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Editorial
The battle to halt the COVID 19 pandemic
is a timely reminder of the importance of
European strategic autonomy, already one of
the features of the European Union’s June
2016 Global Strategy for Foreign and Security
Policy. It has highlighted the need to extend
this autonomy to areas such as health and the
numerous economic sectors where
globalisation and unbridled competition have
exposed the European Union and its Member
States to a degree of dependency not only
unacceptable but fraught with long-term risk.
This wake-up call could prove a real
opportunity for the European Union. At the
start of the pandemic, Member States reacted
in isolation to the extent of giving the
impression that it was every man for himself.
The European Commission, for its part, while it
may have no specific responsibilities for health
issues, was slow to play its coordinating role
and propose consistent action. But, with the
Commission’s support, Member States finally
began to pull together, although the road
towards solidarity and cohesion was bumpy, to
say the least. However, to emerge from the
crisis created by the pandemic, Member
States now need to take matters further and
demonstrate solidarity on all fronts.
The Franco-German European recovery
initiative of 18 May set the scene for further
developments and the Commission reacted
swiftly by unveiling plans on 27 May for a
massive re-boost of Europe’s economies. If
these proposals are accepted in addition to the
draft 2021/2027 budget under discussion for
the past 6 months, they will represent major
progress in that, for the first time, they will
allow the Commission to borrow funds to inject

into the European budget to top up
contributions from Member States and its own
funds and pave the way for EU-specific public
borrowing. Member States as a whole still
have to approve these proposals, in particular
with regard to the amounts to be earmarked
and the conditions for their allocation. One
thing is certain: the EU cannot afford to fail in
this venture, since failure would threaten its
future and the future of its Member States.
With more specific regard to defence and
security, Member States also need to maintain
and develop their cooperation. Above all, they
must uphold their commitment to permanent
structured cooperation and, more generally, to
common defence and security policy. They
must also make sure that the European
Defence Fund is approved, sufficient funds
allocated for the 2021/2027 period and these
funds rightly used to cater to priority capacity
requirements.
In these difficult post-crisis times, in which
the pandemic is still with us, conflicts are still
lapping at Europe’s doors and post-Brexit
negotiations with the United Kingdom continue
to mark time, it is only by driving the EU
onwards and upwards that Member States will
be able to shape their own future. We can only
hope that the unanimity rule does not stymie
the decision-making process, as all too often
in the past.

Patrick Bellouard
Major General (Engineer, retired),

President of EuroDéfense-France
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Health crisis and security: an opportunity for Europe!
By a group of members of EuroDéfense-France

The COVID-19 pandemic, which has rocked the world,
could prove to be one of those major upheavals capable of
changing the face of the planet. Time alone will tell. At the very
least, the pandemic raises issues with regard to the principles
of solidarity, human dignity, freedom, democracy, rule of law
and peace that are the founding values of the European Union.
Today’s crisis marks the end of an era on three fronts: the end
of the West’s monopoly over world history, the end of post-war
American dominance and the end of rampant globalisation.
There are lessons to be learned, for it is often in the face of
adversity that Europeans manage to dig deep and find the
political courage and determination to move forward as a body.
COVID-19 is therefore a chance to provide the EU with the
strengths it needs to earn the recognition and respect required
of a leading player on the world stage.

Source: fr.hespress.com

In an increasingly threatening environment, Europe’s first
responsibility will be to keep its citizens safe in every regard
and defend their interests at home and abroad.
European solidarity put to the test
COVID-19 has put enormous pressure on European
solidarity, with Member States initially adopting an “every man
for himself” approach. Yet no later than 28 January, the
European Commission reacted by triggering its crisis response
mechanisms. It wasted no time in collecting public and private
funds to pay for research into new vaccines and methods to
diagnose and treat pandemic victims. It established common
stocks of medical equipment and helped repatriate many of the
Europeans stranded abroad. Solidarity among the nations
finally emerged with the decision to allow patients to be
transferred across borders to hospitals with available beds.
The European Union must now embark on proactive steps
in the interests of economic recovery, not via a new Marshall
Plan where support would come from outside but by dipping
into its own resources. Efforts are already in hand to find ways
of compensating for what is bound to be a dramatic slump in
the EU’s GDP, which is predicted by the European Commission
to fall by 7.4% in 2020. Naturally, health and employment will
have to be given top priority. In addition to the essential

changes in behaviour patterns, it will also be vital to rise to the
challenge of saving the planet, which will place even greater
demands on our national purse-strings.
A crisis that revealed our "vulnerability"
The EU is likely to find itself even more isolated and,
doubtless, more vulnerable in the new world order, whence the
urgent need for its members to provide it with the wherewithal
to be a respected player in the international arena and create
the environment of trust and solidarity it has so far failed to
achieve. While strategic autonomy may be a matter of survival
for health, industry, power, the economy and diplomacy, the
EU’s main responsibility will be to work with Member States to
ensure the safety and security of its citizens.
Public health security will be one of the first items on the
agenda. Policies will need to be developed at national and
European level, backed by dedicated industrial resources and
technologies.
Public health issues should form part of an overall
assessment of the prevailing risks and threats. While
biothreats, as embodied by COVID-19, have for decades
represented a major potential danger, no real steps were ever
taken to prepare for this eventuality. The crisis we are facing
today shows just how vulnerable we really are. Some countries
have even taken advantage of the situation to test our ability to
protect ourselves, ramping up their cyberattacks and feeding
us a steady diet of disinformation in a bid to weaken European
cohesion and destabilise international organisations and
treaties. It is an ideal opportunity for terrorist groups such as
ISIL, in whose eyes the pandemic is an act of divine retribution,
to strike a new blow. There is a growing feeling of instability
and uncertainty. Nowhere is safe, except perhaps orbiting
space stations, and even then, there are no guarantees!
Indivisible Defence and Security
The situation is alarming and Europe desperately needs to
decide on a course of action. A new defence and security policy
framework needs to be established to cover the whole of
European territory, for many of the ominously looming crises
are bound to have a direct impact on our nations. Putting it in
other words, Europe now has the chance to demonstrate that
defence and security go hand-in-hand and that the resilience of
its Member States is one of its key objectives.
While we have no wish to usurp the defence responsibilities
of Member States, we strongly believe that it is time Europeans
woke up to the fact that they share a common destiny and the
importance of pulling together as a community. There is surely
no denying that the European Union should play a greater role
in advance strategic planning, sharing information, response
coordination and general resurgence. But such an approach
will require more shared resources and, in particular, the
creation of a climate of trust where Member States will be able
to pool the results of their risk analyses and agree on how the
EU should respond with their support. To this end,
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Health crisis and security: an opportunity for Europe!
(Cont. from P. 2)
Brussels should finally be equipped with the strategic level
capacity it needs to plan ahead for and manage multi-sector
emergencies, whilst maintaining its own superstructure and
distinct military chain of command.

