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Editorial
2020 has now come to an end and the
page has turned on an “annus horribilis” that
saw the Covid-19 pandemic sweep across the
world. For the European Union, it was also the
year when the United Kingdom, previously a
key Member State, finally bowed out of the
Union at the end of a lengthy process, which
began with the June 2016 referendum and the
British electors’ vote to leave. Right up to the
last minute, lingering doubts remained over
possibilities for reaching a deal between the
UK and the EU and the difficulties of
reconciling widely diverging positions over
crucial issues such as level playing fields,
dispute settlement mechanisms and fishing
rights.

caused by Hungary and Poland’s continued
rejection of the mechanism for making the
disbursement of European funds conditional
on compliance with the principles of the Rule
of Law was finally broken through a
compromise proposed by the German EU
presidency and accepted by the 27 Member
States. With this compromise, the Rule-ofLaw principle continues to apply but will not
come into force until the European Court of
Justice has confirmed its legal validity. This
breakthrough enabled the European
Parliament to vote on the Multiannual
Financial Framework and on making EU
payouts conditional on respect of the Rule of
Law before the end of the year.

One major factor in the Brexit process has
always been the unfailing solidarity of the
remaining EU Member States and their
constant support for the negotiators. It was
vital to maintain a consistently firm and united
front if they were to call the British
Government’s bluff and not capitulate under its
brinkmanship tactics. Given the unilateral
nature of the Brexit decision, it was important
that the UK authorities be made to take
responsibility for the consequences of their
acts. There was no way that the EU could take
the risk of letting its institutions or rules be
undermined through the concessions implicit
in an unsatisfactory deal.

2020 will, therefore, be remembered for
two major developments that would most likely
have been impossible if the UK had still been
a member of the EU. Firstly, the recovery plan,
which represents a major step forward in
terms of budget solidarity, in that Member
States now share their first-ever common debt.
Secondly, the European Defence Fund, which
forms part of the Multiannual Financial
Framework and for which the regulation was
approved in trilogue Council and European
Parliament negotiations, was also adopted at
the end of the year, adding to the EU’s arsenal
of weapons for boosting member cooperation
over military equipment, increasing defence
capabilities, prompting European defence
industry consolidation and, ultimately,
substantially increasing the EU’s strategic
autonomy. Proof once again, sad to say, that it
needs a crisis for the EU to progress towards
greater solidarity.

Amid all the gloom, the one bright spark on
the horizon was the excellent news emerging
from the European Council’s meeting on 10
December (minus the UK) regarding
procedures for approving the next Multiannual
Financial Framework (MFF 2021-2027) and
the 750 billion euro recovery package (Next
Generation EU) to be funded through
borrowings. The several weeks of deadlock
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In favour of more assertive European diplomacy
This article is the output of a working group within the
EuroDéfense-France Board
A more efficient, better appreciated European Union is not
the pipedream of a handful of pro-Europeans. Irrational desires
aside, it has become a matter of urgency. Firstly, because of
the growing number of crises, inside and outside the European
Union, and secondly because the individual European
countries have grown weaker in comparison with the new
powers now emerging in the world. The EU has managed to
cope with a wide variety of challenges relatively successfully,
but is often accused of lacking responsiveness and, above all,
cohesion. These shortcomings seem particularly relevant in
foreign policy and defence, both areas of national sovereignty
par excellence. Yet eurozone Member States (MS) have
recently largely delegated their monetary responsibilities, a
privileged area of national sovereignty, to the extent of agreeing
to the principle of common debt. This perfectly exemplifies how
national and European sovereignties can be compatible, and
will inevitably coexist when interests shared by the members of
the EU are concerned.

masks and respirators, a common emergency stockpile of
medicines and equipment and joint procurement of medical
protective equipment and medicines, etc.
The EU has already deployed considerable resources to
provide economic support to its Members, especially through
decisions by the European Central Bank, the Commission and
the European Council, which now need to be further
strengthened by a recovery fund. The way in which this fund
will be established and operate will be a test of the solidarity
that will have to go hand-in-hand with the interdependence of
our nations within the EU.

Are major crises a godsend for authoritarian systems?
The health crisis that has overwhelmed the planet has
generated a feeling of mistrust fuelled by common anxiety and
by the temptation to hunker down and erect barriers in relation
to neighbours considered a risk, if not a threat. This adversarial
spirit enables authoritarian regimes to justify their actions vis-avis their citizens, by highlighting democracies’ shortcomings in
handling the crisis.
However, if part of the population is willing to listen to
populist voices, it is also because the European Union has
failed to publicise the real benefits it has brought its older and
newer Members. Since Member States’ leaders are quick to lay
the blame for their own mistakes or failures on the EU, the EU
has the duty to directly inform European citizens about its
actions and results in order to build trust in its institutions and
among its Members.

An area of trust in a world of distrust
In an increasingly uncertain and threatening world, it is
imperative to build trust within the European Union. Today, the
EU is probably the only political area that highlights this
challenge of solidarity and trust amongst its Members. In the
face of the isolationism of the United States, mistrust of Russia,
and China's spirit of conquest, Europeans are developing
instruments of solidarity and joint action, albeit sometimes
belatedly or sluggishly. In the health sector (an area for which
Member States remain individually responsible), Europe has
ramped up its efforts after an initial national response by its
governments, by organising the transfer of patients between
States, cooperation through common standards on protective
equipment, respirators and tests, funding for vaccine research
and a joint network for researchers, free access to patents for

In accordance with the wishes of Robert Schuman, this
controlled interdependence must create an area of trust among
our nations, which are all called upon to unite within Europe,
whether they are located in the North, the South, the East or
the West. Distortions within the EU are cracks that weaken us.
Should we be surprised that the assistance given to Italy by
Russia during the health crisis should be accompanied by an
invitation to reflect on the legitimacy of the European Union and
its initial lack of support for a struggling Member State?
The crisis has strengthened Russia’s nationalist and
defensive worldview. The country is trying to stir up the
divisions existing between Europeans, since it is convinced of
the decline of the Western model and anxious to weaken their
Union. While Russia may be developing closer ties with China,
its increasingly powerful and influential neighbour, it is not in its
longer term interest to brush aside its ties with Europe,
something it will realise this sooner or later. Although the EU is

Page 2

Défense européenne - La Lettre EuroDéfense-France

English version

January 2021

In favour of more assertive European diplomacy
(Cont. from P. 2)

now in a complicated relationship with Russia, it is in its interest
to define a common strategy for its exchanges, with no
illusions, but keeping in mind the thought of making it a longterm strategic partner.
The politics of generosity are largely conducted and
instrumentalised by China. Europe has let itself become far too
dependent on China. Faced with this strongly growing power,
seeking to divide and conquer, Europeans must learn to speak
with a single voice. The EU must escape from its dependence
on China, without ending the strategic dialogue begun over six
years ago but rather making it more offensive at all levels,
including defence. For China will remain both a partner and a
systemic rival. The EU will win respect from its partners if it
presents a united front on trade policy.
The United States has entered into a phase of defensive
isolationism under the slogan America first, which does not
however prevent it from being aggressive towards those
considered a threat to its power. China is its leading target, but
the European Union is also in line of fire, being described by
the American President as an "enemy" in terms of trade. What
the President wants is bilateral relationships with other
countries in which he would have the upper hand, and to reject
multilateralism. He goes so far as to make declarations
criticising NATO, which is certainly still a key contributor to
Europe’s defence but also constitutes an instrument of
American power. Since Europe is part of a civilisation that has
shared values, including those of democracy, Europe must be
lucid in facing this new reality.
To the list of increased threats (China’s rise and the end of
European illusions over Beijing’s desire to move towards
liberalism, America’s complete change of position, the
militarisation of Russia in authoritarian hands, etc.), there are
other threats with a more European focus: border tensions,
downgrading of individual Member States, and finally the crisis
of multilateralism and of an international order based on
European legal cultural standards.

