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Editorial

All hail to the New Year! 

In the northern hemisphere, we celebrate the 
end of the calendar year in style. It is a time for 
rejoicing, for reliving ancestral traditions, 
whether we are believers or non-believers. It is 
a magical time of discovery for children, a 
chance for their elders to revisit their memories 
of the past. It is also a time for family gatherings, 
to enjoy that special togetherness and celebrate 
the gradual victory of light over dark. 

It is also the season of giving. And if you are 
still looking for ideas, why not consider a last-
minute offering of our association’s opus 
“Sovereignty and solidarity, a European 
challenge” (Souveraineté et solidarité, un défi 
européen). This work is the collective output of 
thirty-seven theoretical and hands-on experts, 
with five different nationalities. It is the result of 
a shrewd and novel idea first mooted in 
m id -2020 unde r t he ausp i ces o f my 
predecessor, which then took shape over 2021 
for publication in early 2022. It will go down in 
our annals as one of the high points of our 
association’s activities. 

The experience contained in this lockdown 
publication should become a reference for the 
variety of topics it addresses and the profound 
analysis and development perspectives it 
portends. The next stages are, in fact, already 
underway with the help of the various authors 
via meetings with students, academics, 
members of the armed forces and civilians with 
a keen interest in defence issues, for example 
the recent seminar on European diplomacy at 
the École Militaire in Paris, the La Fabrique 
Défense day or evening sessions in Lyon, 
Rennes, Strasbourg and Paris. Other events are 
to follow, starting with that at St-Cyr Coëtquidan 
in January 2022 and climaxing with the major 
closing event of La Fabrique Défense in La 
Villette (Paris). Our sincere thanks go to all 
those who have been involved in preparations 
and those have lent us their support: they have 
given us substantial food for thought in the 
months or years to come.  

Other developments are in the pipeline 
following the seminar on the western Balkans 
s t a g e d i n l a t e N o v e m b e r 2 0 2 1 : t h e 
brainstorming exercise on the European 
Defence Fund which will culminate in a seminar 
in Brussels in spring 2022, a colloquium in 
Strasbourg scheduled for March, cooperation 
with various other institutions during France’s 
Presidency of the EU in 2022 being but a few.  

In the first half of 2022 and for the 13th time 
since 1950, it will be France’s turn to preside 
over the European Union. The President of the 
Republic has already announced his motto 
“relaunch, power and belonging” (relance, 
puissance, appartenance) for this period and his 
main target of “moving from being a Europe of 
cooperation within our borders to a powerful 
Europe in the world, fully sovereign, free to 
make its choices and master of its own destiny”. 
To this should be added a host of different topics 
such as adoption of the Strategic Compass to 
determine the status of threats and agree on the 
ways and means of countering them, proposing 
a European civic service open to all young 
people under 25 years, embarking on major 
work on the History of Europe, organising a 
conference on the western Balkans in a bid to 
secure peace in the region and on the continent, 
holding a Summit on European defence. A noble 
and ambitious programme that we can only but 
endorse. 

Last but not least, 2022 will be a year in 
which EuroDéfense-France will be presiding 
over the network of European chapters. The 
pivotal theme selected for our activities in the 
course of the year and for the international 
gathering we shall be staging in Paris next May 
is “Solidarity and efficiency”. This latter event will 
afford the opportunity to demonstrate by means 
of real examples the importance of collaboration 
and mutual trust in taking the vital and positive 
action needed to shape European defence. 

Jean Fournet 
Lieutenant General (Armament Corps, retired), 
President of EuroDéfense-France

This newsletter contains a selection of the 
a r t i c l e s p u b l i s h e d i n ” D é f e n s e 
Européenne” Nos. 73 and 75, and a talk in 
English by Jean-Christian Cady. 
  

Most articles have been translated into 
English by students at ISIT Paris.  
Our sincerest thanks to Christine Cross, 
who proofread the newsletter and 
translated the editorial and the last page. 
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Security and defence were not part of Europe's initial 
vocation. After the failure of the European Defence Community 
project (EDC) in 1954, the six founding countries focussed on 
economic union. The 1957 Treaty of Rome clearly affirmed this 
vocation, the original name of which was the European 
Economic Community. The founding fathers - Jean Monnet and 
Robert Schuman - believed that economic rapprochement and 
customs union would blur old rivalries and give Europe a 
common destiny, ensuring peace in a continent that, for 
centuries, had been torn apart by wars. In the minds of the 
founding fathers, external security was provided by NATO in 
the face of a clearly identified threat, namely that of the Soviet 
Union. 

64 years have passed since the Treaty of Rome. Europe's 
vocation has expanded. So has the number of its members: 
from 6 to 27. The new members of the Union joined Europe for 
economic reasons, not for security reasons. However, Europe 
is much more than an economic area. While the Soviet Union 
may have ceased to exist, security challenges remain. They 
have become more numerous. They are multifaceted. Security 
is obviously the responsibility of the individual Member States. 
But the European Union provides effective assistance. 

1. Security has first of all a military component. 

Traditionally, in other words since the end of the Second 
World War, it was generally agreed that the military threat to 
Europe came from the Soviet Union. The Atlantic Pact signed 
in 1949 and the presence of American troops in most Western 
European countries seemed a sufficient guarantee. Article X of 
the Atlantic Charter stipulated that, in the event of aggression 
against a member state, the other states would come to its aid. 
Basically, this boiled primarily and essentially down to the 
United States. Although France and the United Kingdom are 
equipped with nuclear weapons, NATO’s key player on all 
fronts is of course the United States. For a long time, Europe 
felt that it was protected by NATO and the American umbrella. 
But in recent years, Europeans have been asking themselves 
whether the umbrella is truly waterproof. 

This change in perception has been driven by two factors. 
The first was the annexation of Crimea and the occupation 

of Donbas in 2014. Admittedly this targeted Ukraine, which is 
not a NATO member, but it had two other consequences. In the 
first place, the Baltic countries, which were forcibly annexed by 
the Soviet Union in 1945 and had a tragic history, were vocal in 
their fears that history was about to be repeated. These fears 
were exacerbated by the fact that a large part of their 
populations are ethnically and linguistically Russian, the 
descendants of the people transferred by Stalin in 1945 and 
the years that followed. Secondly, even though the EU 
condemned the annexations of Crimea and the Donbas and 
imposed sanctions, and even though Russia, Ukraine and the 
OSCE negotiated in the Minsk Group in 2014, the EU as such 

appeared weak. Sanctions were ineffective and Russia still 
occupies the territories annexed. 

