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Editorial
First published in July 2018

This editorial was written shortly before the 
19 June 2018 meeting of the Franco-German 
Council, during which the two governments 
were to discuss a number of controversial 
issues causing friction among Europeans, not 
least the migrant crisis, economic growth and 
various matters of defence and security still 
outstanding, despite the advent of the 
Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO). 

Over the past decade, the French and 
German governments have proved signally 
unable to use their combined strengths to 
drive European cooperation and create the 
momentum to bring their partners on board. 
With the election of pro-European Emmanuel 
Macron to the French presidency and the 
formation of a vast CDU/CSU-SPD coalition in 
Germany, under the slogan of “a new 
departure for Europe” and particularly citing 
the partnership with France, change seemed 
in the air. But, so far, the partnership continues 
to mark time. The Council meeting on 19 June 
is, therefore, a new chance for action. 
Expectations of the two governments are 
running high: they cannot afford to let Europe 
and its citizens down. 

France and Germany have both made 
efforts to rise to their respective challenges. 
After years of inaction, France has embarked 
on a series of reforms geared towards re-
establishing financial equilibrium and giving 
weight to its position on strengthening the 
Eurozone. Germany, for its part, has agreed to 
boost its defence efforts and to subscribe to 
the European Intervention Initiative proposed 
by France to the dozen or so States interested 
in greater European operational cooperation 
over defence to supplement a less than 
ambitious PESCO, the countries concerned 
being expected to officialise their participation 
in the Initiative by end June. France and 

Germany have also declared their intention of 
stepping up their arms cooperation, which 
would subsequently be extended to further 
countries along similar lines to the MALE 
drone now taking shape. Plans for developing 
the future air combat system spearheaded by 
the Franco-German duo, which involve more 
than just developing a new aircraft will, if 
successful, be vital for European defence. 
Airbus and Dassault have already signed an 
agreement on the project. 

France and Germany now need to forge 
ahead with proposals to put to their EU 
partners regarding potential solutions for 
enhancing crisis management in Europe. And 
there are so many issues requiring attention, 
not least migration (currently top of the 
agenda), durably boosting economic growth, 
reinforcing defence and security in Europe, 
B r e x i t ( a n d i t s s e e m i n g l y e n d l e s s 
negotiations), international crises (Ukraine, 
Middle East, etc.), at a time when major 
disagreements with our trans-Atlantic allies are 
creating new and further tensions. It is time to 
put an end to contradictory, even competitive, 
national policies, since it is only by pulling 
together at European level, including over tax 
and investment in defence and security, that 
we will be able to offer a humane, consistent 
and appropriate response to our latest 
challenges. 

The responsibilities weighing on France 
and Germany are enormous, since the 
success of the next European Council will be 
contingent on the outcome of their discussions 
on the above issues. 

Patrick Bellouard 
Major General (Engineer, retired), 
President of EuroDéfense-France
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There was a time when the fate of the world was decided in 
Europe. Yet today, Europe's fate is largely dependent on the 
rest of the world. The Second World War ruined the nations 
that previously dominated Europe and fuelled the emergence 
of new powers, a trend which was amplified by decolonisation 
and economic globalisation. Most experts agree that in the 21st 
century, the world's balance (and imbalance) will revolve 
around mega-states: the United States, China, India, Russia, 
Brazil, etc. with which even the most powerful European 
nations will find it increasingly difficult to compete for want of 
sufficient "critical mass". 

The nation-states of Europe must therefore unite, not only 
to prevent further in-fighting among themselves but also to 
enable them to continue to exert an influence over the world 
around them. The main question concerns the nature of this 
union, since its sole strength can only lie in unity of action. 
Faced with renewed Russian aggression, economic sanctions 
will only serve a useful purpose if they are continent-wide. 
Response to President Trump's neo-protectionism would have 
little effect if it were inconsistent because each European State 
had adopted its own approach. Finding the right way to assert 
and develop truly united European action is the challenge 
facing Europeans in all their diversity, especially with regard to 
security and defence. 

On this point, one of the paragraphs in the preamble to the 
Treaty of Lisbon gives vital insight into the political backdrop to 
the spirit of the European Union process. The signatories affirm 
that they are "...resolved to mark a new stage in the process of 
European integration undertaken with the establishment of 
the European communities... thereby reinforcing the European 
identity and its independence in order to promote peace, 
security and progress in Europe and in the world”. 

This would suggest that the case-by-case cooperation 
advocated by national sovereignists and others nostalgic for a 
bygone past would not be enough to meet the need for 
effective European defence and that greater integration is 
necessary. Application of the principle of integration to defence 
clearly begs the question of sovereignty and, more precisely, 
that of whether European countries are capable of exercising 
their sovereignty at two levels: national, where they have the 
resources to do so and European to achieve critical mass 
where necessary. 

Released last October, France's latest "Strategic Review" 
clearly refers to this obligation. It begins 
by reiterating the importance of our 
national strategic autonomy and by 
quoting the December 2016 decisions of 
the European Council, before stating 
(on page 58) that: "With the threats 
currently converging on Europe, the 
Europeans will need to be more 
committed to their own security and to 
w o r k t o w a r d s j o i n t s t r a t e g i c 
autonomy... European unity and the 

ability of Member States to exercise their responsibilities 
collectively in terms of security have long been one of France's 
priorities". 

Joint strategic autonomy, unity of action and 
integration clearly form an inseparable whole. The problem 
will be how to move from simple cooperation between nation-
states acting in juxtaposition to integration. For the moment, 
common European interests, as defined by intergovernmental 
structures, are the result of attempts to find common 
denominators among widely varying national interests, which 
considerably reduces their scope. Effective European defence 
should not be considered solely from a national perspective, 
since the strategic interests of the EU are more than just the 
sum total of the strategic interests of the individual Member 
States. (Think what would happen if American security interests 
were simply the sum of Californian, Texan and Virginian 
interests plus those of the other 47 states). It is therefore 
necessary for objectives, methods of action, operational and 
technical capability requirements to be defined at European 
level, these not replacing but supplementing national 
requirements and providing them with a logical framework. 

This need is, first and foremost, political and will be 
contingent on national citizens being made conscious and 
aware of Europe and its implications, so that they will think 
of the EU as a hive of solidarity, common and shared 
interests and as a political entity capable of providing 
them with greater protection and defence than anything 
their individual nations can achieve. For this reason, a real 
European Security and Defence White Paper is essential to 
highlight the links existing between national and EU defence. 
This should culminate in gradual convergence of the defence 
and security objectives and foreign policies of the European 
countries and in practical reinforcement of their solidarity. 

This is the way in which defence planning (capabilities) and 
operational cultures can be successfully given a European 
dimension. Greater Commission involvement in defence, 
creation of a European defence fund and the industrial 
implications of these developments, the permanent structured 
cooperation and the practical multinational undertakings called 
for by President Macron are all positive steps towards more 
effective European defence, but they are all coloured by how 
our fellow citizens perceive Europe’s interests. For European 
defence to exist, we will need to explain what Europe really 
means in easily understandable terms, not raising false hopes 
yet ensuring that our actions do not belie our words. 
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2017 will be remembered for the launch of bold new EU 
defence initiatives to boost collaborative capability planning, 
development and acquisition - the Coordinated Annual Review 
on Defence (CARD), the Permanent Structured Cooperation 
(PESCO), and the European Defence Fund (EDF). But 2018 
must be the year when the course is set for their successful 
implementation. Inventing new tools, however ground-breaking, 
is not enough. Equally crucial is how they are implemented and 
whether they deliver the expected results.  

CARD, PESCO and EDF must interlock and complement 
each other in a coherent and coordinated manner. Ultimately, 
they must lead to joint projects and output which genuinely 
respond to Member States’ capability priorities.  

The ambition must be to fill existing critical defence 
capability gaps in Europe and produce tangible, operational 
outcome in the form of an improved pool of forces and defence 
assets. This requires close cooperation with industry which 
must be innovative enough to develop the top notch 
capabilities required by our Member States’ Armed Forces, now 
and in the future. 

Hence the need for a coherent, capability and priority-driven 
and industry-supported implementation of all three initiatives.  

This is where the European Defence Agency (EDA) comes 
into play.  

As the secretariat for both CARD and PESCO (together 
with the European External Action Service, EEAS, and the EU 
Military Staff, EUMS) as well as a central operator for EU-
funded defence activities, the Agency is called to leverage its 
expertise and networks to ensure coherence, efficiency and a 
steady focus on capability priorities.  

EDA is prepared for this new task.  

As a result of the Agency’s Long Term Review launched in 
2016, Defence Ministers agreed in May 2017 to reinforce 
EDA’s mission statement, making it the main tool for 
intergovernmental capability prioritisation, the preferred support 
platform for capability development at EU level and central 
operator for EU-funded defence activities. This was a strong 
signal that Member States trust the Agency to play a central 
role in the new EU defence set-up making full use of its 
potential. Internally, staff and resources are shifting to adapt to 
new priorities, for instance with the setting up of a dedicated 
CARD team and a PESCO Task Force.  

What is EDA’s involvement in the new EU initiatives, and 
why does it matter? 