develop a more elaborate communications policy to promote
the EU’s achievements, and foster a feeling of shared interests.
Secondly, the EU must continue to pursue its goal of
strategic autonomy, now that the sovereignty of its Members
can only be developed or maintained at a European level. No
European state has the means to face a major crisis or military
attack alone. Greater European coordination is essential,
especially in international and defence affairs. Each State has
its own interests, but it is up to the EU to make those interests
converge: this will be the source of its strength and, by
extension, its sovereignty. National sovereignties and European
sovereignty are not in opposition with each other but rather
should support each other.
Thirdly, in order to succeed, we must promote a strong and
united European voice. Europe will only be able to stand up to
China if it is united. Europe will only be able to negotiate on an
equal footing with Russia, which is simultaneously reboosting
its military capacities and declining economically, by being a
strong player that carries the requisite weight, all the more so
since it can no longer rely on its American ally, which is more
interested in the Pacific and hostile to the European project.
Finally, in Africa, Europe is number one provider of
development aid. In response to the crisis, it has called for
partial relief of Africa’s debt. Europe continues to lead military
operations against terrorism in the interest of the countries
targeted, the Member States and their values. Europe must
further strengthen its actions while respecting the sovereignties
and opinions of African countries. One of the effects could be
better control of migration flows.

Reinforce Europe’s voice in the world
The call by the Foreign Affairs Committee of the European
Parliament to reinforce Europe’s voice in the world echoes the
declaration of Josep Borell, High Representative of the Union
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, who stated that the
crisis “calls for the mobilisation of the instruments of resilience
of democracies, and of a European Union that must fight for its
future, and in particular for the confidence of its peoples.” The
crisis has demonstrated the importance of a collective
awareness of danger, well thought-out coordination and loyalty
in cooperation.
Firstly, the EU urgently needs to strengthen its internal unity
and overcome North-South and East-West divisions in order to
tackle the crisis and actively take part in a process of
reconstructing a changing world, with the support of Europe’s
peoples. It is vital that the EU institutions ensure that citizens
are fully aware of their actions. The Commission, in particular,
needs to become more political. For instance, it needs to be
more aware of the needs and fears of European citizens,

Screen displaying live exchanges between Chinese President Xi Jinping, top
left, European Council President Charles Michel, top right, European
Commission President Ursula von der Leyen, bottom right, French President
Emmanuel Macron, bottom centre, and German Chancellor Angela Merkel
during an EU-China Leaders’ meeting video conference at European Council
headquarters in Brussels, Wednesday, 30 December 2020.
Source: The Diplomat
Credit: Johanna Geron, Pool Photo via AP

In this crisis-ridden world, where the COVID-19 pandemic
has exposed many flaws and weaknesses, European
diplomacy is facing a crucial moment in its history. Europeans
may not survive this crisis if they do not react unitedly. By
contrast, they should seize what appears like an opportunity to
reinforce their shared destiny by promoting a common defence
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and security policy, which should include health protection and
strong European diplomacy.

resentment towards the United States. This approach is almost
universally accepted by the public and politicians alike.

The Franco-German tandem must continue to form a solid
basis, even more so after Brexit. Their partnership has often
prompted progress, even during the current health crisis.
However, it must not exclude constant dialogue with the other
states, especially with the “new” Member States from the
former Soviet bloc. The latter do not want to feel constrained
now that they have recovered their sovereignty. This feeling
might seem trivial compared to today’s dangers, but it is very
real for their people.

Greece is not the only country that is a member of the EU
and NATO, but one of its fellow NATO members is Turkey, with
which its relations have long been coloured by decades of
distrust. Greece feels that NATO would be powerless in the
event of a crisis with Turkey, especially since the Cyprus
incident. It therefore is particularly interested in developing EU
diplomacy and defence, notably through Article 42-7 of the
Treaty of Lisbon on mutual defence.

Turning briefly to the situation in the Baltic States, we can
see the efforts their governments have made to be model
students and sympathise, for example, with the concerns of
Member States in the more southern parts of Europe.
Accordingly, to the best of their abilities, they are lending
support to the efforts that have been put into slowing the
alarming rise of Islamist terrorism in the Sahel. This does not
negate the fact that, in Vilnius, Riga and Tallinn, government's
main preoccupation is with the looming presence of their
powerful neighbour and its "capacity for evil", even though the
three countries concerned benefit from NATO military presence
on their soil and the political involvement of the EU. The
populations of Latvia and Estonia include large proportions of
people with Russian origins, which does not make things
easier. This is not the case in Lithuania. As heir to the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania and Poland, Lithuania considers it has a
moral responsibility to promote a privileged partnership with the
States in this region which are, in Vilnius’s view, bound to join
the EU one day, one of these being Ukraine. The Baltic Sates
and Poland are the first to applaud the gust of freedom
emerging from the Belarusian crisis which is a major concern to
the authoritarian regime in Moscow.
It is only by being attentive to the priorities of the different
Member States, even if these may be subject to negotiations to
achieve consensus, that the EU will be able to progress. The
Baltic States need the help of the EU to pursue their
development and economic independence (witness the
challenge of electrical interconnection with European grids, due
by 2025) and to change mindsets still largely marked by Soviet
influence. But the EU needs to be reminded by the Baltic
States, albeit at times undiplomatically, of the risks of
destabilisation within the Baltic region as a result of a
sometimes unpredictable, often nostalgic neighbouring power.
Elsewhere in Europe, the situation in Greece is unique. In
2021, the Greeks will celebrate the 200th anniversary of their
independence, obtained by the joint efforts of British, French
and Russian diplomatic missions, and with major assistance
from the French army. Greece is perfectly well aware that
history is scarred by tragedies, not least the upheavals in Asia
Minor following the Treaty of Sèvres and the German
occupation from 1941 to 1944, one of the harshest during
World War II. Then it suffered five years of civil war.
Consequently Greece, which was cut off from Western Europe
for several decades by the countries of the Soviet bloc and
conscious of the menacing presence of its big neighbour to the
East, has traditionally been in search of Western protective
powers. This search for protection has always existed, despite
a brief flirtation with non-alignment in the 1980s spurred by a

For its part, the EU is aware of the diplomatic and strategic
advantages offered by Greece by the duality of its
Mediterranean and Balkan roots, its historical ties with the
Middle East and its location opposite Africa, which confer on
Crete in particular a real aircraft carrier role in the Eastern
Mediterranean.
Faced with the current crisis between Greece and Turkey
whose disagreements on the maritime front are aggravated by
the potential riches to be obtained from hydrocarbon deposits
in the Eastern Mediterranean, France chose to publicly side
with Greece in the spirit of European diplomacy. Though the
two cases are not entirely similar, this solidarity is reminiscent
of when France immediately sided with the UK during the
Falklands War.

Conclusion
Now and in the future, solidarity will probably more than
ever, be instrumental to and crucial for European success.
What exactly do we understand by diplomacy? Obviously it
consists of seeking peace between nations, but also involves
defending the interests and values inherent to the workings of a
nation or an overarching entity.
While the global balance is under threat (are we the new
“sleepwalkers”, unseeing like those leaders who failed to
anticipate the outbreak of the First World War in the early 20th
century?), should we not consider how to achieve European
diplomacy worthy of the name? What are the arguments in
favour of greater European integration? What is the reality of
this diplomacy today? What can we suggest to enable it to
culminate in better results?

