Former Chief of Staff of the French Air Force
Former Supreme Allied Commander for Transformation (NSACT/NATO)

- Patrick Bellouard
Major General, Engineer (retired)
Former OCCAR Director

- Denis Verret
11
12

On 16 February 2017
Germany, Belgium, Spain, France Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands
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An analysis of CSDP trends and application to crisis
management since the Treaty of Lisbon
by Jean-Paul Perruche, Lieutenant General (retired)
Former Director General of the European Union Military Staff
Former President of EuroDéfense-France
While EU citizens regularly confirm in opinion polls that they
favour a global European approach to defence, they are
scathing about Europe’s poor performance in the many crises
currently raging, pointing out the contrast between what the
European Council says and what it does.

At EU level, it would also be useful to have a general interforces troop deployment concept, the absence of which casts
doubt on the EU’s capacity and real desire to conduct coercive
operations.
Operation/mission command

This synopsis sums up the main points of a study, the aim
of which is to analyse the reasons for this operational
dichotomy. The study touches upon the organisation, structures
and operational capabilities of the Common Security and
Defence Policy (CSDP) and relates exclusively to the planning
and command of civilian and military operations, the EU’s rapid
crisis intervention capacities and its ability to marshal the
troops required to meet its undertakings. Based on an
exhaustive analysis of the reference documents in force,
underpinned by interviews with those currently responsible for
their implementation, it identifies the shortcomings and makes
some recommendations for improvements. The study focuses
essentially on technical and military considerations and seeks
to add a new dimension to the abundant literature that already
exists on the missions of the CSDP.
Planning
The EU’s current operations planning process is well
organised yet complex and therefore slow13, given the many
protagonists involved in an intergovernmental system and the
number of authorities concerned by the EU’s global approach
to crisis management. In the event of emergencies, the process
can be ramped up but only within the limits imposed by the time
required to decide on the best and most effective form of action
backed by suitably adapted means.
Nonetheless, some improvements could be made by
rationalising the structures of the European External Action
Service (EEAS) and by transferring responsibility for the tasks
of political analysis, global approach coordination and
organisation currently handled by the Crisis Management
Planning Directorate (CMPD) to the Deputy Secretary General
in charge of the CSDP. He would then directly exert his
authority over the three dedicated entities that are the EU
Military Staff (EUMS), the Civilian Planning and Conduct
Capability (CPCC) and the EU Intelligence and Situation
Centre (EU INTCEN). Among other things, this would avoid
some of the overlaps between the Crisis Management Planning
Directorate (CMPD) and the EUMS.

The EU’s credibility as a major security player is
undermined by its lack of a complete and permanent military
chain of command. EU operations are hamstrung by the limits
imposed by what a framework nation can accept in terms of
political responsibilities and capabilities. This impacts on EU
responsiveness to crises by exacerbating the time factor. It is
not consistent with a global approach since it dislocates the
civilian and military chains of command. This, in turn, puts an
added burden on the EU Military Staff, the sole standing
European military organisation, which is therefore forced to go
beyond the call of duty to respond to all demands. It prevents
the emergence of a truly European operational culture,
generates additional costs and complicates technical command
and communications resource planning because of the many
potential options (NATO, five framework nations, Operations
Centre). The “complexity of Brussels’ structures” makes it hard
for commanders of military operations to know whom to contact
when they have urgent requirements as regards intelligence,
situation analysis, logistics, administrative and financial
procedures, etc. The Political and Security Committee (PSC),
responsible for political control and strategic management of
operations, is ill placed to take action in real time and the
Chairman of the European Union Military Committee (EUMC),
who is has been designated “primary point of contact”, actually
has no personal response authority. This should prompt not
only the creation of a single EU standing operations command
and control centre but also a review of the operational
leadership role and functions of the EU Military Staff. The
growing unavailability of much of the infrastructure of the
Operations Centre in the EUMC, which has not been activated
since 2007, would also prevent the centre from being rapidly
reactivated in the event of a Council decision to this effect.
EU rapid response capabilities and the battle groups
The EU’s need to be able to respond rapidly to crises was
made clear at the time of the creation of the CSDP and is set
out in a specific concept updated in 2015. Since 2004, this has
mainly taken the form of battle groups (BGs) prepared by the
Member States and placed on alert according to a plan agreed
among them in advance.

13

From 40 days to one year between the approval of the crisis management concept and the decision to start operations since the enforcement of the
Treaty of Lisbon (2009).
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(Cont. from P. 5)

This concept has positive effects. It encourages the EU
armies to develop better projection capabilities and regional
and multinational military cooperation. It is an attempt to make
the EU more responsive despite the absence of a permanent
command centre, by providing units ready to be deployed.
However, this concept has failed to reinforce the EU’s
operational credibility, as no political decision to deploy a BG
has ever been taken. Improvements must, therefore, first be
made at political level by identifying common security interests,
in particular among Member States that are geographically
close, projecting scenarios with regard to the forces to be
deployed in order to establish a list of the probabilities of actual
Member State participation. At the same time, thought should
be given to the notion of solidarity among Member States with
regard to defence and security in order to avoid excessively
penalising those States 14 that are prepared to commit to the
cause. There is also the need for a more flexible approach to
the BGs to enable their format to be adapted to circumstances
without restricting them to the size of a reinforced infantry
regiment (1,500 men). Finally, the funding of these operations
remains an open issue. Without better allowance for common
costs, contributing nations have the impression of shouldering
a triple burden: the political risks in relation to the international
community, the risk of loss of human life and 80% of the cost of
the operation.

defence. This policy is supposed to be based on solidarity
between Member States and be complementary to their
national policies. Some the measures in the Treaty have not
yet been applied. Last but not least, the global approach, which
is a key factor in the EU’s operational capabilities, should not
culminate in underestimation and under-use of the different
forms of military action.
An effective CSDP needs a strategic framework with
concrete goals, political assumptions for the deployment of the
armed forces in the common interest of Member States, to be
able to plan ahead with regard to ways of managing potential
crises at European level. A European White Paper addressing
the issue of European defence as a whole seems vital at this
point in order to ensure the necessary consistency and
complementarity among Member States’ policies and make the
EU a credible and effective player where security is concerned.

