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For the European Union, 2017 was a year 
of significant improvement as regards defence 
and security, at least in theoretical terms: 
establishment of the MPCC (Military Planning 
and Conduct Capability), a non-executive EU 
operational command structure, in the spring; 
launch in the autumn of the Permanent 
Structured Cooperation (PESCO), to which 25 
of the 28 Member States have subscribed; 
and, lastly, on 14 December, the European 
Council’s words of encouragement with regard 
t o f u r t h e r e f f o r t s t o e n s u r e r a p i d 
implementation of PESCO projects and forge 
ahead with two other major European defence 
programmes, namely the European Defence 
Industrial Development Programme (EDIDP), 
aimed at financing European capability 
projects to ensure the continent’s strategic 
autonomy, and revision of the Athena 
mechanism targeting greater solidarity in 
funding EU military missions and operations. 

What can we expect in 2018? Following 
last autumn’s German elections, it took a great 
deal of time for a new government coalition to 
be formed, which put the Franco-German 
tandem spearheading European cooperation 
on hold for a few months. But the recent 
agreement among the parties concerned on a 
vast new coalition (GroKo) CDU/CSU-SPD is 
grounds for satisfaction, especially since the 
coalition’s 177-page contract boasts the main 
title of “a new start for Europe” and devotes its 
first chapter to this topic, expressly referring to 
the importance of the partnership with France. 
Whilst not denying the difficulties inherent in 
Franco-German cooperation, particularly over 
defence, given that the visions of the two 
countries remain dissimilar, there is every 
hope that their common desire to give Europe 

a new lease of life, make it more efficient and 
offer greater protection to its citizens, will make 
it easier to arrive at intelligent compromises 
and enable real progress to be made in all 
fields, not least security and defence. 

But the Franco-German powerhouse alone 
will not be enough to propel Europe forward if, 
at the same time, other major Member States 
drift towards populism and “Europe bashing”. 
In the light of the results of the recent Italian 
general elections, there is every reason to 
wonder about the nature and programme of 
the future coalition government that will 
emerge from the discussions in hand. Italian 
adoption of an openly anti-European stance 
could easily thwart Franco-German designs. 

2018, therefore, remains a year full of 
uncertainties for a Europe sandwiched 
between those keen for progress and ready to 
shatter certain taboos, for example the 
European Commission with its EDIDP project, 
and those preferring to abandon the founding 
principle of European construction: solidarity. 
Nothing is impossible, including a volte-face 
on Brexit, given the complexity of the 
negotiations, not least the “Irish Border” issue 
for which no easily imaginable outcome is in 
sight, prompting doubts in the minds of a 
number of British electors, struck by the 
dawning realisation that they may have been 
completely duped. We can only hope that the 
pro-progress lobby will outnumber the 
doubters and manage to win them over by 
taking advantage of this situation, which could 
be temporary, in which the UK’s usual delaying 
or blocking tactics no longer apply. 

.   
Patrick Bellouard 
Major General (Engineer, retired), 
President of EuroDéfense-France
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Sovereignty is the 
q u i n t e s s e n t i a l 
prerogative of States 
and, as such, cannot 
be dissociated from 
power. What would 
sovereignty be without 
power, when there are 
i n t e r e s t s t o b e 
protected? In the 21st 
century, the world is a 
place of countries such 
as China, Russia, the 
United States or India, 
a l l ex tend ing over 
entire continents and 
all more powerful than 
any of the individual 
European States. 

European States are therefore left with only two options: 
either to form coalitions on a case by case basis depending on 
the circumstances and vagaries of the situation, or to join 
forces as a whole to leverage the power needed to protect their 
interests and values, preserve their influence and avoid being 
dominated.  

On 13 November, twenty-three European Union (EU) 
Member States signed a joint notification on “Permanent 
Structured Cooperation” (PESCO), thereby firmly expressing 
their determination to ratchet up their cooperation over defence 
and security and move towards combining their forces.   

By pooling resources at European level, participating 
members will together be able to achieve capabilities greater 
than those they could aspire to attain on their own. Combining 
their forces will leverage the greater power required for EU 
strategic autonomy. 

Beyond intergovernmental cooperation 

The feasibility of this goal depends on the type of resources 
pooled and the targets sought: political i.e. agreeing on 
common interests, accepting the notion of shared risks, and 
establishing a conscious desire to develop credible political 
solidarity and, not least, a clearly apparent diplomatic 
dimension; operational i.e. creating effective European 
leadership and command structures, suitably adapted 
operational capabilities and methods of action, together with 
interoperable units trained to work together; industrial i.e. 
stepping up collaborative research and development 
programmes to meet common operational needs and provide 
input for a European Defence Technological and Industrial 

Base (EDTIB) capable of 
supporting EU strategic 
autonomy.  

To progress along these 
lines will require more 
than just intergovern-
mental cooperation, in 
which each decision-
making body has to 
str ike a compromise 
between often conflicting 
national interests and 
p r i o r i t i e s v a r y i n g 
a c c o r d i n g t o t h e 
geographical location, 
size and history of the 
different States, all of 
which usually culminate 
in the lowest common 

denominator. Progress will 
also be contingent on considering the EU as an entity rooted in 
common values and with a common destiny to be defended as 
such. 

The defence priorities and requirements of this EU must 
therefore be analysed and agreed on the basis of a common 
vision set out in a seminal document, a European White Paper 
on Defence and Security, which would supplement national 
analyses and ensure overall consistency. This has to be the 
point of departure of any attempt ultimately to achieve shared 
sovereignties. 

Harmonising the security interests of EU Member States 

The proposed White Paper on Security and Defence would 
supplement the European Internal Security Strategy for 
2015-2020, which addresses priorities such as greater 
protection for critical facilities and the battle against terrorism, 
radicalisation, major organised crime and cybercrime. It would 
also be complementary to the doctrinal work on which the 
recent Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and 
Security Policy (2016) is based by, wherever possible, bringing 
the security interests of Member States closer together, 
harmonising operational cultures and promoting the emergence 
of a “European leadership”. 

Ensuring greater similarities between security interests 
would be achieved through shared analysis of security risks 
and challenges. From this analysis it should be possible to 
agree on European interests, which include yet transcend the 
national interest, and examine possible responses to threats at 
European, regional and national level, and measures to ensure 
consistency between these different levels. 
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European and national security interests could thereby 
mesh and a measure of complementarity among national 
defence forces emerge, thus promoting solidarity between EU 
Member States and cementing European unity around a 
common destiny. Another advantage would be that it would be 
easier to anticipate on possible political and operational EU 
reactions to threats, better spread the defence effort, adopt a 
harmonised approach to defence capabilities, share the cost of 
resolving crises more fairly and achieve a better understanding 
of the areas where mutual assistance should apply. 

An approach of this type would give added purpose to 
strengthened cooperation between States on a regional or 
blanket basis and to the operations undertaken against threats 
by some of their number in the name of the EU under Article 44 
of the Lisbon Treaty. A limited number of countries could initially 
be involved, this now being possible with the Permanent 
Structured Cooperation now about to materialise. 

Dissimilar national cultures 

Developing European responses would be conducive to 
greater similarities in operational cultures. While members of 
the armed forces are used to working together, especially 
within NATO’s integrated military command structures, national 
cultures are still poles apart.  

If a joint analysis were carried out into requirements and the 
responses proposed, common concepts and doctrines could be 
established. This would encourage the different countries to 
pool their resources by increasing their cooperation and 
gradually establishing a fair integration rationale, starting with 
preparation and support functions (training, logistics, 
maintenance). More similar operational requirements would 
drive down costs in many areas and this would, in turn, 
translate into more resources for the same budget. 

The White Paper would be instrumental in achieving 
credible, clearly visible European political and operational 
leadership. By confirming their common defence and security 
requirements and by agreeing on the ways to fulfil them, the 
Europeans would set the scene for strategic autonomy and 
establish a degree of unity in their action.  

A development of this type would be in the interests of 
Member States in that it would boost their defence and security 
capabilities in exchange for a shared common framework. It 
would pave the way for greater integration while not impinging 
on the prerogatives of the individual States. It would have the 
added advantage of breaking the deadlock created by attempts 
simply to mesh national interests and would reinforce 
European capabilities under the transatlantic partnership 
(NATO). 

Progress 

Progress has been made on the defence and security fronts 
following the positions recently adopted by the European 
Council on the creation of the European Border and Coast 
Guard Agency or increased cooperation with regard to security. 

There has also been progress with regard to the objective of 
strategic autonomy that forms part of EU global strategy, the 
recent proposals of the European Commission on defence 
investment funding and the recent commitment of twenty-three 
Member States to Permanent Structured Cooperation. 

The movement has, however, yet to have fully run its 
course and there is still some way to go before it will be 
possible to achieve the desired shared sovereignty, which is 
the only way to be truly effective in an interdependent and 
competitive world. The White Paper on Defence and Security 
would represent a major step in the right direction. 
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I was invited to represent the French National Institute for 
Advanced Security and Justice Studies (INHESJ) at the 25th 

Economic Forum in Krynica, a Polish city located some 120 km 
(75 miles) from Krakow. The event, dubbed the “Eastern 
Davos” by the media, is an annual gathering of almost 3,000 
people. I took part in the discussion group which addressed the 
issue of EU Member State cooperation over internal security. 
The following text served as a basis for my contributions.  

1. Substantial progress and real but little-known 
achievements 

1.1 Substantial progress 

Seen from an historical perspective, the European Union 
has come a long way in terms of internal security, which has 
gradually emerged as a major European project.  

Originally, the aim of the European Economic Community 
(EEC) was to create an area of peace and prosperity, based 
mainly on the concepts of the free market and the free 
movement of goods and services. While the free movement of 
people was first mentioned in 1957, the issue of internal 
security did not then feature on the agenda. Despite this, 
informal cooperation among police forces gradually began to 
take shape in the form of meetings of police officer or 
intelligence service “clubs”. Since 1975, the “Trevi” meetings, 
also attended by the Ministers of Justice and Home Affairs, 
have conferred a political dimension on this cooperation. But it 
remained unofficial, a well-kept secret even, until 1989.  