EuroDéfense-France: Patrick Bellouard, Nathalie de
Kaniv, Jean Loup Kuhn-Delforge, François Laumonier,
Cyrille Schott, Jérôme Vignon
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European defence forces vs. a European army
By Frédéric Mauro,
Lawyer specialising in legal issues related to defence
Associate Research Fellow at IRIS, Member of the EuroDéfense-France Board
Published in ”The European Security and Defence Union” Vol.37 - 4/2020

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 has written several
reports for the European
Parliament and the European
Commission. All his
publications are available on his
website: www.fredericmauro.net
The need for a “common defence” for the European Union
has been acknowledged since the early 1990s, when European
leaders realised that they were unable to stop a genocide "two
hours from Paris by plane". Since the Treaty of Nice in 2001,
the “progressive framing” of this common defence became so
necessary that it was introduced under the mantle of a
“common security and defence policy” (CSDP) in the Union’s
positive law. The need for such a defence became so obvious
in the mid-2010s, with the increase in threats and doubts about
the solidity of the transatlantic alliance, that the concept of
European “strategic autonomy” was precipitated into the
spotlight. Common defence is now an existential question: can
the Union - as a commercial superpower - survive without
being able to defend itself against great powers that play
Member States against each other, as Julius Caesar did with
the Celtic tribes?
So, insofar as the Member States agree, whether they like it
or not, on the principle of a common defence, the next question
is: what should the shape and substance of this defence be?
Until now, all Member States concurred that it could only be an
aggregation of the different European (national) defence forces.
It is for this reason that the Treaty of Lisbon mentions an
intriguing “operational capacity drawing on civilian and military
assets” (Article 42.1 TEU), it being made clear that such assets
“shall be made available to the Union by the Member
States” (Article 42.3). It is worth noting that the words
“operational capacity” echo the “capacity for autonomous
action” of the Saint-Malo Franco-British declaration and have
been carefully chosen to avoid mentioning a “European army”.
This was explicitly stated in Nice in December 2000:
“developing this autonomous capacity (…) does not involve the
establishment of a European army1”.
Twenty-two years after Saint-Malo, the fact is that the EU –
as such – does not have any military capacity for autonomous
action in the field of crisis management, and even less in terms
of collective defence. This did not prevent the European
leaders from agreeing on a common “military level of ambition”
in 2016 in the wake of the Global Strategy, asserting that the

Union must be able to protect itself and its citizens.
Unfortunately, the assessment today is unequivocal: the EU is
unable to defend itself2. The “headline goals” agreed at the
Helsinki Summit in 1999 for the Union to be able to assemble
and project deployment of a military force of 60,000 troops (an
army corps) have still not been attained, although as Sven
Biscop rightly points out, the EU Member States enrol 1.5
million men and women in national uniforms and thus it would
be reasonable to increase the target from “battle groups” to
brigades3. The lack of capacity – or willingness should we say
– is at present so striking that nowadays the EU would be
unable to launch successful crisis management operations
along the lines of Concordia and Artemis as it did in 2003.
This blatant failure led Juncker in 2015, Orban in 2016,
Merkel and Macron in 2018 and finally Sanchez in 2019 to call
for a "European army". And these calls may well find some
sympathy among public opinion if we give credit to successive
polls, all of which suggest that there is massive support among
European citizens in favour of the idea. The problem is that this
idea remains… an idea: nothing more than words blowing in
the wind. National establishments, intermediary bodies and all
individuals with a vested interest – military personnel,
diplomats, industrialists, politicians – are, in their vast majority,
opposed to the idea for all sorts of reasons including sheer
nationalism, undignified conformism and blatant pecuniary selfinterest. For three decades, diplomats in particular have been
the fierce custodians of the dogma of intergovernmentalism.
The differences between the chiefs and the intermediary bodies
is particularly patent in France4. The only piece of European
legislation that could have led to some sort of convergence,
through a capability process modeled on the Eurozone
concept, is the “Permanent Structured Cooperation”, better
known as PESCO – three words to hide the unmentionable
word of ”integration”. As a result of the stubborn resistance of
the intermediary bodies, this attempt ended up as a
“framework” for defence cooperation, a framework described as
“modular” and “inclusive”, and strictly redundant given the
existence of the European Defence Agency and, as such,
totally useless if it remains as it is.
The real problem is that now is not the time for the debate
on European defence forces versus a European army. A
common defence – or collective “strategic autonomy”, to use
another term – will only emerge if two elements come together
in the right order: the “ability to decide” and the “capacity to
act”5. The question of the forces – be they national or
integrated – belongs to the second of these two elements. Yet,
the “ability to decide” comes first, as everybody understands
that having an entire army corps is of no use if the Member
States are persistently unable to decide where and when to
deploy it. Thus, rephrasing the debate, the question to be

Presidency report on the European Security and Defence Policy – Annex VI of the Presidency’s Conclusions – European Council meeting, Nice, 7, 8 and 9 December
2000.
2 Frédéric Mauro and Pablo Fernandez-Cras (2020): Is Europe really unable to defend itself? IRIS
3 Sven Biscop (2020) Battalions to Brigades: The Future of European Defence, Survival, 62:5, 105-118, DOI:
4 Marc Endeweld – “Qui pilote vraiment le Quai d’Orsay ? Emmanuel Macron et l’État profond” – Le Monde diplomatique, September 2020 pages 1, 20 and 21
5 Suzana Anghel et al – “On the path to ‘strategic autonomy’ – the EU in an evolving geopolitical environment” – European Parliamentary Research Service – September
2020
1
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answered in the first place is: how do we place Member States
in a position to decide to wage war (or not), without resorting to
federalism?
This is an equation with five unknowns. The first is a
legitimate and enduring arbitration body where decisions can
be made. In this regard, the idea of a EU Security Council
proposed at the Franco-German Summit of Meseberg in June
2018 is the most promising. Yet the form that such a Council
should take remains unclear. Would it be some sort of select
committee of the European Council with only Members
participating in this common defence entitled to vote? This is
the solution for which allowance is made in the treaty with
regard to PESCO. It does not require any existing treaty
amendments and needs nothing else than the expression of
the corresponding political will. However, another possibility
seems to be supported by the French Government6: an ad hoc
Council based on a multilateral agreement. This would enable
the British to be included, which is surprising to say the least,
given the fact that they have always been the fiercest
opponents of common European defence and will remain
highly dependent on the US for all their strategic decisions!

But this is a well-known unknown for which a solution may now
be possible with the departure of the UK.
Solving this equation is a tremendous challenge. It is
nonetheless a prerequisite for it to be worth raising the second
question: European defence forces or a European army?

The second unknown is a common strategic culture
which is the goal pursued through the European Intervention
Initiative launched by Emmanuel Macron in 2017. This is a
necessity not only to agree on the range of threats that the
Union is facing, but also to understand why it might be
necessary to send forces on to the battlefield. Sharing a
common culture is about having the same ambitions and
implementing decisions that could lead to the loss of lives,
although some might be in disagreement with such decisions. If
Member States are not convinced that they are part of a single
whole that they are bound to defend, whether rightly or wrongly,
they will inevitably be tempted to prevent decisions with which
they disagree and by doing so, ruin the entire strategy.
This leads us to the third unknown: majority rule. This
idea, also floated at the Meseberg Summit, is slowly but surely
making its way up to the top of the Union’s agenda and
represents European defence’s last frontier. For the time being
very few Member States, if any, are ready to surrender their
veto. But veto is a power to block, not a power to build. And it is
the very reason why CSDP is inefficient. Nevertheless, as 90 %
of the decisions with defence implications do not relate to
sending troops on mission, one solution might be to restrict the
use of the veto to the very few remaining decisions.
The fourth unknown is a common budget. As always
money is the sinews of war. The haunting debate within NATO
around the 2% metric, however biased it might be, clearly
shows that individual Member States are expected to pay their
fair share to the common kitty. Obviously, this share cannot
depend solely on goodwill and the conjunction of the stars. It
must be provided by the European budget itself or, failing that,
by an ad hoc budgetary instrument akin to the European Peace
Facility.
Finally, common defence would need a genuine military
chain of command under the EU Security Council. In this
regard, the present organisation with the EU Military Committee
and the EU military staff must be completely overhauled in
order to provide the Union with military operational
headquarters and an efficient defence planning organisation.
6

Clément Beaune – French Secretary of State for European Affairs – “L’Europe par delà le Covid-19” Politique étrangère – IFRI Autumn 2020.
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The Franco-German agreement of 18 May 2020:
a strong symbol and a European challenge
with Jérôme Vignon
Honorary President of Semaines Sociales de France,
Advisor at the Jacques Delors Institute
Member of the EuroDéfense-France Board

Jérôme Vignon
Advisor at the Jacques Delors
Institute, graduate of the ”Ecole
Polytechnique” and the ”Ecole
Nationale de l’Administration
Économique”, Inspector General
at INSEE and Honorary Director
General at the EU Commission.