be voted shortly as part of the EU’s overall multiannual budget
for 2021-2027. The recovery plan mentioned by the
Commission has the potential to release substantial resources
in the interests of solidarity to bail out those EU countries the
hardest hit and reboost the European economy, in general, and
the defence sector economy, in particular.
An industrial recovery plan specific to the defence sector
Last but not least, there is an urgent need for an industrial
recovery plan specific to the defence and security sector within
the EU to be added to the mixture. This plan would come into
two stages, the first being steps to ensure the survival of
companies in this sector and, the second, the release of funds
specifically for the purchase of strategic equipment. Some of
this equipment could be directly procured by the European
Union itself, with priority going to terrestrial and space
situational awareness systems, along similar lines to the
Galileo programme in 2007, strategic transport resources,
planes or logistics-support ships, and even sanitation facilities.

Charles Michel, President of the European Council and Ursula von der Leyen,
President of the European Commission
Credit: EU Council

The European Defence Fund, pillar of European Union
strategic autonomy
To counter the effects of the imminent economic crisis,
Member States should jointly agree on incentives in the
defence and security sector.
Contrary to the approach adopted in 2008, this new wave of
defence investment will need to be carefully planned with
national trade-offs coordinated at European level and by
applying a rationale based on sharing and complementarity.
The incentives proposed, some of which are already being
set in train by the European Commission, will take three forms:
the European Defence Fund, a general recovery fund and a
dedicated industrial recovery plan. The principle of the
European Defence Fund has already been accepted by
Member States. It should now be provided with the financial
resources conducive to European cooperation and to
sharpening the European defence industry’s competitive edge
and innovation capacities. Europe’s defence autonomy is at
stake. The amount to be allocated to this fund is scheduled to

The current health emergency is bound to have farreaching implications. More than ever, the EU will need to be
self-reliant. If it is to rise to the occasion and assume its
responsibilities as regards the future of the human race, it will
have to tap into its own inherent resources. In an increasingly
violent environment, its first obligation will be to ensure the
safety and security of its citizens, defending their interests and
values across the continent and throughout the world. The
measures suggested here are designed to attenuate the impact
of economic recession, while at the same time optimising
defence and security capacities without encroaching on
individual Member State’s sovereignty. Europe’s survival and
the survival of the civilisation it encapsulates are at stake.

For EuroDéfense-France
Patrick Bellouard, Nathalie de Kaniv, Maurice de
Langlois, Patrick de Rousiers, Jacques Favin- Levêque,
Patrice Mompeyssin, Jean-Paul Palomeros, Jean-Paul
Perruche, Philippe Roger, Cyrille Schott
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Global World after the COVID-19 outbreak
By Nadia Alexandrova-Arbatova
Head of the Department of European Studies, Institute for World Economy and International
Relations (IMEMO), Russian Academy of Sciences
Member of Europe-IHEDN
Published by IN DEPTH – Volume 17 Issue 3 – May 2020 © 2020 CCEIA – UNIC

Dr Nadia ARBATOVA
Head of the Department on European Political Studies Institute for
World Economy and International
Relations (IMEMO), Russian
Academy of Sciences;
Director of the Foundation for
European Integration (NGO)
Member of Council on Foreign and
Defense Policy
- Visiting Professor at Department for Strategic Studies, the
Swedish National Defense College 1998-1999;
- Visiting Professor at ELIAMEP (Greece) 2003;
- Director of Policy Studies and Editor at the Committee
“Russia in a United Europe” 2001-2007;
- Professional interests: European Integration, European
Security, Russian foreign policy, terrorism and conflict
prevention.
- Author of numerous publications including four individual
monographs and brochures on international relations and
international relations & Russian foreign policy
After the shock of 11 September 2001 many believed that
the world would never be the same. However, the aftermath
showed the opposite. Russia-West counter-terrorism
cooperation proved to be short-lived and did not change the
nature of their antagonistic relationship. Likewise, nowadays
many experts and politicians argue that after Covid-19 the
world will be different. “The reality is the world will never be the
same after the coronavirus” said Kissinger in an editorial in The
Wall Street Journal. In Kissinger’s view, Covid-19 will strongly
affect globalisation: “The pandemic has prompted an
anachronism, a revival of the walled city in an age when
prosperity depends on global trade and movement of people.”
It sounds convincing, but is it?
The overall impact of Covid-19 on globalisation is yet to be
understood. However, one thing is crystal clear: the outcome of
today's crisis will more or less affect all vectors of world
development. In some ways, the world will be different, in some
ways it will not change, but in some ways it will worsen, as it
happened with the failure of “the common enemy” scenario
after 11 September.
It is already clear that at the level of “high politics” the
pandemic has not promoted unity of the United States,
European Union, China and Russia. If they failed to unite
against a pronounced enemy, real in flesh and blood, it is
unlikely that they can unite against an intangible virus. Will they
be able to freeze their numerous differences over the sanctions
wars, the problem of Crimea, the reasons of the arms control

crisis, etc? The answer is obvious – no. Moreover, the main
international protagonists continue to use the pandemic in their
political and ideological confrontation. At the same time their
medical scientific communities are being united in the fight
against the deadly virus and after the end of pandemic their
common efforts will be extended.
As for the trend of growing anti-globalism and nationalism
(which ironically is one of the faces of globalisation), it
appeared long before the pandemic. To be fair, we must admit
that Trump’s neo-isolationist stance does not fully contradict
Obama’s strategy aimed at curtailing US overseas’
commitments. The difference is that under Trump this trend has
taken on more odious form and scale. The future of US neoisolationism, its form and scale, will depend not so much on the
pandemic itself as on its impact on the results of the coming
presidential election. Meanwhile, it is already clear that the role
of the USA as one of the leaders of globalisation will decrease.