The Schengen Agreement signed in 1985, supplemented in 
1990 by the convention governing its implementation that 
became applicable in 1995, represented a decisive step. Five 
Member States decided to lead the field in abolishing their 
internal borders to institute the free movement of people. They 
also tightened controls at their external borders and agreed on 
the so-called “compensatory measures” in their fight against 
crime: development of police, customs, and judicial 
cooperation, creation of a database for exchanging information 
on wanted individuals and goods. Schengen cooperation was 
to be a test bed for European construction in terms of external 
and internal Europe border security.  

After Schengen, the pace quickened. In 1992, the 
Maastricht Treaty created the intergovernmental “pillar” of 
Justice and Home Affairs” (JHA). The Amsterdam Treaty of 
1997 incorporated Schengen cooperation into the community 
legal framework and established the “Area of Freedom, 
Security and Justice”.  

The Lisbon Treaty signed in 2007 was also a landmark 
development in that it changed the institutional framework. It 

placed the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice on a 
resolutely community footing. The role of the European 
Council  was confirmed (Art. 61 A. “The European Council shall 1

define the strategic guidelines for legislative and operational 
planning within the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice”). In 
the Council of Ministers, most decisions henceforth required 
only a qualified majority instead of a unanimous vote. The 
Standing Committee on Operational Cooperation on Internal 
Security (COSI) was set up to provide assistance to the 
Council. The Commission was empowered to initiate 
legislation. Via the co-decision procedure, Parliament shared 
decision-making powers with the Council, while appeals in 
relation to the legislative acts adopted could now be lodged 
with the Court of Justice. At the same time, the status of 
individual liberties and rights was enhanced by virtue of the 
binding nature conferred on the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights, first unveiled in Nice in 2000, and the decision to have 
the European Union subscribe to the European Convention on 
Human Rights.  

A number of old practices continued, however, to survive. 
Although more limited, the States still enjoyed the right to take 
initiatives in addition to the Commission’s powers in this 
respect. The opt-out clauses granted the United Kingdom and 
Ireland and the Danish exemption were extended to police and 
judicial cooperation over criminal matters. An opt-out clause 
was also granted to the United Kingdom and Poland and, 
subsequently, to the Czech Republic, with regard to the Charter 
of Fundamental Rights.  

The Area of Freedom, Security and Justice gradually 
emerged as one of Europe’s major projects. In the 2000s and 
the 2010s, this was to result in a move from police cooperation 
to European internal security policy. In the first instance, this 
took the form of a number of successive programmes. In 
October 1999, a meeting dedicated to the Area of Freedom, 
Security and Justice was organised in Tampere by the 
European Council. The Tampere declaration established the 
roadmap for the 1999-2004 period and had three parts: 
common policy on asylum and immigration, a European Area of 
Justice, a union-wide fight against crime. This was followed by 
The Hague programme for the 2005-2009 period and the 
Stockholm programme for 2009-2014, with six main priorities: 
rights, justice, protection, access to Europe, solidarity, 
globalisation. In this programme, provision was made for an 
internal security strategy.  

In February 2010, the European Council of Ministers voted 
EU Internal Security Strategy I for the 2010-2015 period. This 
was then supplemented by an action plan proposed by the 
Commission and featured police cooperation, cybersecurity, 

The European Council comprises Heads of State or Government. The Council, also called the Council of Ministers, is made up of a representative of 1
each Member State with ministerial status.
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integrated external border management, civil protection. EU 
Internal Security Strategy II was approved by the Council in 
June 2015 for the 2015-2020 period. Its priorities included 
fighting terrorism and radicalisation, major organised crime and 
cybercrime, and cybersecurity. To these were added protection 
of critical infrastructures, crisis response and disaster 
resilience, the integrated external border management system. 
The Standing Committee on Internal Security (COSI) was 
made responsible for producing the corresponding 
implementation document.  

Where Human Rights are concerned, an Agency for 
Fundamental Rights was established in 2007.  

1.2 Real but little-known achievements 

Close cooperation then developed among the different 
European police forces, backed by the Europol agency created 
in 1995. This latter is based in The Hague and currently boasts 
a 900-strong law enforcement workforce supplemented by 185 
liaison officers from European Member and a number of other 
partner States. Its role is to support and enhance the actions of 
the police authorities and other law enforcement agencies of 
Member States and encourage cooperation among them in the 
battle against the types of crime likely to threaten European 
security: major crime, trafficking, illegal immigration, terrorism, 
cybercrime, money laundering and paedophilia. Europol plays 
a part in more than 18,000 cross-border investigations per 
year.  

Since then, police and legal cooperation over criminal 
affairs has continued to develop, underpinned by the creation 
of the Eurojust agency in 2002, mutual recognition of criminal 
case rulings and instruments such as the Joint Investigation 
Teams and the European Arrest Warrant, in force since 2004, 
which have proved their effectiveness. Since 2012, the 
databases containing all criminal records have been connected 
by means of ECRIS, the European Criminal Records 
Information System.  

Customs cooperation extends beyond the scope of the 
Customs Union to form an integral part of the Area of Freedom, 
Security and Justice, in particular by virtue of Naples 
Convention II and the customs cooperation strategy set in 
place.  

The Schengen Information System (SIS), has become 
increasingly efficient, with its second version including 
collection of biometric data, and now contains more than 1.2 
million reports on individuals and some 50 million entries on 
stolen or missing objects. Even countries such as the United 
Kingdom, which refused to join the Schengen area, are keen to 
have access to this system, as part of Schengen cooperation. It 
should be mentioned in passing that the Schengen area, which 
comprised just five Member States at the outset, now has a 
total of 26 members - 22 EU and 4 non-EU countries - and 420 
million inhabitants. And four further EU Member States 
(Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia and Cyprus) have applied to join 
their ranks. Only the United Kingdom, followed, mainly for 
geographical reasons, by Ireland, have elected to keep their 
distance.  

At the external borders, the Frontex agency, which has 
been in operation since 2005 and handles operational 
cooperation in support of Member States, is constantly being 

reinforced. Since 2013, the European Border Surveillance 
System (EUROSUR) has facilitated rapid exchange of images 
and information between the national agencies responsible for 
border controls. The European Asylum Support Office simplifies 
information exchanges and develops cooperation. The Visa 
Information System (VIS) database houses a collection of all 
the fingerprints of registered asylum seekers and can be 
connected to the Schengen Information System. Since the 
1990s, a common European Asylum System has gradually 
been set up, sharing common legislative instruments.  

In the battle against terrorism, which remains essentially a 
matter of national responsibility, cooperation between police 
forces is close and the possibilities offered by recourse to 
Europol or other solutions such as the European Arrest 
Warrant, which was used to ensure rapid repatriation to 
Belgium of the perpetrator of the massacre at the Jewish 
Museum in Brussels, the Schengen Information System or 
ECRIS (used, in particular, for the two brothers responsible for 
the Charlie Hebdo terrorist attack) have proved invaluable. A 
network of experts, the Radicalisation Awareness Network 
(RAN), has been created. An Internal Security Fund (ISF), with 
a budget of €3.8 billion, has been established for the 
2014-2019 period. The European Intelligence and Situation 
Centre (Int-Cent), set up within the European External Action 
Service, has anti-terrorist action as its priority under the new 
internal security strategy.  

Despite very real steps in the right direction, the progress 
achieved is not always recognised for what it is by European 
opinion-formers. On the contrary, some vital milestones in the 
establishment of European internal security are judged to have 
had a weakening effect. Although it may be an exaggeration, it 
is probably true to say that in most people’s minds, Schengen 
is synonymous not just with freedom of movement but also with 
the spread of crime facilitated by open borders. While 
Schengen is, as stated earlier, a test bed for European 
construction as regards internal security, it also includes closer 
cooperation between police forces and judicial authorities, who 
can have access to an enormous criminal information 
database. All the EU Member States are involved in Schengen 
cooperation and, without it, their internal security would be 
weakened. In addition, Interpol, Eurojust and the various 
systems of police and judicial cooperation have become a vital 
feature of effective national policies in the battle against the 
different types of crime threatening society. But this is 
something of which only the experts are aware. The public 
remains ignorant. 

Admittedly, when the leaders of the Member States 
announce plans for combatting different types of crime, they 
tend to focus on strictly national actions and fail to mention 
their recourse to European instruments. It is also true that the 
media rarely mention progress made with European internal 
security. For example, when Internal Security Strategy II was 
approved in June 2015, the press was remarkably silent. 

Therein lies the first paradox: Europe has made real 
progress over internal security but its citizens are not conscious 
of these achievements.  
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2. Europe: dismissed as powerless but increasingly 
pressed into action 

It has to be admitted that, however important the results 
obtained by Europe, they pale by comparison with the general 
powerlessness felt when faced with major security challenges 
such as migration or radicalisation. The individual States may 
be in front line of fire but their leaders, who are confronted by 
these challenges, are convinced that solutions can only be 
found at community level and are therefore calling for greater 
European involvement. Herein lies the second paradox.  

2.1. Irrefutable weaknesses 

Where decision-making is concerned, there are difficulties 
ascribable to the very way in which the European Union works. 
For example , be tween the Counc i l , wh ich is an 
intergovernmental body representative of the concerns of 
Member States, and the Commission which represents the 
community, discussions are not always easy, witness the 
example of the Commission’s proposal to impose refugee 
quotas on Member States. 