The second factor was President Trump's statement at a 
NATO meeting in 2018 that the US was by far the biggest 
financial contributor to the Alliance, covering 70% of its costs. 
According to President Trump, other NATO members - 
especially the European countries - were not participating 
enough and not spending 2% of their GNP on defence. He 
inferred that, in the absence of sufficient effort on their part, US 
intervention could not be guaranteed. 

For the Allies, this statement was a wake-up call. At the 
2006 Riga Summit, they had agreed to raise national defence 
spending to a minimum of 2% of GDP. The 2014 NATO Summit 
in Newport made this a firm undertaking to be achieved within 
10 years. While France is moving closer to this target, other EU 
countries are still nowhere near, notably Germany, Italy and 
Spain, at 1.4%, 1.2% and 0.9% of their GDP respectively in 
2019.  

Moreover, the United States - and therefore NATO - 
consider that some of Europe's security challenges are not 
their responsibility, examples being migration issues or 
stabilisation and peacekeeping operations in the vicinity of 
Europe. 

We should be under no illusion: the EU as such has never 
had any military influence on the resolution of security crises, 
including those occurring on its territory. We are well placed 
here in Zagreb to understand the full implications of the Balkan 
example. In the 1990s, at the time of the break-up of 
Yugoslavia, Europe refrained from adopting a position, no 
doubt because of differences of opinion among its member 
countries. The country that took the initiative and acted most 
effectively was the United States, which spurred NATO into 
action. 

The intervention in Bosnia-Herzegovina with SFOR, which 
involved 32,000 troops, many from Europe supporting the 
action of the United Nations, was under American leadership. 
The same was true of NATO's intervention in Kosovo in 1999. 
KFOR had 50,000 troops at its peak, also with a high 
percentage of Europeans. Some European member states 
participated in military action but the EU as such did not have a 
military role. In the countries of the former Yugoslavia the EU 
was involved in civilian missions, heavily funding reconstruction 
and development operations and participating in policing 
missions. For example, the EU Police Mission (EUPM) in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina was the first civilian operation 
conducted by the EU under the European Security and 
Defence Policy (ESDP). It took over from the UN police from 
2003 to 2012. Its aim was to fight organised crime and 
corruption and to enable the police forces of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina to reach international standards of skills and 
ethics.  
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Another example is the EUFOR-CONCORDIA mission in 
Northern Macedonia, a military mission which, for a few months 
in 2003, succeeded a NATO mission and was replaced until 
2005 by EUFOR-PROXIMA, a police mission in which the 400 
EU soldiers were replaced by 200 police officers. 

The fact that the EU as such did not participate in military 
operations can be explained by the dual character of the 
European institutions, namely the well-known split of 
responsibilities between the Council and the Commission. For 
its part, the Commission has substantial financial resources but 
its actions are confined to development operations and 
response to humanitarian crises. Its responsibilities do not 
extend to defence. 

By contrast, the Council, which brings together the heads of 
State or government of the 27 Member States, has an 
intergovernmental dimension. The Council can, in theory, 
decide on military intervention. But its decisions require the 
unanimous consent of the 27 Member States, which makes it 
difficult and often impossible to take urgent action. 

This state of affairs did not prevent Europe from defining a 
security and defence policy with the Treaty of Nice in 2000, the 
aim of which is to manage crises outside EU territory. This 
treaty was extended and supplemented by the Treaty of Lisbon 
in 2007, which came into force in 2009 and created the 
Common European Security and Defence Policy defining the 
framework for EU civilian missions and military operations 
abroad. But that is all purely theoretical. What actually happens 
in practice? Is the ESDP just a diplomatic text not followed by 
action? Is European defence, strongly supported by France, 
just a myth? What is the real solution? 

The only obvious solution lies in a coalition of all 
willing parties. The European intervention initiative launched 
by France in 2018 consists of 13 States that have 
demonstrated their political will and operational capacity. These 
13 States are France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, the 
Netherlands, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Sweden and 
Portugal. Two States that are not or no longer members of the 
EU are also included: the United Kingdom and Norway. The 
aim is to develop Europe's military credibility, strengthen 
strategic autonomy and ensure that common burdens are 
better shared. The so-called European Intervention Initiative is 
not intended to rival NATO but to supplement it.  

It is also not regulated by European legislation, which 
increases its flexibility. 

Currently, Europe is involved in permanently monitoring four 
maritime areas: 
1. The central Mediterranean. The EUNAVFOR Med Irini 
operation, originally focused on human trafficking, was 
refocused in April 2020 on monitoring the arms embargo and 
oil trafficking in Libya. It has an executive mandate, in other 
words a mandate that includes the possibility of conducting 
inspections, even arresting or seizing vessels. which was 
officialised by a UN Security Council resolution. 
2. Red Sea, Gulf of Aden and Indian Ocean. Operation 
EUNAVFOR Atalanta, originally intended for the fight against 
piracy, had its mandate reviewed and corrected as of 1 January 
2021. It has an executive mandate (forced inspections, arrests, 
seizures) awarded via a UN Security Council resolution. 

3. The Strait of Hormuz and the Gulf of Oman. Operation 
Agenor - responsible for ensuring the smooth flow of tankers 
and other LNG carriers shuttling between the Gulf and Europe 
to ensure the supply of oil and gas. 
4. The Gulf of Guinea. To fight against maritime piracy in 
support of local navies. 

Another example of military intervention is that carried out 
in West Africa. Although divided on the principle of European 
intervention in Mali, Member States agreed in 2013 on the 
military training mission EUTM (European Union Training 
Mission in Mali) to strengthen the capabilities of the Malian 
army. This was followed by the Takuba (European Task Force) 
operation, comprising 600 troops, the main contributors being 
the Swedish, Czech, Estonian, Danish and Romanian special 
forces supporting the French Barkhane mission to stabilise the 
Sahel, in other words to fight against armed jihadist and 
international terrorist groups. Admittedly, however, this 
intervention is the result of an intergovernmental agreement 
between certain EU member states and not a European 
decision. 

2. Other security challenges. 

It is obvious that Europe's security challenges are not 
limited to military aspects alone. Terrorism, organised crime, 
cybercrime & computer espionage and migratory flows are all 
major security challenges for Europe. How effectively is Europe 
dealing with these challenges? 
a) terrorism 

Terrorism is of course a major challenge for European 
States, not only since 2001, following the 11 September attacks 
in the United States but also since the time of the attacks on 
the Olympic Games in Munich in 1972. 

Three initial observations are required. 
Firstly, not all Member States are victims to the same 

degree. Some countries such as France, Germany, Italy, Spain 
and now Austria have been and remain particularly targeted. 

Secondly, it is of course primarily the responsibility of the 
Member States to fight crime and ensure security. 