Jean-Paul Perruche
Lieutenant General (retired)
Former Director General of the European Union Military Staff

Board member and former President of EuroDéfense-France

Force generation
The full document is available at www.europarl.europa.eu
The process by means of which the Member States
marshal the troops needed for the civilian and military
operations they have decided to undertake at EU level is, in
most cases, laborious. This is mainly due to their unwillingness
to take political risks. However, the process itself, largely
inspired by that of NATO, is highly flexible in that it links the
choice of operating methods with Member States’ declared
intentions with regard to their contributions throughout the
planning stages.
For civilian operations, the creation of pools of experts in all
EU countries (policemen, magistrates, observers, etc.) should
greatly reduce response times.
To conclude, progress so far and prospects for the CSDP
on the operational front in relation to the guidelines issued by
the European Council are somewhat of a mixed bag. There is a
huge difference between the intentions stated and the action
actually taken by Member States. The main reasons why the
CSDP lacks effectiveness are political in nature and cannot
simply be offset by technical and operational measures. The
Treaty of Lisbon includes an unambiguous undertaking on the
part of EU Member States to develop a CFSP (Common
Foreign and Security Policy) by means of an integration
process, the unconcealed aim of which is to create a common

14

As stipulated in the Treaty of Lisbon
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Brexit: an opportunity for Europe?
by Nicole Fontaine, Lawyer,
Member of the Bar of the Hauts-de-Seine département,
Former President of the European Parliament,
Former Minister of the French Government

Over the last few years, particularly since the 2008 financial
crisis, we have been living through a series of major upheavals,
to which must now be added phenomena such as terrorism,
the migrant crisis, etc. More recently, the infamous “Brexit” vote
was cast, and a few days ago, Donald Trump was
unexpectedly victorious in the American presidential election.
As you may know, I am a dyed-in-the-wool European. Last 14
June, I published a book entitled: “Brexit, an opportunity?”.
But more importantly, I qualified this title with the words
“Rethinking Europe”, thereby surprising some people in
Brussels and other capitals. Their reaction was, in some cases,
somewhat hypocritical. The prevailing view was to hope that
our British friends would vote “remain” so the status quo could
be maintained. And yet here was this woman, a former
President of the European Parliament, suggesting that, in the
end, Brexit might be an opportunity for Europe. But why? What
has made me think this way?
Europe has been sick for several years. Much as this
may be regrettable and, for some, unfair, the public seems
increasingly disenchanted with the EU. Of course, there have
been major European achievements that have not always been
given the publicity they deserve. This explains why I was keen
to analyse the causes of this “slow descent into hell”. Speaking
personally, I had the good fortune to be elected and to preside
over the European Parliament at a most thrilling time. It was a
time when we were “tearing down walls and building bridges”.
The time when, and this may amuse you, Lord Plumb
(President from 1987 to 1989) pronounced the famous words:
“I was born an Englishman. I shall die a European... an English
European”. It was the time when Tony Blair was seriously
considering holding a referendum on Britain’s adoption of the
euro; a time when we were enthusiastically building the “single
market”. It was a time when we were committed to defending
Human Rights. We were utterly convinced that the community
we had built was primarily one that shared common values.
And then... gradually... imperceptibly... the situation began to
decline. Allow me now to briefly present some of the causes of
this descent into hell.
The EU, a government of technocrats? Valid criticism or
exaggeration? Admittedly, the European institutions, in their
greater wisdom, have been deciding what they thought was
best for their citizens without really considering the need to
involve these citizens in the process. Who does what? Who is
in charge “over there” in Brussels? Let me just mention two
classic examples: hunting and cheese! No attempt was made
to assess and pre-empt the devastating long-term
consequences of European decisions on these subjects by
providing adequate explanations.

Using the EU as a scapegoat. Far too often, elected
representatives, whatever their political colour, their national or
local role, have fallen into the habit of blaming everything that
goes wrong on Europe. This is insidious, but in the end, the
price to be paid is high.
A move towards “ultra-liberalism”. This tendency is very
real, even if I say so with circumspection. Citizens are highly
intolerant of this trend. One of the reasons behind the ‘No’ vote
in France in the 2005 referendum on the Constitutional Treaty
was the notorious "Bolkenstein" directive on service sector
liberalisation. This directive included a measure clearly bound
to encourage social dumping. This was very unwise. Indeed,
the situation we find ourselves in today is largely due to Mr.
Barroso and Mr. Bolkenstein and their stubborn determination
to plough on regardless.
A flawed approach to free competition. Free competition
is, of course, one of the main principles of the Treaty of Rome.
Nonetheless, it should not be considered as an ‘end’ in itself
but rather as a ‘means to an end’. We failed to take sufficient
account of the need to protect ourselves against competition
from outside the Community before focusing on intracommunity competition. We made a rod for our own backs.
Commissioner Mario Monti’s decision to ban the merger
between Schneider-Electric and Legrand to prevent abuse of a
dominant position ran counter to the industrial interests of
France and the EU. Admittedly, three years later the Court of
Justice of the European Union reversed this decision. But in
terms of industrial strategy, three years is a very long time. This
ruling gave the impression that the European Union was being
forced to bow to globalisation rather than having it under its
control. Today globalisation is once again a highly topical issue:
as you know, China’s status within the WTO expires on 12
December. A decision will then have to be made regarding
whether China can qualify for “market economy” status and this
could have enormous implications for European industry.
An ineffectual Europe. Citizens expected the EU to move
forward on a number of issues, such as “social Europe” or tax
harmonisation… But nothing happened!
And then, came 2007 and the financial crisis! Objectively,
it should be acknowledged that some major decisions have
been made at European level. But these were far too technical
to explain to the ordinary citizen: try talking about the
‘European Semester’ or ‘banking regulations’. These are
expressions that only mean something to experts. All that
European citizens could see was the way our Greek friends
were treated by the infamous ‘Troika’, which gave a really pitiful
image of Europe.
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No need for me to insist on the impact of the way the
migrant crisis has been handled: This is another clear
example of how ineffectual the European Union really is.
Member States are each doing their own thing, refusing to
accept their allotted quotas of refugees, and building “walls” to
keep them out.
Europe’s image has been severely tarnished. Over the
last ten years, European citizens may rightly have wondered if
there was "anyone at the helm". The Barroso years were, in my
opinion, catastrophic.
But ultimately, in analysing the situation, I have come to the
conclusion that the main reason for people’s disenchantment is
the undemocratic approach that has and continues to preside
over European construction, even though the members of its
Parliament have been elected by popular vote since 1979. It is
no coincidence that abstention has increased with each
election. This is highly paradoxical, because the more powerful
this Parliament and the greater its role, the less citizens seem
to care.
It should also be noted that many mistakes, some of them
significant, have been made, which have left a deep and lasting
mark, a good example being the French referendum on the
Constitutional Treaty in 2005 I mentioned earlier. At the time,
French voters were clearly opposed to this Treaty and gave it a
resounding ‘NO’. Eight months later, a new treaty, the Treaty of
Lisbon, was put before them. This time the treaty was approved
through parliamentary channels, even though it was almost
identical to its predecessor. The public felt it had been taken for
a ride and its rejection of the treaty has not dimmed with time.
It was in this climate of public disenchantment that David
Cameron had the idea, which I will not deign to qualify, of
organising a referendum that soon came to be known as Brexit
vs. Remain. It was a gamble seen by many as being mainly for
the internal usage of his party. Commentators immediately
started to say: "If the British were to withdraw, it will be the end
of the EU!”. My spontaneous reaction was to say that if Brexit
were to happen, the EU’s situation could be clarified and it
could bounce back on to its feet! I would add that, even if the
British had voted to remain, we would still have had to reflect
on the situation and rethink the EU. In my opinion, maintaining
the status quo would have been the worst that could have
happened. I am sure if "REMAIN" had won, Brussels would
have breathed a collective sigh of relief. There would then have
been the very real risk of everyone thinking, "That was a close
thing, but the British are staying... Let’s go on as we did
before," which would have signalled the demise of the EU.
For the EU needs to be rethought! Reading Jean-Claude
Juncker's most recent speech on the state of the Union, I was
struck by his words. The President is a great European, as well
as a humble and sincere man. He ended his address by
saying: "History will not remember us, but our mistakes. Could
we be guilty of errors that would bring an end to the European
dream?” What lucidity!