Difficulties also arise with regard to the Area of Freedom, 
Security and Justice: the debate between those defending 
security and those in favour of freedom has tended to harshen. 
In 2008, the symposium organised by the NGO Europa on 
European internal security: between protection of citizens and 
security frenzy already typified the debate. In the latest issue of 
the Cahiers de la sécurité et de la justice (Security and Justice 
journal) published by INHESJ (French National Institute for 
Advanced Security and Justice Studies), one of the 
researchers refers to  the existence of two conflicting projects 2

promoted by two rival and ill-defined communities: internal 
security on the one hand and the European criminal law 
enforcement area on the other. The Council is often seen as 
embodying “security”, while the Parliament embodies “freedom 
and citizens’ protection”, with the “PRISM” scandal only serving 
to confirm this impression. This dichotomy proved a handicap 
in the discussions on the Passenger Name Record (PNR) 
project. In its resolution of 9 July 2015, the European 
Parliament welcomed the Council’s adoption of the new internal 
security strategy, while emphasising that it should have insisted 
more on the freedom and justice aspects. Admittedly, the 
current crises beg the double question of whether Europe is 
capable of reacting efficiently and whether it is able to defend 
its values and freedoms.  

However, the EU’s greatest weakness lies in its relations 
with its Member States and in those between Member States. 
While Member States are open to developing cooperation and 
mutual assistance mechanisms between their police forces and 
judicial authorities, they are antagonist towards the idea of 
setting up really integrated structures, federal in nature and 
with powers of their own, along similar lines to the European 
Central Bank for monetary matters. There is no such thing as a 
European police force (Europol has no powers of coercion), nor 
is there, for the moment, a European criminal justice authority. 
And the proposed European State Prosecutor’s office, yet to be 
established, would have powers extending only to 

infringements of the European budget, under current plans. 
While Frontex’s catchment area may have gradually been 
extended, the States remain responsible for managing their 
borders and have so far refrained from creating a European 
Corps of Border Guards. (see Editor’s note at end) 

In addition to their constant lack of human and financial 
resources, agencies have only been able to pursue their action 
within the limited institutional framework allowed by the States, 
which remain responsible for national security and ensuring 
internal security and continue to retain fundamental control 
over these sensitive national sovereignty issues. This also 
explains why the Council has precedence over the Commission 
for matters relating to the Area of Freedom, Security and 
Justice, notwithstanding the Commission’s recognised legal 
powers.  

Governments have to make allowance for national public 
opinion in the light of the growing attachment to sovereignty 
and public mistrust of European integration. Borders appear 
increasingly attractive, both to protect national identity and to 
ward off potential “invaders”. There is growing support for 
reinstating internal borders, which would put an end to the 
major progress achieved in Europe with the free movement of 
its citizens. Walls have been rebuilt, a little more than two 
decades after the collapse of the wall that formerly split Europe 
in two. They have gone up at its external borders, between 
Spain and Morocco, between Greece and Bulgaria with Turkey. 
Today, Hungary, despite criticisms voiced in the EU, has 
erected a wall against Serbia. Even within Europe itself, the 
migrant crisis is encouraging Member States to protect their 
borders, at times regardless of the Schengen rules. Year in, 
year out in Calais, a sort of wall is forming between the 
Schengen area to which France belongs, and the United 
Kingdom that refuses to be part of it.  

The United Kingdom has shown particular reluctance 
toward the construction of Europe with regard to security and 
justice. This does not prevent it from “cherry-picking”, whenever 
it deems this to be in its national interest. By way of example, 
while the UK was granted a blanket opt-out from the 130 
Justice and Home Affairs measures, in November 2014 it 
asked to opt back into 35 of them. While it refuses to join the 
Schengen area, it takes part in Schengen cooperation and 
makes use of the Schengen Information System: according to 
the latest Eurojust annual report, of all EU Member States it is 
the UK that has made the most use of the European Arrest 
Warrant. 

To a lesser extent, other countries have chosen the opt-out 
solution or are giving it serious consideration. In Brussels, there 
is a clear perception that Member States lack confidence in the 
EU and in each other. This is apparent in the handling of the 
migrant crisis, where, over and beyond the tense relations 
between the Council and the Commission, there are 
divergencies between Central European or Baltic States and 
States in Western Europe. There are also divisions over such 
things as firearm controls, human trafficking, for instance over 
the status of prostitutes, not forgetting the too widely varying 
drug legislations. Even Member States prepared to play the 

 Pierre Berthelet, Police et justice à l’échelle de l’union européenne, du désamour au divorce ?, in Cahiers de la sécurité et de la justice, INHESJ-La 2
Documentation française, No. 31, first quarter 2015, p. 49 [In French only]
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game, are dubious about common security actions, at times 
with legitimate reasons. An intelligence service will only share 
its sensitive information with partners in other Member States if 
this information really concerns them, on the grounds that 
information too widely shared with other partners is bound to 
leak out.  

2.2 Europe: responding in times of crisis  

While countries’ immediate response to crises may be to 
batten down their hatches, this does not stop them from 
appealing to Europe for help at the same time.  

In the case of the migrant crisis, French and German 
leaders have called for European action. In Calais, the French 
and British governments have turned to Europe. Italy and 
Greece are hoping for European solidarity to cope with the 
migrant influx. On a further issue, that of the terrorist threat, 
governments are urging that Europe should intervene. The 
truth is that these challenges go beyond purely national 
borders and the only possible response has to be European, 
for example by spreading the intake of migrants across the 
different countries, or in the case of the PNR, can only have 
their desired effect at European level.  

The European Union’s crisis response is slower than that of 
the individual national governments, if only because of the way 
it operates: debates and compromises between Member 
States; agreement generally needed between the Council and 
the Commission; decisions regularly made jointly with 
Parliament. Yet urgent action is imperative. Crises can spur 
Europe into motion. The decision to introduce the European 
Arrest Warrant, which had been under discussion for years, 
was made in 2002, hard on the heels of the September 2001 
events. Following the mainland Europe terrorist attacks, plans 
for the PNR, for which discussions with Parliament have been 
in stalemate since 2011, should now come to fruition. Over and 
above the actions of the individual Member States in building 
walls that ultimately prove ineffective, the migrant crisis is 
bound to force the EU into taking new measures at community 
level, which could, for example and after much debate, 
culminate in a decision to share the intake of refugees, set up 
the European Corps of Border Guards, adopt the Common 
European Asylum System (CEAS) and take common action in 
relation to non-member States, and could ultimately help 
diminish the migrant flow.  

European construction is achieved by constantly striking a 
delicate balance between pragmatism and idealism, endlessly 
adjusting this balance between the individual interests of 
Member States and the concept of real peaceful and 
prosperous union. At the end of the day, compromise is the 
hallmark of the EU. Resolving crises generally involves 
compromise. Ultimately, it is this that enables Europe to 
progress. 

Crises impose obligations on Europe, since a solution has 
to be found, while not challenging the concept of European 
construction. The EU’s response must combine effectiveness 
with respect for its own values. 

Subsequently and out of the media limelight, “the European 
Union will, spiderlike, have to weave a web out of a wide 
variety of soft law mechanisms, programmes, strategies, action 
plans, etc., to force Member States into moving ahead, albeit a 
lengthy process”, to paraphrase the words of an observer.  3

Believers in Europe are prepared to wager that the crises 
will be brought under control, that the invaluable freedom of 
movement within Europe will be preserved and that this lengthy 
process will continue. 

Editor’s note: Several of the developments foreshadowed by 
this article written at the end of 2015 have since come to pass:  
- The PNR was voted by the European Parliament and 
subsequently set out in a directive adopted by the Council on 
21 April 2016; 
- The European Border and Coast Guard Agency (EBCG) was 
established on 6 October 2016 to take charge of controlling 
and managing the Union’s outermost borders. It replaced the 
Frontex agency headquartered in Warsaw, while maintaining 
the same name and legal status but with a much broader 
portfolio of responsibilities and resources. Not only does it have 
more funds, but it also has its own equipment and human 
resources that it can use for border operations without 
depending on the goodwill of Member States; 
- Action has been take in relation to non-EU countries in a bid 
to stem the flow of migrants: an agreement was signed with 
Turkey in March 2016, other arrangements were adopted in 
2017 with Libya and some of the political and military players in 
this divided country and agreements are in the pipeline or 
under negotiation with African transit countries. 

More generally, the European Summit in Bratislava was the 
opportunity to put security and defence issues on the top of the 
European agenda. Since September 2016, the European 
Commission has had a Commissioner for Security Union in the 
person of Julian King.  

In October 2016, INHESJ staged a seminar on ‘Security 
and Justice in Europe” the proceedings of which are given in 
Issue 38 (4th Quarter of 2016, published in 2017) of 
the “Cahiers de la sécurité et de la justice” entitled: «  Sécurité, 
justice et libertés en Europe  » (Security, Justice and Freedoms 
in Europe). 

 Henri Labayle, L’embryon de parquet européen est à portée de main, on the ”Toute l’Europe” website, 21 January 2015 [In French only]3
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Recently, the Arctic Ocean has been melting to such an 
extent that we could be forgiven for thinking that the “battle for 
the Arctic” has begun. There are those who hope that, as the 
ice melts, they will have access to new trade routes, fishing 
areas, sources of hydrocarbons and minerals buried at the 
bottom of the sea. Others are concerned about the effects of 
thoughtless exploitation on the environment and indigenous 
peoples. Still others fear potential conflicts in the region. 
Behind the veil of sustained political rhetoric, national posturing 
and media hype about unresolved territorial claims, vast 
hydrocarbon resources and the disappearance of the polar 
bear, there lies a complex web of controversial scientific debate 
fuelled by inadequate information and unreliable predictions. A 
constantly changing situation of this type is obviously a source 
of opportunism and faulty judgement. The most likely scenario, 
however, is that of a natural or human disaster on a scale that 
no single country could hope to contain, a disaster that would 
require coordinated action, including military support. 

The notion of a 
“rush to the Arctic” is 
somewhat o f an 
exaggeration. Efforts 
t o c o n f i r m t h e 
presence of esti-
mated reserves and 
the possibi l i ty of 
exploiting these are 
bound to be severely 
hampered by the 
costs of the tech-
nologies required to 
o p e r a t e  i n a n 
environment which, 
climate change not-
w i t h s t a n d i n g , 
remains both chal-
lenging and dangerous, and will place fragile ecosystems at 
major risk. Most of the national strategies proposed for the 
Arctic make no provision for the funding needed for their 
implementation, with the result that the targets announced are 
unlikely to be achieved in the near future. The “rush”, if it 
happens, will definitely be more modest than predicted. 