SOAS University of London - Covid-19-global-pandemic
Source : https://www.soas.ac.uk/blogs/study

In a big crisis elsewhere the first instinct is national. The
confusion and shock of the first month of the pandemic
prompted the EU Member States to close their national borders
without coordination and manifest the most selfish behaviour,
which dented the image of the EU. However, they soon
realised that nobody could survive this crisis alone. The
European Commission has already proposed both a European
Marshall Plan and a European unemployment insurance
scheme. The EU economic response to COVID-19 can be
viewed as the strongest anywhere in the world: 540 billion EUR
for economic recovery. The April opinion poll showed 79% of
Italian and 85% of Spanish respondents asking for more
European cooperation1. But it is exactly in these countries that
euroscepticism was strong before the pandemic. When the
pandemic is over, the national borders within the EU will be
removed because free movement of goods, capital, services
and people is one of the basic principles of the European single
market. As for external borders, it is highly likely that they will
be strengthened both de jure and de facto. At the same time,

1 Sven Biscop. How will the coronavirus epidemic impact the European Union. Available at: https://www.egmontinstitute.be/how-will-the-coronavirus-epidemic-impact-theeuropean-union/
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the pandemic can become a catalyst for “more Europe” in the
EU. If Brussels fulfills its obligations to overcome the
consequences of the pandemic, the EU will emerge from this
crisis more united and have a chance to upgrade its role in
world politics.
It is already clear that the world economy is entering a
period of deep recession. According to the Economist
Intelligence Unit, the global economy will shrink by 2.5% in
2020 as a result of the pandemic. While in Europe the effects
could be even more severe – a drop in Eurozone GDP of up to
7% has been predicted1. At sector level, tourism and travelrelated industries are among the hardest hit. Economic
recession has led to lower energy demand and affects those
countries that are dependent on energy exports, first and
foremost Russia. Risks are varied and include disruptions in
the supply chain, compromised equipment, coercion, or the
erosion of a strong industrial and technological base2.
Economic insecurity is on the rise elsewhere and the future of

global economy, inter alia as the production hub of most goods
we consume. We hailed this global production chain and the
cheap goods it provided. Now that the crisis in China is
preventing production and export, many countries will
presumably try to bring back home some of their essential
production elements”3. Many experts say that the coronavirus
has already halted China’s mega project - the Belt and Road
Initiative. Given China’s global ambitions it is difficult to predict
its response to possible restrictive measures against Chinese
exports and projects.
US-China distrust invites dangerous coronavirus conspiracy
theories that reinforce the split between world powers. The prepandemic trend towards a new bipolarity - as a divide between
the liberal and authoritarian capitalism represented by the West
and the China-Russia tandem - will be blurred by the deliberate
self-isolation of the US and the forced marginalisation of China.
This means that the world will become more polycentric, which
however does not exclude the existence of antagonistic
groupings.
The China-Russia friendship is based on their shared
dissatisfaction with US hegemony. With this strategic objective
in mind, Russia and China often make compromises and
downplay frictions in their relationship. Chinese scholars and
diplomats believe that Russia’s restrictive measures against
Chinese citizens “are temporary and will not rock the boat of
the Russian-Chinese partnership as long as the United States
remains their common enemy”4. The only hypothetical scenario
of a breakup between China and Russia could be related to
ethno-social clashes between Russians and returning Chinese
migrants in the Russian Far East after the pandemic. This
could encourage Beijing to intervene on the pretext of
protecting Chinese citizens.

Global economic impact of coronavirus

Source: World Economic Forum

global economic cooperation will depend on policymakers’
ability to support their national interests, without discarding
international cooperation and rules.
The biggest unknown in the post-pandemic world order is
China. However, one consequence of the pandemic’s impact
on China is clear: it has put an end to the Chinese miracle and
China’s role in the world economy. Before the pandemic, China
was approaching the role of the second world power centre
together with the United States. The coronavirus dealt a heavy
blow to the image of China as one of the leaders of
globalisation. As Israeli scholar Ehud Eiran has rightly pointed
out, “The fact that the virus broke out in China is of particular
significance. The rising Eastern power plays a critical role in the

Generally speaking, the overreaction of the international
community to the role of China in “originating dangerous
pandemics” could trigger a negative response from Beijing,
which has a wide range of means, from economic to military, to
take revenge. It is precisely this consequence of the pandemic
(although not direct) that could adversely affect the world order.
Therefore, one of the most important tasks for Western
policymakers is to find a format to include China in a global
strategy of responsible development.
In the midst of the pandemic there is an understandable
tendency to exaggerate its impact on our life and the world
order. Only when this crisis has passed, will we be truly able to
appreciate how much the world has changed.