Start with CARD. The aim of the annual review, which is 
currently in a test phase, is to foster a gradual synchronisation 
and mutual adaptation of Member States’ national defence 
planning cycles and capability development practices, in the 
hope that this will lead to more systematic defence cooperation 
in Europe. For CARD to provide a realistic picture of Europe’s 
capability landscape, it is crucial to have the most up-to-date 
and detailed information possible collected from national MoDs 
on defence plans, including spending. The responsibility for the 
information gathering lies with EDA which, supported by the 
EUMS, is currently engaged in bilateral dialogues with Member 
States. Once collected, the information will be compiled by the 
Agency in a comprehensive CARD analysis report to Ministers 
that will include concrete recommendations for further defence 
cooperation. Lessons learned from the trial run will be 
incorporated into the first full CARD cycle scheduled to take 
place from 2019 to 2020.  

Directly linked to CARD is PESCO in which 25 EU Member 
States have so far decided to participate. For the first time ever, 
European MoDs are engaging in collaborative capability 

Page !3

March 2018
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development projects based on ambitious and binding 
commitments. Here too, EDA acts as a secretariat with a 
supporting role at various levels.  

First, in close cooperation with the EUMS, it serves as a 
platform where PESCO nations can identify, assess and 
consolidate possible projects. It was in this context and at the 
request of Member States that the Agency supported the 
assessment of the first set of 17 PESCO projects formally 
approved by Ministers on 6 March. EDA’s input at an early 
stage of project assessment helps to ensure there is no 
unnecessary duplication with existing initiatives, also in other 
institutional contexts, such as NATO. This is crucial because 
we want and need to move away from a culture of duplication 
of efforts to more interoperability.  

Second, EDA can support the practical PESCO project 
implementation, at the request of Member States. This role is 
particularly well suited to the Agency as PESCO’s two-layer 
approach is similar to the project governance structure in EDA: 
Member States have full control of the project content, with the 
Agency serving participating nations as a facilitator and service 
provider.  

Thirdly, EDA will play a leading role in the annual 
assessment of PESCO nations' contributions and respect of 
the binding commitments undertaken.  

The practical implementation of the European Defence 
Fund also relies to a large extent on EDA both in the research 
and capability domains. The ‘research window’ of the Fund will 
benefit from the lessons already learnt from the ongoing Pilot 
Project and the Preparatory Action on Defence Research, both 
managed and implemented by the Agency (with a European 
Commission mandate). As regards the Fund’s ‘capability 
window’ EDA is already called to play a key upstream role in 
contributing to the work plan of the European Defence 
Industrial Development Programme (EDIDP) and supporting 
Member States in preparing and highlighting the value of 
projects they intend to propose for financial support. As a 
result, the role will involve strong synergies with the Agency’s 
prioritisation support role in PESCO and CARD, closing the 
circle. 

The circle would not be fully closed, however, without 
recalling the overarching role and importance of the Capability 
Development Plan (CDP) which remains the baseline of 
European collaborative capability development. The CDP 
priorities jointly defined by Member States must guide the 
outcome of CARD, PESCO and the EDF, not the other way 
around.  Entrusted by Member States, EDA is pivotal in the 
current CDP revision set to be approved in June.       

Making full use of the Agency, as called for in the EU Global 
Strategy, is thus indispensable to carry forward all new EU 
defence initiatives. This was recognized by the Council last 
November when it asked the Agency “to further support the 
coherent development of the European capability landscape, 
considering also the link between CARD, PESCO and the 
European Defence Fund”.  

In doing so, EDA will keep in mind the capabilities that 
Member States require to meet the level of ambition that Heads 
of States and Government want for the EU.  This is what 
CARD, PESCO and the EDF will be measured against. 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Mesdames et Messieurs les autorités civiles et militaires,  
Chers amis, 
Quel plaisir et quel honneur de me retrouver parmi vous ce 

matin dans cette belle ville de Calgary au pied des Montagnes 
Rocheuses. Bien sûr, j’aurais pu continuer à m’adresser à vous 
en « Français » de France pour vous faire écouter ce bel 
accent qui est le nôtre … tout comme j’ai plaisir depuis mon 
arrivée à entendre le vôtre, ce bel accent « Français » du 
Canada.  
Il m’est en effet familier car je l’ai côtoyé, il y a maintenant 28 
ans, lorsque j’étais à Toronto au Collège des Forces 
Canadiennes. 

But I was told that I should address my speech in English, 
so you’ll have to do with my Franco-English accent - sorry for 
that! 

It is an honor and an immense pleasure to be here with you 
this morning. Though I must admit that it’s rather unusual for 
me to be up so early to give a speech!  
So I really do feel sorry for you all - unless this is a normal habit 
in Calgary - but to be up and ready by 5 a.m. on a weekend is 
surely strange to most.  
For me, it is also quite a challenge as I am the one that is 
preventing you from having your breakfast and quite a good 
one if I can judge by the look of it!  

To carry on along those lines, I must admit that I was 
puzzled - to say the least - when I got a phone call from 
George Brookman a few weeks ago. Just imagine the look in 
the eyes of my wife when I told her that George was asking me 
to come for a breakfast … a breakfast on a bridge? … a 
breakfast on a bridge some 7.600 km (4.800 miles) away from 
home? 
Was this real or just a joke? 

But rather soon in the conversation with George, I got the real 
sense of all of this and I must say that I was impressed and 
thrilled by the motivation of this gathering.  

Having served in the French Armed Forces for nearly 42 
years - one third of which as a General Officer - having been 
deployed on many occasions (Central and Eastern Africa, 
Middle East, Iraq, Afghanistan, Balkans, etc) I have time and 
again seen the impact of war on soldiers and on their families.  

I know too well that those men and women deserve all of 
our awareness, encouragement and support - not only that of 
the Military Institution and Ministries of Defence and Veterans’ 
Affairs - but also of civilian entities - that are able to deliver 
month after month and year after year the kind of mental and 
physical rehabilitation support that they deserve in order to get 
back to some type of a “normal civilian life”. 
So, may I address my warmest appreciation to all you who are 
here today on this Bridge and who devote some of your time to 
that noble cause. 

A “Breakfast on a Bridge” to commemorate the end of the 
First World War - or the “Great War” as it was called then.  
But a “Breakfast on a Bridge” to also look at the current 
geopolitical situation in the world in order to look ahead and 
imagine what could/needs to be done. 

Voici le “menu” de mon intervention. 
As a Frenchman, let me start by expressing my deepest 

appreciation to all those Canadians deployed in Europe from 
1914 to 1918 - hundreds of thousands of young men and 
women who crossed the Atlantic Ocean and fought in Belgium, 
Northern France, the Pas de Calais and the Somme.  

Hardly any were “professional soldiers” yet in just a few 
weeks they were confronted with artillery fires, snipers, 
machine guns, poison gas, bitter cold, mud, diseases … and a 
war that seemed never to end.  
But at sea, in the air or on the ground, Canadian militaries 
showed to the world that they were to be respected for their 
bravery and for their military effectiveness. 

Today, on this bridge - with such a nice setting - in a country 
like Canada - and the same would apply to France as a matter 
of fact - in a country that seems at peace in 2018 - well it is 
hard to imagine what this “Great War” was all about. 
The men and women underwent a series of terrible physical 
and emotional experiences: being helpless while suffering 
“artillery bombardment” or when they had to “fix bayonets” 
before “going over the top”. Definitely a terrifying experience! 

We, the French, owe gratitude to your national leaders of 
the day who stepped away from the idea of “isolationism” and 
decided that yes it was Canada’s responsibility to be “fully” 
engaged notably alongside Britain and France. This meant 
building up an Expeditionary Corps and taking all the 
necessary steps so that it could be deployed progressively.  

It meant at one point making hard decisions in relation to 
Conscription… hard decisions just like some nations in Europe 
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 Remembrance of the 1918 armistice
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have recently made as was the case for Lithuania in Spring 
2015 or Sweden in January 2018. 

So we owe gratitude to your leadership for its vision.  
But we also owe gratitude to those who were put in harm’s way 
and fought bravely.  

Like those of the 1st Canadian Division who were deployed 
in April 1915 in the area of Ypres. Despite of losing 50% of its 
men, they managed to win back terrain after facing the first use 
of chemical agents (chlorine) by the German Troops. 

I admit I have difficulty in imagining how it was in those 
times.  

Of course, they had no Facebook, nor Twitter or WhatsApp 
but surely enough news did manage to get home and yet 
throughout 1915, 1916, 1917 and 1918 you continued to 
deploy troops to the battle field a world away over the seas as 
“l’arrière tenait” as we say in French. The “rear” was holding … 
despite the casualties and the not so visible gain in terrain. 

Courcellette, la Crête de Vimy, the offensives sur Ypres, 
Passchendaele, Amiens, Cambrai, all those names ring a bell 
to us Frenchmen and to those who know their Canadian history 
during the “Great War”. Those were moments where your 
soldiers showed how brave and - just as important - how 
efficient they were and the same applied to your sailors or 
airmen.  
From Sir Arthur Currie to Francis Pegahmagabow with the 
Flying Ace Billy Bishop or the medic Michael O’Rourke or Vince 
Coleman in Halifax - Canadian troops showed skills, 
engagement and courage.  

All those names … Vimy, Amiens, Cambrai … also ring a 
bell with me as I was stationed in Northern France for quite 
some time.  

It is only when you go at a Memorial such as the Canadian 
Memorial of Vimy Ridge that you get a sense of what the reality 
was in the early 20th century and of the impact this war had on 
the young generation of a country like Canada.   

