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Editorial

Storms brewing in the East. All’s not quiet 
on the western front. 

On 24 February 2022, following a number of 
worrying signs open to a wide variety of 
interpretations, Russia invaded Ukraine from the 
north, east and south-east. This unwarranted 
aggression signalled the start of the biggest 
armed conflict on European territory since the 
Second World War and threw an enormous 
spanner into the security works, to an extent 
only later to emerge. 

Europe and a large part of the free world 
immediately rose up in solidarity with Ukraine 
and its people. Impossible for most of us to 
remain indifferent to the plight of our Ukrainian 
friends so close to home.  Emotions ran and 
continue to run high. Solidarity and assistance 
remain the order of the day. 

Reactions in many countries soon showed 
the invaders that disrupting international order 
would not go unchallenged.  

NATO, believed by many to be little more 
than a spent force, is now going back to basics, 
its members demonstrating the sort of unanimity 
and reactiveness that long seemed a thing of 
the past.The attackers wanted to make sure 
NATO kept well away from their borders, which 
was a miscalculation in that NATO is now more 
likely to step up and reinforce its presence. 

The Americans are beginning to realise that 
their famous “Pivot to Asia” cannot be the sum 
total of their foreign policy. Their involvement in 
Europe has been swift and immediate both 
within NATO, where they remain the undisputed 
leader, and in their relations with the EU for 
coordinating sanctions policies, or in bilateral 
relations, a move which has already lent them 
added credibility. They will undoubtedly now be 
seeking to use their renewed leadership to best 
avail. 

The EU is well aware that the “soft power” 
approach it has long favoured can offer subs-
tantial strategic and tactical advantages if widely 
used with sufficient determination and regularity 
and under the right circumstances. But it is not 
enough in the face of threats that could 
undermine the very fabric of our existence. In a  
conflict situation, the outcome and consequen-
ces of which remain unpredictable, the 27 

Member States are busily looking into ways of 
strengthening their defence capabilities. There 
is common agreement on the need to boost 
military expenditure, more particularly to 
overcome strategic shortcomings. The Strategic 
Compass that has been adopted is a positive 
development, even if events in Ukraine suggest 
that we should have been more ambitious.  
Several EU countries are currently rethinking 
their defence policies (Denmark, Sweden, 
Finland, etc.) and Germany is set to increase its 
military budget in substantial proportions, a 
highly symbolic decision. 

The sanctions imposed on Russia are many 
and various and designed to impact heavily on 
its economy, its finances, its culture, its sporting 
activities and the international status that it has 
spent years patiently rebuilding, only to see it 
collapse again virtually overnight. Ukraine, a 
country it hoped to usher into its fold, has 
reasserted its identity and national unity under 
the onslaught and its President has emerged as 
a force to be reckoned with in the face of 
adversity. 

On 24 March, exactly one month after the 
start of the invasion, three Summit meetings 
were staged in Brussels (by NATO, G7 and the 
European Union) to reassert the solidarity of the 
members of these organisations, approve a 
large number of decisions already made and 
enforced in record time, and agree on future 
action in the event of continued conflict. In the 
meantime, the all-powerful Russian forces are 
still held at arm’s length by the modest 
Ukrainian forces. The number of civilian victims 
is reaching epic proportions, both armies have 
reported major losses and the material damage 
done by the so-called “special military operation” 
(shades of George Orwell) will have disastrous 
consequences for Ukraine and many of its 
clients.  

The time will come for discussion and 
diplomatic solutions. We can only hope this will 
occur sooner rather than later.  

Jean Fournet 
Lieutenant General (Armament Corps, retired) 
President of EuroDéfense-France
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“Ambition is the desire to be.” Count Radzynsky. 	
Since 1949 and the foundation of NATO, the Europeans 

have relied on the USA for their defence. However, the global 
security context has now changed, as evidenced by growing 
dangers close to Europe and the shift in American security 
interests towards the Asia-Pacific region. As a result, 
Europeans must prepare to take greater responsibility for their 
own defence. Given that they lack sufficient capacity to achieve 
this nationally, their only course of action is to join forces at 
European level, a course that first emerged with the Maastricht 
Treaty in 1992. The Treaty included the objective of gradually 
building a common defence capability within the European 
Union, a goal as yet unattained. So far, only the most 
rudimentary capabilities have been developed and a few small 
scale operations carried out. There is still no complete and 
permanent operational chain of command within the European 
Union, and the only forces dedicated to European operations, 
the 1500 Battlegroups, have never been deployed. The 
European Council regularly repeats its intention of moving 
towards European strategic autonomy but has signally failed to 
define a strategy to achieve this goal. Europe’s weakness is 
often attributed to a lack of political determination, but it is, in 
fact, more a problem of ambition, the lack of a common aim. 

Europe’s ambitions with regard to defence clearly remain 
vague at this stage. ‘In the beginning was ambition...’ is the 
maxim that should be engraved in gold on the frontispiece of all 
the buildings housing European Union central bodies, as 
ambition is fundamental to all emerging projects. To quote 
Salvador Dali, “Intelligence without ambition is a bird without 
wings”. Ambition is naturally a central issue in developing 
European defence capabilities and is an issue that requires 
clarification to avoid the feelings of powerlessness that breed 
despair among our fellow citizens and undermine the European 
project. 

But agreeing common European defence ambitions is 
hamstrung by two obstacles: NATO and national glass ceilings. 

NATO is still the only credible framework for European 
defence, but only because of the American security guarantee 
that has served to offset the weaknesses of the European 
States since the Cold War era. This has had the result of 
cultivating a culture of dependency in most NATO member 
countries, whose leaders think that, if they were less 
dependent, the Americans would be likely to withdraw their 
support. This thinking has been reaffirmed by the ambivalence 
of the United States towards European plans for strategic 
autonomy, and even the idea of a European pillar within NATO. 
Therefore, once the organisation and structures of the ESDP 
(which became the CSDP after the Treaty of Lisbon) had been 
defined, ambitions were limited to managing crises outside EU 
territory. In addition, to avoid duplication, ESDP was not given 
the minimum integrated and permanent operational structures it 
would need to play a real role in the defence and security of its 
members. As popular wisdom would have it, achieving 
ambitions is contingent upon having the means to attain them. 
As thing stand at the moment, NATO may be Europe’s only 

credible military alliance but it also acts a brake on the 
development of the continent’s own defence capabilities. Let us 
hope that the American President’s support for the 
development of an effective European defence capability to 
offset the damage done to France by the announcement of the 
AUKUS alliance will prompt the Europeans to set their sights 
on higher ambitions. 

But there is a second obstacle. Although aware of their 
national shortcomings, the EU Member States, which 
cooperate through an intergovernmental approach to decision-
making and action in security and defence, have not managed 
to define common ambitions, given their number and the 
differences between them. Europe today seems to be little 
more than a hotchpotch of independent nations of different 
shapes and sizes and dissimilar economic and geographical 
conditions. 

In an intergovernmental approach, each country comes 
along with its own national ambitions established on the basis 
of its particular geographical position, its neighbouring 
countries and its broader interests. These national ambitions 
are naturally coloured by the individual country’s size and 
power. 

Given the disparities in the interests of the different 
European states, the sum of these national ambitions cannot 
culminate in common overall European ambitions, which take 
all these national ambitions on board. The only way to define 
overall defence needs, priority threats, engagement scenarios 
and courses of action and to establish the required military 
capabilities is by treating the European Union as a single state. 
The national needs of the individual countries will, of course, 
have to be woven into these overall ambitions, while national 
ambitions will need to be gradually brought into line with these 
overall ambitions.  

The European Council’s approval of the EU's "Strategic 
Compass" in the first half of 2022 will be a first step in this 
direction but will have to be followed by many others to ensure 
that the individual states endorse overall defence needs, while 
making sure allowance is made for their own, this being a 
prerequisite for achieving complementary military capabilities 
and better integrated forces. 

Europe’s ambitions must take the form of targets to be 
achieved, effects to be obtained, resources to be assigned and 
actions to be undertaken, which will change the paradigms of 
power among citizens. There is no power without a desire for 
power. Yet, this is how European defence will underpin its 
credibility. The EU’s intention is not to impose its views on 
others, but to protect our countries from being subjected to 
outside domination. 

