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Editorial
If all goes well, the ceasefire signed on 5
March in Moscow between Russia and Turkey
should signal the end of military operations in
Syria. Hostilities, which began on 18 March
2011 with the uprisings against the Ba’athist
government (the “Arab Spring”) soon
escalated into civil war and also led to
sectarian violence, pitting the different
branches of Islam against each other and
against the West, with ISIL then entering the
fray. And so, Syria was violently torn apart,
much to the despair and distress of its longsuffering civilian population.
The defeat of ISIL, with the fall of Raqqa
on 17 October 2017, can be mainly ascribed to
the Syrian Kurds of the YPG (People’s
Protection Units) and bombing by the western
powers, America and France in particular. But
fighting continued between a Ba’athist
government determined to regain control over
the whole of Syrian territory and backed in its
endeavours by Russia and Iran, and the
remaining pockets of Jihadist rebels,
supported by the Turks who were out to
protect their border and repel the Kurds. At the
beginning of 2020, heavy fighting was still
going on in the Idlib region in north-west Syria.
It can only be hoped that the ceasefire will now
be respected and that peace can gradually be
restored.
While the American exodus may have left
Russia holding all the cards in Syria, the
European Union cannot remain indifferent to
the fate of the local population and the droves
of refugees who fled the country, any more
than it can to the peace process or efforts to
rebuild Syria both literally and politically. There
are many historical, political and economic
reasons, to say nothing of its experience, why
the EU must be involved in the reconstruction
process. But for this, it will need to present a
common front.

EU foreign and defence policy operates on
the intergovernmental method, with decisions
having to be made unanimously. It is,
therefore, not uncommon for one or other of
the Member States to break ranks and block a
particular decision. When this happens, the
High Representative may make a personal
statement but cannot speak in the name of the
EU, which does not prevent the discordant EU
Member from making its disagreement publicly
known, thereby undermining EU unity and
authority over major international issues. A
recent case in point was the EU’s reaction to
the American peace plan for Palestine.
In the Treaty of Lisbon, provision is
however made for EU Member States to waive
the unanimity requirement for certain
decisions, provided they can agree
unanimously on such a waiver. But while a
mechanism exists, it is vital that Member
States, including those who voted against the
decision, should consistently demonstrate
solidarity, experience having shown that
qualified majority decisions are vulnerable to
challenge.
All this highlights the importance of one of
the founding principles of the European Union,
namely that EU Member States will be
stronger by joining forces and acting as one.
And this applies across the board, including in
the current battle against COVID-19 and its
economic repercussions, a combat that, to put
it mildly, is only just beginning at European
level, this again underlying the importance of
EU solidarity and autonomy, in this instance on
the medical front.

Patrick Bellouard
Major General (Engineer, retired),

President of EuroDéfense-France
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Letter to Thierry Breton, EU Commissioner for Internal Market
From Patrick Bellouard, Major General (Engineer, retired),
President of EuroDéfense-France

Paris, 29 March 2020
Mr. Thierry Breton
Commissioner for Internal Market
Rue de la Loi / Wetstraat 200
1049 Brussels
Belgium
Dear Commissioner,
Eurodéfense-France is a highly active member of
EURODEFENSE, a European network with branches in 14 EU
Member States and the United Kingdom, which has already put
numerous suggestions to the European Commission and the
European Parliament with regard to ways of giving Europe
sufficient autonomy over its defence and security.
While the EU’s top priority today has to be that of
supporting Member States in their efforts to cope with the
current health crisis and its knock-on economic and social
effects, I remain of the opinion that we must never lose sight of
our target of strategic autonomy, not least because the current
pandemic is almost certainly bound to have global geopolitical
repercussions. In addition, the economic and social fallout
cannot fail to affect the defence sector.
The European Commission’s initial philosophy with regard
to arms issues, as embodied in the 2009 directives, was based
purely on free trade notions. In its belief that national R&D
expenditure distorted competitive conditions, it not only tacitly
encouraged those European countries without ambitious
strategic autonomy objectives to place their orders in the
U.S.A. but it also penalised those taking seriously the need for
independent deployment of their military equipment.
It is for this reason that, since 2012, we have been
constantly arguing in favour of a change of paradigm and
proposing that the Commission consider making provision for
Defence in the European budget, in order to fund or to partner
Member States in funding military R&D projects, thereby
boosting European cooperation in this field. When the principle
of moving towards European autonomy was finally placed on
the political agenda, it was supported by the Commission, in
particular DG GROW, which succeeded in convincing
Parliament to endorse the principle of a European Defence
Fund (EDF).
We are regularly in contact with your departments over the
creation of this Fund, which still has to take final shape,
especially as regards the sums to be allocated to its budget.
The scope of potential external operations is also a matter with
which we are concerned.

manufacturing and capacity in terms of orders placed and
deliveries made. For the moment, however, the EDTIB is going
to be directly hit by the crisis, not least the SME that fulfil vital
supply and production functions and, as a knock-on effect,
some of the EU’s channels and value chains.
It is for this reason that I would like to put forward the idea
of a EU defence and security sector industrial recovery plan.
This could be in two parts: firstly, a plan to ensure the survival
of the most critical and vulnerable companies, their industrial
resources and skills and, secondly, a recovery plan to re-boost
the sector through orders for military equipment, once the
present crisis is over.
The process would involve examining the possibilities for
activating a number of different mechanisms, including funding
aids and instruments, to foster investment and spending within
the EU. In addition, some of the ideas put forward earlier in the
European Commission on financial tools to supplement
research and development activities linked to the European
Defence Fund and its downstream industrial production and
delivery phases could usefully be revived and put into practice
with all due urgency.
With a plan of this type, the only way to obtain early results
will be to place orders for existing equipment already
manufactured in Europe and which our armies sorely need (like
most armies, Europe’s are generally under-equipped), this
equipment being vital for the European Union to achieve the
desired autonomy. The EU could procure some equipment for
itself, for example for Frontex or along similar lines to action
agreed in 2007 for the Galileo programme, another strategic
area.
If you feel that this proposal resonates with those of the
European Commission, I will re-establish contacts with your
departments and then begin consultations within the
EURODEFENSE network to bring the different national
chapters on side and invite them to work with their national
authorities in putting forward constructive proposals.
I look forward to hearing from you and, in the meantime,
remain
Yours faithfully,
Patrick Bellouard,
Major General (Engineer, retired)
President of EuroDéfense-France