Yes, but at what price? 
Out of the 650,000 Canadians who were engaged in the 

“Great War” - 650,000 that’s nearly one-half  the population of 
Calgary today - 66,000 died and 180.000 were wounded. 
Nearly 250,000 casualties - one in three.  
Yes, because at war “wounded” means “Gueule Cassée”- 
amputation - shellshock - PTSD Post Traumatic Stress 
Disorder even if they were not called that way then … in any 
case, a life and a family that would never be the same. 

So with a population of 8 million in 1918, Canada paid an 
immense contribution to helping restore peace in Europe 
during the First World War.  

Very respectfully - allow me to pause for a second in honor 
of all those from Canada who lost their lives on my beloved 
French soil, my homeland.  
Merci à eux. Leur sacrifice ne fut pas vain. 

Before I move on to the second part of my speech, I would 
like to read part of Canadian Lt Col (Doctor) John McCrae’s 
poem “Au champ d’Honneur” or “In Flanders Fields”  

A vous jeunes désabusés,  
A vous de porter l’oriflamme  
Et de garder au fond de l’âme  
Le goût de vivre en liberté.  

Acceptez le défi, sinon  
Les coquelicots se faneront  
Au champ d’honneur. 
Written in 1915 - at a time when uncertainty was around 

and victory was still far away - this poem is an appeal to stick to 
values despite risks. 

And finally, let me also read this poem of “Mother Canada”: 
Dear Son - I think of you every moment 
The pain of your absence fills the very core of my being 
Never again …  will I hear your laughter 
Never again …  will I see your dark eyes 
Never again …. 
Today like so many mothers who have lost their child 
I remain … inconsolable 
It would be stating the obvious to say that this could apply 

to the current situation as peace is not around and challenges 
are numerous. 

Of course after 1918 everyone was saying “Never Again”!  
Yet it did happen and it did so only 21 years later and in 

what a way! 
Again, during the Second World War, Canadians fought 

alongside its allies for the values we believe in. From 
September 1939, even before the United States, to September 
1945, Canada was involved in this war. It would be unfair not to 
recall the bravery of Canadian soldiers: the Dieppe raid, the 
battle of the Atlantic, the Italian campaign, Juno Beach and the 
Liberation of the Netherlands. 

After the horrors of World War II, we then thought it would 
not happen a third time. It nearly occurred. 

My generation was fortunate enough to live for most of its 
time in a “Cold War Scenario”. A horrible scenario, should war 
be declared, with numerous tactical nuclear weapons and 
lethal gas spreading all over Europe. But it fortunately did not 
occur and, with the fall of the Iron Curtain, most were speaking 
of “Peace Dividends”. 

Well at this point let me recall a personal experience.  
As said, I was in Canada at that time (1989-1990) - at the 
CFCSC Canadian Forces Command & Staff College in Toronto 
- with a majority of Canadian colleagues but also a few 
Europeans and others coming from the States or Australia. We 
happened to be on a field trip to Europe, visiting some of the 
NATO deployments Canada had there in The Netherlands, 
Belgium and in West Germany when the Berlin Wall fell. It was 
very impressive to be there at that time but just as interesting to 
see unfold those events from the “other side of the pond”.  
And there comes one of the biggest lessons I have ever had: a 
lecture in Toronto by a Canadian historian. He started to 
explain the reasons for the fall of the Iron Curtain … but then 
carried on and predicted what was to occur in the Balkans and 
more precisely the outcome of war as it was to happen in 1991 
and for ten years in Slovenia, Croatia, BiH, in Serbia, 
Montenegro, Kosovo and in Macedonia.  

As we all know, “Peace Dividends” were a delusion. 
What occurred in Bosnia Herzegovina, the invasion of 

Kuwait, Rwandan genocide, later on Kosovo, 9/11 in the 
States, Afghanistan, Boko-Haram in Nigeria, ethnic cleansing in 
the Central African Republic, piracy activity off the coast of 
Somalia, the invasion of Crimea, the destabilisation of Mali, the 
numerous and horrific attacks in Madrid & Barcelona, London & 
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Manchester, Boston, Bali & Bombay, Lahore & Peshawar, 
Moscow & Beslan, Istanbul & Ankara, Sharm el-Cheikh, 
Amman, Nairobi, Brussels, Saint-Jean-sur-Richelieu, Ottawa, 
Quebec, Toronto, Edmonton & Orlando, Berlin, Paris, Nice, 
Toulouse… yes the world could be in better shape. 

And your country Canada - like mine France - is very well 
aware of the need to be engaged.  
In modern times it does this just like it did during the “Great 
War” knowing that staying on the side-lines is not an option and 
would not be understood by future generations. 
   ***** 

A “Breakfast on the Bridge” to commemorate the end of the 
“Great War” but also to look at the current geopolitical situation 
in the world.  

Well in a nutshell I would say that the feeling in Europe and 
more specifically in France is that “war is back and impacts our 
homes - every home”. 

This is clearly mentioned in our 2017 strategic review by 
President Macron when he said that “Islamic terrorism, which 
has hit our country, is spreading to new regions despite our 
military successes. On the international stage, the threat of a 
major conflict is once again a possibility. Assertive powers and 
authoritarian regimes are emerging or re-emerging, while 
multilateralism appears to be giving way to the rule of force. 
Aggressive behaviors are becoming more frequent in 
cyberspace, with potentially dire consequences.”  

For me - let me first say a few things that are dear to my 
heart. 

- We Europeans — whether from North or South and from 
East or West — know how much we owe you for your 
engagement in both World Wars but also value your 
contribution to make the Iron Curtain fall. Merci. 
- After the horrific attacks in New York and DC on 9/11, I 

was very proud that my nation France - alongside Canada 
and a few others - engaged militarily in Afghanistan for what 
was going to be a hard and difficult war and a complicated 
stabilisation force.   
- There again NATO played a crucial role through provision 

of interoperability (mindsets, procedures, equipment) but 
also as a forum to discuss military issues at the political level 
and in a forum that allowed partner nations to come 
alongside us. 
- Finally, Canada plays a specific and important role in the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and for 
peacekeeping. In NATO, you not only bring a very useful 
second North American perspective to issues that we are 
collectively facing but you also have shown that you are not 
shy and indeed do commit.  
You are currently leading a NATO battlegroup in Latvia 

whereas France is engaged in Lithuania. You are involved in 
Ukraine and Iraq in assisting our partners with military 
training. This summer you will also send helicopters to the 
MINUSMA in Mali, a country where France is engaged with 
its Operation Barkhane. We deeply value this decision 
reminiscent of Canadian engagement in peacekeeping since 
the 1950s. In other words, you are a reliable member and this 
brings value to your words. And as for France, my nation has 
shown time and again that UN and NATO are considered as 
important entities in which we invest thoroughly. 

- But yet, NATO is not the magic tool that can solve all 
issues. For as effective as it is - and it is very effective in 
military terms, as I can testify - so as effective as it is - it 
relies on “political consensus of the 29 nations”.  
Well, needless to say that this is currently not a given!  
- I am not into politics but have heard loudly and clearly 

what was said at the G7 - or G6+1 meeting - and in the 
corridors or the aftermath of that meeting. I recall President 
Macron’s support to Prime Minister Trudeau after a series of 
Tweets from who you know. I recall the French-Canadian 
statement highlighting that France and Canada maintain a 
solid relationship founded on common values, which are 
liberty, democracy, respect of human rights and the primacy 
of the rule of law. And I noted that in the area of defence, 
France and Canada have decided to hold a Franco-
Canadian Defence Cooperation Council meeting, at 
ministerial level, by the end of 2018. 
- I also recall earlier in the week, Angela Merkel recent 

speech in Aix-la-Chapelle, Germany. Quote “It is no longer 
such that the United States simply protects us, but Europe 
must take its destiny in its own hands, that is the task of the 
future” Unquote. In other words Europe can no longer rely on 
the US to “protect” it. 
- My take is that President Macron is fully in agreement 

while - on a military basis - putting a four pillar approach to 
French, European and NATO security issues: 

• First, French strategic autonomy remains a key 
objective of our defence policy due to its impact on our 
sovereignty and freedom of action. 
• Secondly, France backs the European Union’s goal to 

work towards a shared strategic autonomy as highlighted in 
the EU Global Strategy of 2016. 
• A third pillar is NATO. France strongly supports NATO’s 

renewed investment in collective defence (Article 5 of the 
Treaty) as reflected in the decisions adopted in the 
summits in Wales (2014) and Warsaw (2016). Furthermore 
France considers the USA as a fundamental partner, due to 
the convergence of defence and security interests and the 
strength of existing operational and intelligence ties. 
• Finally, President Macron has put forward the idea of an 

“Initiative Européenne d’Intervention”. It aims at creating a 
club of countries from Europe eager to plan and if need be 
to act in a decisive manner. It is about planning, exchanges 
of personnel and change of mindsets without investing in 
new structures nor competing with NATO or the EU. A 
potential “coalition of the willing” if you want for those 
Member States eager and capable. 
- So there are different means to react to a challenge - I 

will come back to this in a moment - but let me move 
backwards a moment in order to recall some of the 
reasoning behind EU Defence.  
• Let us just recall the years 1992 to 1995. 3 years of war in 

Bosnia-Herzegovina, 3 years of genocide, mass murder, 
civil war, humiliation of UN Forces who were not under 
Chapter 7. 

• After all those years and European States’ failure to take 
action, the USA became engaged and NATO forces were 
called upon in order to restore peace for the population. 