Europeans are still playing in the European Cup, when they 
should be focusing on the World Cup. The challenge is how to 
turn a Europe of powerless nations into a powerful Europe of 
nations. 

"Without ambition, talent is useless." Nina Berberova. 
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 Threats have now increased in scale and variety to the 
extent that the time has come for France and the other EU 
Member States to take collective action to counter them. These 
threats, which may be new (e.g. terrorism and cybercrime), 
hybrid or conventional, caused by deliberately disruptive action 
on the part of countries such as Russia, Turkey, Iran or China, 
force us to step up to the plate, shouldering our responsibilities 
in a bid to protect our citizens and defend their interests. 

The term ‘war’, with all its implications, has once again 
become part of our everyday language, as evidenced by the 
conflicts emerging at Europe’s borders, whether in Ukraine  1

with its 13,000 deaths or in Nagorno-Karabakh with more than 
5,000 deaths in 44 days. In France, our armed forces, which 
have been trained for crisis management, now have to be 
prepared to deal with war situations. Yet, last March, General 
Lecointre the former Chief of Defence Staff, was quoted as 
saying that “while the Military Programming Law (MPL) may 
have made it possible to “fix” the armed forces, it has not 
succeeded in moving from a crisis management to a war-
oriented army model”. France cannot manage alone: it needs 
Europe as much as Europe needs France. 

Yet Member States remain singularly inactive. Their 
involvement in Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) 
operations is constantly on the decline. On the other side of the 
Atlantic, the United States has maintained the "Pivot to Asia" 
strategy, on which it embarked under President Obama, even 
to the point of suggesting to NATO, at the last summit in 
Brussels on 14 June 2021, that China should be considered 
the biggest threat. For Washington, China now represents a 
"systemic challenge" to the world order and the security of the 
Atlantic Alliance. 

While, admittedly, Member States agree on the need for 
greater collective action consistent with political undertakings 
since the Treaty of Lisbon, they have still done nothing to 
secure the necessary resources. 

France’s Presidency of the EU (FPEU) in the first half of 
2022 is an opportunity to provide a new framework for a strong 
and reliable European defence capability. 

We shall, therefore, begin with a reminder of the meaning of 
the word “Europe” and the common values that we share, 
before moving on to discuss the level of ambition to which our 
continent should aspire, before suggesting some lines of action 
for its implementation based on work on the Strategic 
Compass, the conclusions of which are expected in March 
2022 during the FPEU. 

What is Europe? 

During the Renaissance, the term “Europe” was used to 
describe to an area more commonly known as Christendom, as 
opposed to the African and Asian continents. Historically, 
Europe is associated with the Western Roman Empire following 

its division into two regions at the end of the 3rd century, its 
only natural limits being the expanses of water to its north and 
west, which is not the case in the east. Depending on how we 
interpret the borders, whether generously or more restrictively, 
some countries straddle the eastern and western parts of the 
Ancient Roman Empire, a factor which continues to pose 
problems today. Russia and Turkey, two countries that claim to 
share Europe’s history and culture, continue to fuel the 
controversy over Europe’s eastern geographical boundaries. 

In truth, the continent is more defined by the men and 
women who share the same culture, rather than by its physical 
borders. To quote Winston Churchill, in the aftermath of the 
Second World War, “The real demarcation between Europe 
and Asia is no chain of mountains, no natural frontier, but a 
system of beliefs and ideas which we call Western Civilisation.” 

The Treaty of Lisbon is about Europe as an entity in its own 
right, the authenticity of which is based on a common cultural, 
religious and humanist heritage. Article 2 of the Treaty on 
European Union (TEU) states that European values are 
“respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the 
rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of 
persons belonging to minorities.”  

Reverting to Europe’s geographical borders, especially 
those in eastern Europe, we should not forget that, until quite 
recently, making Russia a part of the European dream was 
considered to be within the realms of possibility. In December 
1989, the then French President, François Mitterrand, put 
forward the idea of creating a European Confederation that 
would extend as far as Vladivostok, in the purest Gaullist 
tradition. This idea remained a dead letter, but we could well 
give it fresh consideration today. 

Europe’s ambitions 

Today, Europe is faced with growing security issues and 
seems to be a pale shadow of its former self. But if we, the 
French, want to survive in this increasingly globalised and 
interdependent world, then it is only through Europe as a major 
armed and confirmed power that we will be able to do so. 
Although Europe may still be admired or even envied for its 
wealth and its living standards, it is neither respected nor 
considered a great power. On the subject of Russia, the 
Director of the Institute of International Affairs in Riga, Andris 
Spruds, was wont to say that: “There is no possible dialogue 
with Moscow without a balance of power.” The same is true of 
China and, somewhat differently, for the United States, with 
whom a more balanced transatlantic relationship must be 
established. 

For Europe to reassert its power, it needs defence 
capabilities worthy of the name. Even though defence remains 
one of the sovereign powers of the individual Member States, 

 Editor’s note: Refers to the invasion of Crimea and Dombas in 2014 1
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new threats and today’s climate, health and economic issues 
call for shared European responsibilities.   

The EU must gradually change its “soft power” image to 
that of a more aggressive major power with real “strategic 
autonomy”, a term that appeared for the first time in the Global 
Strategy for Foreign and Security Policy of 2016. In this 
respect, work on the Strategic Compass, started under 
Germany’s presidency in the second half of 2020, is 
enlightening. 

Towards a White Paper 

The Strategic Compass is a continuation of the Global 
Strategy of 2016. It aims to give the EU the tools it needs to 
impact the world stage, while also setting out strategic goals for 
the 2030 time horizon. 

In addition to the shared assessment of its strategic 
environment publicly unveiled on November 15 by Josep 
Borrell, the High Representative, the Strategic Compass aims 
to make security and defence actions more consistent and 
more meaningful. 

A document similar to the French national White Paper is 
therefore being considered at European level to specify goals 
and milestones for improving our collective capacity to defend 
the security and interests of Europe’s citizens. 

This document, currently still in the drafting stage, sets out 
capability targets, some of which are already covered by 
cooperation programmes, for example naval drones, the Future 
Combat Air System, observation and communication satellites 
or cyber-defence capabilities. Emphasis is also placed on 
lessening Europe’s dependency on outside technologies by 
creating an observatory for critical technologies.  

One of the responsibilities of the FPEU will be to complete 
work on the Strategic Compass by fostering implementation by 
2030 of the milestones agreed.   

What is recommended? 

One of the biggest difficulties faced by European defence is 
its public image. Not only are communications inadequate, but 
they tend to be highly obtuse. What is even more serious is 
that national governments are not involved in current 
discussions. The FPEU should be a chance to inform the public 
about the Strategic Compass and the issues at stake. Europe’s 
citizens must understand that “Europe is at risk” and must 
prepare to handle major crises where transatlantic support may 
not necessarily be guaranteed.  

Simple messages are vital in making the major issues 
understandable and, here, progress will be impossible without 
a common strategic culture. And it will be crucial to establish 
the conditions necessary for creating a collective awareness of 
Europe’s security. Public security cannot be approached in 
piecemeal fashion. It is both internal and external, individual 

and collective. On this point, the Strategic Compass is 
interesting, as the term “resilience” appears thirty times in the 
version presented on November 15. Crisis management and 
resilience are now closely linked and must become the two 
prongs of a new Common Security and Defence Policy 
(CSDP). It is therefore necessary to set about revising the 
current CSDP. 

Transatlantic relations must be reshaped to establish better 
balanced links between the United States and the European 
countries. While we remain firmly attached to the Trans-Atlantic 
Alliance, our interests and priorities are not always the same, 
our attitudes to Iran, Russia, or China being a few examples. 
Europe must be able to set and enforce its own targets. We 
must learn from the failure of NATO’s intervention in 
Afghanistan.  

These general recommendations will subsequently make it 
possible to put some order into the actions taken under 
Permanent Structured Cooperation, the European Defence 
Fund or defence planning. They will demonstrate the need to 
improve decision-making processes, implement rapid reaction 
capabilities, strengthen the European general staffs and even 
create joint capabilities. 

  

Conclusion 

  

The EU French Presidency in 2008 was an opportunity to 
make substantial progress with the CSDP, whether at the 
definition stage by updating the 2003 European Security 
Strategy, at an operational level with the launch of new 
operations such as Atalanta (the fight against piracy off the 
coast of Somalia), or in terms of capability with the Statement 
on Capacity Development. 