The extent and speed of the physical changes occurring will 
need capacities well in excess of those that a single country 
can provide and require a collective response to achieve the 
necessary knowledge, structures and resources to enable 
progressive and responsib le adjustment to these 
developments. This involves putting more effort into scientific 
research and exchanges, improving hydrography, navigational 
aids, the quality of weather forecasts and support for 
indigenous peoples. 

The EU as a protagonist in the Arctic 

Under these conditions, what could be the European 
Union's role? 

The EU is not an Arctic State, nor even an observer in the 
Arctic Council. Indirectly, it does, however, have a stake in the 
Arctic through its Member States: 

- Denmark, as an Arctic coastal state via Greenland; 
- Sweden and Finland, on account of their Arctic territory 

and indigenous peoples; 
- Member States such as France, Germany, Italy, the 

Netherlands, Poland, Spain and the United Kingdom, which 
are permanent observers in the Arctic Council and who can 
boast acknowledged and respected scientific research 
programmes; 
- Norway and Iceland are also part of the European 

Economic Area and the European Commission is a 
permanent member of the Barents Euro-Arctic Council and 
the Council of the Baltic Sea States. 
Moreover, the EU already exerts a measure of influence 

over the Arctic protagonists through its efforts on the 
environmental front. Scientific exploration offers diplomatic 
leverage for promoting international cooperation and is a key 
factor in making appropriate assessments of the Arctic. More 
generally, EU legislation, which has been accepted by all 
Member States, forms an accepted benchmark for the 
members of all Arctic forums. 

Taken as a whole, there is a nucleus of common interests 
that Member States could use as a springboard for action 
under the solidarity clause and for showing their support for the 
EU's Arctic States. Strengthening the EU's action capabilities in 
the Arctic would therefore be a vital factor in boosting its 
relevance in the region, particularly via the solidarity clause and 
other appropriate articles of the Treaty on the European Union. 

The EU continues to build on these common historical, 
cultural, scientific and economic factors: 

•through increased investment in science and research, at 
government, agency, institution and private sector level to 
create a shared knowledge base and underpin common 
and consistent risk management, sustainable development 
and environmental protection. The European Polar Board, 
part of the European Science Foundation, is responsible for 
improving the coordination of scientific activities in relation 
to polar climate and planetary observation, biological 
resources and dialogue with indigenous peoples. Each year 
the EU invests 20 million euros in research projects under 
the 7th Framework Programme; 
•through investments in sustainable development in the 
North, with the emphasis on maritime transport and safety. 
The EU is renowned for its experience in shipbuilding, 
hydrography, navigation satellites, communications, Search 
and Rescue and port infrastructure; 
•by promoting civil/military and public/private involvement in 
research and operations management, including joint 
exercises designed to improve skills and foster mutual trust 
among players; 
•by supporting the United Nations Convention on the Law 
of the Sea (UNCLOS), the International Maritime 
Organisation (IMO) and the Arctic Council in developing 
governance, standards and, where applicable, regulations; 
•through active partnership with other intergovernmental 
organisations; 
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•by using the EU's satellite capacities to reinforce security 
in navigation, communications, surveillance and follow-up 
action. 
The EU has also become a major stakeholder in the Arctic 

by furthering regular exchanges with indigenous communities 
and providing major funding through various initiatives. Over 
the 2007-2013 period, its aid amounted to 1.14 billion euros 
(1.98 billion euros if combined with the funds supplied by 
individual Member States). 

In October 2008, the European Parliament published a 
resolution on Arctic governance in which it expressed its 
concerns regarding “the race for the Arctic's natural resources, 
which could threaten EU security and overall international 
stability.”  

In 2012, the European Commission and the European 
External Action Service addressed a joint report to Parliament 
underlining their ongoing concern about climate change and its 
impact on the Arctic, but also sketching out the requisite overall 
approach:  

•Financial assistance for research and innovation in the 
Arctic as a part of the Horizon 2020 programme to the tune 
of 80 billion euros (cf. IP/11/1475); 
•Contributing to Search and Rescue in the Arctic by 
launching the next generation of exploration satellites (see 
IP/11/1477)  
•Stepping up the fight against climate change  
•Using EU funding possibilities to encourage sustainable 
development in the Arctic to the benefit of the local and 
indigenous communities;  
•Promoting and developing environmentally-friendly 
technologies which could be used by the mining industry in 
the Arctic;  
•Enhancing two-way exchanges on Arctic issues with 
Canada, Iceland, Norway, the Russian Federation and the 
United States, including by making a further application for 
permanent observer status in the Arctic Council, past 
applications having so far been unsuccessful.  
•Further developing dialogue with representatives of 
Indigenous Peoples’ Organisations on EU policies and 
programmes  

Integrated EU policy for the Arctic 

Further to these two documents, the European Commission 
published “An integrated EU policy for the Arctic” on 27 April 
2016. This sets out a general strategy revolving around three 
priority forms of EU action in the Arctic: 

•Protecting the Arctic and fighting global warming 
•Promoting sustainable economic and social development 
in the region 
•Supporting international cooperation on Arctic issues. 
For the 2014-2020 period, Arctic research funding will be 

maintained at 200 million euros, with emphasis on an 
integrated system for observing the impact of changes in the 
Arctic on the climate in the Northern hemisphere. This will go 
hand-in-hand with support for the EU-PolarNet initiative, the 
brainchild of 22 European research institutes, and the 

European space programmes by providing scientists with 
access to the infrastructure and operational services of the 
Copernicus programme.  

The EU will encourage the creation of protected marine 
areas in support of biodiversity and will work with its partners to 
set high standards for preventing major accidents in the oil and 
gas sectors. To this end, it will also support the research and 
application of innovative technologies through the InnoFin 
programme. The Galileo system will provide coverage of the 
Arctic region and contribute reliable navigational data. The 
European Union supports the establishment of the Polar Code 
agreed by the IMO, which came into effect on 1 January 2017.  

The most productive way for the EU to pursue its goals 
consists of fostering international and multidisciplinary 
exchanges in order to better understand the risks, promote 
cooperation and prevent conflicts in the interests of all 
stakeholders. Active negotiations of this sort will be based on 
the United Nation Convention on the Law of the Sea 
(UNCLOS) and will take place through participation in the Arctic 
Council Working Groups, where it is hoped that permanent 
observer status will soon be obtained  and by supporting 4

regional cooperation. The EU continues to discuss with the 
indigenous populations and to assist them via several of its 
programmes . It is pursuing its cooperation with Greenland 5

through financial support on the educational front . Where 6

maritime activities are concerned, the objectives sought via the 
Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) are fully applicable to the 
Arctic and the EU supports the Declaration on Arctic Fisheries  7

with regard to the need to gather greater knowledge on Arctic 
Ocean ecosystems before opening this region up to 
commercial fishing. 

Conclusion 

The Arctic is the latest theatre of geopolitical rivalry. It is an 
essentially maritime area with many potential points of 
diplomatic and economic friction, even though none seem likely 
to culminate in interstate dispute. But there are other threats to 
the security of maritime activities, which need to be defused as 
a matter of urgency, given the complications intrinsic to the 
Arctic. In view of the multidimensional scale and nature of 
these challenges, the only effective response has to be 
collective and international, with the EU being well placed to 
play a leading role. 

The Arctic could be a catalyst for cooperation and for 
development of an overall approach, and the EU could exert a 
positive effect by contributing to capability reinforcement. 
Observation and scientific research still represent the main 
priority thrusts. Scientific diplomacy has a vital role to play, as 
does establishing an international legislative framework to cater 
to the specific issues facing the region. The challenge will be 
that of finding the right balance between waiting too long to 
develop the necessary capabilities and investing too soon 
before a proper scientific basis has been solidly established.  

 Russia is opposed to the EU acquiring this status.4

 The Northern Interreg IVA programme, the Northern Periphery and Arctic Programme and the Kolarctic Cross Border Cooperation programme.5

 Council Decision 2014/137/EU of 14 March 2014 on relations between the EU and the Greenland and the Kingdom of Denmark.6

 Declaration on Arctic fisheries – 16 July 20157
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Military expenditure between 1996 and 
2016 

Military expenditure worldwide increased 
overall by 68% between 1996 and 2016. 
While spending in Western countries 
tended to decrease, or, at best, remain 
stagnant during this period, the proportion 
of global military spending represented by 
Western Europe slumped from 24 to 
14%. It is the only part of the world where 
such expenditure declined so dramatically 
over the period. 

 

Between 2008 and 2015, the percentage 
of GDP devoted to military expenditure 
in the main European countries continued 
to decline, except in Poland, where it 
bounced back to above 2%. In these 
countries, as in the United States, 2016 
was however a year in which defence 
budgets tended to stabilise, if not slightly 
rise. In many European countries, military 
expenditure now stands in the region of 
1% of GDP. In some countries, especially 
Great Britain and Poland, it remains 
above 2%, while in France, the fall to 
below 2% has been stemmed since 2012. 
In real values, military spending in 
European Union Member States (other 
than Denmark) ceased to drop from 2013 
onwards. 
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After the huge spike of 2008-2009 
(over 5%), US military expenditure, for its 
part, decreased between 2009 and 2016, 
while still remaining high, in the vicinity of 
3.6% of GDP. In 2016, it represented 
some 570 billion dollars, of which one 
th i rd was earmarked fo r cap i ta l 
investment. 

The balance of trade in military 
equipment between Europe and the 
United States was strongly in favour of 
the United States, except from 2010 to 
2013. Since 2013, US exports to Europe 
have been back on an upward course, 
especially those to the United Kingdom 
(probably due to the Joint Strike Fighter 
programme) and Italy, while US imports 
from Europe are again decreasing (owing 
to US budget reductions).  