• This led to an important meeting in Saint Malo in 1998. A 
UK - FR Head of State and Government meeting for they 
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felt humiliated by Europeans’ inability to deal with an issue 
at their border. At that meeting, UK and FR decided to 
establish autonomous military means for the European 
Union. First a political forum (for Ministers and 
Ambassadors) and second a military expertise body (with 
the Chiefs of Defence). EU Defence was - and still is -
about being able to assess and decide politically on 
defence and security issues and nothing else. 

• Now where is EU Defence after 20 or so years? Still in the 
making of course but also very active: 5 operations were 
launched recently (Sahel Region, Central Africa, Eastern 
Africa, Mediterranean Sea) - profound enhancement of 
NATO-EU relations at all levels - an EU Global Strategy 
that is in its implementation phase (coordinated annual 
review on defence, a European Defence investment fund, 
enhancement of EU-NATO cooperation in the area of 
Mobility thus reinforcing NATO’s reassurance measures in 
which Canada takes part). 

• At this stage - and as an aside - let me give some 
thoughts on BREXIT. What impact do I see BREXIT 
having on NATO military command structure or on EU’s 
ability to operate? 

• On NATO I consider it will have no impact as PM 
Theresa May has said time and again that UK is 
leaving EU but not Europe. So the UK’s commitment 
to NATO is for me a given. 

• In terms of the EU - we will lose a permanent 
Member of the UN Security Council, we will lose a 
skillful Foreign Office and a robust Ministry of 
Defence, we will also lose an efficient intelligence 
gathering capacity. So it will not be without an effect 
for the EU but this can and will be overcome. 
Furthermore one should take into consideration Mrs 
May’s announcement last year in Munich that she 
was eager to have very strong ties with the EU in 
defence and security areas. 

• As for FR-UK ties in the defence and security domain 
they are and will remain robust as highlighted in 
numerous recent meetings between T. May and E. 
Macron and a fortnight ago in Singapore during the 
Shangri-La Dialogue by our two Ministers of Defence.  

So after these few ideas on NATO, EU and France’s vision -
and before coming to my conclusion -, let me give you my take 
as to where our European nations are heading. 

Building on the last few years I was in Brussels in my 
capacity of Chairman of 28 chiefs of Defence and as advisor to 
Lady Ashton and then to Federica Mogherini I can testify that: 

- If, in the early 2000s, after the fall of the Iron Curtain, 
focus was put on social and economic growth in what was 
seen as a “prosperous and peaceful world” 
- If, in 2008, the economic crisis badly hit our societies 
- Then the last few years have been a real “wake-up call” 

in Europe: 
- War has moved to our front door with DAESH (Islamic 

State in Iraq and Syria or the Levant) - AQMI (Al Qaeda in 
the Islamic Maghreb) - AQPA (Al Qaeda in the Arabian 
Peninsula) and others hitting the very heart of our societies. 
- Massive migration from troubled spots either excluded 

from economic growth or challenged by war and genocides 
tend to challenge our societies. 

- Russian actions in Georgia, Crimea, Donbass - or its 
attitude after the MH17 downing over Ukraine - raise 
concerns, to say the least, amongst many Member States. 
- This led to military conscription being brought back in 

some of our countries (Lithuania & Sweden), in some nations 
it led to new exercises tailored for Reserve Forces (Finland, 
Estonia), in many it led to the rise of budget allocation in 
terms of Defence spending. 
- But, for all, it clearly signaled that answers to challenges 

will rely first on each individual nation’s ability to act (how do 
you convince others that a little green man is an outsider), 
second it will rely on the special partnerships nations will 
have built (bilateral groupings) and finally it will rely on the 
best adequate grouping such as NATO, EU or a coalition of 
the willing.  
To summarize my thoughts, let me say that faced with so 

many challenges from the east or the south, with war coming 
from the front line (as it was in 1918) to our front door (as it is 
now in 2018), with new challenges coming from a globalised 
world, … Well, European countries are eager to enhance their 
strategic autonomy. 

- Without building an EU Federal State or an EU Army. 
- But in order to have the ability to assess, evaluate, 

decide when faced with challenges and global issues for 
which they consider it wise or necessary to act as 28 (soon 
27). 
- Taking into consideration that the defence of Europe -

territorial defence - as such relies on NATO and not solely on 
the EU. 
Challenged European States want to raise their solidarity as 

they have the strong belief that, individually, they can seldom 
react efficiently in the long run. And, in a globalised world, they 
are also eager to work hand in hand with partners - historical 
and trustworthy partners - such as Canada. 
   ***** 

In conclusion let me first reiterate the pleasure and honor I 
have to be with you today.  
It has been and will continue to be a very special day for me, 
merci beaucoup.  

But let me also pay, once more, tribute to all those in this 
audience who dedicate some of their time or resources to 
helping soldiers affected by PTSD and other service related 
injuries or disabilities. What is done in that respect at the 
Military Family Resource Center in Calgary is remarkable.  

Ladies and Gentlemen, France knows what it owes to your 
soldiers who came across and France remembers Canada’s 
contribution in national treasure to the Liberation of France and 
Europe, specifically in the Great War but also in the Second 
World War.  

On a more personal note, let me pay tribute to all the men 
and women of the Armed Forces of Canada who have fought 
or who are currently fighting for their country across the world 
and often with the French Armed forces. 
I have frequently been side-by-side with them and on each of 
those occasions I have always appreciated their proficiency 
and comradeship.    

Merci pour votre attention et longue vie à l’amitié entre la 
France et votre merveilleux pays, le Canada. Vive l’amitié 
franco-canadienne. 
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Europe has ceased to be the stuff of dreams. What can we 
do to give it a new lease of life, a new vision, renewed 
enthusiasm? Besides, in Europe, what exactly does being 
English, German or Italian really mean? What is the position of 
these nationalities in relation to authority, the Law, money, 
religion, culture and defence? It may be cliched but the 
common saying whereby, if you want to carry out a project with 
the British, you need to tell them "how much", with the 
Germans, you have to tell them "how", with the French, you 
have to tell them "why", contains more than an element of truth. 
The British are empowered by a strong sense of self-belief. 
Insularity further reinforces their feeling of being different. For 
them, it is return on investment that matters most. The United 
Kingdom is not seeking a solution to its problems "in" Europe, 
but within itself.  
The French, on the other hand, need to understand where they 
are heading. France is a country of abstract, rational and 
logical thought. Yet too much critical thinking on its part can 
result in self-denial, threatening a fragile sense of national 
identity. 
For the Germans, management is fact-oriented and requires 
the full support of the teams. German national identity is at 
present strong, which enables the country to commit fully to 
Europe without fear of identity loss. Germany has made the 
necessary reforms to meet the Maastricht criteria. No matter 
how powerful the dream, therefore, Europe cannot be 
constructed against the will of the Nation states.  

There is, of course, a strong analogy between the 
Nation and the Individual, since human beings are at the 
centre of all.    

Individuals develop within their families, as well as in 
interaction with a series of intermediate groups. This process 
culminates in the formation of specific nations, each with its 
own history and identity. How can these differences be 
understood and experienced? We should perhaps look a stage 
further. Europe is first and foremost a civilisation, the product of 
a fruitful encounter between Jerusalem, Athens and Rome, 
between the Religion of the Bible, the Reason of the Greeks 
and the Laws of the Romans. This "matrix" proved so liberating 
that it had a universal impact. Seen from the outside, Europe 
remains a dream of peace, prosperity and social protection. 
There is a remarkable book entitled "Europe, the Roman Road" 
by Rémi Brague, which demonstrates that Europe has the 
specific ability to absorb and assimilate everything arriving from 
outside. Europe, or rather "Europeans", are not defined by 
geographical, linguistic, national or religious criteria, but their 
desire to apply the principles of logic and rationality in all their 
universality. Europe is perceived as a continent based on 
reason and therefore responsible for spreading or even 
imposing the principles of reason. For Erasmus, the spirit of 
Europe was a combination of freedom of thought, tolerance, a 
state commensurate with the needs of its citizens and the 
protection of the weak.  

Hence, if it is reason that has made Europe what it is, then 
the crisis of reason is also the crisis of Europe, where reason is 
no more than a simple value (among others). This leads to 

nihilism, paving the way for totalitarianism and nationalism, and 
is the explanation for the monstrous and irrational "30-year 
war", in other words the period from 1914 to 1944 and its 
extension through to 1989. 
• The Great War was a crime against fraternity. The 

Europeans, having rejected God the Father, no longer 
respected each other as brothers in Christianity, identifying 
themselves entirely, and idolatrously, with their respective 
Nation states. It was tragic to see how the Germans and the 
French left for the front in 1914, calling on God on behalf of 
their Nations. It was a way of denying others their identity 
as Sons of God and therefore as Men, to the point of 
seeking mutual annihilation.  

• Between 1939 and 1945 the Second World War extended 
European suicide to the whole world, by introducing 
totalitarian ideologies, a fully-fledged product of rationality 
transformed into nihilism, targeting destruction, racial or 
social, and seeking to simulate, replace and thereby 
eliminate the spirit itself. This was as much the hallmark of 
Communism as of Nazism, with the demise of 
transcendence. It was directly linked to the tragic 
extermination of the People of the Promise who conveyed 
to the world that God is God, like it or not. 