1

Sean Fleming. Do we need a new Marshall Plan to rebuild Europe after COVID-19? 9 April 2020. Available at: https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/04/marshall-planspain-europe-coronavirus/
2

Tobias Gehrke. Why now is the time to get real on EU economic security. 10 April 2020 in Commentaries, Egmont Institute. Available at: http://www.egmontinstitute.be/
why-now-is- the-time-to-get-real-on-eu-economic-security/
3

Ehud Eiran. Coronavirus Outbreak: An Important Test for Globalization. 11 March 2020. Available at: https://www.ispionline.it/en/pubblicazione/coronavirus-outbreakimportant-test- globalization-25372
4

Ka-Ho Wong. How Will the Coronavirus Outbreak Affect Russia-China Relations? 14 March 2020. Available at: https://thediplomat.com/2020/03/how-will-the-coronavirusoutbreak-affect-russia-china- relations
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Ukraine and the Russian hybrid war —
Towards a frozen conflict? - December 2019 By MG (retired) Maurice de Langlois,
Former France Deputy Military representative at the European Union Military Committee
Member of the EuroDéfense-France Board
Since 16 March 2014, the date of Crimea’s annexation by
Russia, which was followed on 7 April by the separatists’
proclamation of the Donetsk People's Republic, the war in
Donbass in eastern Ukraine has claimed more than 13,000
lives.
Russia bears a heavy share of the blame, as it has violated
the Budapest memorandum, annexed Crimea and continues to
fuel civil war in Donbass. The case of the Malaysia Airlines
Boeing 777 shot down by a missile on 17 July 2014 with 298
people on board, as well as the more recent case, on 25
November 2018, when 24 Ukrainian sailors were interned by
Russia, have only served to fuel tensions.

border and disarmament of the separatists has been
postponed to a later date.
In spite of progress made through discussion and
negotiation, everything suggests that a frozen conflict has been
damagingly created by Russia in eastern Ukraine. How did the
Russian hybrid war lead to this result? What action should be
taken? With what means?
The term "hybrid war" is difficult to define. It is a fashionable
term, a catch-all for a tactic that has been used throughout
history. The use of military force has always been accompanied
or preceded by actions of an economic, social, political, or
ethnic nature. Nowadays, we can add cyber and space to the
list.
The scope of the concept is so broad that it is difficult to
agree on a definition of hybrid warfare. It has evolved and, in
light of the events in Ukraine, can also apply to States (here
Russia) when initially it only referred to non-State terrorist
groups. NATO suggests the following definition, which seems
fairly close to our instinctive understanding: "Hybrid threats
combine military and non-military as well as covert and overt
means, including disinformation, cyber-attacks, economic
pressure, deployment of irregular armed groups and use of
regular forces. Hybrid methods are used to blur the lines
between war and peace, and attempt to sow doubt in the minds
of targets1." In other words, "the hybrid war is above all a
reminder of reality, testifying to the porosity between categories
of thoughts which arbitrarily separate the regular from the
irregular".2

Ukraine - June 2015

Source: economist.com

It is difficult to ignore Russia's involvement in these events.
Sanctions are justified but dialogue must be maintained despite
successive setbacks. On 5 September 2014, the “Minsk
Protocol” or Minsk I was signed by the Normandy contact group
(Russia, Ukraine, Germany, France). However, this failed to
fulfil its purpose of putting an end to the conflict. Another
attempt took place on 12 February 2015 with the signature of
Minsk II, an agreement notably providing for elections in the
Ukrainian context and recognition of a degree of autonomy for
Donetsk and Lugansk. This was also a failure. The crisis
worsened until the election on 20 May 2018 of the new
Ukrainian President, Volodymyr Zelensky, who campaigned
against corruption and adopted a softer line in regard to
Russia. The Normandy contact group met again on 9
December 2019 at a summit held in Paris. Dialogue has been
restored, but results remain limited to humanitarian and military
matters, while the subject of Ukraine's control of the eastern

Source and crédit: www.shutterstock.com

Regarding Russian intervention in Ukraine, the country’s
Chief of Staff Valery Gerasimov estimated that hybrid action
consisted of an average of 4 non-military actions for every

1

“NATO’s Response to Hybrid Threats”, 17 July 2018

2

“Le piège de la guerre hybride” (The hybrid warfare trap), Elie Tenenbaum, p. 45, October 2015
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soldier1, which explains the limited number – even the absence
– of regular troops. The case of Crimea is special because the
Russian military presence was already a reality and, combined
with a media offensive, Russia seized the territory in less than
3 weeks.
Ultimately, hybrid warfare as such does not represent a
turning point in modern warfare. The combination of regular
and irregular forces is fundamental to warfare over its history. It
is more a change in practices, facilitated by the advent of new
technologies, than a change in the actual nature of war.

As for the CSDP, it would be useful to consider a Ukrainian
army training mission. The Ukrainian armed forces have been
heavily affected by corruption. Underfunded, ill-equipped, and
poorly trained, it was noted in 2015 that 20 to 25% of the
defence budget vanished every year. The amounts earmarked
for capacity renewal were insufficient, especially since
equipment acquired in the days of the Soviet Union could no
longer be maintained in operation following Russia’s decision to
cease supplies. What is worse, according to the Ukrainians, is

The means to fight against hybrid war are primarily a
homeland security issue. Ukraine is therefore of necessity in
the front line in the battle against Russian hybrid war.
Homeland security includes such things as ethnic, linguistic or
social problems, subversion, sabotage, disinformation or
interference in electoral processes. Neighbouring countries,
NATO, the OSCE or the EU can, to varying degrees,
encourage, assist and provide support in relation to these
issues, which are nevertheless primarily a matter of national
sovereignty.
With regard to NATO, in the event of one of its members
being targeted by hybrid warfare, this would pose major
problems, since the Alliance is neither big enough nor well
enough organised to cope with this type of threat. This is where
the problem lies in implementing Article 5 in such cases: from
what level of "hybrid aggression" should solidarity come into
play? NATO’s eastern European countries are indeed afraid
that Russia might decide to take similar action on their
territories. In point of fact, Russia is engaged and will continue
to engage in “hybrid” warfare, while being careful to stay “under
the radar” of a collective response under the terms of Article 5.
NATO recognises, however, that the EU is better placed to
deal with this situation. Indeed, “with its considerable resources
and soft power, the EU is a key player in Europe’s resilience to
hybrid threats, particularly disinformation and cyberattacks”.2
With regard to Ukraine, in addition to diplomatic action
carried out in the context of the Normandy contact group,
NATO can only continue, or possibly increase its ad hoc
cooperation with Ukraine on the training, intelligence, cyber
defence and medical assistance fronts.
The EU must continue to develop the 2014 Association
Agreement. At the EU-Ukraine summit on 8 July 2019, former
Council President Donald Tusk declared that “our partnership is
built on the Association Agreement, which is the most
comprehensive agreement that the EU has with any country. It
provides the framework for our continuing political association
and economic integration.” The EU will continue to provide aid
to the Ukrainian State in fields such as decentralisation, the
battle against corruption, civilian society capacity building,
security sector reforms, and responsible and efficient
governance – all core national sovereignty domains.