Jérôme Vignon joined Jacques Delors in Brussels,
where he created and managed the Forward Studies Unit at
the EU Commission until 1998. He then returned to France
where he spent 2 years as Director of Strategy at DATAR,
before going back to the EU Commission, where he was
first in charge of the White Paper on European Governance
and then Head of the Directorate for Social Protection and
Integration within the Social Affairs Directorate. Since 2011,
he has been President of the French ”Observatoire National
de la Pauvreté et de l’Exclusion Sociale (ONPES)” (National
Observatory for Poverty and Social Exclusion) that recently
merged with the ”Conseil National de Lutte contre la
Pauvreté et l‘Exclusion Sociale” (National Council for the
Battle against Poverty and Social Exclusion). Jérôme
Vignon is also a member of the Board of several social
organisations: Fondation Habitat et Humanisme, Fondation
Jean Rhodain, Semaines Sociales de France.

The Franco-German duo deserves to be complimented. Their
European convictions have prompted them to drive things
forward.
EDFR: What are we talking about exactly?
JV: Under the Franco-German proposal, the European
Commission would be authorised to borrow money, using the
European budget as a guarantee. In actual practice, the plans
announced by the Commission on 27 May consist of borrowing
750 billion euros over 5 years, repayable between 2027 and
2050. The funds raised should benefit from the best market
conditions and will then be partly loaned and partly provided as
non-refundable grants to Member States on the basis of their
“national recovery and resilience plans”.
Thus, this proposal sets the scene for a public debt specific
to the EU that would pave the way for a global market in euro
bonds. It is, without a doubt, one of the possibilities that the
euro lacked to be able to assert its global position. The German
Chancellor has made a major concession because, until now,

He joined the EuroDéfense-France Board in 2019.
EDFR: Emmanuel Macron and Angela Merkel have announced
plans for reviving the European economy. What do these reveal
about the Franco-German duo?
JV: The Franco-German partnership remains strong, despite
the many criticisms, the dissatisfaction and irritation it fuels
among those who feel overshadowed by the united front
presented by these two European powers. The duo continues,
nevertheless, to constitute the hard core of the European
Union, something that it has just demonstrated once again. As
a senior Belgian diplomat was wont to say: “While the FrancoGerman duo may form a pressure group within the EU, this is
accepted as long as this it beneficial to European integration.”
This is exactly what happened on 18 May 2020 with
Emmanuel Macron and Angela Merkel’s joint initiative:
together they furthered European integration. On 27 May
2020, the European Commission did not simply “copy - paste”
the Franco-German proposals for a major European economic
recovery plan. Instead, it amplified this initiative, including it in
the draft 2021/2027 Multiannual Financial Framework. This
draft budget, which was given added impetus by the FrancoGerman initiative, is unprecedented in scope (credits are to be
doubled over the 2021-2024 period) and confirms the
breakthrough with regard to methods inspired by this initiative.

Source : lemonde.fr Pool/Reuters

the Germans were totally opposed to this type of European
public borrowing, since it would force the hand of Germany and
the German Bundestag via the European budget. The
Commission is also suggesting that the debt be serviced
through new resources of its own, to avoid limiting the margins
for action under the European budget as such.
Allocating the resources generated by this European
borrowing through the EU budget has the advantage of
enabling pre-existing oversight mechanisms to be used, thus
offering the guarantee that the funds will be properly employed.
By contrast, the Commission did not follow through on the
Franco-German proposal to allocate the new resources solely
according to the impact of the health crisis on Member States.
Traditional criteria will prevail, based on estimated pre-crisis
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GDP, population figures, unemployment rates, probably to ease
the process. The European Investment Bank will be tasked with
managing new resources raised against the European
borrowings that could be used to refloat businesses that are
sound but severely impacted by the crisis: once again, a taboo
has been lifted, taking us towards an industrial policy for which
the Franco-German initiative forms the postulate.
Finally, this proposal should foster the adoption of the whole
budget package in which the amount allotted to structural funds
represented a bone of contention. Of the new resources,
around 80 billion euros will probably be allocated to increasing
direct aid to the regions most impacted by the health crisis and/
or the most unprepared for the energy transition.

Source : elysée.fr

EDFR: What are the obstacles to be overcome?
JV: The less-than-enthusiastic reactions of countries more to
the North, such as Austria, the Netherlands and Denmark,
relate to the way of allocating the resources borrowed by
the EU: in the form of non-refundable aid or loans, with or
without conditions. This aspect will be fundamental in achieving
successful compromises.

One last and important stumbling block will lie in the extent
to which the allocation of funds will be condition-dependent,
whether it be through loans or grants, and the degree to which
this will reflect the new environmental, digital or health
priorities. There is a delicate balance to be struck between
efficiency, on the one hand – diminished by an increased
administrative burden that makes it harder for governments and
businesses to submit eligible projects – and our ability to
reshape Europe’s model of development, on the other.
EDFR: Why is the Franco-German agreement so important?
JV: A few weeks ago, in April, in the middle of the health crisis,
there were justifiable doubts about European solidarity in
dealing with the crisis. Each Member State gave the impression
that it was doing its own thing. Even the Commission, whose
vocation is to be ambitious, seemed to be off the ball or out of
touch, given the weakness of its proposals. Dangerously, the
European Central Bank saw itself playing the leading role by
default. I will never forget when Jacques Delors raised the
alarm in declaring: “the house is on fire”. Luckily, the FrancoGerman agreement brought a major change, not only thanks to
the boldness of its content, but also to its symbolic nature.
Those who founded Europe are still there to preserve the unity
essential in today’s world. In this way, we will be able to
recreate a climate of trust between the States and particularly
with Europe’s citizens, even though this is far from being a fait
accompli.
Through this agreement, Germany has also proved that it is
sensitive to certain French aspirations hitherto seemingly
ignored, for example a desire to give renewed consideration to
governmental concerns by recognising the need to develop a
European health system and emphasis on sovereignty,
including with regard to industry. This last point, in particular,
needs to be developed if we want to improve the image that
many our fellow citizens have of Europe and pave the way
towards a new democratic debate over the future of the EU.