In terms of capital expenditure, only 
Great Britain and France maintained a 
high level of investment, at between 44 
and 48% of total military expenditure, 
while their main European partners 
continued to apply the brakes (slightly 
under 30% in Germany), or even reduce 
the percentages involved (Italy to 33%, 
Spain to 18%). Over the period, only 
F r a n c e k e p t i t s r e s e a r c h a n d 
development expenditure at more or less 
constant levels. 
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Troop numbers in the five main 
European countries plummeted over 
the period, especially in France, 
Germany and Italy, where they fell by 
nearly 50% between 1996 and 2016. 
As a result, capital expenditure per 
serviceman/woman surged in France, 
while not, however, reaching UK levels.

As for the proportion of capital 
expenditure earmarked for European 
cooperation, this remains woefully 
low, at around 20% of total capital 
expenditure. The proportion of the R&T 
budget spent on European cooperation 
is even lower, at around 10%.
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The industrial and financial independence of a country 
and its citizens’ short and long-term standard of living 
partly depend on whether the country’s trade balance 
shows a deficit or surplus. 

This relationship of cause and effect may be highlighted by 
analysing France’s trade balance. 

France’s merchandise trade balance has generally shown a 
deficit since 1950, a deficit that has worsened substantially 
over the last ten years. 

Despite a sharp drop in imported oil prices, deficits of, 
respectively, 47 billion euros and 55 billion euros were still 
recorded in 2015 and 2016.  

Consequences 
These deficits, which are a clear indication that French 

companies are not sufficiently competitive internationally, have 
several consequences. 

The first of these affects France’s GDP. 
By purchasing a product for €100 manufactured entirely in 

another country rather than buying the French version of the 
same product, €100 of GDP will be transferred from France to 
this foreign country. 

As a result of this import, a value added equal to €100 will 
boost the exporting country’s GDP (aggregate of the value 
added produced by a country) while reducing that of the 
importing country. 

Balance of payments 
When imports exceed exports, this culminates in a net 

outflow of foreign currency, which has to be funded by an equal 
and opposite flow of currency in order to achieve balance of 
payment equilibrium. 

Unlike a trade balance, a balance of payments has to be in 
equilibrium by definition. 

—————————————————————— 
The balance of payments is a national accounting 

d o c u m e n t t h a t l i s t s e a c h s i n g l e i n t e r n a t i o n a l 
economic transaction (commercial, financial or monetary) made 
by the residents of a given country (individuals, companies or 
the State) with the rest of the world over a given period of time. 

These monetary flows are divided into three categories, 
each producing an intermediate balance that may show a 
surplus or a deficit, but which must ultimately by definition add 
up to zero: 

-The current account comprises:  
oImport and export of goods and services (trade 
balance). 
oCurrent transfers, revenues from labour and from 
capital. 

-The capital account (acquisition of non-financial assets 
such as purchasing/selling patents, debt waivers) 

-The financial account, which corresponds to the flow of 
investments and loans between one country and other 
countries abroad. 

The balance of payments is always balanced by virtue of 
the dual-entry accounting system in force (each transaction is 
recorded twice, once as a plus and once as a minus). The 
expression “balance of payment deficit” is therefore a 
misnomer. 

——————————————————————— 
Example of 2015 
The French trade balance for goods showed a deficit of 47 

billion euros. 
In the light of the balance for services (+9 billion euros), 

trading (+23 billion euros) and revenues from labour and capital 
transferred between France and foreign countries (+11 billion 
euros), the current account showed a deficit of 4.4 billion euros 
in 2015. 

Allowing for mistakes and omissions that represent not only 
mistakes as such but also poorly documented or fraudulent 
cross-border flows (4.7 billion euros), 9.1 billion euros of net 
currency outflows had to be offset by capital inflows. 

In addition, as portfolio investments represented net 
currency outflows of 54 billion euros and direct investment by 
French residents in the capital of foreign companies 
represented 34 billion euros in 2015 and a number of 
transactions (Bank of France and EU) resulted in an outflow of 
5 billion euros, an inflow of 102 billion euros was needed to 
achieve the requisite equilibrium in the balance of payments. 

These currency inflows were split between direct 
investments in the capital of French companies on the part of 
non-residents (36 billion euros) and an increase in 
indebtedness vis-à-vis non-residents (66 billion euros). 

France’s net international investment position (NIIP) 
consists of the property owned by French residents 
(individuals, companies and public administrations) in the rest 
of the world, minus the property owned by the rest of the world 
in France. 

At the end of 2015, France’s NIIP was negative by 358 
billion euros or 16.4% of the country’s GDP. 
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In 2008, the NIIP was only 275 billion euros. Despite an 
appreciation in the value of the main currencies compared to 
the euro between end 2008 and end 2015, the NIIP fell by 83 
billion euros in the course of 7 years. 

Taking account solely of the effect of the appreciation in the 
value of the USD (+24%) on the stock of government debt in 
this currency (approx. 900 billion euros), it may be estimated 
that this appreciation had a positive effect on the NIIP in excess 
of 215 billion euros, which means that France’s NIIP 
deteriorated by about 300 billion euros over 7 years, not 
counting exchange rate fluctuations. 

Second consequence 
The second consequence of a negative trade balance is 

therefore one of impoverishment in capital (since a decline in 
GDP equates for its part with a sort of impoverishment in flow). 

To be offset via the balance of payments, a deficit of this 
type will necessarily involve either resorting to further debt or 
transferring ownership of productive assets, which may 
eventually result in a loss of industrial or financial 
independence. 

Certain iconic transfers are highly memorable, some even 
sparking controversy. One of these was the sale of Arcelor to 
the Mittal Group, followed, in 2015, by that of Toulouse airport 
to a Chinese group, part of Alstom to General Electric, Lafarge 
to Holcim, Totalgaz/Antargaz to UGI Corp and, more recently, 
plans to transfer the STX shipyards to Fincantieri. 

A heavily indebted country is ill-placed to oppose proposals 
to sell strategic companies to foreign buyers, as it cannot afford 
to accumulate further debt. 

Third consequence 
The purchasing power of a country’s residents is made up 

of the sum of its PIB (nationally produced added value) and of 
income from investments or loans made abroad by its 
residents, net of payments made to non-residents. 

In 2015, the stock of foreign investments in France worth 
3,688 billion euros (up by 29 billion euros over the year) cost 
152 billion euros, in other words 4% of the stock, in terms of 
interest and dividends paid out. These payments alone 
represent some 7% of its GDP of approximately 2,200 billion 
euros. 

Incomes of French residents as a whole (individuals, 
companies and administrations), roughly consist, as a first 
approximation, of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), GDP 
being defined as the sum of the added value produced at 
national level, which in turn consists of salaries, remuneration 
of capital and taxes. 

While GDP per capita is generally used to measure the 
standard of living of a country, this is purely for convenience. In 
reality, the net foreign earnings of its residents should also be 
added. If the French subsidiary of a foreign group pays 
dividends, this part of the added value that it produces 
contributes nothing to the purchasing power of the French. The 
same applies to the revenues from other types of transnational 
ownership. 

Any deterioration in the NIIP, whether in the form of new 
international debts or the sale of capital abroad, will thus further 

drive down French residents’ overall purchasing power. Unlike 
the direct impact of an aggravation of the trade balance on the 
GDP, this decrease in purchasing power is not immediate, but 
recurrent from year to year, as long as a satisfactory net 
international investment position has not been restored. 

Luckily, in 2015, payments on French investments abroad 
almost balanced those made to non-residents who invested in 
France . However, this balance is extremely fragile because it 8

is the result of the artificially low rate of interest on French debt, 
courtesy of the ECB, which has the effect of temporarily 
reducing the cost of external public debt, 62% of which is in the 
hands of non-residents (1,262 billion euros). 

Other examples 
Unlike France, the net international investment positions 

(NIIP) of Germany and Japan show a positive balance and are 
on the increase. 

•Germany: NIIP of 2,500 billion euros or 50% of the GDP 
•Japan: NIIP of 3,500 billion euros or 65% of the GDP 
This explains the Japanese paradox: how has Japanese 

purchasing power been able to progress regularly for the past 
20 years, while during the same period the GDP per capita has 
stagnated? 

The answer lies in income from a very high NIIP, funded by 
major trade surpluses between 1980 and 2010, despite public 
finances consistently showing a deficit and a very high level of 
public debt (currently 250% of GDP). 

Conclusion 
Achieving a surplus or, at worst, a trade balance that is in 

equilibrium is a worthwhile economic policy objective in that it 
contributes to: 

•Economic growth, by fostering domestic production rather 
than foreign production; 
•Improving the living standards of the population in the 
medium term, by boosting residents’ assets in relation to 
the rest of the world; 
•Industrial and financial independence, by giving the State 
ways to protect strategic branches of its domestic industry 
and by protecting it from demands from foreign lenders. 

Sharpening the competitive edge of French companies 
under pressure from international competition is a real 
challenge in terms of wealth and national sovereignty in a world 
where capital and goods can move freely, given the immediate 
and long-term repercussions that are at stake. 

The deterioration of France’s trade balance and net 
international investment position since the beginning of the 
century are a source of concern and have the potential to 
culminate in general long-term national impoverishment.  

Contrary to common belief, there is no need to look beyond 
our borders to find where the responsibility lies. Turning this 
situation round will require support for innovation – via training 
and research – as well as reductions in company taxes. 

 Investments of French residents abroad, which rose by €33 billion in 2015, largely due to the fall in the value of the euro, earned France a total of €154 billion (interest 8

and dividends).
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Recent events are a good illustration of the complexity of 
relations with Turkey. However, before addressing these 
events, it is necessary to explain their context. How has today’s 
situation come about? And is this situation synonymous with 
grave dangers ahead or opportunities for a brighter future?  

In turn, I shall address domestic policy aspects, economic 
matters and, finally, foreign and, more specifically, regional 
policy affairs.  
•    DOMESTIC POLICY  

In the last few days, barbed remarks have been flying 
between a number of European countries and the Turkish 
authorities.  

Mr. Erdogan is often dubbed a dictator but this is not a word 
I like to use. In political science, each word has a specific 
meaning. Current events, which represent a threat to freedom, 
are of course worrying, of that there can be no doubt and I shall 
be saying more about this later.   