And the fact that the President pronounced these words in
front of the European Parliament lent them greater weight and
should encourage us to roll up our sleeves.
How does Brexit clarify the EU’s situation? Everyone
here is very familiar with the conditions in which Great Britain
joined the Union in 1973. To say that General de Gaulle was
not exactly brimming over with enthusiasm would be an
understatement. The British joined what was then called the
European Community solely to enjoy the advantages of the
‘Single Market'. From that moment on, they continuously and
very skilfully rejected, delayed, and blocked all decisions with
the potential to go beyond this vast free trade zone, but also
everything capable of culminating in tangible benefits for the
citizen. As a result, they were discreetly granted what it was
agreed should be called "opt-outs." And from one opt-out to
next, they ended up with their own very special status within
the EU.
Have we created social Europe? No, we have not!
Or achieved tax harmonisation? No!
Do we have an industrial policy? No!
Do we have an energy policy? No!
Do we have a common foreign and defence policy? No!
Europe is still a work in progress
It is true that, in this regard, British withdrawal could make
everything much simpler.
If the political will is there, I sincerely believe that it will be a
great opportunity to give Europe a new lease of life, for it to
bounce back with renewed force.
The election of Donald Trump may also be of great assistance.
This could be Volume 2 of my book. "Trump: an opportunity? "A
new start for Europe!"
A few words about the main issues that I think need to be
addressed would appear appropriate at this point:
1 – Boosting European growth: For me, this should be
our top priority. It would help us regain the trust of our citizens.
Right now, there is a general sense of mistrust, our societies
are shattered, whence the more or less general rise of
populism. Do you realise, for example, that Austria’s next
President, to be elected in a few weeks, could be from the very
far right of the political spectrum? This is a sobering thought
and there are many other similar signs, Poland, Hungary, and
Bulgaria, just to name a few.
How can we boost growth? I can see four main lines of
thrust:
By encouraging investment
We need to go beyond the current Juncker plan. Nowadays
there is talk of 1,000 billion dollars over 5 years. This is
certainly an improvement. Examples: energy transition,
digitisation, and telecommunications.
Tax harmonisation
Here things are starting to move via the fight against tax
evasion and against the tax optimisation techniques used by
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the multinationals. In passing, may I say that I do not think, if
the British had voted “Remain”, that Apple would have been
faced with a 13 billion euro fine! Another area where things are
starting to move is over harmonisation of taxation rates. At the
moment, rates can be three times higher from one place to the
next, a good example being the difference between company
tax rates in France and Ireland.
The Commission is preparing a proposal for a common
consolidated corporate tax base. However, since it is obvious
that this will be very difficult, even for 27 Member States,
reference is increasingly being made to using the “closer
cooperation” for which provision is made in the Lisbon Treaty.
Access to employment
This is an area where the subsidiarity principle has to be
respected. Nonetheless, there are things that can be done.
One good and interesting idea, though some will doubtless find
it too tame, is based on the undeniable success of the Erasmus
programme. On the strength of this success, Brussels is now
preparing a ‘new-Erasmus’ or ‘Erasmus-pro’ apprenticeship
programme.
By reinforcing trade protection measures, anti-dumping
measures.
We need to remember the context. The subject is now
being mentioned, whereas not so long ago it was
ABSOLUTELY taboo, unthinkable.
By moving towards a common industrial policy
instead of competing with each other, of “each doing our
own thing”, in order to form major European industrial entities.
2- By reinforcing our external borders and effectively
combatting terrorism
• This is something on which citizens are most insistent.
The Schengen spirit should be maintained but recent events
have demonstrated, in no uncertain fashion, that our external
borders are too exposed. The Frontex budget is ridiculously
tiny. It remains paltry, even though it may have tripled, at
around 250 million euros for 2016. A European Corps of
Border and Coast Guards has finally been established. This
was a proposal constantly under discussion, but yet another
case of “all talk and no action”. Here again, for the British, the
whole idea ran counter to their notion of sovereignty as well
as their concept of European integration.
• Then there is the good-old, much discussed issue of
PNR. It is true that the European Parliament has always been
very sensitive to the need to protect personal data, and it was
only the tragic events we all know about that made it finally
agree to give PNR its blessing. PNR is now scheduled to
come into force in the spring of 2018. However, I regret to say
that I do not think this will happen, since a dozen or so
countries are still in the exploratory stages.
• A directive to combat firearms trafficking and modernise
the system of border controls is currently under examination.
• Harmonisation of the powers of the financial intelligence
units used to combat terrorist financing.
• Reinforcing Europol.