Paris ”Normandy ” summit, 9 Dec. 2019

Source: www.elysee.fr

that "‘the Ministry of Defence was pro-Russian’ by virtue of the
many pro-Russian officers in it ranks ... (which) acted in favour
of Russia, which was kept well-informed about the real state of
the Ukrainian forces"3. Today, the Ukrainian army has
embarked on in-depth reforms, which will be no mean feat at a
time when the army has to manage a conflict that attacks the
very integrity of its territory. And the success of this reform is
undermined by senior officers, some of whom regret the golden
days of the Soviet era.
In conclusion, faced with the effects of the hybrid war in
Ukraine, neighbouring countries and regional or international
organisations must step up the resources deployed to
guarantee Ukrainian integrity and enable it to mount a
campaign against internal corruption. It is vital not to fall into
the trap of a frozen conflict that will resolve nothing. The EU’s
role is crucial. Not only is this one of its primary responsibilities
but it is also best placed to provide additional support,
essentially under the Association Agreement which came into
force on 11 July 2017.
Maurice de Langlois
Major General (retired)
Former France Deputy Military representative at the European
Union Military Committee (EUMC)

Member of the EuroDéfense-France Board

1

GERASIMOV Valery, “Ценность науки в предвидении” (The value of science in foresight), Courrier militaro-industriel, n°8 (476), 2 February - 5 March 2013, p. 2-3
quoted by M. Thibaut ALCHUS.
2

NATO Parliamentary Assembly, "Countering Russia's Hybrid Threats: An Update”, Draft Special Report, Committee on the Civil Dimension of Security, 27 March 2018

3

Isabelle Facon, “Défense ukrainienne : une réforme difficile face à des défis multiples” (Ukrainian defence—a difficult reform faced with multiple challenges) p. 14.
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European issues from the perspective of
central and eastern European countries
With Jacques Rupnik
Professor at the Paris Institute of Political Studies,
Director of Research at the Centre for International Studies and Research (CERI) of the
National Foundation for Political Science
30 years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, and 15 years after
EU enlargement, now is a good time to take stock of relations
between the EU and the countries known as the “new” EU
Member States in central and eastern Europe. Have the goals
been met?
The initial pattern was well-established: preparation for
accession, new treaties, entry and a learning process leading
to gradual integration. Yet this pattern seems of late to have
evolved towards a hiatus between eastern and western
Europe. It should be first noted that a large number of the
difficulties attributed to the East are, in fact, common to all EU
countries, especially the rise of populism. Besides, for how long
is a country still considered to be a “new EU Member State”?
The epithets “post-communist countries” and “new EU Member
States” are surely now outdated. Furthermore, in addition to
East-West divisions, there are also divisions between North
and South. A Eurozone crisis in Italy would be much more
serious than the dispute with Hungary or the divisions between
eastern and western Europe.

but show an authoritarian drift: weakening of the opposition,
violation of the independence of the public broadcasting and
legal systems. The issue of the rule of law and acceptance of
intervention on the part of Brussels (courageously led by
Commission Vice-President Frans Timmermans) creates
divisions and the feeling of being unfairly singled out. Poland
does not hesitate to castigate the conditions for appointing
members of the Constitutional Council in France, which it
deems far from exemplary. Orban responds to criticism by
attacking the rule of law in Finland! These divisions have been
compounded by Brexit and Trump’s election. The lesson these
countries first learned from Brexit was that Member States are
justified in repatriating some of the Commission’s powers, even
though they have since woken up to the true implications of
Brexit. Eastern Europeans feel "orphaned" by Brexit because,
on the whole, they share a “British” vision of the EU. The same
disappointment occurred with Trump, whose election was
enthusiastically welcomed by Poles (witness Trump's
triumphant visit to Poland) and by Orban or the Czech
President. At all events, Brexit and Trump’s election have, to a
degree, legitimised pro-sovereignty arguments. We need to
look beyond the phenomenon of "illiberal" democracies in
eastern Europe and ask ourselves whether one particular
liberal post-89 cycle has not come to an end, the trend, in fact,
being much more general.
II – Second divide: the relationship between democracy
and demography
What is the reason for the refusal of welcome migrants? To
understand this, we need to consider a particular historical
factor. In the period between the two World Wars, multinational
empires became multinational States. Then, in 1945, following
the extermination of the Jews and the expulsion of the
Germans, these countries were “homogenised”, a process
reinforced by the Cold War. Their borders were closed, with
nobody allowed in or out. Eastern European countries do not
share our migratory history. Bratislava, Prague and Warsaw
have no immigrant populations from the South, unlike our
western capitals. They are also countries in demographic
decline. Their populations are heading West (1 million Poles in
Great Britain, Romanians, Bulgarians and Albanians in Italy,
etc.). Feelings of vulnerability are conducive to identitarianism.
III – Third divide: foreign policy and security

In Europe, we are actually facing a combination of several
crises, in particular with regard to democracy, migration, local
relations and the euro.
I – First divide: democracy and the rule of law
It is the first time that Article 7 has been triggered, even
though this is most likely to prove a futile exercise because of
the need for unanimity and the tendency of Member States to
cover each other’s backs. It is not only Hungary and Poland
that are concerned, but also Slovakia and Romania. The
parties in power are hard to qualify. They are not dictatorships