But the present crisis will almost certainly undermine the
European Defence Technological and Industrial Base (EDTIB),
on which defence capacity and the desired strategic autonomy
are founded.
It will take some years for the European Defence Fund,
which focuses on R&T and R&D, to have an effect on

Page 2

Défense européenne - La Lettre EuroDéfense-France

English version

EuroDefense-Portugal

April 2020
14 March 2020

The virus of humanity*
By Álvaro Vasconcelos,
Chairman of the Advisory Council of EuroDefense-Portugal
Former Director of the European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS)
* This text is a translation of the article “O vírus da nossa humanidade” published by Público newspaper on 14 March 2020

In addition to the medical and socio-political consequences
now on our horizons, the Coronavirus pandemic is also going
to be a challenge for our own sense of humanity. Amidst our
fears of being contaminated ourselves and the anguish of
seeing those dearest to us also affected, will we still be able to
treat others as part of the same humanity as ourselves? And
will we, in consequence, have the time and space not only for
our own problems but also to be moved by, for example, the
fate of the refugees who will now inevitably disappear from the
pages of the newspapers we read or the news programmes we
see or hear?
Symbolism and sensationalism
Yet, in the midst of our own fears and anxieties, we should
recall that there is a literary premonition of what could happen.
Albert Camus’s novel, The Plague, describes what happens
when a deadly epidemic contaminates a city, the Algerian city
of Oran. The city is locked down and quarantine camps are
erected, but the book’s hero, Bernard Rieux, a doctor, fights
professionally against the epidemic but also seeks to affirm the
moral values of solidarity and common humanity within a
colonial environment. He denounces those who have come to
see “the other” as the evil symbolised by the epidemic, the
environmental threat, the “foreigner” who should be
slaughtered.
For Rieux, resistance and indignation are the way to bring
human beings together and to bring out “what they have in
common: love, suffering and exile”. Of course, written, as it
was, in the middle of World War II, this work was also an
allegory of resistance against the plague of fascism that
contaminated so many but, as a passionate argument for the
recognition of our common humanity, it parallels our current
crisis.
President Trump, in classifying Codiv-19 as a “foreign
virus”, as he announced the closure of America’s borders to
Europe, adopted the ideologies that have always marked his
presidency: xenophobia, racism and nationalism. They are
typified by the racism which, like the Coronavirus, has recently
spread throughout the world. In its latest manifestation, it has
legitimised attacks against Chinese and Asians, seen by
advocates of white supremacy as the new ‘yellow peril’.
Unfortunately, Europe is not immune to this virus of
inhumanity – the fear and hatred of the ‘other’ who is seen
simply as the bearer of evil. They are, for example the refugees
treated as hostile threats on the border between Greece and
Turkey, where the government in Athens has been supported
by the institutions of the European Union in letting Greece
construct a ‘Guantanamo’ for refugees – a detention centre
where law no longer applies, according to the New York Times.
These are events that are symptoms of the trivialisation of
xenophobia, a reminder of the banality of evil.
Yet, at a time when the citizens of the Union and their
governments are doing all they can to combat the pandemic,
when our attention is focused on preserving the health of our
populations, it would not be inappropriate if we thought about
what democracies and the European Union will be like after the
crisis, however long it may last. If the European Union tears

itself apart as a result, it will not be because Coronavirus has
caused a new financial crisis, but because it has undermined
one of the fundamental values on which the Union was based –
fraternity.
The futures before us
Yet through our brotherhood with those infected by the
virus, through the care that everyone must take to support their
neighbours, through our awareness that our health services will
be essential to our survival, we can rediscover our humanity.
But it will be a fraternity that is unconditional and will be
directed towards all of us, irrespective of race or creed. It is a
fraternity that cannot be denied to those who live in fear of
disease or who flee war, because they are all victims of crises
that threaten to overcome them.
Many Europeans were justifiably outraged by being
transformed into no more than a foreign virus by President
Trump’s offensive rhetoric. It would be helpful, however, if they
also found time to reflect on those facing repression on
Europe’s borders. They are, after all, the ones who have seen
the boats that had borne them on their odysseys from danger
and threat destroyed on the selfsame waters which had
eventually borne Ulysses, the embodiment of exile, back to his
home.
In reality, the world has no borders; not for viruses, for
ideas, or for markets, still less for refugees. It is an absurdity to
believe that barbed wire and walls can ultimately impede their
journeys or that denying them solidarity will overcome the
crises that we face. President Trump may try to win elections
with xenophobic rhetoric, Europeans may seek to isolate
themselves from the evils of war at their borders, but they
cannot prevent a consequence which would be the worst of
viruses, one that would destroy our democracies.
It would be a consequence of the gravest possible concern
to us for it would create a world that, in the twinkling of an eye,
could be converted into a hostile environment, unable to
guarantee us fundamental rights and freedoms not least
health. That would remain one of the great anxieties of the
21st century, to replace the apocalyptic scenarios of the 20th
century, of war. After World War II, films like Nicholas Meyer’s
“The Day After”, filled cinemas with the terror of the nuclear
winter as our hecatomb.
Today, the apocalyptic scenarios for our future are no
longer those of science fiction, but those sensationalised on
television and social networks; humanitarian and environmental
tragedies, natural disasters and, now, pandemics. Yet, what will
be decisive for our future survival will be our capacity to
preserve our common humanity when confronted by them.
Rieux, at the end of The Plague, during the celebrations once
the epidemic has been overcome, warns of other epidemics to
come, and of the need to be prepared for them. He points to
the importance of writing a chronicle of the epidemic they have
just survived because it would show that “there are more things
in men to admire than to despise”. Today, when we see the
sacrifices of so many in the fight against this pandemic, and of
the voices raised in the midst of fear in defence of refugees, we
can say that is where our common future lies.
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European defence,
a cocktail of hopes and illusions
By Frédéric Mauro,
Lawyer specialising in legal issues related to defence
Associate Research Fellow at IRIS, Member of EuroDéfense-France