All this is in the pipeline but, unfortunately, not progressing fast
enough.
3 – By establishing a common defence policy
Needless to say, I hardly need to convince people like
yourselves of the enormous importance of this issue! There are
many who think that, if France had not refused to ratify the
EDC treaty, Europe would not be in the situation it is in today.
There is no denying that this refusal brought things to a
grinding halt. In all surveys, especially the Eurobarometer
surveys, where citizens are asked to name areas where they
would think Europe should take things further, defence has
always topped the list. Recently, France and Germany declared
that this was an area where progress was essential. President
Juncker referred to this with some insistence in the speech I
mentioned earlier.
Let us have no illusions: there is no question of forming a
European army. The first step would be to pool our military
resources, reinforcing cooperation over European
missions, a joint civilian-military command.
These are ideas and proposals that have been mooted.
Initially, the British tried to prevent them from going any further.
However, it would now appear that necessity may win the day
and that the permanent structured cooperation, for which
provision was made in the Treaty of Lisbon, is now apparently
under consideration.
And now, pardon the expression, it is time to “revert to
Donald Trump” and his highly disquieting remarks during the
presidential campaign. The albeit covert challenge he made to
Article 5 of the NATO Treaty needs to be taken very seriously.
Basically, he was saying that the US would only come to the
assistance of countries under attack if they had paid their “fair
share” to the organisation. The Balkan countries, in particular,
are very concerned and they have every reason to be so,
especially if Mssrs. Trump and Putin decide to forge an
alliance, until the day they fall out, as they inevitably will.
It is therefore vital to move resolutely towards a truly
European defence force. As I see it, there is no other way to
assuage our legitimate concerns with regard to Mr. Trump’s
statements.
While that may be top priority, I also believe that now is
FINALLY the time to adopt a common foreign policy.
Has the EU been a force to be reckoned with in the MiddleEastern conflict? Sadly no.
Was the voice of the EU heard during the Arab spring?
Sadly no.
Did the EU say anything of moment at the time of the
invasion of Crimea? No.
Instead there was just a lot of discordant noise, in spite of
all Frederica Mogherini’s worthy efforts. Her title of Minister of
European Foreign Affairs was a further bone of contention for
the British, which is why, despite the creation of a common
European External Action Service, the title “High
Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and
Security Policy” is still in use.
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What will be the upshot of Brexit?
Who knows? In a very smart move, the British have
appointed Teresa May to be their new Prime Minister. She is a
woman, and just European enough. She was “against” Brexit,
but kept well out of the campaign. Typical British behaviour:
sitting on the fence. Her first declarations were highly
ambiguous: “Brexit means Brexit and we will make it a
success”!
What she evidently meant was a success for the British!
She also declared that she would trigger Article 50 of the
Lisbon Treaty, thus starting “divorce” procedures, at the latest
in spring 2017, in other words for an actual exit at the time of
the next European elections two years later. Initially, she
favoured a hard Brexit! So, hard Brexit or soft Brexit: which will
it be?
That is, however, not the point at issue. Some British
citizens are starting to realise that, for them, the collateral
damage could be HUGE. I believe any attempt by the British
Parliament to override the will of the people, even if, officially,
the referendum was purely consultative, would be extremely
dangerous, especially in the wake of the election of Donald
Trump. Brexit will happen and we will have to establish a new
relationship with Great Britain. Bilateral agreements between
France and Great Britain over defence remain just as important
as before. On the economic front, we should not forget that
Britain is Europe’s second biggest economy.
The terms of this relationship will need to be clearly defined,
along similar lines to those we enjoy with our friends in Norway
and Switzerland. What I really would like, and what seems to
me more essential is that we should stop focusing on whether
or not the UK will leave, and get on with the task of giving the
European Union a newfound purpose.
To conclude, one of my greatest joys has been to see that
the students I work with are very pro-European. Some might
say that they are not representative of today’s youth. That may
be so but they are nevertheless the future economic leaders of
our country. They are prepared to believe in Europe and in
targeting a European ideal. And they have decided to do
something about it.

- The possibility of extending the qualified majority principle
to defence issues. A proposal to which the answer is
unfortunately no.
- The military risks created by Brexit (loss of the UK’s
military capacity, of a member of the Security Council and of a
diplomatic network).
- For Mrs Fontaine, it would have been impossible to
maintain the status quo, irrespective of whether the UK were to
stay or leave. She was, however, insistent on the need to avoid
a hard Brexit at all costs. Michel Barnier, appointed chief Brexit
negotiator by the European Commission, had all the requisite
qualities for handling the exit process.
- Nicole Fontaine underlined the need to rekindle strong
relations with Africa, a continent with galloping demographic
growth, and to understand the current situation there, for
example why so many young Tunisians were embarking on the
jihad.
-The matter of the relations with the US was also raised,
our keynote speaker emphasising that the US has always been
against the idea of a strong Europe.
Mrs. Fontaine wound up the discussion by saying that she
could sense an appetite and a newfound enthusiasm for
Europe, in particular among the younger generations, and that
such pro-European attitudes should be cultivated.

By Nicole Fontaine
Lawyer, Member of the Bar of the Hauts de Seine département
Former President of the European Parliament
Former Minister of the French Government

The fruitful discussions that ensued touched on the
following points:
-The need for the European Union to recover its initial
impetus and for charismatic leaders of the likes of Robert
Schuman, Jean Monnet, and Jacques Delors, a need endorsed
by Mrs Fontaine,
-The question of divisions and different approaches (for
example, between countries in Northern, Eastern and Southern
Europe). Indeed, Europe is bound to have its differences but its
motto of “unity in diversity” has lost none of its relevance.