In 1945, two patterns emerged: 
- firstly, the approach based on laws, that of Habermas, of 

standards offering a way ahead, 
- and then that of reconciliation, of acknowledgement, that of 

Paul Ricoeur, centred around memory and forgiveness, 
reminding us that, as people, we count for more than our 
deeds. 
This was a triumph in itself, with peace, the rule of law, 

freedom and reconciliation prevailing over the deadly logic of 
retaliation.  It is five centuries since the world has experienced 
a period of peace as long as that dating from 1945. At its 
fulcrum is naturally the friendship between France and 
Germany. Yet Europe is beginning to become ”blurred”, as it 
has no universal logic on which to base itself.  All that remains 
for the politicians is to focus on what they think they understand 
and what they believe they can control: finance and a 
production-driven economy.  By taking this as the basis for its 
development, Europe is at risk of making the mistake of letting 
itself drift into becoming an unstable conglomerate of states, 
not even Nation states. Nowadays, Europe is certainly a 
community of interests, largely a community of values but in no 
way a community that shares the same hopes and dreams. 
There is a certain taboo with regard to national identity 
following the traumas of Nazism and decolonisation.  Many are 
distrustful of the potentially lethal nature of the concept of 
“identity”, with the risk that it could become the sole preserve of 
the anti-Europeans. Yet, threatened identities are still looking 
for religious, ethnic or nationalist affiliations.  

Europe is unity in diversity, with each nation being a 
combination of specific personal, cultural, economic and 
political factors. Europe also has to be defined from a dual 
spiritual perspective: biblical and Hellenic.  
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It has to be admitted that, historically, Europe’s rational 
dimension may be essentially ascribed to the Christian 
revelation, which made fundamental distinctions between 
politics and religion. If René Girard was able to talk about 
Christianity as the religion that marked the “exit from religion”, it 
is because Christianity was the first to make such a radical 
disconnection between the two:  
"Give back to Caesar what is Caesar's and to God what is 
God’s!" - Caesar is perfectly legitimate in his order, but he is no 
more than Caesar. 

We need to look to other cultures, especially Asian, to 
understand the difference between the simple but vital notion of 
person in relation to that of the individual.  In a country like 
China, this concept of the “person” is completely unknown.  

There are therefore fundamental differences between 
politics and religion, between reason and faith, between 
atheism and belief in God. These, and many others, even go to 
show that Europe owes its rejection of Christianity to this vital 
distinction possible only via the Christian revelation.  European 
atheism is one of the direct derivatives of the Christian culture. 
If we fail to take account of the anthropological, social and 
cultural implications of the Christian revelation, the particular 
vision of a person’s dignity, the concept of freedom and its 
relationship with truth, and the acknowledgement of solidarity 
and subsidiarity, it is hard to know what is meant by the word 
“Europe”! 

In other words, Christianity has a duty with regard to the 
construction of Europe. To quote Régis Debray’s words 
legitimising transcendence, it is necessary to turn a pile into a 
whole. In a way, religious freedom emerges as a defining 
feature of European identity. It is an objective expression of the 
individual’s relation to something greater than him or herself, to 
“God”, and of his or her relationship with others, i.e. other 
human beings. Human beings are deemed to be religiously 
free and therefore belonging neither to a religion, nor to a State 
nor to a social group, but to the transcendence within them, 
whatever the name this may take or be given. Other religions 
do not tolerate this, nor do those states that aspire to be 
empires, nor do certain ideologies. Ultimately, if freedom is a 
matter of religious freedom, as the quintessential freedom of 
conscience, if Europe wishes to continue to stake an exclusive 
claim to Human Rights, then it will be unable to survive without 
religious freedom, without due acknowledgement of its 
Christian, but also Jewish roots, since we are the outright heirs 
of the first biblical Revelation.  

At the centre of the world, Europe has given a universal 
dimension to the only system of values still in force since the 
fall of the USSR. The world is full of European ideas that have 
gone haywire, leaving in their wake the tragedy of colonisation 
and decolonisation, tainted with a sense of humiliation felt by 
many in both the East and the South. 

Both democratic regimes and market economies need a 
moral culture acceptable to all and rooted in logically 
perceivable truths about man and society, if democracy and 
market forces are to enable mankind to attain true fulfilment. 
With John Paul II, it was clear that Europe was gripped by 
spiritual unease, a vague sense of existential confusion 
embodied by major cultural, anthropological, ethical and 
spiritual uncertainty.  

Ultimately, the most striking thing is Europe’s inability to 
ensure its own future in the most basic sense of the term, 
namely demographically. Between the high pressures of 
Africa’s booming population and the low pressures of Europe’s 
declining growth, something is going to have to give. 

Which brings us to the vital question of what can be done? 
Of course, there is no absolute answer. At the heart of the 
problem lies a contemporary culture plagued by a form of 
nihilism which tends to suggest that, in Europe, the 21st century 
will be a period alternating somewhere between “being” and 
“nothingness”. We are all familiar with the following quotation 
(ascribed to André Malraux): “The 21st century will be spiritual, 
religious or it will not be”. On this point, there is nothing more 
enlightening than to read the writings of John Paul II, Benedict 
XVI or Pope Francis, all urging Europe to wake up, go back its 
roots, rediscover its sense of transcendence, if it does not wish 
to end up in a form of barren old age. For want of European 
awareness, we are rushing headlong towards disintegration. As 
Philippe Herzog, a man devoted to the European cause, once 
said: “European civilisation existed before the individual 
national civilisations”. 

The issue of relations with other people is also vital, 
especially with the most vulnerable among them. The situation 
is dramatic when Human Rights are thought of solely as my 
rights and democracy as the management of my particular 
interests. The real issue is the need to respect the smallest, the 
weakest, the poorest, in other words children. Does my 
freedom give me the right to take away someone’s life, or 
deprive someone of their father or mother? 

All of which begs the question of the common good, which 
is much more than the sum of the individual good. The 
challenge is that of making people central to work, the 
economy and finance. It is about acknowledging others and the 
transcendence imposed through their eyes.  

It is also important to realise that my personal interests are 
not the only horizon in my life but that they have to be weighed 
against the interests of those around me, in a two-way 
exchange that signals my humanity. It also involves working for 
the good of all, in a humanitarian spirit of body and mind, 
justice and peace, immanence and transcendence, in 
recognition of the inevitable reality of our world. Love is the 
world’s only true force, the love which makes me turn towards 
to those given me as brothers, accepting my very real 
weakness, my extreme poverty and that of the person facing 
me, and extending a helping hand to my fellow man. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Q1:  Could you say a few words about solidarity, in particular 
solidarity among nations? 

Solidarity is fundamental, not only among Europe’s citizens, 
but also among states, generations, etc. For over thirty years 
we have been stockpiling deficits in truly scandalous fashion! 
Do you realise that the 1982-1983 pension reform has never 
been funded? Our children and grandchildren will have to foot 
the bill. 

I remember being struck by a talk given by Jacques Attali in 
1990 in Rome, when he said that “our generation has reached 
the stage where it can only hope that scientific and 
technological progress will enable us to cope with the damage 
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caused by science and technology in the last few generations.” 
We are all as irresponsible as each other. We are destroying 
the Earth’s natural resources. We ourselves are creating 
unfairness on a global scale, which is a tragedy in itself. 

Similarly, the way some big international corporations are 
literally plundering our planet is quite startling. In his encyclical 
“Laudato si”, Pope Francis reminded us that we live in a system 
based on personal and financial interest, with completely 
ludicrous rates of return on investment, a system that exploits 
the weakest and poorest. First there is nature, which is unable 
to defend itself directly when we fell trees, and then it is 
humans that suffer, the poorest and most vulnerable on the 
planet. 

Peace is the outcome of justice. There is no justice without 
peace as there is no peace without justice. 
We live in a world where the inequalities have never been so 
great. And the gap continues to widen inexorably, starting in our 
own countries. 

There are those who benefit from this system, others who 
have been left behind. It is as if we were even denying them 
the right to their dignity. Some, therefore, easily fall prey to 
eschatological influences, for example the ideas peddled by 
extremist groups in the name of Islam. 
Solidarity is therefore absolutely essential, if not vital. It is in 
this aspect of fraternity that I recognise the Other as my 
Brother. 

The situation remains, however, very hopeful, in that the 
human heart is constantly inhabited by the best. For each new 
generation, achieving the best is a constant aspiration. 

But the worst can never be dismissed. The vital questions 
about the meaning of life, death and human dignity never go 
away. 

While, in the greater scope of history, it may be just a blip, 
the United Kingdom’s decision to leave the European Union is 
clearly an indication of just where selfishness can lead. Britain’s 
inevitable failure will serve to demonstrate the importance of 
solidarity, especially in today and tomorrow’s turbulent times. 

Q2:  I would like to address the subject of European defence. 
We have made some progress this year, clearly because of the 
increasingly visible or pressing nature of the threat. This has 
culminated in a desire for strategic autonomy. But, in reality, 
Member States each have their own personal interpretation of 
what this means. Do you think that, with this concept, we are 
on the right track? 

The more I learn about defence, the more I am impressed 
by the thinking capabilities of our Armies! Here at the École 
Militaire, France’s Military Academy, it is quite fantastic: people 
are thinking all the time. Soldiers and officers are among the 
Nation’s entities that think the most, are prepared to reskill, 
challenge the status quo. It is obvious that we need to adopt a 
European perspective, but autonomy must not lead to isolation. 
There are some major issues, such as water and the climate, 
which make a mockery of European regulations. 