Frédéric Mauro is a Lawyer at
the Brussels bar and an
Associate Research Fellow at
IRIS, the French Institute for
International and Strategic
Affairs. He specialises in
defence matters and legal
issues related to the Common
Security and Defence Policy. He
has written several reports for
the European Parliament and
the European Commission on
the budgetary aspects of the European Defence Industry
Development Programme (EDIDP). At the end of 2018, he
completed a complex study on comparison of the European
and NATO defence planning processes on behalf of the
European Parliament with view to a White Paper. He has just
written his first book “Défendre l’Europe - Plaidoyer pour une
armée européenne”(*) with co-author Olivier Jehin (ed. Nuvis
Paris -‘la pensée stratégique 2019’).
All his publications are available on his website:
www.fredericmauro.net
(*) European defence - the case for a European army

We appear to have reached a crucial stage in the brief
history of European defence. Since 2016, there has been no
lack of initiatives taking place both inside and outside the EU.
Unfortunately, these initiatives will not be enough to establish a
truly European defence strategy, in other words: defence of
Europe, by Europe and for Europe.
Indeed, the controversy caused by the French President,
who described NATO as "brain-dead", was a timely reminder
that Europe’s citizens are not on the same page. Most of them
go on blindly and mechanically repeating that NATO is the
keystone of a European defence that they see, at best, as a
framework for industrial cooperation.
In political terms, there is no denying that NATO is on its
last legs. But European defence, also called the "European
Defence Union" or "European army" has yet to see the light of
day and, at times, it seems that France is the only Member
State keen to see it emerge.
Rather than tearing each other apart, Europeans would be
well advised to realise that it is now up to them, first and
foremost, to defend Europe, and that they would do better to
continue sensibly and honestly to develop a true European
defence strategy. The following analysis provides a brief
overview of the initiatives in progress and the challenges
ahead.

Implementing the initiatives agreed
Completing the process in the European Union
Permanent Structured Cooperation, or PESCO, is one of
the flagship projects of European defence, as set out in the

Treaty of Lisbon. This should normally have provided a basis
for developing "operational capacity" (Article 42.1. of the Treaty
on European Union), under the impetus of those Member
States willing to take the lead and undertake crisis operations
outside the EU, without American assistance, this being the
very essence of the Common Security and Defence Policy
(CSDP). Had this occurred, we would have had to wait a good
fifteen years before passing judgement. The problem is that, far
from resembling a capacity-building process, the PESCO
launched in December 2017 by 25 Member States is simply a
cooperation framework, which moreover only has tenuous links
with the objectives of the CSDP. Indeed, for the moment, the
most popular project is still "military mobility", which has
nothing to do with crisis management and everything to do with
collective defence under NATO. The way it works today,
PESCO is therefore just a project accelerator, a kind of
European Defence Agency (EDA), without being the EDA. This
leads us to question the very existence of the EDA. Do the
Member States really want to make PESCO operational? Only
time will tell. Will participants be able to suspend Member
States that no longer meet the criteria or are no longer fulfilling
their commitments? Simply put, will they be able to implement
the treaty? It will also be necessary to see if they are able to
terminate projects that fail to get off the drawing board. The
challenge of relaunching PESCO on solid foundations is
therefore enormous. It is a challenge unlikely to be met.
Of all European defence initiatives, the European Defence
Fund (EDF) is the most promising. There are several reasons
for this, including the fact that, for the very first time, the
Commission is going to put money on the table and give the
whole process the benefits of its ability to make decisions that
do not just boil down to the lowest common denominator. But
there are conditions to be fulfilled if the EDF is to produce the
desired effects. The first of these is, of course, that the
proposed budget of 13 billion euros be adopted. This will be no
mean feat in the present climate, but it should be possible. The
second is that the Commission establish suitable structures for
managing such a substantial fund. This seems to be happening
with the announcement of the creation of a Directorate-General
for Defence Industry and Space. Last but not least, the most
important condition for the fund to be a success is that it should
be backed by robust defence planning. This is, however, not a
foregone conclusion. The challenge therefore consists of laying
solid foundations for the Defence DG and producing a cohesive
programme of work for the fund, both of which are feasible.
It is defence planning that should provide the link between
all the European initiatives to ensure consistency.
Unfortunately, despite all the efforts and goodwill of the staff
involved, both at the European Union Military Staff (EUMS) and
the European Defence Agency (EDA), this new European
defence planning process, launched at the end of 2016 in the
wake of the overall strategy and its implementation plan, has
produced anything but satisfactory results. There are several
reasons for this state of affairs, the most important of which
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being that Member States do not really want European defence
planning. The big Member States have their own programmes
and the others apply the NATO Defence Planning Process
(NDPP), the culmination of which, let us note in passing, is
capability targets for each Member State, unlike with European
defence planning. In truth, none of the EU Member States are
looking for another to-do-list obliging them to commit to
capability objectives. This explains why there is little hope for
the Coordinated Annual Review on Defence (CARD). The
European authorities would be well advised to rethink the
planning process as a whole and find ways and means of
coordinating and bringing it into line, not only with the NDPP
but also with their own national programmes. The challenge is
enormous.
The European Peace Facility (EPF) is a personal initiative
of the High Representative/Vice-President Federica Mogherini,
launched in June 2018, with the aim of creating a funding
instrument separate from the multi-annual financial framework
and amounting to 10.5 billion euros. This facility should provide
funds for operations conducted under the Common Security
and Defence Policy (CSDP), with military or defence
implications. The idea is that it should be created using extrabudgetary mechanisms such as the Athena Mechanism or the
African Peace Facility, specifically for defence and security
purposes, while at the same time serving to supplement them
and overcome their limitations. For the moment, it seems that
discussions over the launch of the EPF have reached
deadlock, for reasons connected with the fact that some
governments are opposed to the idea of putting up funds for
crisis management. It is for these same reasons that Article
41.2 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) was drafted to
prevent the cost of operations with military or defence
implications from being charged to the EU budget. In other
words, some Member States prefer to continue to pay rather
than to recognise the EU’s right to decide over military
operations, on the grounds that "he who pays the piper calls
the tune". However, Member States cannot criticise Brussels
for not contributing to the cost of operations whilst
simultaneously refusing to accept any collective financing
mechanisms. We need to find a way out of this stalemate.
In addition to the project undertaken under PESCO, in
November 2017 the Commission and the HR/VP instigated the
so-called "military mobility" initiative to facilitate troop and
equipment movements within the EU and beyond. An action
plan has been drawn up to this effect with a projected budget of
6.5 billion euros. This sets out a series of concrete measures to
promote military mobility and has 3 mainstays: harmonisation
of military specifications, investment policy to release more
synergy between civilian and military infrastructure, and
downscaling of customs formalities for military operations and
harmonisation of military transport rules. Progress has been
made in this direction and the challenge seems reasonable, in
that it corresponds to the wish of the majority.