Despite this, the years that followed were disappointing for 
the CSDP, even if several recent initiatives have helped revive 
momentum. Yet we are still far from a strong, powerful Europe 
respected by its allies and opponents.  

Europe's credibility relies on the existence of powerful 
armed forces, a CSDP that is capable of more than simply 
managing crises outside the Union and that takes account of 
resilience in all its forms. This will be contingent on developing 
autonomous capacities to protect Europe’s citizens and their 
interests, wherever they may be. This is an important step 
towards the notion of common defence, which has featured in 
the Treaties since 1992. 

All this represents a major challenge that France can 
address during its presidency, as long as it takes care to 
convince its European partners of the need to commit to such 
an initiative. The future and credibility of France and Europe 
are at stake. 
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In the arms sector, relations between the USA and 
European countries have long been plagued by a chronic 
absence of level playing fields, American over-dominance and 
a lack of reciprocity in market access. It is time to even the 
score by putting these transatlantic relations on a fairer footing. 
The unwelcome bombshell of the Australia, United Kingdom, 
USA agreement (AUKUS), combined with the European 
Union’s Strategic Compass, could prompt moves towards 
achieving a better balance in transatlantic relations in the arms 
sector, a condition sine qua non for a healthier, more 
constructive relationship. Fine words, indeed, but which now 
have to translate into action. 

From AUKUS to better balanced transatlantic relations 

The AUKUS agreement was yet another example of 
America’s lack of consideration for the major strategic 
European partner that is France, as evidenced by the way in 
which it unilaterally and abruptly put an end to Franco-
Australian naval cooperation. Following their phone call on 22 
September 2021 in the wake of the shockwave triggered by 
AUKUS, Presidents Biden and Macron issued a clear and 
unambiguous joint statement: “The United States […] 
recognises the importance of a stronger and more capable 
European defence, that contributes positively to transatlantic 
and global security and is complementary to NATO.”  

The two Presidents then met up on 29 October 2021 at the 
G20 Summit in Rome and issued a further statement, repeating 
the above sentence verbatim and adding: “The United States 
supports European Allies’ and Partners’ growing investments in 
the military capabilities that enable our shared defence, given 
the benefit to transatlantic security of stronger European 
military capabilities and more committed European partners.” 

In their statement they also affirmed: “the importance of 
stronger and interoperable defence industrial bases in Europe 
and in the United States, which will deliver better military 
capabilities, to the benefit of the Alliance. The Presidents intend 
to launch a US-France defence trade strategic dialogue to 
foster a shared view on defence market access and export 
issues. In this context, the two governments will identify steps 
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of defence export 
authorisations.” 

Yet being a good ally does not mean simply buying 
American defence equipment off the shelf. When the French 
Defence Minister, Florence Parly, was in Washington in March 
2019 at the height of the Trump administration, her pithy 
comment that: “NATO's solidarity clause is called Article 5, not 
Article F-35” neatly summed up the need for more balanced 
transatlantic relations. 

Priority for European strategic autonomy  

Since the European Union’s Global Strategy was 
announced in June 2016, EU countries have been making 
concerted efforts to demonstrate their desire for European 
strategic autonomy, a contention borne out by the working 
versions of the Strategic Compass scheduled for approval in 

March 2022. The second version in circulation since January 
2022 follows on logically from the first document of November 
2021 and is both blunt and direct: “This Strategic Compass will 
enhance the EU’s strategic autonomy and its ability to work 
with partners to safeguard its values and interests. A stronger 
and more capable EU in security and defence also 
[strengthens] the transatlantic bond and NATO, which remains 
the foundation of collective defence for its members.” (The bold 
characters are those of the original text) 

All this is a step in the right direction towards winning round 
some of our partners in the European Union or the NATO 
General Secretariat, who have always been convinced that a 
stronger European defence would inevitably have the effect of 
weakening the Atlantic Alliance. Statements shared by the US 
President suggest that American interests are not just those of 
the US defence industry. 

These good intentions now need to be directed towards 
overcoming the many and serious handicaps to achieving a 
level playing field in transatlantic relations in the arms 
procurement sector. Trade in this field tends to be one-sided, 
the Americans having the upper hand in terms not just of 
volumes but also of added value, technologies and skills. It is 
now up to the Europeans to acquire the resources necessary to 
compete on an equal footing, not just in the interests of their 
own strategic autonomy but also of those of the Atlantic 
Alliance as a whole! 

The following five issues need to be addressed if fine words 
are to translate into action: 

1.  “Buy American Act” but no “European Preference” 

The Americans accuse the Europeans of using the 
European Defence Fund and other such initiatives to ringfence 
their arms contracts and exclude American players. Yet these 
mechanisms are designed to foster cooperation between 
European countries and boost their technological and industrial 
capabilities while making the best possible use of public funds. 
US accusations are, in fact, a clear case of the pot calling the 
kettle black. Contrary to all appearances, the American market 
is in fact, if not in law, more or less closed to European bidders, 
whose products are often superior to the homegrown 
alternatives and better adapted to operational needs. 

Who can have forgotten the highly symbolic episode of the 
35 billion dollar contract awarded to Boeing in February 2011 
for the supply of 179 tanker aircraft to the US Air Force? When 
the contract was first put out to tender in 2008, it was Airbus 
that was selected but Congress then stepped in to make the 
US Air Force to reopen the bidding process, changing the rules 
to put Boeing at an advantage by favouring the lowest bid over 
the best offer. In the end, Boeing was two years late in 
delivering the first plane and costs have been skyrocketing for 
a product whose performance is universally recognised as 
vastly inferior to its European equivalent! 

Today, the Pentagon has the chance to demonstrate that 
the American market can be open to European suppliers with 
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the US Air Force’s recent a call for proposals for the acquisition 
of 140 to 160 new air tankers. Airbus will propose its MRTT, a 
solution with which it has successfully bid for some dozen 
contracts across the world.  

In partnership with Lockheed Martin, Airbus will be 
proposing a version of the MRTT adapted to American 
requirements (the Federal government will only consider bids 
where at least 50% of the value corresponds to products 
manufactured in the USA). The bid selected will be the acid test 
of just how open the American market really is. 

If the “Buy American Act” were to remain in place, it would 
be only logical for the Europeans to counter with a “Buy 
European Act” for defence equipment contracts in order to level 
the transatlantic playing field. 

2. Offsets giving American bids a competitive edge  

In the European Union, the practice of offsets between 
European countries is not allowed for the obvious reason that it 
would inevitably result in industrial duplication or unnecessary 
extra costs for the purchasing country. These would not only be 
a wasteful addition to the defence bill but would also have an 
adverse effect on European arms industry performance. 

By contrast, the ban does not apply when American 
companies sell into Europe, the USA offering European 
countries the possibility of opting into the FMS (Foreign Military 
Sales) programme, a system of direct procurement between 
States. This type of mutually agreed deal is not subject to 
European public procurement regulations and can include very 
generous offset clauses. 

This gives American suppliers additional competitive 
leverage and enables them to bid on terms their European 
counterparts cannot rival. In addition, American companies 
have the advantage of enjoying larger volume domestic orders, 
which helps drive down their unit production costs. These two 
factors have a double whammy effect on European industry on 
its own domestic markets. 

The only way to create a level playing field would therefore 
be to allow offsets for European procurement operations or, 
more logically, to exclude them from all bids for European 
clients. 

3. NATO: a vehicle for tax concessions and normative 
approaches 

The Americans’ competitive bidding advantages do not stop 
there. They also enjoy tax concessions for arms deliveries to 
Europe. While VAT is raised on intra-European imports, 
American bids often take the form of purchases via NATO, an 
international organisation and therefore VAT-exempt. 

With very few exceptions, European bidders are not 
allowed to use NATO to piggyback their national arms 
purchases. Right from the start, competitive conditions are 
skewed, since European suppliers have the handicap of the 
extra 15 to 20% that has to be added to their bids (depending 
on tax rates in the purchasing country). 

This imbalance is in desperate need of attention. To 
achieve a level playing field, tax arrangements would need to 
be the same for both parties, ideally by exempting European 
defence procurement bids from VAT. 