Central, Eastern and some Southern European countries
will be very focused on the major redistribution of funds
inherent in plans to finance national rebuilding and resilience
plans. They are anxious to lessen the gap in development
which has widened since 2008 between them and the Western
countries. Countries wanting fair returns will be wielding their
calculators in the face of the new health and environmental
priorities. For its part, France will be keeping a watchful eye on
the resources to be dedicated to agricultural policy. The
German presidency starting next July will have to bring all its
influence to bear and probably even make some concessions
to enable the budget, including its “Next Generation EU”
proposals (the borrowings that correspond to the FrancoGerman initiative), to be adopted before the end of the current
year. Any delay will affect Europe’s efficiency as a whole.
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Sovereignty and the defence of Europe:
an urgent post-pandemic need
with General (retired) Vincent Desportes
Former Director of the Ecole de Guerre
Associate Professor, Sciences Po Paris
In a world that is slipping out of our grasp, in the face of the
erratic behaviour of the United States, Russia’s aggression and
an all-conquering China, with renewed security threats and
new strategic challenges, we need to emerge from the crisis
still standing. To do so, we will have to accept the world as it
will be, a world of sovereignties and powers. If we want to
remain true to our fundamental ethos and values, our language
of sovereignty and power can only be European.
I will start with some observations, followed discussions and
finally some proposals.
The first observation is that, in this crisis, Europe was
absent and will probably still be absent tomorrow. Each of our
nations would have managed the situation better if Europe had
occupied a more important place and played its role of
dispatcher, regulator and allocator of medical resources and
setter of minimum standards. Tomorrow, there will be no
Marshall Plan, America will not come to the rescue. The United
States will no longer be the defender of the world’s
democracies. The outcome of this crisis will be left to chance if
it is not European.
The second observation is that the world created in San
Francisco in 1945 has gone, killed off by those who created it,
after 75 years without changes. The rot set in from the
beginning. The multilateral architecture created on 26 June
1945 was based on the assumption of equality of rights
between members and limited sovereignty. The Americans
thought that their “patent destiny”, given to them by divine right,
would allow them to run the world. They always thought
themselves above the rules they had established. Today, they
are rejecting these rules.

Europe which was solid but enslaved, without leadership,
unable put them in the shade. The goal has always been to
maintain Europe in a permanent chrysalid state. The United
States has never helped Europeans to assert themselves and
speak with one voice. Instead, it has discouraged them from
doing so whilst nonetheless expecting them to bear a greater
share of the burden. We only need to think of the hysterical
reactions to the creation of the European Defence Fund or of
Afghanistan, the biggest European operation (30,000 soldiers
over 10 years). There was never any real European presence
in Afghanistan because national contingents were deployed
studiously apart, under American command. European troops
were deliberately consigned to a subsidiary role.
It was
impossible for Europe’s voice to be heard. Since 2017 there
has been an acceleration. The United States has withdrawn
from the agreements on climate change, on Iran’s nuclear
power and on intermediate-range nuclear forces. The President
of the USA withdrew his troops from Syria without consulting
his European allies, against whom he is waging a trade war. He
glorifies Brexit and criticises NATO. We are witnessing further
acceleration since the beginning of the pandemic with Donald
Trump abruptly closing the borders to Europeans, holding them
responsible for the first cases of infection. He has attempted
the hostile takeover of a German laboratory conducting
research into an antiviral vaccine. He has embarked upon a
war to control the supply of face masks, seeking to use
financial pressure to secure stocks of the precious protective
equipment while it is still on Chinese soil. He has demonstrated
only indifference towards his European allies since the
beginning of the pandemic.

The third observation is that, for want of regulations, military
tensions are still increasing. By contrast with the dreams of a
unified Europe, the problem of collective security has not been
overcome, far from it. In 2019, the world’s military expenditure
reached its highest level since the end of the Cold War. The US
defence budget increased by 5.3% to 732 billion dollars,
representing 38% of the world total. Chinese military
expenditure increased by 5.3% to 261 billion dollars, making it
the world’s second biggest budget, although this figure
probably falls well short of reality. The situation is the same in
India whose budget increased by 6.8% to 71.1 billion dollars. In
Europe, the Russian Federation is the biggest spender,
increasing its budget by 4.5% to 65.1 billion dollars to represent
3.9% of the country’s GDP. This effort allowed it to take
France’s place in the top 5 of military expenditure.
The fourth observation is that the transatlantic relationship,
threatened for a long time now, has suddenly been destroyed.
Historically, this has always been a stop-and-go relationship,
with the "great protector" alternately giving it new impetus and
halting it in its tracks. What has always been the ultimate effect
sought by the United States since 1945? They wanted a

Source: European Defence Agency

The fifth observation is that we are witnessing a worrying
rise of Chinese power. The Chinese President is clearly
determined to make his country the biggest economic and
military power in the world by 2049. In its cyclical vision of time,

Page 9

Défense européenne - La Lettre EuroDéfense-France

English version

January 2021

Sovereignty and the defence of Europe:
an urgent post-pandemic need
(Cont. from P. 9)
China knows that its moment has come. China wants to impose
its own model in a new multilateral order. China has the
capacity and the determination to replace the United States
and the Western countries, and thus Europe, in world
leadership. China has already colonised the technical
organisations of the UN. It has become the world’s biggest
money lender, making poor countries dependent, in return
these countries supporting China at the UN with their votes.
Before this crisis, Western leaders swept these disturbing
realities under the carpet. This is no longer possible. Their
reliance has become blatant in industry and over crucial
resources.
Following these observations what is there to discuss?
The first question is: what remains of the West? Can the
divorce between Europe and the United States be halted? No:
their division is bound to grow. We already belong to two
different planets. You only have to listen to the President of the
United States repeating: “America first only” or worse still “I
think of the European Union as a foe”. Admittedly, Europe
remains the USA’s biggest trading partner, but inexorably
America is turning towards the Pacific. Americans are
becoming more and more Asian and Hispanic and less and
less Caucasian and European. This is a demographic certainty.
By 2040, America’s European-origin population will be in the
minority. This Pacific orientation is endorsed by American
public opinion, it is confirmed by the polls. This turn towards
Asia merely confirms a strategic reality. Private Ryan will never
come to die on a European beach again. Five years hence,
after Donald Trump, the trend will not be turned on its head. It
already existed under Barack Obama who called himself the
first President of the Pacific. Donald Trump is not an accident of
history. It is totally unreasonable, therefore, for Europe to link
its strategy to the increasingly divergent strategies of the United
States and NATO, an organisation that has a vital and
understandable need to exist. NATO itself is a source of
tension for Europe. And yet, Europeans have never counted so
much on the US for their defence. They have abandoned their
strategic autonomy to “Uncle Sam”. This acts as a political
brake on European unity and is an instrument of their
disempowerment. Europeans have never been more convinced

Source: Egmont Institute

that the United States will come to their rescue. NATO gives
Europeans a false sense of security. The more the US nuclear
umbrella becomes a pipe dream, the more the Europeans cling
to the idea. Governments tell political lies to convince the public
that the transatlantic relationship still holds good, since this
enables them to save money on national security, without
paying the political price. Put in other words, NATO is not just
brain dead but has become a threat to the security of France
and Europe. We only have a few years left to reach strategic
maturity and the world needs Europe.
So, is Europe useful? Yes, it is. The world needs Europe, as
the West has lost its leader. The United States has betrayed its
founding fathers and allies. Above all, it has abandoned the
moral and philosophical principles that made it great.
Our deregulated, rapidly changing world needs Europe. A
Europe born of bloody national confrontations, followed by the
“Enlightenment”, and then by further massacres. A Europe that
emerged as a centre of wisdom and balance through spilt
blood, the champion of humanist and reasonable values in a
world that is heading for disaster. Europe is necessary for each
of our nations, since individually they are isolated “Curiatii” in
the duel between America and China. Each of our nations is
too feeble to survive, to protect its culture, its way of life, its
freedom on its own. We should, therefore, clearly choose the
“Horatii” strategy. Otherwise, we will be enslaved by Chinese
companies and technologies and American software, adopting
an American subculture that bit more and losing our freedom.
In order to be useful, Europe must speak to the world. But
can it? Europe’s over-lengthy consolidation has made it illprepared to face future challenges and new threats, whether
cyber or from outer space. Europe is lacking in new
technologies such as hypervelocity, Artificial Intelligence and
quantum computing. Furthermore, Europe is a voiceless player.
The less power a State has, the more limited its ambitions. The
more its room for manoeuvre is restricted, the less its
sovereignty. The State can no longer choose on whom it will
depend. Military power remains a key factor of independence
and influence. Europeans have little military and diplomatic
influence. They stand idly by while disarmament agreements