The first issue is that of EU and NATO enlargement.
Eastern European countries, together with Austria, are strong
supporters of enlargement to include the Balkans, which is for
them a vital geopolitical issue. The case of North Macedonia
represents a major geopolitical breakthrough. North Macedonia
was granted candidate status in 2005 and then, for more than a
decade, was left on hold. In 2008, Greece vetoed NATO
enlargement to North Macedonia, which turned, as a result, to
nationalism and to Russia. A whole decade was lost. Yet efforts
were made better to include the Albanian minority in the
government and a compromise was finally found with Greece
on the country’s name. Europe must do something to
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acknowledge these efforts, otherwise the outlook for the
country will be very bleak. Negotiations have begun with Serbia
and Montenegro and the same should apply to North
Macedonia. Moreover, the Albanian question is bound to arise
again. It is important to leave the door open to negotiations
over future enlargements to the Balkan countries in the light of
progress made to date but without setting specific dates. When
it comes to security, NATO is, for them, the be all and end all.
The Trump effect has not dissuaded them. On the contrary,
Poland wants to reinforce its bilateral relations with the United
States (plans to set up US military bases in Poland, for USD 2
billion, a kind of "fort Trump" if these go ahead). Admittedly, this
approach could change if there were to be a change in the
political colour of the Polish government. Several of these
countries have increased their defence budgets to bring them
closer to the required 2%. Germany’s budget only represents
1% of its GDP, making it a “free-loader” in Washington’s eyes.
In essence, the EU appears useful but is merely a “top-up” as
far as security goes. The notion of European sovereignty is not
part of the political mindset in eastern European countries.
They also have different attitudes towards Russia. In fact, the
Baltic countries and Poland are highly critical of Russia
because of Ukraine, while Orban's Hungary is much more
accommodating (witness Putin's visit to Budapest, respect for
minority languages in Ukraine, Orban’s call for the lifting of EU
sanctions against Russia, and the construction of a nuclear
power plant with Russian funding). Slovakia and the Czech
Republic fall somewhere in the middle and also have
reservations about sanctions, while not challenging the EU’s
position. China holds considerable attractions for all the
eastern European countries because it is far away and
therefore seemingly unthreatening. It provides funding
(Belgrade-Budapest train), stages meetings (16 + 1 in Croatia),
offers numerous prospects for procurement and investment,
and never voices the slightest criticism with regard to human
rights. Israel: general move by the Visegrád countries to
establish closer relations, but Poland did not attend the
Jerusalem summit. Even Orban, who uses anti-Semitism to
attack Soros, is on good terms with Netanyahu, who provided
him with "communicators" for his election campaign.
Conclusion: the purpose behind enlargement was to
reinforce the rule of law but from 2010 this began to lose steam
with Orban. Central and eastern European countries would
prefer to redesign Europe in their own image, while remaining
members. They reacted negatively to the letter that French
President Emmanuel Macron published in the leading
European papers in May 2019. They also opposed the idea of
a multi-speed Europe. What they love to hate is the FrancoGerman partnership (fear of "hegemony") because they neither
want further integration nor to be relegated to second class.
But in the end, the EU is less threatened by resistance from
eastern European countries than by general pan-European
issues.
Answers to questions
Membership of these countries was designed to be an
extension of 1989. Havel and Geremek saw Europe as much
more than simply economic unification but more as a common
market, which explains why Geremek did not want to choose
between the traditions of the "Enlightenment" and those of
Christian Europe, but to combine the two. All in all, there are
geopolitical constraints that limit the potential for authoritarian

drift. Although suspended by the EPP, Orban did not opt to join
the Salvini/RN alliance. Leave the EU, but to go where? Orban
would think twice before making an exit.
The presence (or absence) of American troops is seen as a
decisive sign of peace and freedom. For eastern European
countries, lessons have been learned from the long history of
the 20th century: American withdrawal from Europe after 1918
and its unfortunate aftermath, the advantages of the continued
presence of the Americans after 1945, the fall of the Berlin
Wall. They supported the United States in Iraq because they
wanted them in central Europe. Events in Munich also left a
bad taste with regard to European security. Finally, for some,
the backbone of a European security policy would, in future,
involve the Weimar Triangle as a matter of necessity. For this,
political power in Warsaw would need to change hands.
In Hungary, the Trianon Treaty was highly traumatic. The
hypocrisy of the western powers was roundly condemned and
irredentism delivered the Hungarians to Hitler on a plate. As for
the current regime, it is partly a continuation of the Horthy
regime: irredentism plus anti-Bolshevism. It is particularly since
the arrival of Orban that the option of a Europe that could
reduce the distance between the countries formerly part of the
Kingdom of Hungary has ceased to be a live issue.
In the Balkans, there has been gradual metamorphosis
among local politicians, who have gone from being radical
nationalists to moderates and finally Euro-compatible. In
Serbia, Vucic has gone the same way. Kosovo represents an
obstacle to this process. Serbia and Kosovo have signed a
number of agreements under Europe’s aegis and the European
Commission's proven ability to reconcile yesterday's enemies
should not be underestimated. But the European locomotive
needs to forge ahead, this being the only way to give credibility
to the constructive changes in local leaders’ attitudes. It is
therefore vital not to close the door to further enlargement.
Romania: the issues of corruption and the rule of law can
move in two directions. Populism and demanding the
departure, by force or not, of the person in power are one
alternative, the other being for the people to use Europe as a
lever in the fight against corruption. This is what seems to be
happening in Romania where a window of opportunity for a
change in leadership seems to be opening (the new liberal
centrist party did well in the European elections in Bucharest
and Transylvania). The same is true of Slovakia, with the
election of President Čaputová and the success of her
progressive party in the European elections. In Prague, the
tendency is towards “entrepreneurial populism”, with Prime
Minister Babis under pressure for misuse of EU funds; there
are demonstrations and protests, but no political outcomes.
In Albania, a reform of the judicial system has been
courageously carried out, but this needs to be backed by
political support. But six months ago, the opposition stepped
down from Parliament creating unfavourable conditions for
negotiations with the EU. The issue of Albania must be kept
separate from that of Macedonian accession.
Bosnia is an incredibly complex country. Any ethnic group
can prevent a law from being adopted on the pretext of
defending its "vital interests". The system is completely
gridlocked and dependent on international aid. Cronyism is
widespread. While the American Richard Holbrooke may have
strong-armed the warring parties into coming to terms, his book
"To End a War" is still worthy of reflection, given the need for a
combination of laws, justice and credible use of force.
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A growing dimension in European space policy
With AVM (retired) Pascal Legai
Security Adviser to the Director of Earth Observation Programmes at the
European Space Agency