Thirdly, terrorism knows no borders. The rapid exchange of 
information between the police forces of Member States is 
essential for the fight to be effective. The battle against 
terrorism is therefore a shared responsibility. Better 
coordination affords added value. 

The attacks in 2015 and, more recently, in 2020 in France, 
Germany and Austria have led the EU interior ministers to 
strengthen efforts against terrorism without compromising the 
common values of the EU such as democracy, justice and 
freedom of expression. Of course, EUROPOL, the EU agency 
for law enforcement cooperation between Member States, was 
given the task of coordinating action against terrorism. The EU 
has strengthened the mandate of other EU agencies in the field 
of justice and home affairs (Eurojust, Frontex, CEPOL which is 
the EU agency for law enforcement training located in 
Budapest and EU-LISA the European Union Agency for the 
Operational Management of large-scale IT systems in the 
areas of Freedom, Security and Justice) to support the counter-
terrorism efforts of its Member States. 
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Everyone knows, given the large number of examples, that 
terrorism is not only imported. It is also homegrown. Internet 
content is very important in self-radicalisation. On 16 March 
2021, the Council, therefore, adopted a regulation on 
combating the dissemination of terrorist content online, 
authorising Member States to issue injunctions to service 
providers obliging them to remove terrorist content and block 
access in all Member States within one hour, whether or not the 
provider was located in the EU. 

Also, on 19 July, the Council renewed the EU list of 
terrorists for a further six months, this list identifying individuals, 
groups and entities subject to restrictive measures in the fight 
against terrorism, whose funds and other financial assets in the 
EU are to be frozen. EU operators are also prohibited from 
making funds and economic resources available to them. 

How effective is this improved coordination of European 
level actions? Some will say that the drop in terrorist attacks in 
2020 and 2021 is largely due to the pandemic and the 
restrictions on movement this has created. We will be better 
able to judge its effectiveness in the coming years, knowing 
that terrorism, like all forms of crime, can be fought but never 
totally eradicated. Even if the fight against terrorism is above all 
a national matter, the tools that the EU has acquired and better 
EU coordination of intelligence are the source of undeniable 
added value. 
b) Cybercrime. 

Not all EU Member States are affected by terrorism. There 
are those who may think that military operations in the Persian 
Gulf or in West Africa are of little direct concern to them. But all 
of them are or will be affected by cybercrime, which is a new 
challenge that has emerged in recent years.  

Some critical sectors such as transport, energy, health, 
industry and finance have become increasingly dependent on 
digital technologies to conduct their core businesses. In recent 
months, there have been cyberattacks on companies, 
hospitals, industries whose activity is completely paralysed until 
they pay a ransom to criminal groups. These criminal groups 
are difficult to identify and even more difficult to apprehend. 

Everyone remembers the cyberattack (ransomware) 
against British hospitals in 2017 whose computer networks 
were infected by the wannacry software. In 2020, 27 French 
hospitals were targeted by hackers. The French doctrine is not 
to pay ransom. But it is not always possible rapidly to unlock an 
infected computer system without paying a ransom. And at all 
events, criminals can obtain computer data from bank accounts 
during the hacking process, which they can then sell on the 
black market. 

Equally worrying – in view of their greater number - are the 
scams carried out by phishing, which reproduce a legitimate 
site (bank, online shop) to retrieve bank data and make 
fraudulent transfers. These are the cyberattacks that are 
easiest for criminals to carry out. 

There are other forms of cyberattacks that are not the work 
of criminal groups but come from state-sponsored associations 
that spread fake news to influence elections or the domestic or 
foreign policy of other states.  

The COVID-19 (‘Coronavirus’) pandemic has been 
accompanied by an unprecedented ‘infodemic’, a flood of 

information about the virus, often false or inaccurate, that 
spreads like wildfire across the social media. According to the 
World Health Organisation (WHO) this can create confusion 
and distrust and undermine effective public health response. 
The COVID-19 ‘infodemic’ required rapid response from the EU 
and its member States. Disinformation can have severe 
consequences: it can lead people to ignore official health 
advice and engage in risky behaviour, or have a negative 
impact on our democratic institutions, our societies and our 
economic and financial situations. The crisis has opened the 
door to new risks, for citizens to be victims of targeted 
disinformation campaigns by foreign and domestic protagonists 
seeking to destabilise our democracies and the credibility of the 
EU and national or regional authorities. 

Throughout 2019, EU Member States continued to be the 
targets of cyberattacks and disinformation campaigns. Only a 
few months after the EU adopted measures enabling 
‘cybersanctions’ to be imposed for malicious attacks on the 
Union and its Member States, a cyberattack on Bulgaria’s tax 
authorities resulted in the theft of the personal data of 5 million 
citizens. Earlier in the year, the Spanish and Lithuanian 
Ministries of Defence plus the Finnish Ministry of Justice were 
also targeted by cyberattacks.  

A European cybersecurity competence centre is being 
established in Bucharest and will work closely with the 
European Union Agency for Cybersecurity (ENISA), which will 
be based in Athens as the Union's agency for achieving a high 
common level of cybersecurity across Europe. 

It would be very easy to mock the EU, in that with so many 
agencies located in different capitals, one in Athens, another in 
Warsaw, a few in The Hague and Brussels, it is hardly in a 
good position to coordinate security issues, let alone develop a 
common strategy for fighting crime. It would also be easy to 
quote the old English proverb that too many cooks spoil the 
broth. But the fact remains that the fight against crime is a 
national responsibility and that the approaches of Member 
States vary widely. Some have centralised police forces like 
France or Croatia, others have decentralised forces as in 
Germany. European agencies have not been set up to replace 
national police forces or to supervise them. Their purpose is to 
provide added value by sharing information. 

With regard to security, Europe has therefore logged up 
multiple achievements. Tools have been created. More 
experience, data, documents, knowledge and know-how are 
shared. Even though EU Member States do not have the same 
history and do not face the same challenges, the EU helps 
them to be more consistent in their approach and more efficient 
in their efforts to improve security. Undoubtedly Europe is of 
assistance to them in rising to today’s security challenges. But 
it still remains a work in progress. 

  

Jean-Christian Cady 
Talk given on 24 September 2021 at the 1st international 
geopolitical forum organised by the University of Zagreb 
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The article “Armement : les erreurs allemandes de la 
France” (Armament: France’s German mistakes) published in 
the French newspaper La Tribune on 29 March 2021, 
necessitates a response. The authors call themselves “Vauban” 
and claim to be a group of some 20 “defence experts”. Vauban 
was one of the greatest men in French history,  not only 
because of his role as a military engineer but also because his 
name is synonymous with the “iron belt” of citadels erected 
around the Pré Carré (royal domain) of a besieged France. In 
their article, “Vauban” refers on two occasions to Jacques 
Bainville – an Action française historian who not only predicted 
Hitler’s misdeeds but, more importantly, deemed the Treaty of 
Versailles insufficiently harsh on Germany  –, which suggests 
that they expect the hereditary enmity between France and 
Germany to continue. This inevitably conjures up images of a 
group of “experts in the wars of yesteryear”. 