Competition is further distorted, again within NATO, since 
this is the platform used by the USA to argue for use of 
American equipment, in the name of interoperability among 
allied armies, in preference to the Allied Technical Procedures 
(ATP), standards and operating solutions that are perfectly 
adequate for ensuring the efficiency of allied operations. 

4. Competitive use of the rules governing non-proliferation  

During the Cold War period, the USA introduced export 
administration regulations (EAR, ITAR) to prevent the 
proliferation of technologies, components, intermediate 
products and military equipment or equipment that could be 
used to military ends. While these mechanisms still remain 
valid in principle, in particular with the emergence of new 
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military powers and the return of certain major powers to the 
international competitive arena, the USA also uses them as a 
means of limiting European access to the resources of the 
American defence industrial and technical base. Not only does 
this stand in the way of strategic autonomy but it also blunts the 
competitive edge of European industrial products within Europe 
and beyond. 

These regulations place the Europeans at a chronic 
technological disadvantage, in that they give the Americans the 
last word over the acceptability and competitiveness of 
European capabi l i ty solut ions containing American 
technologies featuring on Washington’s critical list . The way 2

regulat ions are enforced a lso appears somewhat 
unpredictable, making i t impossible for European 
manufacturers to know in advance whether or not they can 
count on American components. 

The Americans, for their part, are able to export turnkey 
solutions, naturally including ITAR components. It is worth 
remembering that it was this type of restriction that ultimately 
prompted the Atlantist United Kingdom to sign up for the 
European Meteor air-to-air guided missile programme to 
ensure Eurofighter exportability. 

In their second statement, Presidents Biden and Macron 
seem to be suggesting that the issue is open for discussion 
and no longer a taboo. This affords further potential for levelling 
the transatlantic playing field, since American bids are not 
hobbled by similar restrictions enforced by the European 
authorities. It is, however, more than likely that American 
restrictions will remain in place, which should spur the 
Europeans into developing so-called “ITAR-free” solutions, in 
other words solutions not involving use of components subject 
to American export regulations. 

5. Abusive application of extraterritorial sanctions in 
American law 

US extraterritorial sanctions in the event of third-party non-
alignment, Allies included, on their foreign policy are a growing 
concern, not least because other major countries are now 
following suit. There is something very wrong about the way in 
which the sovereign decisions of European States and the 
freedom of action of their companies can be unilaterally 
challenged. How can we achieve strategic autonomy with a 
sword of Damocles of this type hovering over our heads? 

Unilateral coercion on the part of the Americans ran amok 
under the Trump administration but is symptomatic of much 
deeper rooted, ingrained attitudes. The Biden administration, 
which claims to favour renewed American acceptance of a 
measure of multilateralism, now needs to engage in 
discussions, in particular with its European allies, to foster a 
spirit of exchange and put an end to unilateral decisions. 

Americans play the level playing field card to prevent their 
industry from being the sole victim of their international 

sanctions. Yet it is a known fact that non-American companies 
are far more liable to sanctions, largely because they are not 
involved in developing the rules applied to them, unlike their 
American rivals who have hordes of lobbyists beavering away 
exclusively in Washington on their behalf. 

It is highly probable that the USA, and the other powers 
rushing to follow in their wake, will refuse to abandon their 
extraterritorial sanctions. The European Union would be well-
advised to adopt its anti-coercion instrument currently on the 
drawing board, expanding it to include an EU mechanism for 
providing compensation for its victims, which would give added 
credibility to the future system. 

Conclusion 

The above five issues are the challenges that need to be 
faced to strike a fairer balance in transatlantic relations in 
keeping with the statements jointly issued by the US and 
French Presidents. The European Union’s ambition is to act as 
a counterbalancing force between the world’s major players, 
essentially China and the USA. For this, it will need to acquire 
the resources necessary to play this pivotal international role, 
one of these being true European strategic autonomy. 

A Europe fully in control of its military capabilities would not 
represent a threat to the Atlantic Alliance but would be an asset 
in helping to boost its resilience, which would be conducive to 
the fairer distribution of the burden so vociferously demanded 
by the United States. But, for this, they need to allow us the 
means to achieve this goal without further sovereignty 
concessions!  

If Europe is to put itself first, a major step would doubtless 
be to consolidate the European Defence Fund, which, in theory, 
already has the potential to meet the goal sought but is still far 
too fragile to produce tangible results. It would need to be 
underpinned by other mechanisms, in particular measures to 
foster joint procurement within the European Union. Thought 
could surely be given to tasking OCCAR with embarking on a 
process of group purchasing in addition to running cooperation 
programmes. 

But to achieve full control over military capabilities, 
European industry must not be hamstrung by leonine 
regulations that go well beyond arms issues as such. While this 
may not be the subject of this paper, it will nevertheless be vital 
to be attentive to the way in which ESG regulations 
(Environment, Social and Governance) are applied. If the 
criteria selected are aimed at jeopardising European arms 
industry funding conditions, the level playing field situation 
could worsen, the balance undoubtedly swinging further in 
favour of the Americans. Yet another looming development that 
will require vigilance on our part. 

 Not least because the list of these critical technologies never stops growing2
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The future of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) 
begs a large number of questions. At the instigation of the 
Heads of State and Government and in a bid to boost the 
Atlantic Alliance’s political dimension, the NATO Secretary 
General set up a “Reflection Group” which submitted its report 
on 25 November 2020. Its conclusions will provide food for 
thought for NATO’s next ministerial meetings and summits. 

The French Ministry of Defence has just updated its 
strategic vision, which was published this month. This 
document emphasises that NATO continues to form the basis 
of collective defence on the European continent and 
transatlantic relations. In a new development, probably linked 
to the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) 
that came into effect on 22 January 2021, this strategic 
document states that NATO is also the basis for Europe’s 
nuclear culture. 

In this article, I shall be only covering the issues that I 
consider need to be addressed. 

NATO was founded in 1949 in response to the threat posed 
by the Russians to Western European countries and the United 
States. It was designed as a political Alliance to promote 
democracy under the terms of Article 2 of the North Atlantic 
Treaty. It is also a military Alliance establishing the principle of 
collective defence among its members. It encourages them to 
maintain and develop their individual and collective capacity to 
resist armed attack under the terms of Article 3, while Article 5 
stipulates that an armed attack against one of its members will 
be considered an attack against them all. 

NATO’s mission is defined in the Strategic Concept, the 
current version of which, from 2010, identifies three core tasks: 

- Collective defence, which one of NATO’s fundamental 
principles, extends to any threat of aggression and emerging 
security challenges where they threaten the fundamental 
security of individual Allies or the Alliance as a whole. 

- Crisis management, by deploying NATO’s political and 
military capabilities to address the full spectrum of crises, 
whether before, during, or after conflicts, that have the potential 
to affect Alliance security, and to help consolidate stability in 
post-conflict situations where this contributes to Euro-Atlantic 
security. 

- Cooperative security, in cases where the Alliance is 
affected by, and can affect, political and security developments 
beyond its borders. The Alliance will engage actively to 
enhance international security through partnerships with 
relevant countries and other international organisations and by 
keeping the door to membership open to all European 
democracies that meet NATO’s standards. 

NATO, which was initially a political and military alliance 
with a regional dimension, has developed into an alliance with 
a global reach, seeking to defend its members by conducting 
political and military operations against their enemies, wherever 

in the world they may be. Defence against the Soviet threat, 
which was one of the organisation’s original purposes, has 
been replaced by defence against any threat to the security of 
one or more Allies or of the Alliance as a whole. 

Decisions have to be reached unanimously. In this decision-
making process, the United States tend to exert considerable 
influence over the other Allies owing to their prominent position. 

Since its creation, NATO has become an attractive and 
efficient unifying military framework. It oversees allied defence 
planning and has established a set of major procedures to 
ensure the procedural and technical interoperability of the allied 
forces. It has the common resources essential for military 
operations and for monitoring European airspace. It offers a 
range of customisable tools for arms cooperation through 
dedicated agencies. It encourages its members to adapt their 
forces and equipment to new and emerging threats, such as 
the cyberspace threat.  

NATO remains the reference framework for agreeing 
interoperability conditions, including for equipment not 
developed under its authority. 

The way the cost of funding the Alliance is shared among 
members is open to several different interpretations: 

-  The United States regularly complains that costs are not 
fairly shared. However, their complaints do not go beyond 
verbal statements without retaliatory measures, as can be seen 
from trade disputes. 