Banner_PESCO_ ©2019-European-Defence-Agency
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founder. They are overcautious. To be heard, Europe must be
militarily powerful. Values work only through the power of the
sword that protects them. It is its canons that enable a
country’s voice to be heard. This may be sad, but it has been
this way since the dawn of time.
France’s defence cannot be French. This is an illusion that
could prove fatal. France's defence can only be achieved
through a European defence system that responds to an
imperative of scale. In terms of defence, the scale of the nationstate is outdated. A medium-sized power can no longer equip
itself with a consistent defence system as it could until the
middle of the 20th century. Firstly, because the conflict areas
are larger, initially limited to land and sea, then extending to air
and space, then to nuclear and finally, nowadays, to cyber. This
extension is not matched by correspondingly larger budgets.
Even if a European State has the political determination, it no
longer has the capacity to take substantial action on these five
fronts. Furthermore, the cost of weaponry is rising
exponentially. So, fleet sizes have to be reduced with each
generational leap. The choice lies between a sporadic and
incomplete defence system or a comprehensive supranational
system, which for countries on our continent means a
European system. At technical level, we need to unite our
resources. Europeans try to reassure themselves by
proclaiming that NATO is their collective defence. France's
defence needs Europe to free itself from the pernicious myth of
the US nuclear umbrella.
Two proposals
Europe’s defence must be European. Nowadays the United
States provides 70% to 100% of capabilities: more than 70%
for strike aircraft and helicopters, 90% for AWACS, 100% for
ballistic missile warning systems. Since 2015 and the terrorist
attacks, cyber-attacks and migration crisis, Europe has
remained underprepared. The Commission is mostly
concerned with EU internal security: fighting crime and
trafficking. However, many areas are still managed individually
by each Member State, such as counterintelligence or disaster
management. Europeans should consolidate their contributions
instead of relying on American equipment in order to ensure
the operational cohesion of their forces. They must rationalise
their capabilities where redundancies currently rival with glaring
voids. They need to make their procurement processes
converge and consolidate the European DTIB structure. They
must establish convergence between national programmes.
Succession planning for major military assets is problematic.
Defence research is underfunded. The structures for planning,
command and control of civil and military operations are
inadequate. A crisis management control tower is needed. As
Frédéric Mauro said, we need the equivalent of the Eurogroup
for defence capable of going faster and further. EI2 is a
promising first step.

survive in a climate of serene sovereignty, without disavowing
the nations that are the strength and the singularity of the EU.
This is completely different from the American colonial states,
which from the outset belonged to the Federal State. What is
needed is a confederation and a Europe of nations applying the
concept of “independence in interdependence”, and enforcing
the principle of subsidiarity. National sovereignties and
collective sovereignty must not be set against each other. They
must unite rather than exclude. Strengthening of European
sovereignty has become the condition for national
sovereignties. But the EU does not have a choice. It must
become a power if it does not want to be powerless, dependent
on decisions made elsewhere.
In conclusion, the construction of Europe was built on the
post-War dream. The time has come for us to grow up and start
convincing ourselves that we need power, in a world where this
is all that counts. Europeans exited the stage of world history
by believing in Fukuyama. It would be good for them to return
but not through the back door. For their salvation, they need to
return in force and alter their paradigm. The EU must become
political and geopolitical. The sovereignty of its States is
conditioned by the Union’s strategic autonomy and by the
realisation that strategic autonomy will only be obtainable by
combined action at both national and European level. This twopronged approach will enable us to protect our peoples. The
world will try to prevent this development and Europe’s only
major strength is its nations. European sovereignty is not a
substitute for national sovereignties. It is the condition for the
exercise of national sovereignties. 61 years ago, Charles de
Gaulle told an audience at the Ecole Militaire: “France’s
defence must be French”. Today he would say: “Europe’s
defence must be European”.

The second proposal would be to promote a single,
sovereign European voice. Europe is not an association of
shopkeepers but a legacy, a vision. It must act as their
guardian. Europe is not only a market, a history, a way of living
together, but also a world view that can only flourish and
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Observatory on Migrations in the EU

New Pact on Migration and Asylum
Abstract
The EU, as an area with free movement of people, must
strive for orderly and legal migration flows. Its policy on
migration must be comprehensive, considering the complexity
of the challenge. The New Pact on Migration and Asylum
should include measures to be applied in the short, medium,
and long term, as well as a mix of internal, external, social, and
labour policies.
Strong cooperation between the Union and its Member
States is necessary to control borders, prevent irregular and
uncontrolled flows, conclude agreements with countries of
origin and transit, fight against the networks that engage in
human trafficking, provide for the safety of migrants and
facilitate their integration in the societies where they settle. The
Schengen acquis in this connection must be preserved and
improved. The Common European Asylum System must be
examined and reviewed, as necessary. Completing the
transformation of FRONTEX into a European Guard of Coasts
and Borders is a strong priority.
Achieving the revision of the Dublin system will require an
open attitude by all interested parties. Solidarity among
Member States is essential. The agreement reached at the
European Council (17-21 July 2020) on the EU Recovery Plan
and the Multiannual Financial Framework for 2021-2027 proves
that, when faced with a common challenge, the Union can
reach compromises.
The present situation in the Mediterranean as regards
migration is extremely serious, even more with the COVID-19
pandemic, and would require the urgent adoption of measures
by the EU. EuroDefense-España considers that a meeting of
the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs and of the Interior
should be convened by the EU Presidency as soon as possible
to deal with this problem.
New Pact on Migration and Asylum
The European Commission’s 2020 Programme includes the
compilation of a New Pact on Migration and Asylum that will set
out the policy framework for legislative and non-legislative
initiatives in this field.
The Commission has opened the possibility for interested
citizens and stakeholders to provide feedback and participate
in future consultations. EuroDefense-España, as part of the
EURODEFENSE network, would like to avail itself of this
opportunity to submit some comments on this initiative:
Migration has always existed but what is new with this
phenomenon in the 21st century is its intensity, the speed by
which the numbers of people involved are growing and the
difficulty in controlling migration flows. This is mainly due to the
globalisation of communications, the huge differences in
income and welfare between the North and the South, climate