Europe barely features in their rationale other than as a 
target for criticism. No mention is made of men like Monnet, 
Adenauer, Gasperi and Spaak, who vowed “Never Again” at 
the end of World War II and embarked on a process of 
European integration in a spirit of generous reconciliation. 
Nevertheless, as “Vauban” seems to be of the Realpolitik 
school, let us at least try to see things from their perspective. 
Abandoning delusions of grandeur and accepting Europe 
as the only way to matter in the world 

In the 18th and 19th centuries, Europe was able to 
dominate the world, despite its divisions, because of its 
overwhelming superiority in science, technology, transport, 
weaponry, state and military organisation, with several 
European countries building up vast empires in the process. 
Those days are over. Colonial empires are now a thing of the 
past, with only vestiges and nostalgia remaining, in particular in 
Britain and France. Europe, where they started, was badly 
weakened by the two World Wars and its earlier superiority no 
longer exists. Instead, “Continent-States”, established or 
emerging world powers, such as the United States, China, 
Russia, and India  –  constitute a major challenge. For these 
powers, it would be easier to have bilateral relationships with 
each individual European State, which would then be in a 
position of weakness, rather than to deal with a united Europe 
that is already the world’s leading trading force and its second 
largest economy. Against such “Continent-States”, our old 
European nations  –  the United Kingdom, France, Germany  – 
taken individually, are lightweights. 

While the bilateral relationship with France may be readily 
mentioned in the recent Integrated Review of Her Majesty’s 
Government, the concept of “Global Britain”, which “Vauban” 
seems to find so attractive, is firmly rooted in alliance with the 
United States and dependency on NATO to meet the desired 
target of making the United Kingdom a powerful “mercantile” 

nation once again. Is that what “Vauban” has in mind for 
France? 

According to “Vauban’s” vision of France as a “major world 
power”, the country would turn to places such as Modi’s India, 
now succumbing to a Hindu nationalism foreign to French 
values, or even further afield, to Indonesia, rather than towards 
neighbouring European democracies, among them Germany, 
seen as no more than a “mercantilist” State. Germany would be 
cold shouldered by a France “ignorant of the German 
language, culture, mentalities and constitution”. Do these 
“experts” even remember that the name “France” comes from 
the Franks, a Germanic people, and that both countries trace 
their roots backs to the same empire, that of Charlemagne, and 
took several centuries to develop?  

When “Vauban” sketches out the possibility of “power 
projection operations (in Mali or in the Indo-Pacific region)” for 
France, as a world power, they seem to overlook the fact that 
French intervention in the Sahel relies heavily on American 
support and on the military presence, albeit insufficient, of 
several other European countries. As for a power projection in 
the “Indo-Pacific region”, which Vauban has no qualms in 
envisaging, how would France go about this, other than 
clinging to the coattails of the United States, possibly within 
NATO, from which “Vauban” wants to cut off all ties? The 19th-
century destruction of the Summer Palace in Beijing and the 
Indochina War are, fortunately, part of a forever-gone past. 

Even if we believe in France’s international vocation, we 
must abandon all delusions of grandeur, which are totally 
displaced in today’s world. France will continue to be a key 
player on the global scene via Europe and because of Europe. 
The same is true of Germany, which is a first point these two 
European democracies have in common. 
The Franco-German duo: a decisive role despite their 
differences 

Though their differences may be undeniable, there is no 
purpose in exacerbating them, nor would this make either party 
stronger. France is more focused on the wider world. Germany, 
on the other hand, because of its geographical position and its 
history, is more oriented towards Central Europe. However, 
France is also a continental power, whereas Germany has a 
more global perspective in its foreign policy because of its 
export capacities and its strong cultural outreach. The two 
countries do not share the same military culture. France has a 
tradition of undertaking military operations abroad, through 
decisions made by a President able to implement them without 
delay. Germany, meanwhile, has a history of strategic restraint 
shaped by the lessons of the Second World War, with the 
Bundestag exercising close control over interventions outside 
its national borders. This has not prevented Germany, which 
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sent troops to Afghanistan, from fighting Muslim extremism 
much as France is doing in the Sahel. It did, however, prevent 
its intervention in Libya, whereas France took action, albeit 
somewhat rashly. The Germans are more Atlanticist, their army 
having developed within NATO. The French have a more 
autonomous vision, which has not prevented them from relying 
on American assistance in the Sahel or, more recently, in Libya. 
France is a more vocal advocate of the need for European 
“strategic autonomy”. This does not, however, prevent both 
countries from agreeing on the notion of a “powerful Europe” 
capable of intervening on its own.  

Despite their differences, France and Germany are the 
driving forces for European progress. The duos of De Gaulle 
and Adenauer, Giscard and Schmitt, and Mitterrand and Kohl 
were no myth. The results of their work are exceptional: 
Franco-German reconciliation; a prosperous and free Europe 
that respects human rights and which is seen as an eldorado 
for so many people across the world; an economy making it the 
world’s largest trading power; the euro, which is the world’s 
second largest reserve currency (20% of the foreign exchange 
reserves of the Central Banks, admittedly behind the dollar, but 
far ahead of the Japanese yen, the Chinese yuan or the British 
pound, none of which exceed 5%); and a Union of European 
citizens capable of asserting itself even more strongly on the 
world stage, provided that Europeans remain united and that 
the “Franco-German powerhouse” continues to exist.  

This “powerhouse” does not only exist in the French 
imagination. If “Vauban” were to watch German television or 
read German newspapers on a regular basis, they would see 
not only the scale of the democratic debate but also how large 
France and its President loom in German minds, probably more 
so than Germany and its Chancellor in those of the French. 
Without the Franco-German duo, Europe has no future, and 
our nations will be alone against the world and against the 
global superpowers who will call the tune. We must cooperate 
to prevent this from happening. 
Relying on the Franco-German duo for European 
armaments cooperation while learning from the lessons of 
the past 

To say that France “is stepping into the unknown [...] and 
into an adventure that is more sentimental than rational” when 

it comes to armaments cooperation is nonsense. We have a 
long history of cooperation with Germany. It started at the end 
of the 1950s, and since then, this cooperation has made it 
possible to supply both the German and the French forces with 
equipment to meet their needs, from Transall C160 and A400M 
transport planes to Alpha Jet training aircraft, Atlantic maritime 
patrol aircraft, and Tiger combat helicopters. The latest of 
these, the Tiger and the A400M, are being successfully 
deployed in various theatres of operation in which both 
countries are engaged. 
France and Germany have been developing and producing 
capabilities for their armed forces for over 60 years. Of course, 
each time, they have had to produce a very strong case for 
favouring cooperation over national solutions, never an easy 
task. The main motivating factor is programme funding and, 
more specifically the possibility of sharing development costs. 
Without cooperation among a number of countries, the A400M, 
like most of the previous joint programmes, never would have 
seen the light of day in Europe. 