-  The relatively modest contribution of the European States 
is an incentive for them to remain NATO members. They hope 
that, by being members, they will be able to benefit from 
American military resources if the need should arise, without 
having to foot the bill for acquiring and maintaining their own 
resources. 

- Conversely, this modest contribution reinforces the United 
States’ impression that the Europeans are “junior partners” and 
should be treated as such, even if they make allowance for 
their national sensitivities. 

This is perhaps a good point at which to mention relations 
between NATO and the EU. 

The European Union is unique of its kind in the world. It can 
be likened to a federation of European states, especially with 
regard to trade, where the Commission, which has a monopoly, 
can negotiate with the United States Department of Commerce 
on equal terms. But its structures are fragmented, particularly 
where defence is concerned, with Member States retaining 
their sovereign powers. 

On the subject of security, the European Union included the 
mutual defence clause from Article 5 of the former Treaty on 
Western European Union (WEU) in Article 42(7) of the Treaty 
on European Union . Although the two organisations cooperate 3

over a large number of operations, NATO remains the 

 The wording of paragraph 7, “aid and assistance by all means in their power”, no longer explicitly mentions the use of force specified in Article 5 of 3

the former Treaty on WEU: “aid and assistance by all military and other means in their power”
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backbone of collective defence for EU Member States that are 
also members of NATO. 

Citizens of EU Member States have differing views of their 
common destiny. History has left deep and undying scars on 
Europe’s peoples. The memory of the United States’ decisive 
action during and at the end of the Second World War, the 
count ry ’s s ta tus as a beacon of democracy and 
entrepreneurship, and the still-recognisable presence of 
European diasporas among the Americans go to explain why 
many European countries choose to rely on the United States 
for their defence. 

An alliance can only be as strong as the degree to which its 
member countries share common interests. While it is clear 
that for many European countries there can be no defence 
without US involvement, it is worth considering whether it is in 
the interests of the United States to remain part of such a 
binding alliance. 

For the USA, the Alliance can be seen as a means of:  
- securing access to the European market whose creation 

they encouraged in continuance of the Marshall Plan, another 
example of America’s habit of combining military action with 
making markets accessible to American products, in the grand 
tradition of Commodore Perry, who in 1853 forced the 
Japanese to open their markets by threatening them with his 
cannons. 

- controlling dissension between European countries, to 
prevent it from degenerating into armed conflict as in the case 
of the two world wars and, more generally, as a means of 
influencing relations between European countries. 

- associating NATO member countries, mainly European, 
with US political or military actions to promote American 
interests around the world. On this point, will the renewed 
commitment to multilateral action announced by the new US 
President seek to embark NATO allies on action against 
China? 

Initial steps by the Biden presidency would seem to suggest 
a renewed interest in multilateral action and show a certain 
respect for NATO. The Europeans will have to demonstrate the 
seriousness of their commitments, which will need to be 
substantial, if they are to have any political influence on NATO's 
future lines of thrust. 

NATO and the EU are complementary 

The fact that three EU Member States – Austria, Ireland, 
and Malta – have ratified the TPNW effectively prevents 
potential debate on nuclear weapons within the EU. 
Discussions of this sort would only be possible within ad hoc 
groups of interested EU Member States, or even non-EU 
states, such as the European Intervention Initiative. This 
reinforces NATO’s political status as a nuclear alliance. 

NATO's forces in Europe are mainly those placed at its 
disposal by European states. These same forces are also 
deployed in EU military operations. 

There is no doubt that establishing a better balance in 
expenditure so that the Americans and the Europeans would 
contribute roughly equal shares would lend greater credibility to 
the policies defended by the Europeans, not least the strategic 
autonomy targeted by the European Union. But, for this, the 
Europeans will need to agree on the ultimate aim and the 
resources they are prepared to release to this end.  

The Indo-Pacific region 

Common interests may also spur the United States and 
France into an alliance in the Indo-Pacific region, now the 
world's leading market, where both countries (unlike in Europe, 
where the United States has no territories) have vast maritime 
areas to protect. The European Union is also concerned, 
through the Galileo stations in Wallis, the Marquesas Islands, 
Nouméa, Reunion, Papeete and the Kerguelen Islands. 

The United States could forge an alliance with Indo-Pacific 
countries in this region worried about developments in China 
along similar lines to the now-defunct Southeast Asia Treaty 
Organisation (SEATO), of which France was at the time a 
member . For its part, France  has shown its attachment to this 4

area, especially in sending the Emeraude nuclear attack 
submarine there on an eight-month patrol in 2020, with 
stopovers in Perth and Guam on its way to the Philippine Sea 
via the South China Sea. France has also formed a strategic 
partnership with Australia through the sale of submarines. The 
UK is considering whether to deploy its aircraft carrier Queen 
Elizabeth to the China Sea and possibly even station it there. 

The political conditions for closer ties between these 
countries seem to be in place. France's position, as it seeks to 
protect its interests in the area, remains to be defined. 

To avoid having to orchestrate two alliances, and consistent 
with the priority it intends to give to dealing with developments 
in China, the United States could also encourage NATO to 
extend its geographical scope to the Indo-Pacific by welcoming 
into its fold those Indo-Pacific countries wishing to join and 
sharing its values. 

These are all incentives for strengthening NATO’s political 
role. 

In 2021, a review of NATO's Strategic Concept will probably 
be set in train to decide on the strategic lines of thrust to be 
enforced by the Heads of State and Government. 

Olivier Gras 

 SEATO brought together the United States, Australia, France, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, the United Kingdom and Thailand in a 4

collective defence pact in the face of communism in South Asia. ASEAN, created on 8 September 1954, French membership of which lapsed between 
1965 and 1974, was abolished on 30 June 1977 following the end of the Vietnam War.
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Schengen is central to the European project. It has, 
however, been rocked by a series of terrorist, health or 
migratory crises. Resilience is vital to efforts to protect 
Schengen from the impact of events that could threaten the 
fundamental principles on which it is based. While, at present, 
resilience seems to be a largely rhetorical concept, it is 
nevertheless gaining ground for, despite the many differences 
of opinion, there is a clear political resolve to make progress 
along these lines. It is precisely this resolve that the French 
presidency is hoping to exploit to reform Schengen and boost 
its capacity to withstand future crises, not least the crisis 
currently unfolding at the borders with Belarus.   

The term “resilience” features in numerous European 
documents, in relation to areas such as banking, cybersecurity, 
protection of critical infrastructure, climate change and, even, 
economic policies . The same applies to Schengen. On 2 June 5

2021, a strategy was put forward to make this internal 
borderless-area fully resilient and operational . The emphasis 6

on resilience is consistent with the desire to safeguard the free 
movement of people, which is “one of the main promises of 
European Union”, to quote Polish historian Bronislaw Geremek. 
Taking steps to keep the single market functioning smoothly, 
described in the strategy as being the basis of Schengen, is an 
integral part of “European DNA”.  

Resilience is a concept that seems capable of prompting 
efforts to maintain freedom of movement in an area deliberately 
designed to be borderless. Put otherwise, Schengen as a 
political project is seen to be a system under threat from 
outside. The challenge consists of ensuring that Member 
States agree a series of operational resources (not least 
deployment of European border guards) and stronger policies 
to cope with the upheaval caused by these external threats. 
The purpose of a systemic vision of this type based on risk 
management is to endow the European Union with systems 
acting as a stabilising force and preventing unnecessary 
proliferation of counter-productive national measures only 
serving to exacerbate the shockwave and prevent recovery of 
long-term equilibrium. 

Schengen in the face of disruptive external events 
Schengen is a political project that falls into the context of 

efforts to strengthen and further develop the single market. The 
Covid-19 pandemic that started in 2020 served as a timely 
reminder in that it highlighted the impact on the performance of 
integrated national economies of the closure of internal borders 
and the restrictions on movements. The Schengen area has 
expanded, with the accession of further EU Member States, 
and non-Member States such as Norway, Iceland, Switzerland 

and Liechtenstein. Schengen is part of a broader perspective 
for building a political Europe and is one of the aspects that 
case law established by the European Court has helped 
secure, together with other factors such as the creation of a 
single currency and European citizenship.  