We desperately need develop a European conscience. Yet 
we also need holistic reflection, universal thinking, and this is 
one of the contributions that France can make, because as a 
nation we like to think and are good at quality thinking. There is 
also all that Christianity can contribute. Life on the planet has to 
be more than just a collection of separate autonomies. 

Strategic autonomy is therefore one part of this holistic 
vision, but it also demands a broader vision, in particular a 
vision of mankind. 

Q3: You mentioned Christianity in the European collective 
imagination. It so happens that, at the eastern borders of 
Europe, there is a vast neighbouring country, which is 
Christian, and European in part, but whose vision of Christianity 
is a little different to ours. In a nutshell, is the patriarch who 
looks after the soul and the “neo-tsar” who looks after the body. 
Yet, if there is to be peace in Europe, we need be at peace with 
this major neighbour.  

This is indeed a key issue. Our Orthodox brothers and 
sisters are our absolute brethren in faith. They are a perfect 
demonstration of why we should not be absolute in our spiritual 
way of living and in our liturgical way of practising our religion. 
The difference between Orthodoxy and Catholicism is also 
strongly marked by the fact that Orthodox churches are 
autocephalous. These are national churches, in other words 
they are under the thumb of the political authorities, to differing 
degrees.  

As Catholics, we are extremely lucky. In Rome, there is 
someone to remind us constantly that our cultural and national 
environment is not the be-all and end-all. In a country like the 
United States, it is all too easy to think of the American model 
as universal, to be copied in all parts of the world, with a total 
and quite appalling lack of interest in other cultures. There is a 
very real risk of being bogged down by our national culture to 
the extent of reducing religion to the way it is practised in our 
particular country. This is over-simplistic, to say the least.  

What is painful to witness is the stranglehold that the 
political authorities have on Orthodoxy, the absence of 
autonomy and alterity, both of which are fundamental to 
development. 

In this respect, Catholicity is lucky. Nowadays, who in the 
world knows the name of the Greek Orthodox Patriarch, or the 
Patriarch of Moscow? Who knows the name of the Secretary 
General of the United Nations? Who does not know the name 
of Pope Francis? 

Who is the moral authority in the world who today can 
speak with force and be heard? The Pope.  

Q4: You talked about the increasing gap between the most 
developed countries and the rest of the world, one of the 
immediate consequences of which is mass migration. The 
Pope has said a few quite shocking things. What is your view 
on the subject?    

Obviously, the Pope’s words are bound to shock and upset 
us. Yet, twenty years from now, it will be said that this Pope 
was prophetic. By contrast, if his role was just to placate us, it 
would be then that we should start to worry! 

It is important never to talk or behave rashly, but the Pope is 
insisting, from the bottom of his heart, on the dignity of all 
human beings. And you are well aware, if you ride roughshod 
over other people’s dignity, it is usually not long before it is your 
turn to be crushed. 

Those who arrive should be treated with dignity, their 
applications should be processed within three months, and 
those who cannot be allowed to stay should be sent back to the 
country they came from. There are situations, such as the 
migrants’ camp near Porte de la Chapelle at the northern exit 
from Paris, which are appalling. 

Organised crime is, of course, in operation. But many 
people are fleeing truly horrendous situations. Moreover, given 
its role in setting their borders, the western world is partly 
responsible for what is happening in Iraq and Syria today. 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You mentioned my last posting.  For me, that one person 
should wear two hats and do double duty at EU and NATO is 
very important. All EU and NATO member countries have opted 
for this solution. As military representatives, we are alone in 
having this type of dual role. It gives us a chance to see things 
from both sides in Brussels, enabling us to spot the 
commonalities in the issues addressed. We are the envy of our 
diplomatic brethren. When I arrived in Brussels in September 
2014, the burning question was what I would be able to 
achieve. With the shifts in the strategic paradigm caused by 
President Putin’s interventions in Ukraine, the election of 
President Trump, Brexit and, sadly, the terrorist attacks, never 
a day went by without us wondering what the next cataclysmic 
event would be and when it would occur. 

The following are the points I intend to address: 
- The two organisations 
- The various ”clubs" 
- France’s position 
- Opportunities 
- Solutions to the present situation 

1.  TWO ORGANISATIONS 

• Two budgets 
What is NATO? NATO is a “large NGO” with a €2.2 billion 

budget, including €655 million (2017) for equipment; 60% of 
this amount is, in fact, earmarked for the CIS. Since a “29-
country” programme takes 10 to 15 years to complete, very few 
new demands can be accepted in any given year. NATO’s 
budget is roughly equivalent to that of the International Order of 
Malta and bigger than that of the International Red Cross. It is 
comparable with France’s Official Development Assistance 
budget, which represents €2.7 billion. 

The EU has no Defence budget as such but the 
Commission has a budget of €150 billion. The Athena 
mechanism includes the sum of €70 million for supporting 
CSDP operations but this is part of the inter-governmental 
budget and therefore funded by the different States according 
to a pre-agreed formula. 
➔ There is clearly an imbalance in their financial respective 
positions! 

• Two Approaches: Global for the EU and Holistic for NATO. 
The expression “Global Approach” forms the basis for the 
EU’s legal, diplomatic, economic and security/defence lines 
of thrust. The term has, in fact, now been replaced by 
“integrated approach to conflicts and crises”. 

• Two Organisations that are first of all Political. The EU is 
the only true political instrument with a wide range of action 
possibilities over the entire spectrum. 

• Two (different) historical backgrounds : “Never 
again” (EU), “Cold War” (NATO). Visitors to the 
Parlamentarium cannot fail to be struck by this difference. It 
is omnipresent, also impacting on the EU treaties. For 

example, the presence of a soldier in uniform in the 
Commission’s corridors comes as a surprise and always 
inspires fear. Our image is not good, not least in Parliament 
where the budgets are voted. Yet, it has to be admitted that 
the terrorist attacks in Europe have prompted a real change 
in attitudes. People have finally made the connection 
between Defence and Security, Internal and External 
Security and between Security and Development. 

➔ Two rival organisations in constantly competition with 
each other. 

Where Defence is concerned, each would like to outstrip 
the other, and both comprise a number of “concentric circles”.  

2.  TWO CLUBS 

•  The USA is NATO’s vital “partner”, as one of its founders, a 
driving force that puts up 20% of the NATO budget. 
But the USA also has a foothold in the EU, albeit modest over 
military matters but with a much higher profile in other areas. 
Before March 2014, the question in everyone’s minds was: “Are 
the Americans going to pull out?” With President Obama, the 
US “Pivot towards Asia” was very blatant. Then, in March 2014, 
everything changed, with the Americans developing the 
“European Reassurance Initiative” (ERI). 

➔ Return of a 3rd heavy armoured brigade to Europe, this 
being mobile and rotational in terms of weaponry and 
accoutrements, so as always to be equipped to the latest 
American military standards.  

➔ Return of American troops to Poland, the Baltic States, 
Czech Republic, Romania and Bulgaria. 

There remains a degree of ambiguity, typical of President 
Trump. After each US presidential election, a NATO mini-
summit is organised. This time, the event took place on 25 May 
2017. The 28 other members were waiting with bated breath to 
hear what President Trump would have to say, especially his 
intentions with regard to Article 5. But, he never even 
mentioned the subject, even though it was in the text of the 
speech drafted by his Advisors. However, Defence Secretary 
James Mattis was careful to put everyone’s minds at rest both 
before and after. 
•  The United Kingdom is Europe’s other major power. Our 
cooperation with them works well, produces results, and is 
hands-on. In 2010, President Sarkozy and Prime Minister 
David Cameron signed the Lancaster House Agreement. Now, 
we are working side-by-side in Estonia. Since its decision to 
leave the EU, the United Kingdom has opted to play a bigger 
role in NATO, with the election of General Stuart Peach to the 
presidency of the Military Committee. Peach is currently UK 
Chief of Defence and he will replace Czech General Petr Pavel 
in June 2018. 
•  In Germany, the armed forces were developed to be fully 
compatible with NATO structures. We are their allies in the EU, 
yet for them we are considered an encumbrance in NATO.  
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•  To the South, Italy would dearly love to take on a leadership 
role. In NATO, Italy is well disposed towards us, since our 
positions are very similar, and they can therefore ride on our 
coat-tails. They are particularly uncomfortable when we 
withdraw from discussions on nuclear weapons, whenever the 
issue of planning crops up, because they then find themselves 
in front line of fire. In the EU, we are in phase opposition: for 
Italy, it is Libya alone that matters. This is understandable. The 
Italians have had to bear the brunt of the migration 
phenomenon. And they hold it against us that we went into 
Libya with the British in 2011 without first telling them what we 
were about to do.  
•  To the East: For Poland, the Baltic States, the migration 
issue is not seen as a problem. They are concerned by one 
threat only: Russia. In France, our position with regard to this 
country has always been “a moveable feast” to say the least, 
whether in the National Assembly, at the Quai d'Orsay (French 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs), in the different cabinets, etc. 
President Sarkozy’s position was very clear on the matter: 
"They are not our allies, but our partners”. When, more 
recently, I asked: “Where do we stand on Russia?”, no straight 
answer was forthcoming. 

3.  FRANCE’S POSITION 

• In NATO, we are treated with suspicion: “You have your own 
roadmap, a French roadmap at that!” 
This is a pity, since back in 2009, when we joined the 

integrated military command, the aim was in fact to dispel any 
doubts with regard to where we stood. But, being realistic, our 
position is useful to those countries happy to use us for cover. 