But this factor did not stop France from refusing, in the 
1980s, to cooperate with its main European partners over the 
development of a new combat aircraft, preferring to embark on 
the Rafale programme on its own, leaving Germany, Spain, 
Italy and the United Kingdom to develop the Eurofighter. 
Subsequently, it was budget constraints that inevitably forced 
France to postpone commissioning of Rafale by the air force 
and to stagger its delivery. The Eurofighter programme has not 
done much better, either for the same reason, or for other 
reasons such as less than optimum industrial structures, 
essentially due to the juste retour (fair return) principle. Today 
Europe has two competing aircraft in export markets, or even 
three if you include Sweden’s Gripen, which seriously weakens 
its position vis-à-vis its American rivals. 

Admittedly, cooperation is synonymous with lengthy 
negotiations, with each partner striving to obtain the best 
industrial outcome, sometimes making unrealistic demands in 
the process. The juste retour principle has long been 
detrimental to collaborative programmes. It is because of this 
principle that, in the past, there have been so many 
duplications or poor industrial choices, which have culminated 
in delays or cost overruns, thereby reducing the benefits of 
cooperation. To overcome this difficulty and better manage joint 
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programmes, Germany and France (together with Italy and the 
United Kingdom), decided in the 1990s to create the 
Organisation for Joint Armament Cooperation (OCCAR), in an 
agreement rejecting juste retour . 1

Negotiations are also plagued by a lack of trust among the 
partners and, its corollary, the tendency to despise those 
deemed less competent, which discourages exchanges of vital 
information. It is true that, for decades, France has invested 
much more in defence than its European partners. Germany 
was long banned from such investment after World War II, even 
though a number of its top engineers had to be handed over to 
the Allies. Today, there is no reason to deny the skills of 
German engineers in many areas, while the German defence 
budget is fast growing and is about to exceed that of France in 
absolute terms. 

Does France really have a choice when it comes to 
developing major future programmes such as FCAS and 
MGCS (which should, in addition, be considered systems of 
systems rather than simply aircraft or battle tanks)? We do not 
think so. France can no longer afford to fund such programmes 
on its own, even less than it could for the previous generation. 
It needs to raise funding through partnerships, first with 
Germany, and then with other European States. Failure of 
negotiations with Germany and Spain over FCAS would prompt 
these countries to join the Tempest programme the UK is 
proposing to other partners – a political slap in the face for 
France in the wake of Brexit – or even worse, to turn to the 

United States, whose F-35 is already eating up a substantial 
slice of several European defence budgets. 

Germany and Spain also have much to lose from the failure 
of these negotiations. They will never have the same industrial 
development opportunities with other programmes. They 
should also be mindful of past unhappy experiences with 
numerous other collaborative programmes as a result of poor 
industrial choices, ineffective project management or financial 
commitments that were unrealistic and unsustainable in the 
longer term for want of adequate resources. Even though the 
A400M programme, which was exemplary in many respects, 
produced an outstanding aircraft in record time, much as this 
may dismay those opposed to cooperation, lessons remain to 
be learned from the mistakes that were made and that, for too 
long, tarnished the image of this fantastic project, despite the 

precautions taken at the time of its inception.  
All things considered, cooperation is the only win-win 
solution 

For future programmes, cooperation between European 
partners will be essential, if only to contain development costs. 
No individual country can afford to foot the bill on its own, 
France no more than its partners. Isolationism is not the 
answer: in the long run, it would only consign European nations 
to a slow death. These latter have everything to gain by 
working together, for it is in this way that they will eventually be 
able to create a reliable and autonomous defence, based on an 
industry that is both competitive and robust.  

 OCCAR celebrated its 20th anniversary early this year and already manages more than 15 programmes.1
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As Ambassador of the European Union to Afghanistan from 
2017 to 2020, the dates of 15 and 30 August 2021, the first 
marking by the fall of Kabul to the Taliban and the second the 
departure of the last American soldiers, were of particular 
personal significance. 

I had left Kabul on 31 August 2020. At that time, although 
the scenario we have just witnessed was not totally 
inconceivable, I would have found it difficult to imagine that, 
one year later, Hamid Karzai International Airport would be the 
scene of exodus, despair, and violence. And with good reason. 
Nothing at the American Embassy, the largest in the world with 
its staff of 4,000, suggested that diplomatic relations were in 
disarray. Trump’s administration had attached conditions to the 
Doha agreement signed on 29 February 2020 which made 
military victory for the insurgents an unlikely prospect. The 
American military and intelligence community was determined 
to convince the new administration of the benefits of 
maintaining a military presence, albeit less extensive, at the 
heart of this key geo-strategic area. The Afghan National 
Defence and Security Forces (ANDSF) were holding firm 
against the insurgents and could count on the US Air Force to 
intervene if the situation took a negative turn. Peace 
negotiations were starting in Doha between the Afghan 
government and the Taliban. The future of the Islamic Republic 
was therefore uncertain, chaotic, perilous, but not desperate, 
its weaknesses stemming mainly from endemic problems, 
especially corruption and internal strife, rather than from the 
enemy forces. 

So what happened? 

Let’s try to answer this question before qualifying the 
prevailing sentiment that this defeat may have undone 20 years 
of efforts towards Afghanistan’s socio-economic development. 