For Europe, and the European Union in particular, this issue
is highly topical and its importance is set to grow, not least
following the nomination of the future European Commissioner
for the Internal Market, whose portfolio also includes a
Directorate-General for Defence Industry and Space and who
will —in theory— be French. The letter of appointment from
Ursula von der Leyen, the new President of the European
Commission, to the Commissioner for the Internal Market
clearly specifies the link between space and security/defence
requirements to support Member States and places particular
emphasis on the vital relevance of the Galileo system and its
PRS (Public Regulated Service).
My experience in the European space sector is result of the
9 years I spent at the head of the European Union Satellite
Centre (SatCen), first as its Deputy Director and then as its
Director. SatCen is a 100%-civilian agency of the Council that
supports the EU’s decision-making and external action
processes in the field of CFSP/CSDP, mainly by providing
image-based intelligence. SatCen is involved round the clock in
all international crisis situations, regional conflicts (Syria,
Ukraine), migration crises, trafficking (of human beings, cultural
heritage, weapons, etc.), nuclear proliferation, terrorism, piracy,
etc., thus contributing to the enforcement of the European
Union’s Global Strategy for Foreign and Security Policy.
Since 1 May 2019, I have been Security Adviser to Dr Josef
Aschbacher, the Director of Earth Observation Programmes at
the European Space Agency (ESA), a position that has given
me the chance to observe European space issues from a
different angle, that of a European organisation which is not an
agency of the EU. ESA is involved from the early upstream
stages in space system design, development, research and
innovation, signing contracts with industry and exploring
possibilities for developing new security applications. This
notion of "security" is a constant subject of debate and
questions among ESA Member States, some even with marked
reluctance. I was recruited to address and develop security
issues in the ESA context.
My talk today will focus on the following main idea:
European space policy will only be able to contribute
fully to security and defence goals if European
stakeholders —Member States, EU, ESA— choose to
implement a coordinated, consistent, mutually
complementary and proactive approach.
While some aspects of this approach are beginning to fall
into place, the final target is still some way ahead. In practice, it
is clearly Member States that decide on the general course of
action within both the EU and the ESA.
I will spare you the details of the strategies of the different
stakeholders, but a few explanations about major shifts in
attitudes towards security issues in European space policy
would probably not go amiss:
- Space is no longer an end in itself, motivated by prestige
or ideological considerations but an instrument at the service of

policies such as the CFSP/CSDP. There is a need to structure
space policy into a consistent, complementary, autonomous
whole associating the three main players (Art. 189 Treaty of
Lisbon: EU, Member States, ESA) rather than the present
separate silo approach (observation, positioning/navigation,
space monitoring, communications).

Official picture of the Council Meeting at Ministerial level (also named ”Space
19+”) 27-28 November 2019 in Seville
Source: ESA

- The EU’s attitude towards space is both unusual and
paradoxical in that it presents it as being purely civilian, under
civilian management, but where each of the parts making it up
also have an obvious military dimension: Galileo/PRS,
Copernicus/Emergency-Security, SSA/SST, GovSatCom,
launchers.

- EU space policy with regard to security issues has passed
through a number of major phases in recent years:
• The European Council’s December 2013 decision to
revive plans for European defence too long put on ice.
Among the decisions made by the Member States (a limited
number), space aspects cover the need for satellite
communications (GovSatCom), as well as drones (RPAS), inflight refuelling and cyberspace;
• 2016, a decisive year: Publication by the High
Representative Federica Mogherini of the European Union’s
Global Strategy for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy in June
2016, immediately followed by an implementation plan in
November 2016, both clear evidence of the firm intention of
the EU and its Member States to step up to the plate and
take practical action, including through recourse to the
possibilities offered by space;
• From this point, the European Commission clearly began
to move towards a security and defence policy
acknowledging the obvious and essential role of space
consistent with the needs of the CFSP, while giving shape to
its space policy through the publication of its “Space Strategy
for Europe” in October 2016, and its “Defence Action Plan” in
November 2016, this also designed to create the European
Defence Fund, Permanent Structured Cooperation (for which
provision was made in the Treaty of Lisbon), and the CARD;
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• There was also the proposal for a multiannual financial
framework (as part of the ordinary legislative process) for
2021-2027, as material proof of a real desire to provide the
wherewithal necessary to support this strong focus on more
security and defence, not least through a budget dedicated to
space (>€16 billion);
• Another major milestone was the Proposal for a
Regulation of the Parliament and of the Council
establishing the space programme of the Union and the
European Union Agency for the Space Programme, adopted
by the European Parliament on 17 April 2019. This marked a
clear trend towards better harmonised and coordinated
European space policy, with simplified governance through a
single four-part space programme (Galileo/EGNOS,
Copernicus, SSA/SST, GovSatCom), and greater support for
the space industry. Under the proposed Regulation, Europe
would gain in autonomy and its executive agency, the
European GNSS, would be given a bigger role;
• Creation of the Directorate-General for the Defence
Industry & Space under the authority of the Commissioner for
the Internal Market, which also has responsibility for industrial
policy and the digital single market.