Putting extra-EU projects on the right track
Major intra-European cooperation projects have the
greatest potential for the development of European defence,
whether industrial or operational such as the EATC (European
Air Transport Command) based in Eindhoven, or the FrancoGerman C 130 tactical transport unit based in Evreux. Industrial
cooperation with Germany should lead to the construction of a

10th anniversary of EATC

Source: www.etac-mil.com

Future Combat Air System (FCAS), which will be more than just
an aircraft but, more particularly even, a system. Similarly, this
cooperation should, in theory, spawn a Main Ground Combat
System (MGCS), which would be not only a battle tank, but
also a combat system. Cooperation with Belgium through the
MoCa project (Motorised Capacity) should also mark a major
step forward in European defence. However, caution should be
the order of the day, particularly as concerns cooperation with
Germany, as projects are yet to begin and, from today’s
perspective, there is no guarantee that they ever will, especially
for the terrestrial system. Moreover, it is only when
programmes have been completed that their success can be
evaluated, and this will take decades. Lastly, common defence
cannot be built on industrial cooperation alone. If that were so,
the 50 billion-euro equipment programmes of the early 2000s
(A400M, TIGRE, FREMM, etc.) should have produced at least
the embryo of a European defence. It is, however, conspicuous
by its absence.
The European Intervention Initiative (EI2) is also very
promising. It is a fine example of the ability of the French to be
highly "pragmatic" and adopt a bottom-up approach. It has the
capacity to play a part in forging a shared vision of overall
European strategy, in both its geographical scope and its
content. It is common strategic beliefs and goals that are the
glue binding together the different parts of an alliance. But for
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the moment, the EI2 is little more than a forum and will only
bear fruit in the long(er) term.
And this is the crux of the problem, for the effect of all these
initiatives will only be felt some 15 years from now, if at all.
Which is why, if the Europeans really want to exert control over
their defence, they will need to cease thinking purely in terms
of cooperation but in terms of amalgamation, and the sooner
the better.

Taking the European Defence Union concept further
Identifying the true purpose of European defence
The main issue is what do the Europeans really want to
achieve together? Do they want to dissuade Russia from
invading the Baltic States? To fight Jihadists in the Sahel/
Saharan Belt? To do battle in cyberspace? To control the
Mediterranean rim? To be present and on alert in exoatmospheric space? All of this at once? It is only by having
serious discussions on this point that they will be able to
establish the form and substance of the military assets they
need to develop and how these will interact with NATO, or
rather, with the United States. This, without a doubt, is the
hardest question to answer. So hard that nobody dares even
raise the issue, as evidenced by European reactions to
President Macron’s accusations that NATO is “brain dead”. In
truth, nobody dares to ask whether European defence should
simply be an instrument for managing low-intensity crises in the
immediate vicinity of Europe or the European arm of NATO.

unanimous. Admittedly, an initiative along these lines would be
compliant with the institutional framework, but most likely highly
difficult to set in motion and even more difficult to operate. In
this context, the only conceivable option would be to form a
group of Member States with defence industry interests to
establish a sort of common defence market to handle
procurement and exports - almost a Letter of Intent (LoI) 2.0
targeting EU Member States.
Secondly, Europe could again apply the Eurogroup model,
as it originally did for the euro, the Schengen agreements, or
the EI2, namely a coalition of the willing working outside the
treaty framework with ad hoc governance rules. The advantage
of such a group is that it can transfer genuine decision-making
capacities to a "technical" entity such as the European Central
Bank. If a Eurogroup were to be founded, it would have to be
for the purpose of moving on to a qualified majority or the
whole exercise would be pointless, in which case why not keep
the current intergovernmental arrangements?
Resolving the governance issue
Governance is obviously the big stumbling block. Everyone
is well aware that if the Europeans continue to insist on
unanimous decision-making, all hopes of making greater
progress than today will be dashed.
The problem, of course, is that none of the Member States
really wants to move to a qualified majority, neither the
“smaller” States, who are afraid of being swept along by their
larger counterparts, nor the “larger” States, who have yet to
fully grasp how insignificant they are in the broader world
context.
The solution could be to separate decisions not involving
the despatch of troops (over 90% of defence decisions) from
those to embark on operations, which would then be the only
cases where unanimous agreement would be required.
Seen from this angle, the next major step towards a
genuine European defence would be that of envisaging the
creation of a European Security Council with the right to veto
decisions with respect to military operations.

Conclusion
Many steps have been taken since 2014 towards achieving
a European defence. But even if they represent a major step
forward for the EU, they remain a small step for defence.
Consistency and determination are the two main challenges
standing in the way of European defence.
Artist’s impression of the military satellite Pleiades

Photo credit: CNES

Agreeing on an institutional framework
The second vital issue concerns the most suitable
framework for developing the “operational capacity” which is
supposedly the cornerstone of EU common security and
defence policy. Assuming that Member States will be unable to
give Permanent Structured Cooperation what it needs to
produce decisive capabilities, there remain two options.
Firstly, Europe could embark on reinforced (not structured)
cooperation, in line with Article 20 of the TEU. This would
require the agreement of 9 Member States. But cooperation of
this type would have to be undertaken unanimously and
decisions made within this framework would also have to be

Consistency will only be attainable if the Europeans are
crystal clear about what they want to do together, in other
words through written agreement on a strategic concept,
accompanied straight away by solid defence plans. This would
be a huge leap forward for European defence. But it is a lost
cause without unwavering commitment.
It is political determination that is the most clearly lacking,
as recently demonstrated by the outraged reactions to the
French President's “brain dead” description of NATO.
But the problem is not whether NATO is dead in the water
but whether the Europeans really want to abandon the status
quo, take their destiny into their own hands, or whether they
are content to remain an American protectorate, whatever the
cost.
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NATO behind the facade
By Jean-Paul Perruche, Lieutenant General (retired)
Former Director General of the European Union Military Staff,
Former President of EuroDéfense-France