The speed at which the Taliban managed to take control (10 
days between the fall of the first provincial capital, Zaranj and 
their subsequent arrival in Kabul) says more about the 
weaknesses of the Islamic Republic than about the Taliban’s 
tactical military skills. For a start, the shortcomings of the ruling 
regime in all its forms, not least rampant corruption and a 
dysfunctional justice system, were the perfect crucible for 
insurgency, that much is clear. Shortly after I took up my post, I 
founded an EU Business Club in Kabul. At the first meeting, I 
asked a group of Afghan businessmen and women to name the 
main obstacles they faced and by far the biggest was 
corruption, way ahead of insecurity. If truth were told, despite 
its best efforts, the international community has proved totally 
incapable of curbing this phenomenon, or worse still, has made 
matters worse by dishing out subsidies with little or no means 
of verifying their use. Another failing ascribable to both foreign 
partners and Afghan leaders was the adoption of an 
administrative and military model far removed from the realities 
of Afghan life and its complexities. By neglecting to strike a fair 
balance between central and local government in a country 
where 80% of the population lives in rural areas, the 
administrative authorities often seemed remote, obscure, at 
times even hostile. The Taliban, on the contrary, were far more 
present on the ground and much more in phase with the highly 
conservative culture of these rural communities. I staged a 

series of public debates, the “Serena Dialogues” (so named 
because they took place at the Serena Hotel in Kabul). One of 
the sessions was called “Rural Afghanistan, Real Afghanistan” 
and recommended greater devolution of power to local level. 
However, echoes of our discussions failed to penetrate the 
walls of the presidential palace. It was the same problem with 
the army, which was formed and equipped along western, 
essentially American, lines and with the police, making little or 
no allowance for the realities of Afghanistan, with the result that 
both, especially the police, tended to be seen by the population 
more as a threat. Government was plagued by existential self-
doubts, as was the army. Meanwhile the enemy was 
determined. 

So, what remains of the 20 years of combined efforts on the 
part of the international community, official institutions and 
NGOs? To keep things neutral, perhaps we should let the 
Taliban answer this question. Judging by the instructions given 
to public servants ordering them to return to their posts, from 
the appeals to development partners urging them to return as 
soon as possible and to the business sector insisting it 
continue its activities, the country they are now leading is 
completely different from the one they led between 1996 and 
2001. Bustling streets and numerous discussions with the local 
population served to convinced me of the changes that had 
occurred. The people I spoke to shared a deep-seated rejection 
of the Taliban system and a profound desire for freedom and 
progress, as well as a resolutely outward-looking mindset. 
When I see pictures of protestors marching in the streets of 
Kabul and other big cities and the resistance fighters hiding in 
the mountains of Panjshir, I always look for familiar faces. The 
faces of the men and women who expressed their gratitude to 
us, asked us to be faithful to our mission and pledged to take 
back control over their country’s future. Some were among the 
August evacuees, but many stayed behind. This Afghan 
resistance in the making is a force with which the Taliban will 
have to reckon.  

Unlike 1996-2001, in 2021 Afghanistan is both more 
advanced and more vulnerable, in that it is heavily reliant on 
international aid. Whence a number of truths that the Taliban 
will not be able to ignore for long: an educated urban 
population that is keen on maintaining the progress of the last 
20 years, a country which, without vast humanitarian 
assistance will soon face famine, and an economy doomed to 
failure under the pressure of sanctions. The new leaders will 
have to compromise on matters such as human rights, 
especially women’s rights, and on economic issues. For 
sanctions to be lifted, it is usually necessary for a war economy 
to be transformed into a legitimate economy, thereby pursuing 
the efforts made with our Afghan partners to exploit the 
country’s agricultural and mining potential. 

Afghanistan entered the history books by virtue of its 
geography, a fact unlikely to change in the near future. We only 
need to remember the advice that British Prime Minister Harold 
Macmillan gave to his successor Alec Douglas-Home in 1963: 
“My dear boy, as long as you don’t invade Afghanistan, you’ll 
be absolutely fine.” 

Written in September 2021 
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- Olivier, you were appointed Secretary of the 
EuroDéfense-France association at the beginning of 2021. 
You have had a particularly distinguished career as a 
senior civil servant. Could you guide us through some of 
its key moments? 

After graduating from the Ecole Polytechnique in 1976, I 
opted to join the Armament Corps, more specifically the 
Missiles Division. This took me to Toulouse where I 
discovered charms of the town and the joys of piloting aircraft 
as a member of the pilot technical corps, a training ground for 
modesty and discipline. During this time, I took advantage of 
the opportunity to supplement my engineering studies at 
Sup’Aéro by signing up for courses at the local Faculty of 
Law. There I was able to acquire the basic rudiments of law 
which, quite frankly, have often proved highly useful to me in 
my career.  

My first post was in the Missiles Directorate, in the Ballistics 
and Aerodynamics Research Laboratory in Vernon, where, 
following a brief period with the nuclear medium-range air-to-
ground missile programme, I was appointed to the hypersonic 
wind tunnel laboratory, where I took charge of the shock tube 
in which a highly compressed gas in a vacuum enclosure was 
detonated to produce a short, sharp hypersonic blast wave at 
between Mach 8 and Mach 16, depending on initial 
conditions. I developed the measuring chain for this wind 
tunnel, thereby consigning the photos, paper and rulers 
previously used to calculate the various aerodynamic 
coefficients of the mock-ups tested to the past. 

In 1983, I moved to the Central Telecommunications and IT 
Department, at a time when the brand-new Electronics and IT 
Directorate was being created. I headed work on upstream 
studies and new developments, which involved liaising 
closely with industry. In 1987, I was given responsibility for 
preparing the Electronic and Optronic Components Action 
Plan (PACEO), the aim of which was to identify ‘strategic’ 
components, i.e., electronic components essential for 
operating our equipment and systems but not always 
available. 

It was a fascinating task. It involved not only all the 
departments of the Defence Procurement Agency (DGA) – at 
the time, electronics represented on average 50% of 
equipment and systems costs, and I suspect the figure is still 
much the same, if not higher – but also industry, in other 
words, firms using these technologies, such as OEM, and 
companies manufacturing components, for example 
microwave tubes, semiconductors, flat screens, infrared 
components or connectors, to name but a few. It was the very 
heart of the French electronics and microelectronics industry,   
both civil and military. With the general staff and the 
departments of DGA, we went to present this plan to André 
Giraud, then Minister of Defence, who fully supported our 
proposals and encouraged us to look elsewhere, i.e. to other 
countries, for the extra resources needed. So, we went to see 
our British friends, where the person in charge, a veteran of 
the Concorde venture, welcomed us with open arms. 
Unfortunately, his enthusiasm did not suffice to enable us to 
establish interdependent Franco-British industrial capabilities 
and thereby achieve joint autonomy over strategic 
components. We continued to cooperate with our German 
friends on new generation infrared detectors. 

We then took concerted action at Ministerial level with both 
the Ministry of Industry and France Telecom, which was still 
nationalised at the time. These efforts culminated in the 
merger between Thomson-CSF and SGS to form ST 
Microelectronics. 