It is important to remember that Mr. Erdogan’s party, the 
Justice and Development Party (or AKP in Turkish), first came 
to power in 2002. Since then, Turkey has voted twelve times in 
regional, legislative, presidential elections and referendums 
with the AKP winning each time by a comfortable margin.  

As you all know, the next elections are scheduled for 16 
April 2017, namely a referendum on transforming the national 
constitution to create a presidential regime.   

These victories were not the result of rigged elections. I was 
witness first hand to two electoral campaigns and was able to 
see how the polling stations were run. And I have to say that 
things were very much the same as in France. There must 
therefore be deep-rooted reasons for the AKP’s twelve 
successive victories.   

The next question to arise is that of the nature of a party 
described as Islamic, Islamist, Islamo-conservative. I have 
even read Islamo-moderate, which is a concept I find hard to 
grasp. But that is not the crux of the matter.  

I would rather try to identify what this party represents in 
political and sociological action terms. Politically, three main 
factors should be borne in mind:    

•  The AKP is a liberal party economically 
•  It is highly conservative in social terms  
•  It has gone through two major political phases since 2002  
In a first phase, the AKP played a major part in developing 

individual and collective democratic rights in Turkey. 
Unfortunately, the machinery ground to a halt in the years 
between 2009 and 2011. It was then that the government 
began to backpedal in the face of the democratic challenges 
facing Turkish society, adopting a more repressive approach.  

What does the party stand for sociologically? I would define 
the AKP as ‘non-class-specific’. It is not the poor man’s party 
although it is true that its real electoral and social base lies 
among the less advantaged. But it also boasts support from the 
middle classes, which represent an essential and fundamental 
force in Turkey. There are also AKP supporters among the 
wealthier classes.    

Furthermore, the AKP has strongholds in most of Turkey’s 
large and medium-sized cities, which naturally fosters cronyism 
and adds to the party’s power.  

The AKP also represents a kind of social and political 
revenge for a whole section of the population that considers 

itself to have been left out when Kemalism was in its heyday.  
Additionally, the AKP represents a new conservative and 

more modern form of political Islam that is now an integral part 
of the secularisation favoured by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk and 
the Turkish Republic.  

Various sources claim that the AKP is out to islamise 
Turkish society. Yet Islam has been the dominant religion in 
Turkey since the 11th century. Does this mean that its policies 
are the same as the seemingly more secular policies of its 
predecessors? Of course not.  Cultural and identity references 
have changed and the paradigm has shifted.     

What concerns me is that Mr. Erdogan is increasingly 
making reference to Islam and quoting verses of the Qur’an, 
something previously unheard of in Turkey. But to infer from 
this that the AKP wants to establish Sharia law is a quantum 
leap that I am not prepared to make. Nonetheless, it is 
disturbing that references to Islam should be so frequent.  

By way of example, two years ago, Mr. Erdogan referred to 
the ‘piety of Turkish youth’, which of course sits ill in relation to 
traditional Kemalist paradigms.  

I should, however, add that the moral, moralistic and 
conservative order established by the AKP may be assimilated 
with what I would label “deterministic authoritarianism”. But, 
never under any circumstances should we imagine that political 
authoritarianism has materialised under the AKP, since it has 
been a defining feature of Turkish political life since the 
Republic was founded in 1923. The parties victorious in Turkish 
elections have always gravitated towards authoritarianism.  

Never forget that, in reality, there are two Turkeys which 
are, very broadly, at loggerheads with each other, a 
phenomenon which is nothing new.  

On one hand, you have a pious, Muslim, conservative and 
economically liberal Turkey embodied by the AKP while, on the 
other, the more modern, more elitist, more secular Turkey 
represented by the opposition parties, the Kemalists in 
particular.  

Mr. Erdogan is an amazing political animal. He is the 
uncanny ability to understand the dynamics of Turkish society, 
for better or for worse. He has perfectly grasped that it is in his 
interest to drive and accentuate the wedge between the two 
Turkeys. And since the first political group, which I have 
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labelled conservative, has a sociological majority, this explains 
his repeated electoral successes.  

The downside of this policy, particularly since 2010-2011, 
has been a somewhat unusual conception of democracy. There 
are those who call this hegemonic democracy but, again, I 
refuse to go as far as to call it a dictatorship, which would be a 
vast over-simplification in my view.   

I should like, at this point, to say a few words about the 
failed coup d’état of 15 July 2016. Since then, as you know, 
42,000 people have been jailed, most of whom have yet to go 
on trial or be informed of the reasons for their arrest. 
Additionally, more than 120,000 people were sacked overnight. 
In Turkey being fired means your name is printed in red in the 
official journal, which does not make finding another job any 
easier.  

You have probably seen in the news that the Gülenists are 
accused of being behind the coup. But who are they? 
Originally, they were a religious group. Today the powers-that-
be have only one word for them: terrorists.  Yet for about ten 
years the Gülenists were the natural allies of Mr. Erdogan’s 
party. In 2002, when his party came to power, it had no political 
experience and its leaders therefore looked to the Gülenists for 
support, since they had been trained to rule.  

In 2010, tensions began to boil and cracks to appear 
between these two advocates of political Islam. The situation 
degenerated in 2013, reaching a climax in 2015. Since then, 
the Gülenists have been the victims of a witch-hunt, akin to that 
of McCarthyism in its day. It is clear that the majority of those 
currently behind bars had absolutely nothing to do with the 
events of July 2016. The opposition parties are, therefore, 
faced with a herculean task.   

Apart from the AKP, three opposition parties are 
represented in the Turkish Parliament:  

•  The CHP, the Republican People’s Party, a secular, elitist, 
republican, Kemalist party with leftist and nationalist 
tendencies.  
•  The HDP, the People’s Democratic Party, Kurdish political 

party, to keep it simple, which is allowed by law. It is a 
feminist and eco-friendly party. 10 of its MPs have been 
charged and some are at present in jail for alleged collusion 
with the PKK. One of them, a woman, has been forced to 
stand down as MP. As the elected representatives of a 
legally constituted party, this should have sufficed to protect 
them against repression.  
•  The MHP, the Nationalist Movement Party, is a far-right, 

nationalist, anti-Kurdish and anti-European party.  
The AKP and the MHP are currently forming an alliance in 

preparation for the 16 April referendum. This is already causing 
major turmoil within the Nationalist Party and will most likely 
result in a split.   

The Kurdish question has been poisoning the atmosphere 
in Turkey since 1984, with low-intensity guerrilla warfare 
leaving an estimated 45,000 dead in 33 years. In autumn 2015, 
there were scenes of civil war, very similar to those in Syria, in 
some of the country’s cities. The Kurdish question has been 
completely besmirched by the PKK. That Turkish citizens, men 
and women, of Kurdish origin, should demand greater respect 
for their cultural rights and wish to be able to learn their 
ancestral language is quite normal. It goes without saying that 
the Kurdish question cannot be resolved by the use of force. 
President Erdogan even tried to negotiate with the PKK, 
between end 2012 and summer 2015. Unfortunately, his efforts 
proved a failure and, since July 2015, he has adopted an 
armed confrontation rationale, a dead end by definition.  

•  ECONOMIC POLICY 
I am no economist, but I am also interested in this aspect. 

First of all, I am impressed by the tremendous resilience of the 
Turkish economy. The country experienced a number of major 
economic crises in 1994, 1999 and 2001. Each time, it 
demonstrated its ability to bounce quickly back. There is 
obviously a link with the political situation outlined before. The 
AKP, which has been in power since 2002, has whetted the 
economic appetites of its members and supporters. There is 
clearly a regrettable and reprehensible upsurge in corruption 
and nepotism in Turkey. However, while there may, admittedly, 
be an “AKP State” at political level, the same is not true 
economically. Turkey is a country long hallmarked by a 
profoundly ingrained liberal economic model. 

Never forget that, until recently, Turkey’s growth rates of 
9.2% in 2010 and 8.9% in 2011 had us all in their thrall. Today, 
the rate has dropped to below 3%. Between 2002 and 2010, 
GDP per capita tripled. Average income, while admittedly a 
rather vague concept and open to interpretation, remains 
indicative and rose by 250%.  

Turkey is the world’s 17th biggest economic power and a 
member of the G20.  

Of course, there has since been a downturn, partly due to 
the international economic situation and to the country’s 
relations with the EU, more about which anon. But 
fundamentally, I believe that Turkey has huge economic 
potential, with its 80 million population and their very real 
qualifications.  

Turkey’s main challenge in the years to come will be to 
negotiate the transition from a middle to a higher-income 
country. In particular, areas such as modernisation, productivity, 
training and new technologies will need proactive government 
intervention on all fronts. 

In demographic terms, Turkey’s transition is complete. Its 
population is extremely young and growing at a rate of around 
2%, which means that an economic growth rate of 4% would 
be necessary to maintain unemployment at its current level.  

The country has an action plan entitled “Objective 2023”, in 
reference to the centenary of the foundation of the Turkish 
Republic. Its objectives are considered by many to be overly 
ambitious. In order to achieve them, the country would need an 
annual growth rate of 12% between 2017 and 2023. This 
remains a distant goal but it is true that the Turkish economy is 
capable of bouncing strongly back.  

The economic situation could, however, have political 
repercussions. I have already mentioned the central core of 
middle-class voters who supported the AKP and the substantial 
economic progress achieved under this party since 2002. But 
the circumstances have now changed. Politically, the so-called 
“golden era” is in Turkey’s past. This is why, among other 
reasons, the outcome of the April referendum is uncertain and 
an extremely close-run result is to be expected.   

What I say to entrepreneurs and industrialists who are 
thinking of investing in Turkey is to keep going, to grit their 
teeth and stay put. The potential is enormous.  
•  FOREIGN AND REGIONAL POLICY  

Is Turkey about to slip out of our grasp? 
I have chosen to begin with this rather provocative or even 

slightly condescending question that appeared some time ago 
in a leading evening newspaper, since it enables me to raise 
the vital issue of whether Turkey will stay within its traditional 
alliances. 