Since 1949, NATO has been at the heart of Europe’s
defence and its transatlantic partnership with the USA and
Canada. Having successfully played its role perfectly during the
Cold War, NATO, as political/military organisation,
subsequently survived the elimination of the threat that had
justified its creation, but is now going through a serious crisis.
The need to maintain an apparent unity very often limits the
official language to consensus-based and agreed statements
on what NATO is supposed to be. At 70, however, the
organisation is like a respectable old lady who has got a few
wrinkles and needs makeup to convince people that she has
not aged one bit.

felt at the same level by all the free Western European
countries. After the fall of the USSR (1991) and the victory of
the Alliance (without a shot being fired), NATO kept going
because all the European members wanted to keep American
protection, which they saw as an opportunity to lower their
defence spending without bearing the consequences (free
riders).
The heart of the Atlantic Alliance is Article 5 of the
Washington Treaty, that sealed the solidarity of the USA and
European countries in case of an attack on any of them.

While a strategic defence partnership between the United
States and European countries remains a necessity, now more
than ever, to protect common interests and values, an
unvarnished appraisal of NATO is needed to gauge the extent
to which it remains fit for purpose in the current situation and to
bring the organisation forward. To analyse its true virtues, but
also its limits, we must look at NATO in the cold light of day.

However, this article is not binding in terms of either the level of
commitment or the kind of help that Allies must provide to each
other. During the Cold War, it was more or less taken for
granted that all the Allies, with all their military assets, would
respond, under American leadership, to face down the USSR.
However, we must note that since then:

- It took four years for the USA to agree to engage alongside
NATO in Bosnia (1991 to 1995),

- At the request of the Americans, between 2004 and 2014

History of NATO enlargement

Source: France Culture - Crédit : VISACTU

most European countries agreed to send troops to Afghanistan
under the NATO umbrella (ISAF), albeit in small numbers
(except for the UK) and with very restrictive rules of
engagement governing the use of force.

- During the war in Iraq in 2003, some European countries
1. It is widely, but wrongly, believed that NATO is strong
because of its glorious past, its integrated structures and
its consensus-based summits. In reality, it is its members’
shared security interests in facing common threats that
represent its strength.
The robustness of intergovernmental military alliances is
always proportional to the defence interests that their members
share.
NATO was born from a common threat facing all the
European countries and the USA’s key strategic challenges.
The threat in question was the prospect of the Red Army being
deployed at the border between the two Germanies, and was

exercised their veto regarding NATO involvement, despite the
wishes of the United States.

- The United States agreed to NATO involvement in Libya in
2011, on the condition that they be allowed to “lead from
behind” within the organisation.
Nowadays, countries do not perceive major threats in the
same way, whether terrorism, migration issues or even dealing
with Russia, despite the latter being considered as NATO’s
enemy (cf. London Summit 2019). In the current security
context, it is an illusion to believe that NATO will cover all
European defence needs. This observation is strengthened by
the political and military nature of the organisation, which is
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unsuited to address threats that require a comprehensive
approach.

support will be. The strategic guidance of President Obama, as
well as President Trump’s statements, clearly show that the
focal point of American strategic interests has shifted towards
China and the Asia-Pacific region. Even if Russia is considered
once again as an “enemy” of NATO, nothing prevents us from
imagining that in the near (or not so near) future the USA could
seek rapprochement with Russia to counterbalance China.
What would the Europeans do then?
5. Equality between NATO members is just a pretence.

London Summit - NATO’s 70th anniversary - 4 Dec. 2019
Source: NATO

2. NATO maintains the illusion of a European defence that
is reliant on American capabilities and thus on US
interests. These interests are ever further from Europeans’
own concerns.
NATO cannot survive without the USA; all attempts to
create a European pillar, or bodies enabling a partial allied
commitment, have failed. The Libya intervention when Gaddafi
was in power highlighted these issues (the chain of command
had to be reorganised, some staff had to be changed because
their countries were not participating, issues regarding
financing, etc.). In 70 years, Europeans have not gained any
independent autonomous capability within NATO.
3. In spite of the NATO-EU synergy desired by most
countries in both organisations (22 countries are members
of both), some States use NATO to oppose the rise of a
European pillar.
The level of ambition of the ESDP which became CSDP
(following the Lisbon Treaty) was extremely limited when it
started in 2000 (at the Nice Summit), supposedly to avoid
duplicating what NATO was doing. Its missions were limited to
crisis management outside EU territory, its potential operations
were limited to 50,000 troops, and its organisation lacked a
permanent and integrated chain of operational command.
However, the “duplication” argument is tenuous since the
creation of a European chain of command is essential for
complementarity between the two organisations, at least until
there is an actual European pillar within NATO. Staffing costs
and the resources necessary to make it a reality would be
insignificant for the European budget and Member States. The
current increase in defence budgets demanded by the USA (to
reach at least 2% of GDP) will not solve the problem of the
Europeans’ inability to act effectively as a body.

Although NATO is an intergovernmental organisation, the
“one state, one vote” principle of equality among allied states in
decision-making is an optical illusion because everything that
determines any NATO engagement ultimately comes down to
the US position. European countries and the USA do not have
the same level of interest in the Alliance. The Europeans count
on American capabilities to defend their core concerns
(territory, survival) but this does not cut both ways. In return for
their protection, the Americans expect both economic
(weapons exports) and political (alignment with US foreign
policy) advantages. Within NATO, the Europeans rely on the
United States. Every NATO deployment is conditional on US
approval. Conversely, it is extremely hard for Europeans to
refuse NATO involvement if it is requested by the USA. We saw
it in 2003 for the Iraq war, where countries opposing the conflict
were submitted to every possible sort of pressure. Nor does
this theoretical equality really exist between European
countries, whose influence is commensurate with their power,
which cannot be compared to American power. Within NATO,
the countries with the greatest military power are naturally the
most influential, which is underlined by the quotas for the
attribution of high-ranking positions in command structures
(American SACEUR and CINCSOUTH, French SACT, British
DSACEUR, and German CINCNORTH and Chief of Staff of
SHAPE).
In a nutshell, NATO remains an apparently effective
organisation when faced with conventional military threats.
However, its involvement becomes more and more of an issue
at a time when diverging political interests make it unlikely that
all the Allies will commit to decisions on engaging military force.
NATO is growing old, and soon no amount of creams, lotions
and potions will be enough to hide its wrinkles.