It was a very eventful and instructive period, during which I 
came to realise that it could only be via a European approach 
that an electronics industry capable of securing our autonomy 
could hope to survive or prosper. We were thinking forward 
30 years ahead, for the simple reason that equipment design 
is contingent upon the existence of the necessary 
components. We carried out the first capability reflections, 
identifying operational functions where performance was 
largely component-dependent. 

In a way, the PACEO plan was a first: it enabled 
operational, technical, industrial, financial and collaborative 
approaches to be combined to meet a capability requirement, 
an exercise now everyday practice at the Ministry for the 
Armed Forces  
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More than 30 years later, I am conscious that our 
recommendations at the time are today more relevant than 
ever, and I am pleased to see that France and Europe are 
now keen to embark on large-scale action with regard to 
microelectronics. 

In 1992, I was programme controller for an information and 
communications system to be delivered to the Egyptian army. 
My task was essentially that of a technical ambassador. As 
the representative of the French State, my role was to act as 
contact for the client, providing reassurance about industry’s 
ability to meet its needs. I left this programme in September 
1994, having helped secure an amendment to the contract, 
which set the programme back on track. 

In September 1994, I joined the Central Industrial Affairs 
Department, where I was responsible for industrial affairs in 
the electronics, IT, nuclear and naval fields, liaising closely 
with Jean Fournet, who was working to develop European 
cooperation before moving to the private office of the Head of 
the DGA. This was a period when industrial restructuring was 
all the go, with the privatisation of Thomson-CSF for example, 
but also of Europe-wide company mergers. It was also a time 
of change for the national shipbuilding sector with the then 
Directorate of Shipbuilding becoming what is now the Naval 
Group. There was also the issue of smaller companies, 
whose particular skills are crucial for our weapons systems, 
but whose financial robustness often leaves to be desired, 
thus putting the future of those skills at risk. This is a 
recurrent problem for which the Ministry for the Armed Forces 
has created aid mechanisms, such as RAPID or the Definvest 
fund. 

In 1997, I moved to the Directorate of Cooperation and 
Industrial Affairs (DCI), where I met up again with Jean 
Fournet who was now in charge. Under his leadership, I was 
involved in the fascinating experience of working on 
multilateral cooperation in its two forms, namely with the 
European Union and with NATO. Following on from the 
Franco-British Saint-Malo declaration, we came up a few 
years later with the idea of European Defence Agency. Our 
ambition was to reproduce the DGA model on a European 
scale. This model had, all in all, proved its suitability, 
something even the Americans had not failed to notice. 
Unfortunately, the limitations of an intergovernmental 
approach were soon apparent. 

In 2005, the DCI was expanded to become the D4S, 
combining force systems, the vision 30 years hence, and      
research. My responsibilities were to work out the approach 
to be adopted by France on the issue of armaments 
cooperation, which meant that I was in contact with the 
General Staff of the Armed Forces, the Strategic Affairs 
Directorate (DAS) (replaced by DGRIS in 2015) and the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, under the leadership of the  private 
offices of the Minister and of the Head of DGA. In 2005, I 
represented France on the Board of Directors of the NATO 
Maintenance and Supply Agency, NAMSA, now reshaped as 
NSPA (NATO Support and Procurement Agency). This was 
also an exciting time, because we had to decide on the terms 
of Agency intervention in external theatres of operation such 
as Afghanistan. 

After a spell at the Centre des Hautes Etudes de 
l'Armement (Centre for Advanced Armament Studies) 
between 2007 and 2008, where I was in charge of reinforcing 
the European dimension of its training courses, in particular 
the European sessions for Armaments Representatives 
(SERA), I joined the Directorate for Quality and Progress at 
the end of 2008 as Head of the Legal Affairs Office and 
Deputy Assistant Director for Sites and the Environment. 
There, I spearheaded the revision of the DGA's organisational 
texts, which resulted in the 2009 decree (2009-869 of 15 July 
2009) establishing the Ministry's organisational structure and 
the corresponding set of regulations. Carried out in close 
collaboration with the Armed Forces General Staff, this was 
no mean task. It also had the added advantage of 
contributing to administrative simplification by combining 14 
decrees into one, which is still in force today. 

I left the DGA at the end of July 2012 to explore pastures 
new. 

- What lessons have you learned and what were your 
greatest satisfactions in the course of your brilliant 
career? What advice would you give to young people 
wishing to work in the world of Defence today? 

I derived great deal of satisfaction from my work and had 
the good fortune to deal with many issues still relevant today. 

First, I would like to insist on the culture in force at the 
DGA, namely a combination of dedicated service to the 
country, a quest for innovation and a hothouse of new ideas. 
Culture is crucial to any organisation. It is the esprit de corps 
so dear to our army officer friends. Indeed, the key factor in 
the success or failure of mergers between two companies is 
the extent to which they manage to blend their cultures. 
Cultural change is a long-term process, which can even span 
several decades. When I joined the DGA, it was the major 
high-profile departments in charge of shipbuilding, aircraft 
construction and the production of weapons for the army that 
called the tune. More than 30 years later, when I retired from 
active service, these distinctions had disappeared, and 
armament officers considered themselves part of the DGA 
first and foremost. 

The culture of innovation is fundamental. When I embarked 
on my career, there was a research department that enjoyed 
a certain freedom in its choice of research themes. This 
enabled us to develop a number of technologies, not least 
IRCCD infrared camera components, which offered such 
excellent performance that they attracted the interest of the 
Americans, who wasted no time in adopting them. But, when 
resources are scant, it is only normal to focus research on 
practical operational needs, while nevertheless maintaining a 
degree of flexibility and accepting the trial and error inherent 
in any research programme. The Defence Innovation Agency 
(Agence de l’Innovation de Défense - AID) set up by the 
Minister for the Armed Forces is designed to restore the 
flexibility and openness so vital to research. 

The DGA is also a think tank. I believe in the importance of 
an open-minded approach. General Georgelin used to make 
all his staff officers read “Strange Defeat” by Marc Bloch. For 
our organisations, there is nothing more deadly than 
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conformism and a closed mindset. The DGA, as a driving 
force for research and weapons programmes, international 
relations over armaments and industrial policy in relation to 
defence, plays its part in revitalising military thinking and 
injecting new life into our organisations. 

While, for research, allowance must be made for trial and 
error, development and implementation projects must meet 
their targets, in other words, produce a suitable response to 
the particular operational need on time and within budget. All 
things considered, the art of managing major programmes 
that we have developed has proved its efficiency by 
comparison with that of many of our friends in other countries. 
For this, among other things, it is vital to cultivate and 
maintain key skills. This can be a stumbling block for many 
organisations, a shortcoming that may, in part, explain the 
major difficulties encountered by some large-scale civilian 
projects. 