  
As a political project, Schengen is, however, up against two 

fundamental issues, namely those of solidarity and trust, and 
major efforts are in hand institutionally to foster a move from 
“resistance to resilience” . It is here that resilience must be 7

seen, first and foremost, as a motivational challenge for a 
project in need of reform. Such is the intention of the French 
President during his country’s presidency of the Council of the 
European Union. Indeed, on 10 November 2020, at the joint 
press conference on European response to the terrorist threat, 
he already called for “refoundation of the Schengen area”. 

If resilience is a system’s capacity to absorb external 
shocks, it is clear that Schengen does not currently meet that 
definition, given its persistent structural weaknesses, including:  

 For example, Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 February 2021 establishing the Recovery and 5

Resilience Facility (OJ L 57, 18.02.2021, p. 17–75). 
 COM (2021) 277 final. 6

 Bertoncini, Y., Schengen : from resistance to resilience? Robert Schuman Foundation, European Issues, No. 471, 23 April 2018 7
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 1. A lack of shared vision with regard to migration, with a major 
rift between southern and eastern countries (Visegrad group) 
over the need for solidarity in catering to massive migrant 
inflows.  
 2. A Dublin system which, by the European Commission’s own 
admission, does not work.  
 3. Cumbersome and inefficient tools for mutual evaluation of 
external borders . 8

 4. An inefficient deportation system, as highlighted by a recent 
report from the European Court of Auditors . 9

Crises disrupting Schengen's stability 
The late 1990s saw a phase of enlargement and 

intensification: the “Schengen club” was expanded to include 
more countries (currently a total of 26 States). Moreover, the 
original Schengen rules became part of Community law, and 
the Schengen Code, which establishes the standards for 
border crossings and surveillance, was adopted on the basis of 
the Treaty establishing the European Community . 10

The integration process stalled in the 2000s. With regard to 
intensification, mistrust of the Community method grew and the 
legitimacy of the Union was more widely questioned. On the 
enlargement front, some Member States remained outside the 
Schengen area, despite progress over security. On 22 
September 2011, the Justice and Home Affairs Council decided 
to defer Bulgaria’s accession, contrary to the recommendations 
of the European Commission and Parliament. The migration 

crisis of 2011 created by the Arab Spring cast doubt on the 
solidity of the existing arrangements established under the 
“Schengen Treaties” and included in EU law by the Amsterdam 
Treaty of 1997. The 2011 crisis resulted in major “secondary 
movements”, i.e. huge influxes of migrants from Italy into 
Northern Europe. However, Schengen was already under 
pressure from Roma populations arriving from outside the area 
and constant incursions of illegal migrants into Greece (part of 
the Schengen area), especially at the surface border with 
Turkey along the River Evros. Schengen, as a political project, 
came under operational fire with President Sarkozy declaring 
on 13 December 2012 in Villepinte that: “The Schengen 
agreements are no longer capable of coping with the severity 
of the situation and must be revised”. 

A return to putting individual interests first 
The decade 2010-2020 was marked by three crises that put 

the Schengen agreement severely to the test: the 2011 
migration crisis and the migrant and terrorist crises of 2015. 
Proposals for reform were put forward by France and Italy. A 
brand-new “political governance” mechanism was adopted in 
2013 and its efficiency immediately tested for the first time with 
less than conclusive results. Admittedly, the 2015 migration 
crisis was huge, with more than a million illegal immigrants 
crossing the Mediterranean to reach Europe . In general, 2015 11

put a further dent in the already-shaky solidarity among 
Member States. As the French Senate was quick to point out, 
the policy of “every man for himself”  was reflected in the 12

disorganised re-establishment of border controls and the desire 
of migrant gateway States to let States upstream and 
downstream manage the new arrivals. 

On this basis, it would be tempting to conclude that the 
individual interest now holds sway over the common interest, 
the consequence of a “flagging European method” , of mutual 13

trust battered by crises and of the impossibility of solidarity, 
especially between countries in the front line of fire –  those 
under pressure from migration – and the others. The Covid-19 
pandemic appears to be a repetition of the 2015 crises, with 
Schengen again divided in March 2020 by unilateral national 
measures, at times taken without so much as a by-your-leave. 
As for the “return to normality” for which the European 
Commission is appealing, its efforts seem futile in view of the 
persistence of internal border inspections. One thing is clear: 
the Schengen area is now durably divided, no longer an area of 
totally free movement, but rather a juxtaposition of national 
territories, separated by dotted lines of varying thicknesses 
depending on the moment . 14

 As highlighted in a recent report from the European Commission (COM (2020) 779 final). 8

 Special report 08/2021 of 7 June 2021. 9

 Regulation (EU) 2016/99 of 9 March 2016. 10

 UNHCR figures:” Over one million sea arrivals reach Europe in 2015” URL: https://www.unhcr.org/news/latest/2015/12/5683d0b56/million-sea-11

arrivals-reach-europe-2015.html
 See the report of 24 March 2016 e MM. J.-Y. Leconte et A. Reichardt, about Schengen area reform and the refugee crisis, p. 23 12

 Tardis, M. « L’accueil des réfugiés : l’autre crise européenne » (Accommodating Refugees: The Other European Crisis), Politique étrangère, n° 3, 13

2015, pp. 107-120. 
 For example, the Commission reports that in 2015 and 2016 border controls were reintroduced and extended on almost 50 occasions (as against 36 14

occasions over the 2006-2015 period) (COM(2017)571 final). 
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Developing an organised response to disruptions 
At first sight, it would seem that Schengen is now a mere 

shadow of its former self, as illustrated by this return to the 
individual over the common interest. Looking again, it is 
however clear that some fundamental changes have been 
made to preserve Schengen’s integrity as an area of free 
movement. Examples include creation of the European Border 
and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex), extension of the agency’s 
mission, launch of plans for the interoperability of European 
security and immigration databases,  enlargement of Europol’s 
powers in relation to terrorism (driven by France in particular), 
revision of the programme for mutual evaluation of external 
borders, and creation of new European systems (such as PNR, 
ETIAS and SES) to track and target potentially dangerous 
travellers. 

These ongoing transformations show that Member States 
wish to protect the Schengen acquis. Above all, they are 
symptomatic of changes in vision centred on the desire to 
make the area “resilient”. And, here, there is one idea that 
seems to be gaining ground, namely that of treating Schengen 
as a complex system, a set of numerous nested heterogenous 
entities interacting with their environment on the feedback and 
circular causality principle. 

The fact is that Schengen, as a coherent whole, is faced 
with a series of disruptions: (i) terrorist attacks, which, by the 
horror they create and the wave of fear they produce, have a 
major effect on public opinion; (ii) migratory pressure at 
external borders; (iii) secondary movement of refugees caused 
by unauthorised travel within the Union; (iv) a health crisis 
prompting hasty re-establishment of external border controls to 
stem the epidemic . 15

Endogenous factors exacerbating the imbalance created 
by exogenous shock 

Disruptions caused by these external shocks have thrown 
Schengen out of kilter, the border controls back in place acting 
like the ripples of a shockwave triggered by the crisis on a now 
unstable system. The difficulty for a complex system to regain 
its equilibrium is that it is rooted in policies that are inter-related 
but which are each hamstrung by a series of structural defects 
caused by their lack of proper integration : (i) the 2015 migrant 16

crisis revealed diverging national approaches to asylum and 
immigration; (ii) the terrorist attack crisis of 2015 exposed 
differences in antiterrorism policies through failures to share 
intelligence; (iii) the 2020 crisis revealed the existence of 
political responses to the issue of lockdowns. 

In this connection, the re-introduction of border controls is 
not only seen as the ultimate means of managing the chaos 
created by the crisis but is also indicative of national attitudes 
to the situation. In other words, the challenge for a complex 
system facing exogenous shocks is that of achieving self-
regulation, a challenge stemming from the way in which 
individual interests are regularly put before the common 

interest in a context where policies are rarely pan-European. 
This may take the form of safeguarding national interests when 
faced with imminent dangers, national rather than European 
views of European issues, and separate public and media 
grandstands. The situation is worsened in that the leaders of 
Member States are tempted to include European responses in 
their purely national agendas. Under circumstances such as 
these, closing borders and bringing back visible border controls 
have become a knee-jerk reflex and give leaders the feeling 
(and the illusion) that they are on top of complex transnational 
phenomena. 