change and the proliferation of internal and international
conflicts, which have produced at different stages a massive
flow of refugees and asylum seekers towards Europe. This is
aggravated by huge population growth in continents like Africa.
The great majority of Europeans recognise that migration is
necessary as there are many jobs that demand imported
labour, are tolerant of migration and express solidarity with
refugees. However, the uncontrolled flow of migrants, the
obstacles often found for their integration, the burden they
constitute on social services and the stereotypes created by
anti-immigration propaganda (especially with regard to people
of the Muslim faith, notably after the terrorist attacks in France,
Belgium and Germany) have created a feeling of insecurity in
parts of European public opinion. This insecurity has deep
political repercussions (Brexit among them) and has slowed
down the process of establishing a common European policy
on migration and asylum as foreseen in the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU).
COVID-19 has added a new complication to this matter, as
explained below.
Necessary EU-Member States collaboration
EuroDefense-España believes that migration is a
phenomenon that needs to be addressed in a comprehensive
way, considering its political, diplomatic, economic, social,
humanitarian, and cultural dimensions, as well as its security
implications. The circumstances in which this phenomenon is
taking place at the present time are a cause for concern and
demand an urgent response at both Union and Member State
level.
Migration is an area of shared competence between the
Union and its Member States. In a European Union with free
movement of people and no border controls within the
Schengen area, migration cannot be dealt with only at the
Union’s external borders. Therefore, strong coordination and
cooperation between the EU institutions and national
authorities is required, not only as regards external border
controls but also concerning the necessary collaboration with
the countries of origin and transit, so that migration can be
conducted as orderly and securely as possible, deterring illegal
flows.
EU policy on migration should attach special attention to the
safety of migrants and the facilitation of their integration in the
host country in a way that will benefit both the migrants and the
local communities where they settle. Many migrants only have
access to low-quality and low-paid jobs, which adds to their
precarious status and their social exclusion. This in turn has an
impact on urban environments, with the appearance of
“ghettos” and the alienation of migrants from the local culture.
The fact that many migrants frequently remain in legal limbo
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within Europe, makes them -especially minors- vulnerable to
human rights abuses by irresponsible individuals and criminal
networks. Some end up stealing, engaging in prostitution, drugtrafficking, and other illegal and demeaning activities.
Disorderly migration flows and inadequate incorporation of
migrants into the local society are some of the root causes of
the surge of nationalistic, xenophobic and “eurosceptic”
discourse within Europe and the advancement of extreme-right
parties. This, in turn, makes it even harder to achieve
consensus on the migration policy within the EU.
Cooperation with countries of origin and transit
The proper management of migration flows requires
continuous collaboration with the governments of the countries
of origin of migration and should provide benefits to all the
parties concerned. In fact, the constant exodus of young and
capable people constitutes a heavy burden for the
development of these countries, as pointed out by Professor
Martin Ramírez7 (Long Lasting Solutions to the Problem of
Migration in Europe). Such cooperation necessitates time,
patience, and diplomacy, treating the partner governments as
equals. It should be conducted at both Member State and EU
levels in as coordinated a way as possible.
Working with the countries of origin to facilitate the
recruitment of legal workers and the repatriation of illegal
migrants is clearly the most effective action. Recruitment
should be demand-driven for both permanent and temporary
jobs, with provisions for the return of migrants to their
respective countries of origin in this latter case. Some
instruments, such as visa policy and the establishment of legal
procedures for access to the European job market might be
used as incentives offered to these governments.
The Union and its Member States, acting in coordination,
should provide the necessary assistance to these governments
to help them manage migration flows. This assistance might
include development aid to support the provision of basic
services (health care, education), institution building (training of
Police, Court, Customs and Coast Guard officers), and the
supply of appropriate equipment (such as ships and radars).
Facilitating trade and promoting investments in these countries
is also necessary to strengthen the production base and the
creation of local jobs, so that their citizens have less incentive
to leave their homes. This must be part of a long-term policy
with the allocation of appropriate funds.
EuroDefense-España considers that the EU should include
in all partnership agreements with countries of origin of
migration a clause that would makle the transfer of financial
assistance to these countries conditional on their effective
cooperation in controlling irregular flows of people to the Union
and the readmission of their nationals who have been ordered
to return.

Growing international tensions in Europe’s neighborhood
demand action by the EU within the Common Security and
Defense Policy (CSDP), as a fundamental part of the Union’s
external policy. Some military operations, such as EUCAP
Sahel Mali, EUCAP Sahel Niger and EUCAP Somalia are
examples of this effort. The EU must reach agreement on the
2021-2025 priorities for one of the main instruments within
CSDP, the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), to be
able to conduct the whole range of missions required by
Europe’s security.
Cooperation with the countries of transit (some of which
-like Algeria, Tunisia, or Morocco- may at the same time be
countries of origin of migration) is also particularly important to
help manage the flow of migrants. The EU should establish
adequate incentives to encourage these governments to
collaborate and sign agreements with them on this matter,
providing them with financial and material assistance, as
necessary.
Appropriate border controls and the fight against human
trafficking
The protection and control of borders is an essential
element of State sovereignty and one of the basic
responsibilities of national governments. The States have the
right to adopt all measures necessary to prevent irregular
immigration. It is also clear that the free movement of people
without border controls within the EU cannot survive if there is
not an adequate system for protecting its external borders.
Effective control of European borders begins, as indicated
above, by cooperating and establishing agreements with the
countries of origin and transit. The EU should support and
complement national efforts through Frontex, making available
adequate funds for the purpose. The transformation of Frontex
into a European Guard of Coasts and Borders, which could
become an authentic border police, but without replacing
national competencies nor becoming an agency in charge of
rescuing people at sea, is a step in the right direction.
Fighting against the networks that engage in human
trafficking should also be a priority. To this end, the Union must
cooperate with the security forces of the countries of origin and
transit (by Member States bilaterally and through Frontex and
other EU instruments), with training programmes conducted for
the purpose. Seeking ways to close financial channels used by
these traffickers is also important. Breaking the connections
between traffickers and some NGO’s could be another useful
action. New CSDP operations, taking advantage of the
experience gained with EUNAVFORMED SOPHIA could be set
up in the future, once the obstacles that caused its failure
(disagreements over the places of disembarkation) have been
surmounted. The EU should continue to carry out missions to
train some of the Coast Guards of African countries to control
irregular migration and the illegal actions of traffickers.

Professor Martin Ramírez has been, among other things, Research Fellow of the International Security Program of Harvard University and Visiting Fellow of the Hoover
Institution on War Revolution and Peace at Stanford University. See J. Martin Ramirez (2020). Long-Lasting Solutions to the Problem of Migration in Europe. In: J. Martin
Ramirez & Jerzy Biziewski (eds.) (2020). A Shift in the Security Paradigm - Global Challenges: is Europe ready to meet them? Springer, pp. 141-16. He is a member of
EuroDefense-España. See also http://jmartinramirez.org
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Deterring illegal employment
The job requirements in EU countries in certain areas such
as agriculture, construction, tourism, care of senior citizens or
household help are frequently considered less attractive to
locals and consequently most of these jobs remain vacant.
Foreign nationals can supply the necessary workforce to
provide these services if the migrants’ entry is effectively
managed according to job requirements and with respect to
immigration and labour laws. There are, however, often people
willing to employ irregular migrant workers to do these jobs
avoiding legal hiring obligations (such as payment of social
security contributions) and providing unhealthy working
conditions for these workers. These irresponsible actions may
also have a “pull effect”, encouraging migrants to move to
Europe as illegal workers hoping for regularisation of their
status in the long term. These actions should be severely
sanctioned.
Another “pull effect” may be caused by the excessively
generous access of irregular migrants to healthcare and other
social services (housing, basic income), available just by
enlisting in the local registers. This could become an additional
burden on such services as it increases the number of people
enjoying these benefits, many of whom do not pay taxes in the
country of residence. There is sometimes a feeling of
unfairness, because often illegal immigrants may receive
benefits (housing, monthly allowances, even free COVID-19
tests) that are far more generous than the ones granted to
nationals who are jobless and in need of assistance or to lowincome families who pay their taxes.

asylum seekers must remain in that State while the application
is processed, even if that is not their preferred destination. This
rule placed a disproportionate burden on the countries of first
line of arrival, such as Spain, Italy, Malta and Greece, for the
processing of asylum requests. Moreover, if the asylum
seekers moved to a different Member State, this State should
send them back to their place of arrival.
There is a common feeling within the EU that the Dublin
system must be reformed, but there is no agreement as to how
this reform should be achieved. Some Member States consider
that the structures of their countries cannot cope with the
economic burden posed by the newcomers and that their
presence would be very damaging to their security and social
cohesion. On the other hand, the “front line States” also
emphasise that this issue is a heavy burden for them,
especially because they already have a high level of
unemployment, in contrast to some of the States where
refugees want to finally settle. There are no instruments to
sanction the non-fulfillment of reallocation commitments by
Member States.