Page 1
" 0

Défense européenne - La lettre d’EuroDéfense-France

English version

EuroDéfense-France breakfast report

October 2017
13 December 2016

The Security Council and France at the United Nations
by Jean-Marc de la Sablière, Ambassador of France
Former Representative of France at the UN Security Council

The Security Council (UNSC), an insufficiently known United
Nations agency, will be considered from three main angles:
1. Main features
2. Historical background
3. Current situation – What is the Council’s role today?
1. Main features
•
The Council has primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security, in keeping
with the intentions of the “Big Three”, in their discussions
even before the end of World War II on the future of the
world. The Yalta Conference was the last of their gatherings
and it was there, in particular, that the limits of the veto
were decided. The phrase “never again!” sums up the mood
of the time. The Big Three later extended its club of
permanent members to include China, at Roosevelt’s
suggestion, and France, at the request of Churchill, who
was mindful of the United Kingdom’s interests in the
European context of the time.
•
Members refrain from recourse to war in return for the
system of collective security embodied by the UNSC, which
affords them guarantees should they come under armed
attack. The UNSC has no obligation to take action but may
if it sees fit. Members themselves may exercise the right to
self-defence where there is legitimate justification, and in
the absence of action on the part of UNSC.
•

It is a political body: it is neither a mediator nor a court.

•
It is a body dominated by its permanent members. The
UNSC epitomises an international society hallmarked by
inequalities. The permanent members did not need the
collective security system for themselves; they “offered” it to
the world while granting themselves exoneration. At the
outset, the right of veto meant that no decisions could be
made without their agreement. This was gradually adapted
into “without objections on their part”, which basically
means that a permanent member may abstain.
•
It is a powerful body with the capacity to act. The
UNSC can exert pressure, especially through sanctions,
and can resort to force if necessary. Initially, the intention
was that the UNSC should have its “own” armed forces.
Because of the Cold War, this did not happen. Instead, an
alternative system of “delegation” was established.
In 70 years, the veto has been used on some 270
occasions, 37 of these since the end of the Cold War, which is,
in the end, a relatively limited number.
The veto can also prove a major advantage during
negotiations. The veto is seldom actually used, except when
provoked as in recent cases. As long as negotiations are in
progress, it is possible to make use of what is called a “pocket
veto”. When a permanent member voices real and credible
opposition, this will, in most cases, be taken into account in

negotiations. As an example: the Kurdish issue with Saddam
Hussein in 1991. The war against Iraq had ended. We were
moving towards the resolution that would establish working
relations between the international community and a defeated
Saddam. We then discovered that, in the north of Iraqi
Kurdistan, repression was driving hundreds of thousands of
people to flee to Iran and Turkey. I was instructed to intervene
and propose a text condemning this situation and committing
the UNSC, not to military action but to debate. However, Article
2 paragraph 7 Charter of the United Nations stipulates that the
United Nations should not intervene in a State’s domestic
affairs. Consequently, when I put my proposal to a small group
during a meeting of the Permanent Five, the Russians and
Chinese told me I was out of order! This is what constitutes a
pocket veto. I knew I had to find a way round this obstacle or
my text would not pass muster. We therefore reworded our text
to say that repression had resulted in a flow of refugees at the
borders, which had created situations directly threatening
peace and local security. I could see at once that this wording
was more palatable for the Chinese and Russians.
Two points by way of conclusion:
- It would be wrong to jump to the hasty conclusion that the
system only works via the interplay between the major Powers.
This may be true to a large extent but there is more to it than
that, for there are many subjects in which these latter have no
fundamental interest.
- Similarly, the idea has gradually taken root that, and in
many areas, certain principles must apply to all action taken.
2. Historical background
The UNSC system was set up at the instigation of US
President Roosevelt but, during the Cold War, it very quickly
started to founder and its inability to take action became
apparent. The UNSC became a stage (cf. the Cuban missile
crisis). It did, however, intervene on occasion when it was in the
Soviet interest, in the Congo, for example.
On Korea: The Soviets adopted the “empty chair” policy, on
the pretext that China was not represented by the Beijing
authorities and because the system was not in their favour.
Simultaneously, Council practices changed and were later
even approved by the International Court of Justice, with the
official principle then becoming that “by default, absentees are
deemed to have abstained”. The then US Secretary of State,
Dean Acheson, did something that ran completely counter to
the Charter, declaring that since the Council was blocked, the
matter would have to be referred to the General Assembly. This
was to become well-known Resolution 377: “If the Security
Council fails to exercise its primary responsibility, the General
Assembly shall consider the matter with a view to making
appropriate recommendations”, up to and including in the field
of collective security.
During the Suez crisis, it was the Americans who resorted
to the General Assembly through this channel.
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Nowadays, it has fallen into disuse, especially since the
Americans recognised they could no longer control the General
Assembly.

in 2011, when France and a number of other countries
intervened in Libya to eliminate the threat of massacres in
Benghazi.

The end of the Cold War was the UNSC’s big moment: a
much weaker Moscow was suddenly keen to be part of the
game again. The American President spoke of a new world
order. However, divisions rapidly surfaced among the
Permanent Five, for example over Yugoslavia.

The UN has invented the concept of peacekeeping
operations which were not included in the Charter. It is, in
addition, a system at sometimes misunderstood. There are
three categories of peacekeeping operation:
•
Observation Missions (UNTSO in Palestine)
•
Interpositional Missions (UNIFIL in Lebanon,
UNFICYP in Cyprus, MINURSO in Morocco)
•
Multidimensional Missions, including uniformed
personnel (Blue Helmets but also, sometimes,
observers and police officers) and civilian personnel,
whose objectives range from peacekeeping to
rebuilding States, recreating armed forces, the police,
the judicial system, etc. These are often lengthy
processes, and the number of people required is
huge.