4. Through its involvement in NATO, the USA does not
guarantee Europe’s security out of the goodness of its
heart.
The United States will always put its own strategic interests
first when guaranteeing Europe’s security. In the future, the
less significant American interests in Europe are, the less likely
their commitment will be, and the more expensive the cost of

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

Former President and Board member of EuroDéfense-France
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Effects of Brexit and migration on European solidarity
in the build-up to the European elections
With Jérôme Vignon
Honorary president of ”Semaines Sociales de France”,
Advisor at the Jacques Delors Institute,
Board member of EuroDéfense-France

Summary
The contrast between the mutually dependent “cool-headed”
solidarity adopted vis-à-vis the United Kingdom’s request to
leave the EU, and the “heartfelt” solidarity shown by
countries sharing the asylum-seeker burden, may well
explain the current confusion in many peoples’ minds. But
three key factors can enable us better to understand:

- Geopolitical factors are the driving force behind the pursuit
of European construction (united front presented by the 27
Member States vis-à-vis Brexit, progress of European
defence, Galileo programme, free trade agreements with
Canada and Japan, etc.)

- The positive legacy of the European Commission’s latest

mandate (2014-2019) also highlights how Member States are
attached to a common social model (development of the
ERASMUS programme, European Pillar of Social Rights, tax
convergence, GDPR, Climate and Energy Package, etc.)

- The growing importance of a more ambitious, more forward

looking European Parliament spurring the European Council
and the European Commission into further action.
The institutions are robust and, through greater cooperation,
offer more opportunities. While the populist parties may be
gaining ground, there is no reason to believe that they will
paralyse these institutions. Europe may still have some
surprises in store. It will probably not be built in a day nor as
a whole, but there is no lack of practical achievements with
the power to make it more attractive to the public.

Brexit and the 2015/2016 migration crisis represent the two
contrasting facets of solidarity: the mutually dependent “coolheaded” solidarity adopted vis-à-vis the United Kingdom’s
request to leave the EU, and the “heartfelt” solidarity shown by
countries sharing the asylum-seeker burden. This calls to mind
the famous opening words of the Schuman declaration:
“Europe will not be made all at once, or according to a single
plan. It will be built through concrete achievements which first
create a de facto solidarity”.
The contrast between these de facto solidarities and the
continued tendency to give priority to national interests is a
reminder that we are not a federation, but a federation of
Nation States, which remain responsible for collective
stewardship. Some experts in the history of Europe have even
thought that the "post-war European construction" might be a
temporary phenomenon. According to this view, having helped
to rehabilitate Nations thanks to its practical effectiveness,
European unity would swiftly once more make way for the
comeback of the individual nation, the only legitimate
framework for international political action.

This contrast explains why confusion reigns in the minds
of the individual citizens and between the governments of the
different States. According to the opinion poll carried out by the
Centre for Political Research at Sciences Po (CEVIPOF) in
January 2019, 70% of citizens are pro-Europe, 42% of the
French population is Europhile and 23% is Eurosceptic.
However, their confidence in the European institutions is low
and falling (28%). At the same time, they are very pessimistic
with regard to the workings of democracy (only 27% are
satisfied; a decrease of 9 percentage points). In an article in
the French daily newspaper “La Croix” published on 13 March
2019, Guillaume Goubert spoke of a Europe that is adrift, with
the creation of decision-blocking sub-groups and flagging
Franco-German cooperation.
How can we find our bearings? Which more fundamental
changes could set us on the right track?
Factor 1: Geopolitical factors
Geopolitical factors have reappeared and seem to have
been taken on board not only by the Heads of State but also by
the general public. If we look back briefly over the geopolitical
factors that marked different periods in the past, German
rearmament was a major issue in the 1950s, in the early days
of the Cold War. The 1982 agreements between Brezhnev and
Reagan seemed to put an end to the Cold War. On a
geopolitical level, the reunification of Germany, which basically
meant a return to full political sovereignty, was to be
counterbalanced by closer institutional ties with the other EU
Member States. Economic and Monetary Union, in other words
the single currency, provided the framework for tighter
relations. Today, the outlines of the global geopolitical map are
quite clearly being redrawn under the effect of growing
pressure from China and American isolationism, which
jeopardise Europe’s soft power.
There are many reasons to believe that, in response to this
particular geopolitical factor, there is a growing awareness of
belonging to a cohesive geopolitical whole, the following
bearing witness to this contention:

• The united front shown by the 27 Member States in Brexit

negotiations since 2016. Admittedly this is largely due to the
negotiating skills and the unstinting efforts of Michel Barnier,
but it is also the result of a growing awareness of the
advantages of pooling risks by being part of a large internal
market in a world where multilateralism is on the decline.
Moreover, most of the so-called populist parties, while they
may have gained ground in Eurozone Member States, have
abandoned the idea of pulling out of the euro area, the more
they become aware of the world monetary system’s current
vulnerability.

• The real progress made by the idea of common defence.

While, for most Member States, NATO continues to offer the
main military strength, it no longer seems exclusive, its

Page 9

Défense européenne - La Lettre EuroDéfense-France

English version

April 2020

Effects of Brexit and migration on European solidarity
in the build-up to the European elections
(Cont. from P. 9)
inability to cope with the latest threats being all too apparent.
Practical implementation of the Permanent Structured
Cooperation (PESCO) (which holds no secrets for
Eurodéfense) has taken on new impetus since the end of
2017, even though the process was supposed to start in
2011. As a result, not only will PESCO give the European
Defence Agency (EDA) new purpose, but the EDA should
also, for the first time, be able to count on a truly European
fund of €4.8 billion earmarked in the outgoing Commission’s
current draft budget.