A few preliminary remarks are necessary at this stage. We 
must never forget that Turkey is part of what are referred to as 
the “new paradigms” of international relations. In other words, 
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the fact that Western powers can no longer impose their views 
and decisions unilaterally on the international scene.    

Turkey is one of the so-called “emerging countries” and is 
currently trying to develop an all-embracing global foreign 
policy. It is, for example, interesting to see the growing number 
of diplomatic posts and economic contracts in Sub-Saharan 
Africa.  

For a country like Turkey, implementing a foreign and 
regional policy is complicated. It is not easy with Iraq, Syria and 
Iran as neighbours… 

Much to the general amusement, the former Turkish 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Davutoglu, was wont to say: 
“Zero problems with our neighbours”. 

In the past, and for many years, the traditional adage 
regarding Turkey’s relations with other countries was, literally 
translated, “Turks have no friends but Turks!”  

Today, while zero problems with other nations may be an 
exaggeration, the fact remains that Turkey has radically 
changed its perception of foreign affairs. But it would be wrong 
to say that Turkey has become the region’s peacekeeper.   

It would also be wrong to condone Mr. Erdogan’s repeated 
errors with regard to the Syrian situation and its vast 
implications for the region. His obsession with overthrowing 
Bashar Al-Assad as a prerequisite for negotiations has left him 
in a cleft stick. Today, although considerably weakened, Bashar 
Al-Assad is still there. Yet, better late than never, in summer 
2016 Turkey finally realised that its priorities should lie 
elsewhere. But its policy between 2011 and 2016 had 
unfortunate consequences with regard to support for certain 
radical Islamic groups. Today, the Kurdish forces are 
undeniably gaining ground in Syria under the banner of the 
Democratic Union Party (PYD), Syria’s version of the PKK, 
Turkey’s biggest enemy.         

Turkey has therefore been forced to recognise its growing 
isolation and, more particularly, the creation of a territorial entity 
at its borders run by the leaders of the PKK.   

Last summer, there was a spectacular rapprochement 
between Turkey and Russia. This does not mean that Mr. 
Erdogan is subservient to Mr. Putin but that he has understood 
that, where Syria is concerned, Moscow holds all the cards.  

Yet Turkey’s traditional alliances have not been abandoned. 
Admittedly, Erdogan may have behaved capriciously and 
engaged in posturing but Turkey actually has no desire to pull 
out of NATO. When tensions with Syria were at their highest, it 
was NATO that Turkey turned to for assistance, not Moscow, 
and anti-aircraft artillery brigades were even deployed. NATO 
remains Turkey’s best source of defence and protection, while 
Ankara is not, and has never been, subservient to Washington.  

I shall end by saying a few words on the country’s relations 
with the EU. As you know, negotiations started in October 2005 
and have little progressed. In fact, the process has stalled and 
recent exchanges, in which Germany and the Netherlands 
were associated with Nazism, are unlikely to help.  

Is Turkey’s bid for membership a write-off? I do not think so. 
The EU represents some 40% of Turkish exports and around 
37% of its imports. These are significant percentages. Mr. 
Erdogan may rail against some European countries, which is 
unacceptable, but when he says that, if the EU rejects Turkish 
membership, he will turn to the Shanghai Cooperation 
Organisation (SCO), he has no credibility.   

For the moment, Turkey is still far from becoming a member 
of the EU but I think that we should definitely maintain relations 
with the country. Last November, the European Parliament 
voted for “accession talks to be suspended with Turkey”. That 
was a major mistake. 

Negotiating is a difficult and complex art but we must stop 
trying to dupe Turkey. The whole European project needs 
reshaping, not only for Turkey’s sake. Europe must redesign its 
political and economic programme with cultural benchmarks.  

Turkey is currently living through a period of real political 
unrest but its strategic position is vital and its potential 
genuinely huge. Despite challenging economic times, it is 
essential that we should remain rationally optimistic for the next 
twenty years.  

QUESTIONS/ANSWERS 
Is there a division between the more advanced elites and the 
poorer members of the population? 
¬Yes, there is a big gap between the elite and the working 
classes. But this has been the case since 1923, if not since the 
days of the Ottoman empire. I personally have a great deal of 
admiration for Mustafa Kemal Atatürk and his work, but we 
should remember that, throughout the Kemalist period, there 
was a similar chasm between the elite and the masses. 
Atatürk’s reforms and recommendations, which represented a 
tremendous step forward for Turkey, were not applied 
democratically. They were introduced by a self-proclaimed elite, 
often with military origins, who sought to drive Turkish society 
headlong into “westernisation” without consulting the people. In 
fact, during the 1920’s, the “western” reference was Europe. 
The multi-party system was established in Turkey in 1946. The 
Kemalist party registered its first reversal in 1950, when, in the 
first multi-party elections, it stood for office and was beaten.  
Nowadays, not all of the elite is “westernised”, and part of them 
strongly support the AKP. Those that are Europe-orientated are 
labelled “white Turks” by AKP followers, a term highly pejorative 
in itself. 
It is vital to be very careful when using terms such as 
“retrograde tendencies”. Many of my Turkish friends, who are 
highly “westernised”, generally Kemalist and anti-AKP, consider 
the very conservative and, for some, “reactionary” policies of 
the AKP extremely dangerous. They feel uncomfortable in their 
own country. But the increase in outward signs of identity such 
as the growing number of women wearing veils, even in 
Istanbul, is not necessarily a sign of support for a radical 
version of political Islam. Part of the Turkish population is bent 
on social, cultural and identity revenge. It may be hard for us to 
understand, but they are proud of their past, their culture and 
their history. To some extent, they consider that the Kemalists 
have forced them to accept exogenous values. This is not 
entirely untrue. 
Could you say a few words about the armed forces? Given 
their strategic role in Turkey, what is the current situation with 
regard to regional tensions in relation to the country’s Greek 
neighbour, over Cyprus and with regard to events in the Middle 
East? 
¬The Turkish army is in an awkward position. It remains large 
in numerical and operational capacity terms. Since 1923, it has 
always been a pivotal element, a cornerstone of republican 
construction. Since World War II, the army has intervened on 
four occasions on the political front:  the 1960, 1971 and 1980 
coups d’état when tanks were out in the streets and the army 
seized control of the country. In 1997, the situation was a little 
more complicated, and there were those who spoke of a “post-
modern coup d’état”. There were no tanks in the streets but the 
military authorities released a statement demanding that the 
Islamic government of the time, headed by Mr. Erbakan, apply 
a number of points. He refused and was promptly overthrown!  
Regular military intervention on the Turkish political scene is 
therefore somewhat of a habit. When Mr. Erdogan was elected 
in 2002, he was very pro-European, especially since one of the 
EU’s requirements was that the Turkish army should come 
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under the orders of the political authorities as in all true 
democracies. Mr. Erdogan was clearly very much in favour of 
this idea. Anything that could weaken or unsettle Kemalist 
order was worth accepting. Then, from around 2007-2008, 
trials were staged under the codename of “Ergenekon”, the 
name of a suspected Turkish criminal organisation composed 
of far right extremist activists, left wing republicans, army 
officers, members of the police force, magistrates, “mafiosi”, 
academics and members of the press. The whole affair was 
extremely complex and controversial, with some Turkish 
politicians, especially members of the CHP (Republican 
People’s Party) accusing the AKP, the Islamic-conservative 
party in power since 2002, of wanting to discredit its opponents 
at a time, conversely, when many people were being charged 
with “conspiracies against the State” and the AKP. In all, 300 
people were arrested between June 2007 and November 2009.  
All the magistrates that conducted the trials - very badly - were 
Gülenists and, at the time, allies of Erdogan. A large number of 
arrests were made, guilty verdicts recorded and people 
sentenced, including a former Turkish Army Chief of Staff. To 
use an image, in 2010-2011, the army was like a punch-drunk 
fighter in the centre of the ring. Yet, it is still there and remains 
a major force. Many of its leaders were arrested and this could 
pose operational leadership problems. One thing that I have 
noticed is that, since 2013, in other words since the very 
moment when Erdogan and the Gülenists began to fall out, the 
President has moved closer to the armed forces, admitting that 
injustices have been committed against them but blaming it all 
on the Gülenists!  
The situation changed drastically in the summer of 2016 with 
the attempted coup d’état. This time, rather surprisingly 
compared to previous occasions, the perpetrators of the putsch 
seemed to go about things in amateurish fashion. This is quite 
striking, if we look at the night from 15 July to 16 July. There 
still remain some grey areas even now. The result is that the 
army is still reeling from the blow with nearly half of its generals 
having been dismissed. The Air Force was particularly affected. 
There used to be 300 operational fighter planes manned by 
600 pilots in Turkey. Now half of these pilots are in jail! I took 
the Air Force as an example, but the Army has been hit equally 
hard.   
The army is still a major force and, given the situation in the 
region, this is just as well, but its effective operational 
capabilities have been seriously undermined.  
That said, a debate is going on in parallel on the need for 
military reform. In numerical terms, the army remains strong: 
400,000 men plus a further 100,000 in the gendarmerie. Its 
format remains similar to that at the time of the Cold War, with 
conscription still being in force.  
A major factor in EU-Turkey relations is the refugee and 
migrant issue. There is an agreement between the EU and 
Turkey and the EU has paid out large sums of money… Could 
you say a few words on this subject? 
Secondly, in the 1950s, Inönü and Demirel seemed to take it in 
turns to govern. Today, is there a leader who could head a rival 
political faction against Erdogan? 
You also mentioned Erdogan’s 12 elections and 12 victories, 
but all autocrats are past-masters in winning elections. Are 
there any alternative powers or an independent press in 
Turkey? Can an opposition truly exist?  
¬On the refugee issue, the EU-Turkey agreement of 18 March 
2016 is not good, but it was the best possible arrangement at 
the time. 
The flow of refugees arriving on the shores of the Greek islands 
in particular has dropped by 95%. Before the agreement, 3,500 
refugees would land on the Greek coast every day, a number 
that has now fallen to 40. A great deal of money was promised, 