As I see this return to the integrated military command, it 
was the first necessary step towards developing Franco-British 
defence agreements. President Sarkozy would never have 
been able to sign the Lancaster House Agreement if he had not 
taken that first step. Just after his election, President Hollande 
received the Védrine report on these issues. Its conclusion 
was, to say the least, lacklustre: “Since we are already 
involved, we might as well continue”, with the sub-text that it 
was a pity the Agreement had ever been signed! 

Compare this with the percentage of the GDP allotted to 
Defence since 2007. The erosion is slow but endless. President 
Sarkozy wanted to compensate for this by pooling resources. 
The same spirit is to a degree present in President Macron’s 
description of the cooperation he would like with Germany and 
the European Union.   
•  The Quai d'Orsay has somewhat distanced itself from NATO, 
despite the exceptional interoperability that NATO can provide. 
For defence, the EU is incapable of developing a system for 
providing intelligence and directing tactical operations. That is 
NATO’s bailiwick.  In relation to Russia we have developed 
something for which we have trouble finding a name: it is not 
an operation, not a mission... so we refer to it as Enhanced 
Forward Presence (EFR), simply to remain within the scope of 
the NATO-Russia agreement signed in 2002. 

To prevent this presence from being labelled "permanent" 
or "enduring", it is described as "rotational" and “multinational”.  

The Quai d'Orsay wanted to hedge its bets. The Army Chief 
of Staff was not really in favour, since they failed to see the 
point. The Army won the day: "We must be there otherwise we 
could lose one part of the broad spectrum of our capabilities.” 

●  The military authorities have little confidence in NATO and 
the EU’s ability to conduct high-intensity operations. We have 
fought alongside the British and, with all that we have shared 
during two World Wars, the Suez Crisis (1956) and the Libyan 
Civil War (2011), a feeling of trust has developed. 

With the Germans, on the other hand, while trust is not an 
issue, we know their limitations (we imposed them in 1945 at 
the end of WWII). 

Our new CEMA (Chief of the Defence Staff), General 
Lecointre, was the first commander of the EUTM (European 
Union Training Mission) Operation in Mali. The operation was a 
success and it is a good example of what the EU & NATO can 
achieve. 
● I n NATO, SACT (Sup reme A l l i ed Commander 
Transformation) is a very important position but it comes under 
repeated and insidious attack, particularly from the United 
Kingdom. 

●  European Defence. Anything to do with the European 
Defence Fund is seen as a surreptitious way of promoting our 
defence industry. This is very unfair given how the Germans 
have used the "Framework Nation Concept" initiative to 
strengthen their industry. Eastern European countries, for their 
part, are keen to take advantage of the opportunity to rebuild 
their national industries. 

4.  OPPORTUNITIES  

I have identified three opportunities for cooperation 
between the EU and NATO. 
•  Naval operations 

It is clear, from what we have seen in the Mediterranean, 
that all EU or NATO operations always require European 
resources. 

There may be the odd Canadian ship, but American ships 
are almost entirely a thing of the past. The USA had a very 
practical type of vessel, the Oliver Hazard Perry class, a small 
4,000-tonne frigate. They decommissioned these vessels to 
focus on the Aegis missile defence destroyers at the expense 
of the rest. Since all vessels are therefore European, it matters 
little whether they are flying the EU or the NATO flag. 

Take our old Avisos, which are over 40 years old. They had 
no difficulty going from the Sophia operation (EU) to controlling 
migrant flows in the Aegean Sea (NATO), before being sent to 
hunt for the black boxes of the Egyptair plane which had 
crashed at sea and finally being redeployed to Sophia or 
Frontex... all that at the drop of a hat. Their true leader is the 
OPCC (Operations Planning and Control Centre) in Paris. What 
is most important is not so much having military staff but having 
the resources.  

Consider Atalante, an CSDP (European Security and 
Defence Policy) operation designed to combat piracy. This has 
proved a real success, in that it has managed to "harness the 
consequences" of piracy, albeit without stamping out the 
causes. In parallel, Ocean Shield (NATO), was a failure and 
was wound up at the end of 2016. The reasons for Atalante's 
success are the following: 

✓ the EU’s economic strength 

✓ the EU’s status as a legal entity able to sign treaties with 
third countries (which NATO cannot do), 
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✓ the rules of engagement of the EU which are far more 
stringent than those of NATO. 
➔   For naval operations, why then have 2 organisations, 2 
commands, 2 operational headquarters? 

●  "Capability building", in other words the ability to 
redevelop defence facilities in "failed states". On this point, I 
have never received any feedback or instructions from Paris. 
Take Iraq, for example, with an EU civilian operation and a 
NATO operation to rebuild defence facilities. The two 
organisations make deliberate efforts to avoid cooperating, yet 
they are housed in the same quarters. Here you have two 
operations with very small budgets, most of which are 
dedicated to the protection of staff, which is absurd. As long as 
we fail to agree that: 
➔ "Capability building" is the EU’s responsibility, except in 
non-permissive areas that are NATO’s preserve, we will be 
unable to move forward because the EU and NATO will always 
be in competition with each other. 

● A "military Schengen". NATO's historical infrastructure 
stops at the border with the former East European countries, at 
the Berlin Wall. This is only normal since it was all built 
between the 1960s and 1980s. Today, however, we need be 
able to go as far as Estonia, Poland, Bulgaria, etc. Remember 
that €650 million per annum equipment budget? This is not 
going to take us very far. At the Commission, the Trans-
European Transport Network (TEN-T) project of the 
Directorate-General for Mobility and Transport has been 
specifically designed to develop communications channels 
across Europe (in the North/South and East/West directions). 
The project director is Estonian and he is sitting on a colossal 
budget, about €3.5 billion per year over 10 years. This is a 
unique opportunity to adapt EU networks and NATO 
infrastructure to bring them into line with each other! But we 
need to communicate. The Allied forces have rediscovered 
what "mobility" really means. For example, the American 
Abrams tanks, shipped by rail, were unable to negotiate certain 
railway tunnels. Another example is that of the different track 
gauges, depending on the country. This subject has become a 
matter of priority: the NATO Secretary General and the EU 
High Representative have decided to take action and a 
proposal is to be put to the EU Parliament in spring 2018. 

CONCLUSION 
➔ You need to start with a bottom-up approach before 
going top-down. 
➔ What place do we wish to let the British have in the 
CSDP?  
➔ What about German-British cooperation?  
➔ What place should the USA have?  
●  There is no point in starting with concepts. We have to start 
with projects. The Lancaster House Agreement was based on 
this principle. The building blocks for cooperation need to be 
identified, grouped together in work packages and given to the 
diplomats so that they can work out a strategy. 
●  Brexit has thrown a spanner in the works and remains a 
destabilising factor. Our British military comrades were as 
disheartened as we were. We had highly official instructions 
from the Cabinets to have nothing to do with the British armed 
forces until Michel Barnier had finished his Phase 1 

negotiations. It was impossible to separate the different 
batches from a macroscopic perspective. But from the defence 
point of view, there is little that can be done without the British. 
●  The France-Germany-United Kingdom triangle. When I was 
a defence attaché in London, the only time I had problems was 
when I said in front of the Royal United Services Institute 
(RUSI): "There is strong Franco-British cooperation, there is 
strong Franco-German cooperation... What about the third side 
of the triangle: German-British cooperation?”. The Minister of 
Defence (Liam Fox) summoned me to tell me never to say such 
a thing again. 

On 11 November in London, which is Remembrance 
Sunday, the only country not invited was Germany. This made 
a strong impression on me. 
●  Do we need a "EU-NATO Yalta" for European defence? For 
France, the subject is taboo. 
●  If the USA had continued to pivot towards the Asia-Pacific 
zone, how would the European Union, and in particular the 
CSDP, have responded? That has not happened, not only are 
the Americans not leaving, but they are gradually coming back. 
What place are we prepared to make for them in European 
defence? 

QUESTIONS/ANSWERS 

Q1: What is your opinion on the Permanent Structured 
Cooperation? 

For the CSDP, it is past history. It is already covered by an 
article in the Treaty of Lisbon. There was the German vision, 
more inclusive and less ambitious, and then there was the 
French vision, limited to certain countries, and far more 
ambitious, in particular, with its operational and combat 
dimensions. The Germans were unable to accept the French 
approach, and, during negotiations, we bowed to the German 
position. However, I remain sceptical about whether we are 
sufficiently equipped to make it happen. I already alluded to the 
German “Framework Nations Concept”, which is entirely along 
the same lines and bore neither the EU, nor the NATO label. 
The Germans proposed this concept to all and sundry, since 
what mattered for them was to tap into enough sources of 
funding to pay for these initiatives. An opportunity arose with 
the European Defence Fund, an initiative ascribable to Thierry 
Breton in September 2016. I do not know what the future holds. 
As you are aware, the EU plans its finances over six-year 
periods. The current period ends in 2020. 2018 will be a crucial 
year, since there will be a mid-term review but also 
preparations for the next period [2021-2027].  

The EU likes to use a “test bed” approach. Before 
embarking on major projects, “preparatory actions” are 
undertaken. These are “mini-projects” conducted the same 
way, in order to test drive project viability. For the Defence R&D 
project, we were in the preparation stage. Parliament had 
agreed to invest €90 million over three years, which should be 
compared to the €800 million invested every year by the DGA 
(French Armaments Directorate) for R&D. However, the EU is 
aiming to increase its funding to €500 million per year from 
2021.  