• The current reconciliation between Macedonia (the future

about the rights afforded by employment contracts in the
case of the new forms of work resulting from the digital
technology boom.
3. In December 2018, following negotiations between eastern
and western EU countries, Parliament and the Council
agreed on legislation to govern working conditions on the
trans-European road network (minimum rest periods and
application of the provisions for posted workers). These
agreements are complementary to the revised version of the
Posted Workers Directive (autumn 2017) and pave the way
for the creation of a European Labour Authority.

North Macedonia) and Greece will put an end to a historic
dispute and several decades of mistrust. It will also pave the
way for EU membership.

• While the bilateral negotiations between the EU and the US
on TAFTA culminated in failure under the Obama presidency,
the CETA free trade agreement between the EU and Canada
was finalised in 2017. Another bilateral agreement signed
between the EU and Japan in 2018 is considered in some
quarters to be perhaps even more important.

• And, it should be remembered in passing, that Galileo, the
large-scale European satellite network programme, became
operational in 2018.

• Finally, the trials and tribulations encountered by the EU with

Member States at times labelled “illiberal”, such as Hungary
or Poland, should not blind us to the fact that they are
subject to the rule of law guaranteed by the EU legal
framework (Article 7 of the TEU).

Factor 2: The positive legacy of the European
Commission’s latest mandate (2014-2019) also highlights
how Member States are attached to a common social
model
Jean-Claude Juncker was fully aware of presiding over the
last chance Commission. And, there is no denying that by
concentrating on a smaller number of Commission priorities
and through adroit cooperation with the EP, he has managed to
achieve appreciable results, consolidating the basic premises
for a unique European social model. In this, from 2017, he
was able to count on more active support from France. There
are those, however, especially among the younger generations,
who still feel that these results do not go far enough.
1. To mark the thirtieth anniversary of the ERASMUS interuniversity exchange programme, the sum earmarked for the
years from 2021 to 2027 was doubled, taking it from €15
billion to €30 billion. Consequently, the number of people
potentially benefitting from ERASMUS has risen from 4 to 12
million, by extending it to previously ineligible younger or
disadvantaged students.
2. At an extraordinary Tripartite Social Summit in Oct. 2017, the
27 Member States signed a proclamation establishing a new
European Pillar of Social Rights. This comprises 20 nonmandatory principles and provides guidelines on minimum
wages and minimum income, which will have to be set out in
the appropriate legal provisions. Several major legislative
texts make reference to this “pillar”, for example the revised
version of the Directive on Work-Life Balance for Parents
and Carers and the amended common rules on information

Source: ”Conseil Supérieur de la Formation et de la Recherche Stratégiques”
www.geostrategia.fr

4. On the highly controversial issue of tax policy, Commissioner
Moscovici was able to report some progress, albeit limited,
but nonetheless in stark contrast to the lack of action in this
field over the past two decades. This progress includes the
first round of enhanced cooperation over implementation of
the FTT, initially involving ten participating countries.
According to the Commissioner, 80% of the necessary
ground has been covered towards reaching agreement on
the CCTB proposal regarding harmonisation of the corporate
tax base. Similarly, only four States still oppose proposals
for taxing the GAFAM (Sweden, Ireland, Denmark and
Finland), whence the proposal for gradual application of the
“passerelle” clause to taxation.
5. In accordance with the COP21, the European Council and
Parliament have agreed on a more ambitious targets for the
proportion of renewable energies: 33% instead of 25% by
2030. These targets are part of broader commitments
adopted as part of the "National Energy and Climate Plans",
which have laid the groundwork (albeit requiring
consolidation) for a European Energy Union.
6. Three significant steps have been taken towards the creation
of an EU digital single market. In May 2018, the provisions
of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) adopted
in 2017 became applicable in all EU countries. In 2018,
following an agreement reached in the European
Parliament, the directive on related rights was adopted. This
requires digital platforms to pay a fee to the so-called
traditional media (in particular, the press and publishing
sectors) for the contents they publish online. An EU Digital
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Innovation Agency is to be created in line with the proposal
made by Carlos Moedas in accordance with the "Missiondriven Science" principle.
In two other fields, progress has undoubtedly been less
noteworthy or more challenging. For the most Europhile
observers, this progress may seem to fall far short of what they
consider necessary to address immediate requirements and
existing inequalities.
1. As for Economic and Monetary Union, progress may indeed
appear very slow from a French point of view. The
December 2018 European Council agreed on a budget for
the euro area. This is quite an accomplishment, considering
that this budget will be earmarked from within the EU’s
general budget, in other words come from resources
intended for the EU as a whole. The sums concerned will be
devoted to "convergence and competitiveness". Non-euro
area Member States are aware of the benefits to them of a
stable and competitive euro area. Admittedly, the agreement
is far less ambitious than France would have liked, but it
does represent a compromise for developing other
dimensions, such as specific support for a Member State
that is experiencing particular difficulties. Outside the euro
area, significant progress has been made towards a Capital
Markets Union to supplement the Banking Union.
2. Where European asylum, migration and border protection
are concerned, the situation varies. Never before has
legislative activity in this area of the Treaty been so intense.
EU spending on the various internal and external support
programmes has quadrupled. The European Border and
Coast Guard Agency (Frontex) has seen a dramatic
increase in its funding and missions, and the new budget
proposals foresee a further doubling in the coming period. At
the same time, "Gordian knot" of the Dublin Regulation, the
cornerstone of asylum structures, and therefore crucial to
the future of the Schengen area, has still not been untangled
and has become the epicentre of the political divide between
old and new Member States.
Overall, we are clearly witnessing substantial consolidation
of the foundations of the "enlarged European internal market”,
not least in respect of taxation and internal security, during a
period marked by an upsurge in populism and Euroscepticism
in several countries. It is as if the populists and Eurosceptics
had successfully managed to direct their action solely towards
migration policies but without really stopping the general
momentum. There is no doubt that the de facto solidarities
between the 27 EU Member States have further gained in
strength between 2014 and 2019.
Factor 3: the growing importance of the European
Parliament
Long regarded as a minor authority, known to guard its
prerogatives jealously and artificially boosted in 1979 by direct
elections, the European Parliament has undergone major
changes since the Treaty of Lisbon:

- Firstly, through the extension of its co-legislative powers
which cover almost all Community competencies;

- Secondly, through neutralisation of the leadership battle
between the Commission and the European Council, the latter
clearly taking the upper hand, but often caught up in its own
contradictions;