The resulting plethora of unilateral and unconcerted 
measures then only serves to exacerbate the crisis. In this 
chaos, the measures put in place across Europe tend to be 
counterproductive, incompatible and cancel each other out. 
During both the migrant crisis and the pandemic, existing 
stabilising mechanisms were unable to function properly 
because of national measures. In addition, efforts to re-
establish equilibrium are increasingly undermined by mutual 
distrust and disagreements among Member States – for 
instance regarding the relocation of asylum-seekers, over 
which some States have brought actions before the Court 
asking for annulment of the Council’s decision . 17

A systemic view of Schengen as a political project 
Against this backdrop, resilience would appear to be a 

concept capable of galvanising Member States into united 
efforts to modernise Schengen. Several major reforms were, in 
fact, carried out in 2013, but the process still has a long way to 
go . It is therefore necessary to pursue these reforms to 18

provide the Union with a set of stabilising mechanisms 
previously ineffective (e.g. “political governance” introduced in 
2013) or belated (e.g. deployment of crisis hotspots).  

For now, the concept of resilience seems to be essentially 
rhetorical. Yet, while differences of opinion remain, as thrown 

 See European Commission communication C(2020) 3250 final.315

 As recognised by the European Commission (COM(2016) 120 final).16

 Joined cases C-643/15 and C-647/15, Slovakia and Hungary v Council.17

 Information report No. 490 (2019-2020) by Mr. Simon SUTOUR, submitted on 4 June 2020.18
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up by the discussions surrounding a European Pact on 
Migration and Asylum, Member States now seem to share a 
common desire to avoid a further crisis and similar disastrous 
consequences . It would appear that, despite everything, they 19

are keen to make progress, not because they are idealistic 
about the European project, but rather because they are 
pragmatic, in the light of the financial and political damage 
caused by the recent crises .  20

During its Presidency of the Council of the European Union, 
it is this political determination that France hopes to use as a 
springboard, its aim being, through the reforms targeted by its 
President to which he recently reaffirmed his commitment, to 
channel this political energy towards making inroads on a 
number of fronts . One of these concerns revision of the so-21

called “Return Directive”, boosting exchanges among EU 
countries on the one hand, and the origin and transit countries 
on the other, or the draft regulation on screening arriving 
migrants. Here, several projects are under discussion, for 
instance revision of the mechanism for mutual evaluation of 
controls at external borders  – a project concerning 22

reinforcement of the existing mechanism and rationalisation of 
the procedures applied in the event of failures on the part of a 
Member State  – which France intends to push through during 
its term of office. 

Tension with Belarus: resilience as a balance-renewal 
strategy  

The situation at the border with Belarus is typical of the kind 
of tension that could create further imbalance in the system in 
the event of mass migration. Admittedly, Poland, which is 
happy to act as the ramparts of western civilisation in the face 
of the barbarian hordes – just like the Roman limes – has 
deployed a variety of large-scale measures to bolster security. 
But these efforts were carried out without involving the rest of 
the EU and, worse still, without proper consultation. This is 
problematic, because national choices have consequences for 
the security of the other Member States. Interdependence 
among these States is such that the whole bloc is placed at 
risk, which is why the only real possible response, be it 
operational or political, needs proper coordination.  

Previous crises have shown the limits and dangers of 
unilateral reactions. It is here that resilience is not only a means 
of rebalancing the system in the event of an uncontrolled influx 
of refugees into the common area, but also an objective for the 
Union, namely that of having efficient crisis management 
mechanisms in place to cater to external shocks such as 
migratory pressures instrumented in the context of a hybrid 
war. It is also a motivational challenge with regard to the urgent 
need for institutional reform. Reform is vital and, to paraphrase 
the words of the French Senate about Schengen, a “difficult but 
absolutely necessary agreement”  must be obtained. During 23

its Presidency of the Council of the European Union, France 
has every intention of facing this challenge head on. 

  
**** 

 See for instance the European Council’s conclusions on 18 and 19 February 2016.19

 Information report No. 874 (2020-2021) by Mr. André Reichardt and Mr. Jean-Yves Leconte, submitted on 29 September 2021.20

 Press conference held by the President of France on 20 October 2021 following the European Council.21

 Draft regulation proposed on 2 June 2021 (COM(2021)278 final).22

 Information report No. 279 (2011-2012) submitted on 20 January 2012 by Mr. Jean-Pierre Sueur “Les projets européens de réforme de Schengen et 23

du droit pénal” (European plans for reforming Schengen and criminal law).
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Introduction: 
Claude-France Arnould began her talk by explaining that, 

where space is concerned, the European Union (EU) was 
handicapped by the limits imposed on its responsibilities under 
the TFEU (Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union). 
By contrast, it had substantial assets with which to develop 
highly successful, far-ranging policies on a parallel to those of 
the European Space Agency. 

I. The EU ups its game 

A slow start 
The EU is gradually ramping up its action in the space 

sector after a very slow and modest start. The Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) is quite restrictive 
with regard to space. Article 189, which splits responsibilities 
between Member States and the European Union, affords the 
EU a minor role, mainly in the form of programmes 
supplementing the action taken by Member States while 
excluding any harmonisation of their legislative and regulatory 
provisions. 

Programmes such as Galileo and Copernicus do exist but 
their basic limitations make it difficult or impossible to develop 
them for defence purposes:. 
• When Galileo was first launched, its Public Regulated 

Service (PRS) dimension was not immediately enforced and 
defence was not explicitly included. It is difficult to come 
back on this omission. 

• Copernicus was designed to provide a very open and non-
secured service. 

• Within the European Defence Agency (EDA), where the 
issue of space was prohibited de facto in 2011: 
• The MUSIS programme (Multinational Space-based 

Imaging System for Surveillance, Reconnaissance, and 
Observation), initially with the status of a Category-B EDA 
project, had to change direction with France’s decision in 
December 2010 to embark on its Optical Space 
Component (CSO) programme to prevent potential 
capacity shortages. 

• Plans for a highly secure communications satellite project 
proposed by the EDA foundered with one of the Member 

States refusing its support, and work had to continue on a 
less secure programme. 

Future strengths 

1. Substantial resources: 
• Space-related activities in the EU are grouped together in a 

programme with a budget for the 2021-2027 period of €13.2 
billion under 2018 financial conditions, this representing an 
increase of more than 36% by comparison with the previous 
financial framework. 

• Allowance should be made for the space-related actions 
under “Horizon Europe”, the future EU Framework 
Programme for Research and Innovation, for the 2021-2027 
period, and those of the Recovery Plan or the European 
Defence Fund. 

• Special mention should be made of the rather unique 
potential synergies with several other policies such as those 
concerning digital technology, connectivity, and industry 
(portfolio of Commissioner Thierry Breton), and those 
concerning transport, immigration and space users, not 
forgetting those policies forming part of the remit of the 
Directorate-General for Trade. 

• Similar synergies with space do not exist within NATO. 
• The influence the Commission is able to exert in international 

negotiations, such as those in the 1990s with the Russians 
and the Americans on fissile materials and launchers with 
Commissioner Brittan, is a major asset. 

2. A strong determination: 
• The lessons learnt from the current pandemic highlight the 

importance of space, especially for observation and 
communications purposes. 

• The EU is quite open about its determination to achieve 
strategic autonomy and space is a vital part of the policies 
required to this end. 

• Space is an area offering a wealth of possibilities, some the 
stuff of dreams, others that of nightmares (e.g., space war) 
but it can also translate into very real applications in terms of 
industrial capabilities, sales and exports. 

II.  Limits and handicaps 

Resources: 
The €13.2 billion allocated to space is in fact a relatively 

small amount by comparison with national budgets, the 
investments of other stakeholders and private funding in the 
US, especially in “New Space”, the American space revolution, 
as explained in the IFRI study “Revolutionary by Design” by 
Torben Schütz. 

Complex governance: 
• The lines between the responsibilities of the European 

Space Agency (ESA), a key player, the European Union 
Space Agency (EUSPA), the European Defence Agency 
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(EDA), the Commission and OCCAR are blurred. 
• Conflict between the intergovernmental workings of ESA, 

EDA or OCCAR and the Community working method adds 
further confusion to governance issues. 