The Iraq crisis dragged on and was to last for ten years. At
the beginning, nobody imagined things would pan out this way.
The sanctions were only supposed to last for a few months. In
January 2003, it was patently clear that there would be no
stopping the United States and the United Kingdom from going
to war. All France, Russia, China and Germany could do
consisted mainly of trying to prevent the Council from
legitimising the war. The Americans knew that France, China
and Russia were planning to vote against the motion, but
thought they could strengthen their position politically by
putting enormous pressure on the six “floating” countries in the
South (Mexico, Chile, Guinea, Cameroon, Angola and
Pakistan) to rally them to their cause. All this was extremely
violent, but soon died out in the wake of America and Britain’s
unauthorised military intervention. In reality, the Americans
quickly realised that things on the spot were not going as well
as planned, that they would need “United Nations coverage” in
many areas, which led the Permanent Five to work together
again to organise elections, to start rebuilding.
Equally, the Permanent Five worked very well on nonproliferation.
In 2011, the system hit the rocks again, especially over the
thorny issue of the “responsibility to protect”.
With hindsight, it may be said that, contrary to the view most
commonly expressed during this period of global turmoil and,
above all, given the extraordinary speed at which events took
place, the UNSC adapted rather well.
It seldom intervenes directly in cases of peaceful resolution.
In reality, it acts in support of the Secretary General.
In the case of sanctions, experience (cf. the case of Iraq)
has shown that blind sanctions quickly become unbearable for
the populations concerned. Many countries and people are
incapable of understanding that, in the name of peace, the
name of the UN, populations and children should be left to
starve. The Council therefore gradually adopted targeted
sanctions: particular sectors, or individuals, travel bans,
freezing of assets, etc.
Conclusion: the system admittedly has its flaws, which are
all the greater in that they may be ascribed to major countries,
but when you see the major efforts deployed by some countries
to escape sanctions, these must surely be convincing.
It is also fair to think that the Council has resolved the issue
of joint use of force. The original idea of armed forces made
available to the Council under the control of the Permanent
Five has never really been enforced, but it is now possible to
give one or several countries the authority to make use of force
(NATO in Bosnia, France in Ituri). The same situation occurred

Of the 120,000 personnel deployed, 100,000 are uniformed
soldiers and police officers, the vast majority being involved in
multidimensional missions (DRC, Mali, CAR, Republic of South
Sudan, Darfur).
Lack of experience led to major mistakes and even errors
during the initial ramp-up process, especially in Rwanda,
Somalia and Bosnia. Some campaigns were more successful
than others (Mozambique, Côte d’Ivoire). Of course,
improvement is always possible and must gradually be
achieved. As an example, after Rwanda, mandates were better
defined and made more robust. In each particular case, it is
necessary to agree on objectives and ensure that the mandate
is sufficiently robust with regard to the use of force, as a priority
to protect the civilian population.
Apart from exceptional cases, care must be taken to ensure
that roles are clearly demarcated. The neutrality of the Blue
Helmets must never be compromised. If they have to use force,
without proper preparation, explanations or application, there
could be a real problem. This is not what the members of the
United Nations want. Countries providing military contingents
have no desire for their soldiers to actually engage in war.
Peacekeeping forces are deployed with the consent of the
States and parties. Therefore, use of force for strategic
purposes, to incapacitate or eliminate a group, is very rarely
authorised. It is nevertheless currently the case in Kivu, with
the creation of a more robust intervention brigade, an example
soon to be emulated in South Sudan, once discussions over
the terms and conditions have been completed with the Juba
government.
3. Current situation – What is the Council’s role today?
Nowadays, the situation at the UNSC is complex.
Discussions among the Permanent Five and the likelihood of
reaching agreement are far more remote. It is necessary to
differentiate between:
• “Strategic” issues: the contribution of the UNSC depends
entirely on the level of agreement between the Permanent
Five.
• “Non-strategic” issues: in many parts of the world,
especially in Africa, the UNSC’s contribution is crucial.
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These issues are not regarded as fundamental by the major
powers, even if maintaining a degree of stability is in their
interest.
• “Proliferation” issues: the Permanent Five have finally
come to an agreement and the UNSC’s contribution is
substantial. This is also true in the fight against terrorism.
• The Council still has the ability to confer legitimacy. Over
and beyond the use of force, the UNSC will endorse
agreements or official recognition.
1) Strategic issues: in the case of Palestine and Israel,
after the Yom Kippur War, the Americans decided that
progress in this affair should be achieved through a
negotiated agreement, with a measure of political pressure
but nothing else. The United Nations is able to intervene at
three levels:
• It has a backseat in negotiations, whereas it was not
even invited to Camp David;
• It officialises decisions or general principles agreed;
• It sends observation missions to different places, as
and when required.
Over Syria: to date, six resolutions have been blocked by
Russian and (with the exception of one case) Chinese vetoes.
This precluded action from being agreed at an early stage. Of
course, nobody knows what might have happened but there is
reason to think that Bashar al-Assad would have found himself
out on a limb if pressure had been exerted on him early in the
piece. But the Russians have always rejected any resolutions,
even when no binding decisions were involved, or in the case
of resolutions proposed by the Arab League, as soon as the
word “regime” was not on an equal footing with that of
“rebellion” or a proper hierarchy not established between the
two. The UNSC was, therefore, unable to exert any pressure
on the parties. Yet, the Council is not completely absent. Where
chemical weapons are concerned, both the Russians and the
Americans have managed to reach an agreement, which has
received the UNSC’s blessing. Even though there remain
doubts in some places and various ongoing investigations, on
the whole the topic has been duly addressed by the agreement
between these two major players, since it is estimated that 95%
of the chemical weapons have been destroyed. In humanitarian
terms, especially with regard to corridors, there have been
agreements but the Russians have always been opposed to
any suggestion of obligations and results have, therefore, been
mediocre.
In parallel, there have been meetings in Geneva and
Vienna, which merely skimmed over the surface and remained
ambiguous, especially about the key issue of Assad’s fate. For
the most part, all this is rather disappointing, the speaker
having little sympathy for the official French position in this
regard.
In fine, two things will matter: the situation on the spot and
the relationship between the USA and Russia. On the spot,
people tend to agree with the Russians. The issue is complex,
as everybody knows, and the protagonists many and varied
(Iran versus Saudi Arabia, Shias versus Sunnis, Turkey, etc.)
but an agreement will eventually be reached. It will be given the
blessing of the Council and may occasionally be implemented
here and there. The Council is an instrument but nothing more:

it is in the hands of the “Big players” and a mere reflection of
their agreements.
2) Non-strategic issues, stabilisation, interposition,
reconstruction.
Where would Africa be without the Blue Helmets?
Operations are admittedly open to criticism as in the cases of
South Sudan or Darfur. They may be considered too much of a
challenge. However, at the particular moment, there was no
alternative. There was an emergency, an obligation. In many
respects, chaos would reign in Africa without the Blue Helmets.
We ourselves have regularly passed the buck to the United
Nations whenever we could. We worked wonders in the CAR
and in Mali; however, in the long run, for post military
intervention, for reconstruction, when 10,000 people have to be
deployed, peacekeeping forces are essential. This prompts
questions about the duration and the completion of some
operations.
The African Union does not have the capacity for this. It has
the significant edge over the UN of being able rapidly to deploy
the necessary personnel, as long as it has the help of one of
the leader countries. But the AU cannot deploy 100,000 men in
the field. It does not have all the skills to rebuild a State,
organise elections, etc. Ultimately, the United Nations and the
African Union are complementary to each other.
3) Weapons of mass destruction and terrorism.
In terms of terrorism, the Council has three useful levers at
its disposal:
• It can offer an amazing stage for setting processes in
motion: for example, Heads of State would not meet at the
UNSC to discuss foreign terrorist fighters if it were
pointless.
• It can resort to Chapter VII of the Charter which makes
the Council’s decisions binding. Where terrorism is
concerned, it has been particularly helpful over the
terrorism funding and foreign fighter aspects. Chapter VII
compelled the States to adopt a series of measures in their
national legislation that usually fall under the scope of
conventions. However, it often takes a long time to compile
an international convention and it is, moreover, always hard
to achieve ratification by all concerned, whereas decisions
made under Chapter VII by the Security Council are ipso
facto universal in scope.
• It manages a “black” list of 500 individuals and entities
with links to terrorism: freeze on assets, bans on travel.
This is a useful lever albeit with limitations.
On weapons of mass destruction, there is de facto real
agreement among the Permanent Five. For example, the
UNSC was asked to address the issue of Iran by the IAEA. It
then took two essential steps: first, it was to give systematic
and strong support to the negotiations instigated by the
Europeans, the so-called E3 group, then extended to include
the Americans, Russians and Chinese, the so-called P5+1
group. Moreover, sanctions were adopted. The Council went as
far as it could. Nevertheless, in 2010, the Russians exercised
their blocking rights when oil issues came to the surface. Yet
they continued to participate in negotiations and barely
protested when additional sanctions were adopted by the

Page 1
" 3

English version

Défense européenne - La lettre d’EuroDéfense-France

October 2017

The Security Council and France at the United Nations
(Cont. from P. 13)

European Union. The Russian’s behaviour owes much to the
fact that solid foundations had been laid and maintained by the
UNSC.

To conclude, the speaker is of the opinion that this system
offers tremendous advantages and that it is in our interest that
it should work.

4) Legitimisation by the United Nations Security Council
The issues in that case were ones of force and collective
security. Yet, these principles are seldom respected. The
unilateral American action in 2003 was indeed a clear violation
of the Charter. As for Kosovo, there are arguments, albeit
debatable, in support of the interpretation of what is or is not
legal. What happened when the Russians intervened in
Ukraine, in Crimea was a violation. When the “Big Powers”
contravene the system they are supposed to protect, this
obviously undermines the very idea of collective security.
However, overall, countries and peoples are attached to this
system of collective security. If Tony Blair went through thick
and thin to obtain at the very least a “piece of paper” to
convince the British people that the UNSC had given him a
form of authorisation to go to war in 2003, surely this is proof
that the system counts for something? Even though his efforts
turned out to be in vain, they do show its importance.
France needs to take great care. After all, the system is
somewhat slanted in its favour. Just as France was considering
resorting to force in Syria, the speaker wrote several articles in
the press to alert public opinion.
As for Kosovo, it was United Nations Security Council
resolution 1244 that ended the debate. In reality, negotiations
took place in the G8. Only then was the matter passed on to
the Council for rubberstamping. And the same is true in many
other cases. The Council is entitled to validate and confer
legitimacy on agreements even if they were negotiated
elsewhere.
It is in our interest that the Council should operate efficiently
and that the Permanent Five should work together. The future
of the system depends on three factors:
• Whether or not there is a reform of Council membership,
the number of permanents, its credibility;
• The way the permanents fulfil their responsibilities. If they
use their veto or violate the Charter too often, sooner or
later the system will explode;
• The Chinese attitude and their relationship with the USA:
on the international stage, China has done a complete volte
face, shifting from an extremely passive position, except
when it thought that its fundamental interests were at stake
(in particular with Tibet and Taiwan), to more active
involvement on several fronts, for instance over the crises
in Africa, in countries where it has vested interests. What
does China actually want from the UNSC? What will be
China’s attitude in the future? China may consider it in its
interest to maintain a measure of stability, in other words
that the Council should continue to be partly under its
control.

Q&A: The following answers were provided to the various
questions raised:

- A seat for the EU at the UNSC? The speaker was
against the idea.

- The relationship between the UNSC and the Secretary
General? Apart from Article 99 of the Charter, under which
he has the right to raise the alert, the Secretary General has
a purely executive role, even if historically he has become a
protagonist since the time of Dag Hammarskjöld. His role
depends on the relationship between the Permanent Five: if
they are in disagreement, he is powerless; if they agree,
there is a great deal he can do, especially with regard to
peacekeeping.
- The responsibility to protect? Instigated at the 2005
Summit and linked to events in Rwanda and Kosovo, the
responsibility to protect was raised in the 2011 resolution,
which sought to prevent a massacre in Benghazi. But the
Russians, who had initially agreed, then considered that the
intervention had exceeded its purpose, since the regime was
ultimately overturned. They also took the opportunity of
stating that they would never again give their consent to
arguments based on the notion of the responsibility to
protect. Yet, the principle still exists but French proposals to
suspend the right of veto in event of a massacre, were – for
the speaker – unlikely to succeed.
- Lastly, in response to concerns about the state of
international relationships following the unexpected election of
the unpredictable Mr. Trump, and despite the “system of
checks and balances” on which many Americans were pinning
their hopes: at all events, it was time to reopen discussions
with the Russians, to reconsider certain events and their
interpretation, while always keeping France’s fundamental
interests in mind.