Last but not least, there is the need to allow for the 
European dimension, a point I already made earlier. This is 
an enormous challenge for which it will be necessary to unite 
the cultures of the different European countries, cultures that 
often represent the culmination of thousands of years of 
history. 

For the younger generation, climate change has undoubted 
appeal but defence remains the very essence of a State, to 
quote Charles de Gaulle. I am convinced that the sector has 
much to offer the young people of today. 

- You have been involved in many other fields, such as 
education and supporting start-ups, and you are also a 
member of the Industry Commission within EuroDéfense-
France. Why and how do you manage to reconcile all 
these activities? 

After I left the DGA, I was keen to use my experience to 
support young companies. Renewing the industrial fabric is 
vital, and a keen interest in start-ups is a contributory factor. 
The 360° vision I acquired within the DGA further convinced 
me that becoming a non-executive company director was the 
right choice for me. Within the French Institute of Directors 
(Institut Français des Administrateurs - IFA) and other 
organisations, I led a process of reflection on corporate 
governance in start-ups, which resulted in the publication of a 
guide in 2015. We are continuing this reflection by 
broadening it to other European countries, especially 
Switzerland, where we have just published an updated 
English version of the guide in the European Champions 
Alliance. I have also been contributing to the association of 
Independent Professional Directors (Administrateurs 
Professionnels Indépendants Associés - APIA) to foster good 
governance within mid-size firms and SMEs, these being the 
backbone of our industry. Too many such firms have gone 
under in the past few decades, our industry’s contribution to 
the French economy declining as a result. 

In a bid to raise awareness of defence and industry issues 
among political-science students, General Vincent Desportes 
asked me to give a course on this subject to students at the 

Paris School of International Affairs (PSIA). This is a 
challenging and absorbing task, the aim of which is to 
awaken international students to critical issues such as the 
State, its defence, its economy and international relations, 
exchanges with these students always being a fascinating 
experience. 

I am also Councillor of Studies to the Institut des Hautes 
Études de la Défense Nationale (IHEDN) for the European 
Session for Armament Representatives (SERA). 

- You took up the post of Secretary General of 
EuroDéfense-France a few months ago. ... Have there 
been any surprises, pleasant or otherwise? What, for 
you, are the priorities of your role within EuroDéfense 
France and the ED Network? 

I became a member of EuroDéfense-France a few years 
ago via Jean-Charles Boulat and we contributed to the work 
of the Industry Commission on the creation of the European 
Defence Fund, a contribution recognised by the European 
Commission. Patrick Bellouard then asked me if I would 
replace Patrice Mompeyssin, who had just been named 
Secretary General of the ED Network, as Secretary General 
of the French chapter. In the event, I took over the reins in 
early 2021 from Yves Thouvenin, who had been acting as 
caretaker. 

EuroDéfense France is a fine organisation, many of whose 
members show great dedication to and a lively interest in the 
association’s work. It is an excellent think factory and I am 
delighted that DGRIS has decided to include us in its think-
tank network. It should be mentioned in this connection that 
members of the association have contributed material for an 
in-depth and high-quality book on sovereignty issues 
scheduled for publication next September . I hope this will 2

quickly become a reference for many students, researchers 
or public and private sector personnel. 

EuroDéfense-France is also a major contributor to the 
EURODEFENSE network now led by Patrice Mompeyssin. 
The network comprises 15 eponymous organisations from 
different European countries, all working on in-depth analysis 
of the concept of European security and defence. 

Following the pattern set by Patrick Bellouard and now 
Jean Fournet, it is up to us to maintain and raise this level of 
excellence. An association cannot thrive without members, 
which is why we are delighted to have a number of 
companies as our patrons and such a dedicated group of 
members. But this cannot suffice and we must therefore 
make an effort to expand our network of patrons and 
members. 

 Editor’s note : This book has now been published, available in French: Souveraineté et Solidarité, un défi pour l’Europe2
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Council of Presidents - Vienna (Austria)  
4 November 2021 

The Council of Presidents of the EURODEFENSE network met in Vienna (Austria) on the afternoon of 4 November 2021 
in an ‘in-person’ only session. The following associations were represented: Austria, Deutschland, Espańa, France, 
Magyarország, Nederland, Portugal, Romania and the United Kingdom. 

The network continues to boast 15 member associations, the latest developments being the (hopefully) 
temporary cessation of EuroDéfense-Cz activities and the addition of Denmark in June 2021.  

A plethora of activities was reported not least those conducted in both the working groups and the observatories. Reports 
on these activities may be consulted on the www.eurodefense.eu website. 

At present, the network counts the following observatories: “EU-NATO relations”, “Cyber”, “Illegal migration”, “Disruptive 
technologies”, “Space”, “Fight against terrorism”, “Russian Federation”, “Arctic”, “Mediterranean Basin”, “China and Indo-
Pacific”. 

Current working groups are the following: “Recommendations for European defence”, “Network outreach”, “Climate 
change - Energy, Security and Defence”, “SME and Defence”, “Hybrid warfare”, “Capacity-based approach”.  

A new working group was set up on “Defence funding” led by EuroDéfense-Portugal partnered by EDTA (European 
Federation of Defence Technology Associations).  

EuroDéfense-France confirmed that, from 19 to 21 May 2022 and therefore during the French Presidency of the EU, it 
would be staging the international gatherings on the topic of “Solidarity and Efficiency’.  

EuroDéfense-Nederland would be in charge of organising the Council of Presidents in the second half of 2022, while 
EuroDéfense-Italia would be staging the “Youth” meeting in Rome in September. 

On 5 November, the delegations were invited to a high-level public conference (some one hundred attendees) to celebrate 
the 25the anniversary of AIES, an institute headed by Werner Fasslabend, President of the Austrian chapter of EuroDefense 
and former Austrian Minister of Defence. Alain Richard, Senator and French Minister of Defence from 1997 to 2002, a 
member of the Council of EuroDéfense-France spoke on this occasion as did other European Defence Ministers and General 
Robert Brieger, Austrian CHOD and incoming EUMC Chairman, and the Minister of Defence, Klaudia Tanner.  

Last but not least, we should like to extend our congratulations to Christelle Calmels, thanking her for all her work on 
behalf of our association and the network, for her successful thesis and for her appointment to DGRIS. This appointment 
unfortunately signals her departure from our midst and we should like to wish her all the best in her new position. 

EuroDéfense-France Delegation                   
Delegate:  Nathalie de Kaniv        Email:  eurodefense-france@wanadoo.fr  
Tel/Fax:        +33 (0) 1 44 42 42 15                                                 Tel.Mobile:    +33 (0) 6 64 90 36 69 
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