• The fallout from Brexit further complicates matters, given that 
the United Kingdom is a member of ESA and OCCAR. 

• Finally, space governance does not extend to Defence. 

Failure to face up to defence issues: 
• Galileo was designed without taking defence into account. 
• The missions of the ESA exclude defence activities, which is 

why it is necessary for ESA to cooperate with EDA to give it 
the legitimacy it lacks on the defence front. 

• The civilian community (Galileo, Copernicus, Frontex, civil 
protection, etc.) is wary of military issues, while the military 
community remains sceptical with regard to European bodies 
(e.g., secure EDA SATCOM services). 

• This mutual distrust is a source of misunderstandings, 
especially on the crucial issue of Space Traffic Management. 

• The unspoken issue of nuclear deterrence that haunts our 
collective conscience and affects decisions on matters such 
as air-to-air refuelling, which was almost assigned to EDA as 
a result. 

• Yet defence is a vital part of space. 
• Whence the need for an EU Defence Council. 

III. Probabilities of European success under the right 
conditions 

Opportunities (there is no other option): 
• Size: a European approach is vital in relation to other global 

players, even though some countries, such as Germany, 
have the capacity to ramp up their action on their own.  

• Synergies with other policies: these are specific to the EU 
and do not exist elsewhere.  

• Regulations and standards: these represent a major 
challenge, since the Americans are very active in this area 
as yet little addressed in the EU.  

Conditions:  

1. Cohesion: 
•  As with any EU policy, tensions between Member States 

(small versus large, old versus new - not least the Višegrad 
group, frugal versus big-spending) need to be defused.  

• ·Despite the ESA’s policy of ‘fair returns’, which has helped 
some Member States to develop their space capabilities, 
differences and contrasts are more marked in the space 
sector. The main Member States are Germany, France and 
Italy, followed by small and medium-size States that play a 
very important role (Belgium, Luxembourg, Czech Republic) 
and, last but not least, Sweden, Estonia, Spain, Austria, and 
the Netherlands. These disparities can also be measured by 
the share of GDP allocated to the space sector in each case: 
Luxembourg, Czech Republic, Belgium and Sweden all 
devote a sizeable slice of their GDP to space.  

•  90% of the 46,000 the jobs identified in the space sector are 
concentrated in 6 countries (Belgium, Estonia, France, 

Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom). It is necessary to 
achieve a better balance in the application of the “fair 
returns” and compensation policies.  

• Problems with the Franco-German relationship: even greater 
difficulties than elsewhere with many unspoken tensions 
(memories of Peenemünde), as well as rivalries and very 
rational conflicts of interest. Germany will be able to develop its 
power base as it can afford to do so. Consequently, we need 
to strengthen Franco-German ties and rely on action at EU 
level.  
• We need to support German development within the EU. 
• The Bruno Le Maire / Peter Altmaier duo offers one way to 

achieve this but matters need to be taken further, at all 
levels, in the interests of Franco-German cooperation.  

2. Organisation:  
• At national level: French national structures and coordination 

between French Ministries require adaptation to match 
growing EU involvement in space and defence.  

• At European level: the responsibilities of agencies such as 
ESA and EUSPA need to be better defined to make it easier 
to harmonise their action.  
Responsibilities could be shared by placing a central body 

such as EUSPA in charge of operational matters and 
establishing requirements, while assigning technological 
responsibilities and programme management to an agency 
such as ESA, taking the methods adopted for managing 
OCCAR as a source of inspiration for dealing with differences 
in format. This would provide clarity in an institutional 
landscape that remains almost universally obscure.  

With such an arrangement, it will also be necessary to put 
an end to:  

• manoeuvres stifling structures agreed by the Heads of 
State such as EDA, Satcent, and EUMS. 

• internecine strife between intergovernmental and 
Community methods. 

• the negative attitudes of national governments, whose 
priority is to protect their own fiefdoms, the most obvious 
example being the UK, which opposed an increase in the 
EDA’s operating budget (admittedly, a gesture more 
symbolic than commitment to programmes). We will soon 
be able to judge the extent to which other States hid 
behind the UK skirt-tails and whose ostensible support 
was really only skin-deep.  

Meanwhile, there is no need to rush but to continue to 
invest in both ESA and EU agencies, while remaining aware 
that, eventually, it would be good to have a structured system, 
with a single European space agency.  

Cooperation should also be boosted by means of tangible 
incentives such as funding, maintaining domestic credit lines, 
VAT exemptions (which already exist for EDA), contracts, and 
by reporting to the politicians on progress and difficulties 
(Ministers, European Council) 

Ultimately, what matters is entrusting key infrastructures to 
European agencies so that they can be collectively managed. 
“Pooling and sharing” will remain largely a dead letter until 
Europeans have enough infrastructure to share.  
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3. Negotiation and expertise:  
• The current committees are inadequate, as shown by 

France’s position on Space Traffic Management as declared 
in Brussels, which does not reflect the official position of the 
authorities in Paris and is a clear sign of malfunctions in how 
France’s positions in Brussels are established.  

• For Commissioner Breton, expert advice is also needed, for 
example, “Wise men” outside the microcosm of the major 
space protagonists and including people with knowledge of 
financial and digital, military, intelligence, cyber and other 
aspects, European “new space” players, etc. Skills needs to 
be maintained so that they are not lost.  

• Against this backdrop, discussions need to be staged about 
what we want in terms of space and the priorities to be given 
to the different components (post-Ariane 6 launchers, 
constellations, use of resources). Views differ widely and 
spark disputes with very serious consequences. These 
issues need to be addressed both directly and objectively. 

• Action: 
- The programmes planned by Thierry Breton are the following: 

new-generation Galileo, Copernicus (new model), post-
Ariane, constellation, not forgetting SATCOM and, above all, 
Space Traffic Management (STM).  

- The EU needs to protect its satellites: this is a crucial issue in 
terms of security, autonomy (access to space) and the 
competitiveness of our industries. It will be important to 
assess the potential benefits of the Spaceways space traffic 
management project under the Horizon 2020 programme. In 
this regard, the confusing reigning between acronyms such 
Space Surveillance Tracking (SST), Space Situational 
Awareness (SDA) and Space Traffic Management (STM) 
does not help matters.  

- Given the speed of American progress, with all that this 
entails as regards competitiveness and strategic autonomy, 
the work currently in hand in the SST Consortium is not 
enough in two respects:  

• The regulations need reviewing, especially on STM 
aspects. Although TFEU is restrictive, we need regulations 
and a real European influence in terms of regulations and 
standards, an area that is one of the Commission’s 
strengths.  

• A capability component is necessary for contracts and 
even programmes. The SST Consortium can only offer 
what it has, which depends mainly on Member State and 
American information. We need to know what is going on 
in the United States (see the IFRI study “Revolutionary by 
Design”). It would be good to make provision for 
programmes, perhaps temporarily funded by national 
budgets (civilian or even military), to go beyond French 
and German capabilities. Perhaps this could be done via 
EDA?  

It is time to make our presence felt in discussions with the 
Americans, especially if they return to some degree of 
multilateralism.  
• We need to be sure our messages are being properly 

conveyed in Brussels, where it is generally held that France, 
and especially its Defence Ministry, are opposed to EU 
efforts to ramp up involvement in SST.  

Conclusion: 
In her talk, Ms Arnould chose only to present a European 

viewpoint, in relation to the foreseeable future, and deliberately 
avoided mentioning deterrence or the crucial issue of the risk of 
space becoming tomorrow’s theatre of war. While she was 
aware of the military systems being developed by the Chinese, 
Americans and Russians, such systems were not, in her 
opinion, an immediate EU action priority.   

The issue of exploring space and harnessing its resources 
needed to be studied by experts to assess whether the EU 
should opt out or just participate in missions without fully 
reaping their benefits, especially in industrial or sales terms. 

Space was quintessentially a European project. Not only 
did it offer considerable technological and industrial 
opportunities but it was also capable of firing the imagination. 
At a conference in Brussels, Thomas Pesquet, the current 
poster-boy for the European space adventure, received a 
rapturous response from the audience. What kind of 
communication is necessary for future Space X missions?   

The EU’s space-sector profile needed to be carefully 
managed. It is time to whet the collective appetite for the 
European space adventure, which is so vital with regard to 
autonomy, competitiveness and security. But only through 
concrete action.
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