Sharing responsibility within the EU on refuge and asylum
The EU has not been able to establish a fair system for the
Member States to share responsibility for rescuing at sea and
hosting refugees and asylum seekers. Some Member States
refuse to participate in any arrangements to deal with this
matter. The rescue at sea of migrants is an obligation
established by international law (UNCLOS, among other
international conventions). International law bans the return of
refugees to non-secure destinations. Some arrangements,
such as the one established by Member States with Turkey,
have been criticised by human rights organisations that
consider them a circumvention of international Conventions.
It is often difficult to establish whether an asylum seeker
qualifies as refugee according to international Conventions, as
he/she may be fleeing not so much from political persecution
as from poverty, banditry, or food insecurity. Or simply, as a
migrant for economic reasons seeking refugee status. This
makes their recognition subject to interpretation by the
authorities of the country where they arrive.
The so-called “Dublin System” on asylum and refuge has
not worked mainly due to the priority given by some Member
States to their national interests and their reluctance to
contribute to the common effort. The 2013 Dublin Regulation
established an unequal system, as it attributed the
responsibility for the examination of the request for asylum to
the Member State where the application is submitted. The

Covid-19 effects
The various waves of the COVID-19 pandemic in different
parts of Europe are having a considerable impact on the
movement of people within the Schengen area. Unfortunately,
the pandemic has coincided with an increase of arrivals of
irregular migrants by sea, notably across the western
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Mediterranean and the Canary Islands. Some of those
migrants, who have been rescued at sea, have shown
symptoms of the disease. And some have refused to respect
the quarantine that has been imposed on them upon their
arrival, hampering efforts to contain the spread of the disease.
This is putting a new strain on border Member States. It is also
believed that the appearance of new variants of the pandemic
in certain areas has been due to the presence of foreign
workers temporary employed to work in the agriculture sector
during the harvest season.
The large numbers of migrants held in reception centres
has complicated actions like social distancing and proper
medical care. Lockdown of the population during the State of
Alarm in the case of Spain has shown the precarious situation
of many migrants, who live in big numbers in small apartments
in some of our major cities. At the same time, the closing of
international borders has made it impossible for migrants
subject to deportation orders to be sent back to their countries
of origin.
COVID-19 may have serious repercussions on the creation
of a new EU policy on Migration and Asylum. The economic
consequences of the pandemic are dire as many EU Member
States have gone into recession, with soaring unemployment
and a dramatic fall in tax revenues. This may compel
governments to increase expenditure on healthcare and safety
measures and reduce budget allocations that deal with
migration, which may have negative repercussions on the
attention given to migrants and refugees.

European Guard of Coasts and Borders is one priority, so that
the Guard may begin to be deployed in 2021 and become fully
operational by 2024, as indicated by the President of the
European Commission, Ursula Van der Leyen. The budget
allocations related to migration should continue to be increased
and used efficiently during the new budgetary period
2021-2027.
Achieving the revision of the Dublin system will require an
open attitude by all the parties concerned. Solidarity among
Member States is essential. The agreement reached at the
European Council (17-21 July 2020) on the EU Recovery Plan
and the Multiannual Financial Framework for 2021-2027 proves
that, when faced with a common challenge, the Union can
reach compromises. In parallel, Member States must
strengthen their national systems for receiving and protecting
people seeking asylum and refuge and fulfil their commitments
as regards reallocation of asylum seekers. The introduction of a
sanctions system could be examined by the Council.
The present situation in the Mediterranean with regard to
migration is extremely serious, even more with the COVID-19
pandemic, and calls for the urgent adoption of measures by the
EU. EuroDefense-España considers that a meeting of the
Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs and of the Interior should
be convened by the EU Presidency as soon as possible to
address this issue.

Conclusions
The EU, as an area with free movement of people, must
strive for orderly and legal migration flows. Its policy on
migration must be comprehensive, considering the complexity
of the challenge. The New Pact on Migration and Asylum
should include measures to be applied in the short, medium,
and long term, as well as a mix of internal, external, social, and
labour policies.
Strong cooperation between the Union and its Member
States is necessary to control borders, prevent irregular and
uncontrolled flows, reach agreements with countries of origin
and transit, fight against the networks that engage in human
trafficking, provide for the safety of migrants and facilitate their
integration in the societies where they settle. It is essential to
be able to control borders and deter irregular migration and
illegal employment as a policy priority. Without effective border
controls it will be difficult to achieve common policy on
migration and asylum. New initiatives aimed at supporting the
development of some regions like Africa are also necessary
and should be included in the Pact.
Determining how a person can have access to the
Schengen area would require a common legal framework. The
Schengen acquis on this matter must be preserved and
improved. The Common European Asylum System must be
examined and reviewed, as necessary. A European mechanism
for safe disembarkation of refugees and migrants must be
created. Completing the transformation of Frontex into a
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EURODEFENSE network activities - Update at end 2020
The Council of Presidents took place on 5 November 2020 by webinar, perfectly organised by EuroDefense-Austria. Gilles
Combarieu was warmly thanked for the excellent work done over the 4 past years. In accordance with the stipulations of the
constitution, the EURODEFENSE General Secretariat was assigned to EuroDefense-France for a further 4-year term and the
Council approved the appointment of Brigadier General Patrice Mompeyssin (retired) as its next Secretary General.
The Council formally approved the admission of EuroDefense-Finland to EURODEFENSE and considered with great interest
the creation of a chapter in Denmark, with the aim of making it part of the network in 2021.
Future meetings : 2021 - Subject to pandemic rules, the International meeting (IME), including the Council of Presidents, will
be organised by EuroDefense-Portugal in Porto in late spring, under Portugal’s EU presidency. EuroDefense-Austria has invited the
Council to pencil the dates of 4 to 6 November in its diary for a possible invitation/second meeting to celebrate the 25th anniversary
of the AIES European Forum (confirmation early 2021). EuroDefense-Portugal will preside over EURODEFENSE in 2021.
2022 - EuroDefense-France intends to organise the International meeting in spring 2022, during France’s EU presidency. Since
the presidency of EuroDefense-France will be changing in 2021, confirmation of this will be given in Porto. EuroDefense-Nederland
will look into the possibility of organising a second meeting at the end of the year (Council or IME), face-to-face or by webinar.
EuroDefense-Italia has agreed to organise the Youth conference in 2022, with support of younger members of the network.
The latter have produced a concept paper, proposing the creation of a new network website, of a regular network newsletter, as
well as improvements to recruitment, in particular of younger members, via social media. These projects are under the overall
supervision of the Secretary General.

Working groups and observatories
Theme

Chaired by

Status

Now ED-France - To
be decided in Porto

dormant

ED-Deutschland

Observatory

Waiting for terms of reference

Mediterranean Basin and EU

ED-España

Observatory

Last report sent on 11/03/2020

Climate change, Energy,
Security and Defence in the
EU

ED-Portugal

EuroDefense
Working Group
(EWG)

New; waiting for terms of reference

ED-UK

Observatory

Last report in November 2020

European Industrial and
Technological Base

ED-France

Observatory

Follow what is in progress in the EU

EU and Russian Federation

ED-France

Observatory

Renew former EuroDefense Working Group

Migration in the EU

ED-España

Observatory

First paper received; Terms of reference may have to be updated

ED-UK

Observatory

Report received in November 2020

ED-Nederland

EWG

Report sent to EU on 31 October 2020 - waiting for EU feedback

Website
Space in the EU

Cyber in the EU

Artic and EU
Recommendations for EU
Defence
Hybrid Warfare
Participations of SME’s in the
EU Defence Industry

Observation

dormant
Ongoing
EDTA

EWG

EDTA : European Federation of Defence Technology Associations
https://www.fedta.eu/edta-members

ED-France

EWG

Ongoing

EU and China/Indo-Pacific

ED-Romania

Observatory

Starting; Terms of reference may have to be updated

Counter terrorism in the EU

ED-France

Observatory

Waiting for terms of reference

Commissioning of new
equipment in the framework of
the CSDP - new approach
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