6 billion euros in two tranches of 3 billion each, but, so far, the 
EU has only coughed up 700 million. 
In the negotiations on 18 March, there was also a side issue. 
Turkey had managed to force an agreement over the prospect 
of lifting the visa requirement for Turks wishing to enter the EU. 
There were 72 conditions that had to be fulfilled for this to 
happen and three remain a stumbling block, including one 
major issue, namely the European demand that Turkey change 
its definition of terrorism. For the EU, the Turkish definition is 
far too broad and enables mass arrests. Today, it is absurd to 
impose a condition of this type on Turkey, given the major 
terrorist attacks frequently besetting the country and the war 
raging at its borders. 
The agreement on migrants has therefore produced results, but 
of late, as you may have heard, Mr. Erdogan has been 
threatening to “open the borders”. I dislike threats in general. 
But he is quite capable of doing just that, of putting his threats 
into practice, for a matter of days or weeks. The Europeans 
may try to stall but for Mr. Erdogan it is all about who wields the 
greatest power. 
That said, I should like to pay tribute to the Turks in general, 
who have so far taken in 3 million refugees.  
To return to Messrs. Inönü and Demirel, two major political 
figures, the first a Kemalist, the second a liberal-conservative. 
Today, we have Erdogan, who dominates Turkish politics. He is 
a special case, a political animal. His capacity to bounce back 
after the failed coup d’état in July 2016 was impressive. He 
knows instantly how to turn a situation to his advantage.  
Under these circumstances, is there another possible 
candidate for governing Turkey? Not really, at this point in time. 
In the Kemalist party, there are no credible opponents. The only 
potential rival until now was 40-year-old lawyer and leader of 
the Peoples’ Democratic Party… But he is behind bars.  
Mr. Erdogan seems now out to stir up collective hysteria, by 
explaining that those who voted “no” in the referendum are pro-
terrorist. This is not conducive to reasonable debate. Yet, 
despite all the state resources deployed – unsparingly - by the 
powers-that-be, I still think that the outcome of the 16 April 
referendum is far from being a given. Part of the population 
may have seemed to have capitulated but continues to show its 
opposition through a sort of passive resistance. Mr. Erdogan is 
aware of this, which makes him uneasy and partly goes to 
explain some of the unacceptable remarks he has had made 
about some EU leaders, not least Chancellor Merkel.  
To conclude, and with all due circumspection, it seems that 
Erdogan’s rash behaviour has prompted some minor signs of 
discord within the ranks of the AKP itself. The next step could 
be for these differences of opinion to become public… When? 
That I cannot say, but something is definitely beginning to filter 
through. 
Could you tell us more about Turkish emigration to Europe and 
the rest of the world?  
¬Most Turks emigrate towards the EU. In Arab countries, 
migrants tended in the past to head for Libya and Iraq. It is 
quite easy to understand why this latter flow has stopped. 
There are some Turkish communities in Central Asia, 
companies in particular, but the numbers are not that big. 
Unfortunately, Turks living in European countries have failed to 
integrate with the local population. Most live in Germany, the 
Netherlands, France, and Belgium. This is a real issue. They 
may not disrupt the public order but they tend to keep 
themselves to themselves. For instance, interracial marriages 
are very rare. 

————————————————————————— 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Paul Verhoef opened with a few introductory words about 
the European Space Agency (ESA): 

- Headquarters in Paris, a mere 500 metres from the Ecole 
Militaire 

- 22 Member States agreeing on the ESA annual budget in 
December each year 

- 8 facilities in Europe, 2,300 employees (or 5,000 including 
sub-contractors)  

- € 5.75 billion budget (2017) 
- 80 satellites produced and in operation 
ESA no longer produces satellites but continues to order 

and operate major European space flight programmes in areas 
such as: 

- Science (e.g. Rosetta/Philae) 
- Observing the Earth (e.g. Envisat) 
- Telecommunications (e.g. Artemis) 
- Human Spaceflight (e.g. ISS and Thomas Pesquet) 
- Launch vehicles (e.g. Ariane 5 and Ariane 6 under deve-

lopment) 
- Navigation (e.g. Galileo) 
- Satellite navigation (e.g. Rosetta and Galileo) 

Galileo is the European "Global Positioning System 
(GPS)”, more accurate than the first version of the American 
GPS, which has since been improved for greater precision. 
Both systems are interoperable, which enables existing GPS 
systems to use American and Galileo satellites. 

Initially, the Americans were against Europe developing a 
system of this type, because of concerns about both 
competition and security. By contrast, they are now beginning 
to see the advantages, since the two constellations combined 
will add up to a total of 48 satellites, making for a more 
accurate, reliable and complete service.  

Work on Galileo started some twenty years ago, while 
project development and funding have been available for the 
past ten years.  

The European Commission has overall responsibility for the 
programme, via a team in Brussels. ESA is the prime contractor 
in charge of the design and contract functions. A further 
agency, the GSA in Prague, is responsible for operational 
management and service delivery.  

The Galileo system offers or will offer the following services: 
- Open Service (OS): open to all, free of charge and already 

operational. 
- Public Regulated Service (PRS): restricted to government-

authorised users for military and security applications. It is 
encrypted and more accurate, still in its teething stages. 

- Search and Rescue Service (SAR): this began in 
cooperation with the French COSPAS-SARSAT system 
operated by the CNES (National Centre for Space 
Studies). Other European countries may also cooperate on 
a case by case basis. 

- Commercial Service (CS): this is a more accurate 
encrypted service, applicable where relevant to meet 
specific commercial needs. It requires a subscription and 
is still under discussion. 

Ultimately the Galileo system will consist of 36 satellites in 
orbit, i.e. 30 in operation and 6 active spares, in three orbital 
planes at an inclination of 56° to provide full global coverage 
and three different launches to replace non-functioning 
satellites. 18 satellites are currently in orbit, 4 will be launched 
in December (2017) and 4 more in 2018, using Ariane 5 
rockets. Subsequent satellites will be launched in pairs using 
Ariane 6 rockets. 

Galileo’s ground infrastructure consists of 10 Mission Uplink 
stations, 6 Telemetry, Tracking and Command (TT&C) stations, 
2 Control Centres for Satellites located in Oberpfaffenhofen 
and Fucino and two Galileo Security Monitoring Centres 
(GSMC) located in Torrejon and Saint-Germain-en-Laye fed 
with information from 20 Sensor Stations.  

For Galileo’s commercial applications, the accuracy 
achieved is 4 metres for horizontal positioning and 8 metres for 
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vertical positioning. Sensitive applications can achieve an 
accuracy of less than 1 metre and less than 10 cm when 
measured continuously. By using different frequencies, the 
system is well protected against long range interference. 

Programme timelines are as follows: 
- In-Orbit Validation phase: 2011-2013 
- Initial Operational Capability phase: 2014-2016 
- Exploitation phase: 2017-2019 
- Full Operational Capability phase (all services included): 

2020 
- Further system development: constantly scheduled 

Some issues have emerged but have now been resolved: 
two satellites poorly launched by a Soyuz-Fregat went into 
elliptical orbits, (which enabled scientists to make highly 
precise measurements of the effects of relativity). Problems 
have also occurred with two of the on-board atomic clocks, 
which will probably shorten their useful lives. These clocks are 
a vital part of the system and accurate to one second in three 
billion years. These problems will, however, be resolved in time 
for the next launch in December. 

Market and applications:  
Initially, designers focussed solely on security-related 

applications. A broad range of applications can now be 
observed in areas such as road, rail, air transport, precision 
farming, logistics, cartography, individual mobility, smart cities 
and the Internet of Things. 

It is now estimated that 7% of the European economy relies 
on these applications: mainly smartphone use (53.2%), road 
transport (38%), civil engineering and land mapping (4.5%), 
agriculture (1.9%), air and sea transport (1% each), rail 
transport (0.2%). 

This market, which currently accounts for sales to 6 billion 
receivers per year, is expected to reach 9 to 10 billion in 2024. 
The European market could reach an annual figure of €250G, 
in other words up to a third of the market. 

 It is worth mentioning that VAT on these sales is amply 
sufficient to fund the billion euros that has to be invested each 
year to replace the satellites and pay for ongoing system 
maintenance.   

Special case of air navigation applications: the European 
Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service (EGNOS):  

As soon as the American GPS first emerged, the 
International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) and other 
national civil aviation authorities began to consider whether the 
system could be used on aircraft. Unfortunately, in its basic 
form, GPS did not offer the requisite accuracy and reliability. 
With the agreement of the ICAO, different parts of the world 
therefore embarked on research and development of systems 
to supplement the original GPS constellation and enhance its 
features to attain the required performance standards. The 
system developed in Europe is EGNOS, which covers the 
whole of Europe and its immediate neighbours. 

EGNOS consists of three geostationary satellites, two 
spares, a network of 40 ground stations all over Europe and 
one control centre, the GSA Agency located in Prague. The 
service monitors both the GPS and Galileo systems, 
processing the relevant signals and transmitting a more 
accurate, stronger, more reliable, quality-assured signal to 
aircraft and other subscribing users within the 6 seconds 
acceptable for aeronautics applications. 

The system has been certified by EASA, the European 
Aviation Safety Agency. All new Airbus aircraft come fitted with 
it as standard, including the new Airbus A350. 

Other regions of the world are similarly equipped or in the 
process of acquiring equipment of this type: United States, 
Japan, India, Russia, China. 

On cooperation with Russia and China 
The Russian Global Navigation Satellite System 

(GLONASS) is technologically very different from GPS and 
Galileo, which made it pointless to cooperate over 
development.  

Conversely, in the early 2000s, Europe not only decided to 
cooperate with China, which was in need of technical support, 
but also signed a cooperation agreement. Unfortunately, the 
French authorities and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs then 
discovered that “chinese black boxes would not be used” on 
satellites, which signalled the end of this cooperation. 
Meanwhile, for this project, the Chinese had opened a factory 
near Beijing employing 10,000 people but were hamstrung by 
quality control issues they were unable to resolve.  

The Americans were also banned by their intelligence 
services from working with the Chinese for the same reasons.  
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