- To sum up, one of the main factors emerging from the
intentions expressed in 2016 was the importance of Security
and Defence, and the major role to be played by space in
helping to achieve the stated goal of strategic autonomy,
while naturally recognising the essential contribution required
from Member States. National attitudes with regard to the links
between space and security/defence are therefore an important
consideration in this regard

and Galileo to optimise the national effects of European
services.
Spain: combined civilian/military PAZ mission - Spanish
Military Satellite Centre (CESAEROB).
East European Countries: In 2017, the Czech Republic
created a Military Satellite Centre. Poland and Romania rely
heavily on the European Satellite Centre to build up their
national capabilities (Earth Observation is a field they have yet
to master), an approach they openly acknowledge.
Luxembourg: The EU’s smallest country is investing in and
developing its backbone space policy (communications, Earth
Observation with NAOS, Belgian support).
In the face of these independent national developments in
space policy for security, defence and military purposes, how
can and should the EU define, if not impose, its own approach
so that it can interface, coordinate and harmonise with national
policies?
The European Commission has proposed a business
model to those Member States possessing space
capabilities: “access services from government systems in
exchange for Community financing”, which would contribute to
the upkeep, or potentially even the upgrading, of government
capabilities - Earth Observation, SST and Govsatcom. In
practice, this business model does not work as it should for, in
the event of crises or emergencies, it is very difficult to access
the resources of the individual governments, which are
deployed first and foremost to national ends. Earth Observation
= intelligence of national interest; SSA/SST = strategic
advantage and special relations with the United States.

National Perspectives
In the individual countries, backbone national space policies
openly acknowledge the need for “military” space to meet
defence and military demand, with most national space
agencies having both a civilian and a military dimension.
Paradoxically, Member States are not planning to give the ESA
a security role that could be diverted towards a defence
function, instead choosing to keep this sovereign right within
their national preserve. Member States consider that the ESA’s
role should be restricted to research and development,
exploration and the sciences of the universe.
France: creation of a space command centre on 3 September
2019 as a crucial step in its space strategy, to conduct
operations in space - “Active Defence” rather than offensive
capabilities - mirroring the American approach of creating a
space command centre.
Germany: recent creation of a space division within the
Federal Ministry of Defence, which is also a further indication of
the country’s determination better to adapt its space policy to
defence and military ends.
Italy: heavy centralisation of military and civilian space
activities under the Prime Minister, with a single partner in the
person of Space Consultant Admiral Carlo Massagli to ensure
maximum coordination, and clearly flag up the duality between
civilian and military applications, with responsibilities extending
over the space-related activities of 12 different ministries.
Establishment of national mirror programmes for Copernicus

False colour composition using the infrared channel in order to spot airstrips in
the jungle
Source: European Union Satellite Centre

ESA’s Role: at the moment, it is impossible to talk about
“defence” or utter the word “military” within the ESA (ESA
Convention, Article 2 “for exclusively peaceful purposes”). ESA
Member States are unprepared if not totally opposed to
considering any potential moves in this direction. Yet the notion
of security already exists for civilian applications and services
(Copernicus/Security). This begs the question of how two of the
three major European space protagonists (EU and Member
States) can be openly targeting security and defence issues,
while the third player, ESA, keeps its distance in relation to
what is a natural and inevitable development. In practical
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terms, through its general policies, the ESA contributes to the
use of space in the interests of humanity, to preserve the planet
and develop services in the general good. In the event of
natural disasters, to come to the rescue of the populations
affected or those whose lives are at risk, damage assessment
is of the essence to map the damage and direct the rescue
teams on the ground. The space data used is exactly the same
as that used for bombing/targeting. The real issue, therefore, is
whether the benefits of scientific and technical progress should
be restricted to certain selected areas, to avoid even the
slightest risk of misuse. A legal framework needs to be
established. The same issues arose in the nuclear power
sector, for as with everything in life, there will always be a
degree of risk.

The added value lies more in downstream applications and
services than in the space sector. It is this sector, however, that
is the most conducive to security aspect development.

Industry is of course a major contributor to the development
of space applications with a security dimension.

The European Union Satellite Centre: with the EU agencies,
this is the last upstream link in ensuring the efficiency of the
policies selected and applied. Basic economic options (internal
market, growth, job creation, protecting R&D and industrial
base, geographical repatriation, balance among consortiums,
etc.) are not always necessarily compatible with end-customer
satisfaction.

As a result, good space security policy involves striking a
balance between national, commercial and EU-ESA resources.
ESA’s “public private partnership” model offers potential
solutions.
To complete this general overview, I should like to quote the
example of the European Satellite Centre, which is tangible
evidence of one aspect of European space policy in support of
the CFSP. SatCen’s major achievement is the creation of
classified information of common interest shared among its 28
members.

Conclusion
After the United States, Europe is the world's secondlargest space sector investor.

Artist’s impression of the European Union Satellite Centre at Torrejón de Ardoz
in Spain
Source: www.defense.gouv.fr

NewSpace: Industry, SMEs, start-ups (major players)
produce cutting-edge technological innovations that prompt
rapid changes in business models to keep abreast of market
requirements and meet customer needs. Government systems
are not based on this same product and profit rationale but are
designed for autonomy, control over resources and data
reliability. These systems tend to remain in place for 5 to 10
years without any significant capability developments, while
those used in businesses are in a constant state of flux.
Artificial Intelligence, for example, may be the latest buzzword
but for it to produce the best and most reliable results, huge
quantities of data are required. Business or public systems
(Sentinels) are able to harvest the data they need, while
government systems only offer restricted access. Sentinel
satellites from the Copernicus programme deliver 18 Terabytes
of primary data every day; in comparison, the AmericanCanadian company MAXAR delivers 80 Terabytes of data each
day.
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However, dominance in this field cannot simply be
measured as the sum total of all the figures, which may offer a
falsely flattering picture. It is more the ability to be consistent,
coordinated, complementary, autonomous, and therefore
influential, all of which already apply or will shortly apply to the
United States, China and India. Without a firm commitment
from EU and ESA Member States to concede a small part of
their sovereignty, Europe can ultimately be no more than a
second-rate player, as its importance gradually declines.
Developments with regard to the security aspects of
European space policy need to contribute towards giving the
external action of the EU and its Member States the necessary
credibility. They should also serve to demonstrate European
unity, determination, solidarity and cohesion over security and
defence. But this goal will only be attained if Member States
are really determined to make things happen.
The European Defence Fund, PESCO, CARD and also
Govsatcom will be a true litmus test. With more than 500 million
citizens, Europe has to fight for its future against a number of
steadily progressing major powers. Without real determination,
Europe will not be able to hold its own.
In Europe, the security dimension still has a long way to go
before it can produce tangible coordinated results.
Thank you for listening.
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