Jean-Marc de La Sablière is the author of two reference
books:

- « Dans les Coulisses du Monde » (Robert Laffont Editions)
- « Le Conseil de Sécurité des Nations Unies » (Editions
Larcier)

More UNSC details at www.un.org

The Americans see the United Nations and the Council as a
means to an end: they require a system that works when
needed, a system that is neither so strong as to get in their
way, nor too weak to be of any use.
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National Sovereignty or Shared Sovereignty?
by Pierre Lepinoy
Board member of EuroDéfense-France

For all human activities, whether they involve the production
of goods or services, the public or the private sector, there is a
level (community, city, region, country, group of countries, etc.)
over and above which their consolidation can prove worthwhile.
In many cases, human activities need, moreover, to fulfil a
critical size criterion. This corresponds to the minimum level
they must reach to ensure their prosperity or even survival,
given the advantages of scale in terms of costs (through pooled
resources), resilience (through shared risks), and the extra
power and influence that can be achieved by joining forces.
Whatever the activity, in order to focus decision-making
authority at the appropriate level, it may be necessary to resort
to reorganisation, in other words to transferral of power within a
business or institution, to corporate mergers or buyouts in a
given economic sector, or even to transfers of sovereignty
between political entities in the case of government
departments.
Examples of such transfers exist in profusion. While, for
some, the loss of power or sovereignty may be traumatic, the
inevitability of such transfers often becomes patently obvious in
the cold light of hindsight and experience.

Other insurance companies were then created, each with their
own fire brigades.
Whenever a fire broke out, all the fire brigades in the vicinity would
rush to the site, just in case the house on fire belonged to one of their
company’s clients. If the owner was not a client, they would take no
action and just leave or, more frequently, stand by and watch.
Recognizing the inefficiency of this system, since a fire in an
uninsured house could quickly spread to the buildings next door, the
City of London negotiated a takeover of all London’s fire brigades to
make them into a single public service protecting all the city’s property
assets without distinction.
Today, the Sun Fire Office, founded in 1710 and one of the very
first insurance companies, has, following numerous mergers and
acquisitions, become the UK’s largest insurance company: Royal &
Sun Alliance.

2. Eurozone
Monetary Sovereignty
On 1 January 1999, 18 European States transferred their
monetary sovereignty to the European Union by adopting the Euro as
their common currency and by delegating responsibility for their
monetary policy to the European Central Bank (ECB).

1. Great Fire of London
In 1666, Nicholas Barbon was a highly successful physician in
London. He was also a writer, a financial speculator and economist,
and had amassed a considerable fortune.

Their goal was to carry greater weight among the community of
nations by making themselves more economically attractive, reducing
their financing costs through the effects of scale and accelerating the
integration of their economies.
To compensate for the disappearance of monetary sovereignty
(particularly “competitive” devaluation), this transfer of sovereignty
was preceded by the Stability and Growth Pact (17 July 1997). The
purpose of this pact was to coordinate and control the economic and
budgetary policies of Member States to prevent a deterioration in the
public finances of one country from causing a loss of confidence in
their common currency.

Great Fire of London - unknown painter

Source: Wikipedia

Hard on the heels of the great fire that destroyed 90% of all the
residential buildings in London that year, he decided to invest in
rebuilding the city and was concerned about the risk of his property
assets going up in smoke in the event of another fire.
As a consequence, in 1680, Dr. Barbon founded the world’s first
insurance company, “The Insurance Office for Houses”.

Implementation of this control function proved impossible in the
face of opposition from certain Member States, who were unwilling to
yield the whole of their economic and budgetary policy sovereignty.
This set the scene for the budget deficits that have created the
present sovereign debt crisis.
In truth, it is this failure to transfer economic and budgetary policy
sovereignty that has prompted the Eurozone crisis, obliging countries
ridden with debt to embark on structural reforms at the worst possible
time, in other words at a time of highly feeble growth.
The Eurozone crisis did, however, make government leaders
recognise the need for further transfers of sovereignty in the interests
of the Union.

To protect the houses it insured, the Insurance Office for Houses
set up teams of firefighters with the task of protecting the buildings
covered by the company’s fire insurance policies.
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National Sovereignty or Shared Sovereignty ?
(Cont. from P. 15)

Banking Sovereignty

Economic and Budgetary Sovereignty

On 18 December 2013, the Finance Ministers of the 28 European
countries signed an agreement establishing the “Banking Union”.

The Treaty on Stability, Coordination, and Governance (2 March
2012) concerned, first and foremost, the countries in the Eurozone. It
established the principle whereby the national budgets have to be in
balance or show a surplus (the “golden rule”).

Under this agreement banking sovereignty was to be transferred
from the European States to the European Central Bank as regards
the supervision of the major banks, the regulations governing bank
failures and the protection afforded to depositors with accounts at
these banks.
This was the biggest step towards financial integration in Europe
since the creation of the common currency.

In association with the monetary union and the banking union, a
stronger fiscal union is seen as a solution to the Eurozone debt crisis.
It should culminate in very strong far-reaching economic integration
within this zone.

3. Conclusion
In the case of the Great Fire of London, it needed a major
systemic risk to materialise for the vital prevention and control
resources (fire brigades united in a single public service) and the
resources necessary to protect society against the resulting effects
(insurance) to be centralised and coordinated.
As its founders hoped, the EU has become the most highly
integrated of the world’s major economic areas. Its members are,
therefore, strongly economically and financially interdependent.
As with the Great Fire of London, a systemic crisis had to occur,
namely the sovereign debt crisis, before a common means of
preventing and managing such crises could be established for the
whole of the Eurozone.
This interdependence between EU Member States also means
that outside threats affecting individual members’ interests and
security are, to a large extent, of potential concern to them all.
Is it really a good idea, therefore, to wait until these risks and
threats take a truly dramatic turn before setting up common systems
(combining diplomatic and military resources) to prevent and defuse
potential crises?

By Pierre Lepinoy
The Eurozone

Source: www.europa.eu
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