- Lastly, through the experience built up in managing the
complexities of the various knowledge bases, especially since
EU enlargement in 2004, which has created further
complications.
With 28 nationalities1, 19 languages and nearly eight
political groups interacting in a wide variety of statutory
committees and intergroups set up as required by the different
parliamentary terms, the European Parliament is the only
testbed for a deliberative democracy respective of diversity.
Given the strict requirements of the timetable for the “trialogue”
process, through which legislative co-decisions are made, it is
necessary for ideas and national and political sensitivities to be
weighed against each other to achieve results that can, by
definition, only be a compromise.
In addition to its particular style of deliberation, the
European Parliament can also boast that it is more
representative of “Europe’s citizens” than the other institutions,
in that it is made up of directly elected members. Although,
once elected, Euro MPs may be physically far from their home
country, they remain loyal to their local elector base. For me,
this is the main reason why the information and skills fed into
discussions in the European Parliament’s committees are not
only coloured by the lobbies representing producer interests
but also by the views prevailing in civil society. The
independence now apparent in European Parliament
discussions and reports is borne out by the importance
attached by the National Permanent Representations to acting
as lobbies at the European Parliament, whilst they should be
concentrating on bringing their influence to bear in the Council
of Ministers, their natural habitat.
It is for these reasons that, during its 2014-2019 term of
office, the European Parliament made systematic efforts to
upgrade the European ambitions presented in the
Commission’s initial proposals. Given that the European
Union’s areas of responsibility are more structural than day-today, it is no exaggeration to say that its Parliament operates in
relation to the longer term. The list below may seem both
abstruse and long-winded. But it confirms that in areas such as
the protection of workers’ social rights, fair taxation and the
movement towards a new model of sustainable development,
where it is all too easy to accuse Europe of inaction, the
European Parliament is, in fact, doing a worthwhile job.
The following are typical examples of the compromises
reached at the European Parliament that have forced the
Council of Ministers to reconsider and be more daring in its
ambitions:
1. Adoption of the directive revising the conditions applicable to
posted work
It took all of 26 months of negotiations to reach a
compromise, made official by a final vote in the European

1 Editor’s note: 28 nationalities, soon to be 27, until the next EU enlargement
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Parliament on 29 May 2018, a compromise owed to the patient
efforts of the S&D and EPP rapporteurs, in particular French
MEP Elisabeth Morin Chartier.
2. Adoption of a modified European directive on transEuropean road transport working conditions
The final compromise was largely the result of interparliamentary discussions that, above all, culminated in
agreement on the types of road transport to be considered the
equivalent of posted work and the minimum labour welfare
conditions to be applied (the length of rest periods between two
assignments, in particular).
3. Proposed directive on parental leave and caregiver support
Discussions are still in progress in both the Council of
Social Affairs and the Social Commission. As is now common
practice in matters concerning social rights, the European
Parliament’s current positions are more ambitious than those
initially proposed by the Commission. These exert useful
pressure on Council negotiations, in which the new and some
of the more long-standing Member States (such as France) are
mounting a rearguard action.
4. Proposals for a fair, efficient and modern system of taxation
on the profits of digital companies
Discussions in the European Parliament regarding these
proposals have resulted in a compromise between the two
main political groups, the EPP and European Social
Democrats. This compromise was confirmed by a vote on 9
October 2018, which raised the 3% average rate of tax payable
on turnover initially proposed by the Commission to 5%.
5. Directive establishing prudential regulations for investment
funds
The final compromise struck between the Parliament and
the Council (based on the Commission’s original 2017
proposal) includes most of the features of the report adopted
by the European Parliament in September 2018 at the
instigation of German rapporteur Sven Giegold.
6. New restrictive EU objectives to limit road vehicle
greenhouse gas emissions
At the initiative of rapporteur Miriam Dalli, the text proposed
by the Commission to the European Parliament was made
more restrictive and extended to include the target of
increasing the proportion of electric vehicles to 20% by 2030.
The European automotive industry and the Confederation of
European Businesses (BusinessEurope), are opposed to any
moves towards more stringent targets. The final compromise
between the Council of Ministers and Parliament, which are
jointly responsible for such matters, will, of necessity, have to
constitute progress in relation to the status quo.
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7. European Parliament initiative in the battle against built-in
obsolescence
The European Parliament’s own-initiative report on
combatting built-in obsolescence (2018), spearheaded by
Pascal Durand, Member of Parliament and member of the
Green party, is the first wide-ranging European text to propose
a medium-term strategy capable of influencing consumer and
producer behaviour throughout Europe without undermining
employment.
Conclusion: to come back to our initial question, namely
the extent of European solidarity in the face of Brexit and the
challenges of migration, the following points can be put forward
with a modicum of confidence:
In a geopolitical context conducive to a greater common
European sense of belonging, we can count to some degree on
the robustness of our institutions. While they may not have
fostered “emotional” solidarities, they are clearly able gradually
to consolidate and reshape the foundations of our
“unemotional” solidarities, which have grown up around the
internal market. Rather than being solely inspired by
commercial and technical considerations, this market is, in fact,
a reflection of our values.
It is also worth noting that, in practice, the main focus of
European policies is now beginning to shift as a result of
geopolitical constraints, taking on board government tax,
defence, civil liberties and homeland security policies to a
greater extent in the process.
Not only are institutions resilient, but they also offer as yet
little explored possibilities, for example enhanced cooperation
procedures, which slowly but surely have crept into the EU
weaponry. Ultimately, these procedures could provide one way
of overcoming part of the problems caused by the so-called
European democratic deficit.
Last but not least, we could be as bold as to say that the
upsurge of populist parties within the European Parliament and
the European Commission will not necessarily result in
paralysis of these institutions. By contrast, this phenomenon
could prompt discussions that are a better reflection of the wide
range of different viewpoints encountered in eastern and
western European countries.
From the sum of these different considerations, it has to be
admitted that Europe still has the ability to confound our
expectations. Naturally, everything will not happen at once, nor
according to a single plan, but there is no lack of tangible
achievements that could make it more attractive to the
European public at large. The suggestion mooted by the
French President in conclusion to his powerful speech at the
Sorbonne with regard to the need for efforts to revamp Europe
from 2019 may finally turn out not to be such an extravagant
idea.
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