On the “capability part”, one hurdle has been overcome. 
Just talking about it is a novelty. But projects have to be put up 
by Member States and comply with specific rules: 2 countries 
and 3 industrial partners. The Commission’s role is simply one 
of leverage. Here again, €500 million in investment over two 
years (2019 and 2020) could be used as a test. 
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I shall therefore only be able to answer your question when 
I see how we are to spend the €500 million in 2019 and in 2020 
on this “capability approach” project. Will it come via the 
PESCO? If so, the Commission could double the amount from 
2021.  

Q2: Does “competition” between the EU and NATO encourage 
or stand in the way of European Defence? “NATO is 
synonymous with interoperability”: doesn’t that prevent 
development of interoperability in the EU? Would our SACT 
position be weakened by the creation of a 3rd strategic 
command? 

The SG-NATO and the HR-EU always put on a united 
front.  Yet, in Warsaw, the High Representative was not one of 
the three signatories. There was also fierce competition 
between General Denis Mercier (SACT) and Ambassador 
Jorge Domecq (Executive Director of the EDA). In all 
cooperation, there is always one who leads and one who is led. 
Everyone is willing to cooperate, provided they have the 
leading role. NATO says “I have command structures that you 
in the EU do not”. While the European OHQ issue still looms 
large, the creation of the “Military Planning and Conduct Cell” 
skirted round it. The whole thing reached epic proportions with 
the British, until they finally backed down, and then only 
because of Brexit. Theoretically, the next step should be to 
separate this MPCC from the EU Military Staff to give it its own 
independent status… However, NATO runs the whole gamut of 
command structures.  

The “command” part tips the scales in favour of NATO, 
while the “comprehensive approach” tips them in favour of the 
EU. In fact, the departure of the USA would resolve everything.  

Q3: Speaking from my own experience, I have to say that the 
French military representatives in EU-NATO have always 
supported SACT. Since EU and NATO started to develop their 
current relations, I have the impression that there has been a 
hiatus. For me, the comparison should not be between NATO 
and the EU, but between NATO and the CSDP. Similarly, SACT 
and EDA are not doing the same job. SACT plays a significant 
role in capability planning, which the CSDP does not as yet. 
The status of EDA remains ambiguous in this respect.  

Admittedly, there is a resurgence of the “Power States”, but 
the threats have changed, as we have seen in Georgia and 
Ukraine, where they are “hybrid”. And what do these “hybrid” 
threats tell us, other than that there is a continuum between 
Defence and Security? NATO is still the instrument for 
collective Defence. Who should be the representative of 
collective Security? 

I am afraid that with NATO’s new structures the collective 
Security momentum will be lost, and that even the Europeans 
will begin not to believe in the CSDP.  

There is also the problem of OCCAR, which is not a EU 
institution as such. Here, it is interesting to consider the way in 
which Germany, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg purchased 
MRTTs. The industrial arrangements are staggering:  

✓  EDA mooted the idea;   
✓ NATO’s NSPA agency bought them to avoid VAT; 
✓  OCCAR took them over lock, stock and barrel, together 
with industry… 

De facto, it is the NSPA that “owns” the planes. However, it 
paid 20 % less for them and there was nothing the EDA could 
do. And, at least in this case, the planes already existed. 

The capability part of the EDA is complicated. At NATO, the 
capability process is cumbersome, but complete and it seems 
to me that the countries have subscribed to it. Who does what? 

Who pays for what? That is where the whole issue of global 
strategy lies.  

Before long, we should have a good opportunity to see if we 
have made progress with the system to replace AWACS from 
2035: EU funds and NATO ideas. Here we have a good 
example of the capability process. If the successor to AWACS 
is American, it will be a system of systems, based on the F35.  

Comment from the floor about the Capability Development 
Plan: The previous CDP only mentioned those programmes to 
be carried out in cooperation. The idea of the new CDP, 
currently being developed at EDA, is to include all the 
capabilities needed by the EU, irrespective of whether they are 
then implemented through overall, national, bi-national or tri-
national cooperation.  

The problem is that of finding a balance between strategic 
vision and resource allocation, which are two discordant 
factors.   

Q4: You said that President Trump had refrained from 
mentioning Article 5 in his first address to the NATO Council. 
What would we, as Europeans, have done if, prompted by 
Trump, the USA had pulled out of NATO, always remembering 
that NATO is a two-pronged partnership formed of the 
Americans + Article 5? I can only see two possibilities:  
- Swiss-style neutrality,  
- Handling our own Defence, collective defence included.  

In the past, I often projected two graphs: a) the percentage 
of the GDP granted to defence budgets by the European NATO 
member countries (in 2017, about 1.3% on average) and b) 
that granted by the United States (3.3% in the same year).  

One of the major accomplishments of the 2014 Summit in 
Wales was that it was agreed to set the target at 2%, 20% of 
this being earmarked for defence equipment. Military 
expenditure has been constantly decreasing since 1962. Under 
these circumstances, you are quite right in saying that we 
would not have the wherewithal to pay for European Defence.  

It is high time we set about reversing the trend, budget 
constraints notwithstanding. I will be able to give you a proper 
reply when we reach 2%.  

There are financial aspects and interoperability aspects and 
therefore standards. It is not because the Americans have a 
dominant position that we have to abide by their standards. If 
the Americans were to leave tomorrow, we would be in an 
awkward position, which is why we should be looking to the 
future and preparing to manage without them.  

Q5: Nuclear weapons still remain the big taboo: in Europe, in 
the European Union, perhaps less so in NATO. Does the UK’s 
exodus from the EU herald any changes in this respect?  

That is a question for President Macron: he alone can 
answer. All I can tell you is that, in 2008, when President 
Sarkozy spoke in Cherbourg about dissuasion, he proposed a 
nuclear deterrent that would extend to all European countries. 
To my knowledge, he received absolutely no response, at least 
not publicly. For me, the nuclear deterrent is not so much a 
taboo subject, but a source of fear.  

At NATO, our position has changed. SACT, the only French 
member of the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) is able to pick 
up and pass on our messages. Since President Hollande and 
his address in Istres, the expression “nuclear policy” has 
become acceptable but “nuclear planning” remains taboo. Even 
the term is ambiguous, since it is interpreted differently by the 
French and other members.  
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There used to be two European nuclear powers in the EU, 
NATO and the UN Security Council. Once Brexit comes into 
effect, only one will be left.   

What place will Post-Brexit UK have in the CSDP? 
We shall see. But this will come later, as a large number of 
other things have first to be resolved. That being said, I cannot 
see how things could drastically change. Nor do I think that it is 
in our interest to be the EU’s sole nuclear power. The “nuclear 
umbrella” aspect is implicit, and nobody is asking for 
clarification.  

You well know that 130 countries voted a ban on nuclear 
weapons at the UN General Assembly last year. One of these 
was the Netherlands. Yet they, and the Belgians, have planes 
with nuclear capabilities on their soil.  There are a few in Italy 
but the Italians have no desire whatsoever for the issue to be 
publicly addressed. The German Chancellor may have decided 
to phase out nuclear energy but she, too, seems to have no 
problem with having planes with nuclear capabilities on 
German soil. Not to mention Turkey and President Erdogan. 
This is therefore a very complex issue, clearly the preserve of 
the French Head of State. We will have to wait for President 
Macron’s statement on the subject, traditionally to be expected 
midway through his term of office.  

Q6: I was impressed by the outcome of the July Franco-
German Defence and Security Council, and it is vital not to let 
this momentum go to waste. What do you think? And what 
about the German Earth observation satellite project, which 
contravenes their agreements with us?  
With regard to Poland, have you sensed any changes of fate in 
their very pro-American stance?  

On the Franco-German question, let’s consider the projects 
involved. From an operational point of view, in Operation 
Barkhane for example, the Germans are more than ready to 
help us with the logistics, transport and medical aspects but are 
unprepared to join us in combat operations. True defence 
cooperation cannot be merely industrial. We tried – and failed - 
to bring the Germans on board with this in early 2017. It was 
not so much the Chancellor who refused but the Bundestag 
that vetoed the idea. And this is one of the reasons why 
Operation Active Endeavour (NATO and therefore linked to 
Article 5) was halted and transformed into Operation Sea 
Guardian so that the Bundestag could exercise a measure of 
control.  

It is true that we bought assault weapons from the Germans 
last year but the question is whether we will take this further. 

To date, in the minutes of Franco-German Defence and 
Security Council meetings, I have never seen a case of fair 
distribution. We’ll see what the Airbus management team’s new 
approach will be. However, it has to be said that in Mali, and 
more generally in the Sahel, the Germans really have pulled 
their weight, not only in terms of logistics and transport support 
but also in actual projects. They spend about €100 million per 
year in that area. Which is what I like about this operation: a 
French idea successfully turned into a European operation.  
On Poland, I would say that the Poles have understood that, in 
order to exert an influence on a project, you have to be 
involved in it. For the rest, I will have more to say in 2020 once 
I see which projects have been selected by the Commission.  

Conclusion 
For the future I see NATO as the “armed wing” of the EU. 

But this will take several generations to achieve. That this will 
happen, I have no doubt, the two then each having its share of 
the cake and playing its particular part.  

Look at what’s happening in the South China Sea: one day 
maybe the Americans will have so much on their plates “over 
there” that they will tell us Europeans that we have to “look 
after ourselves or at least shoulder our share of the burden!”.   

This is something I have been hearing from the Americans 
ever since my time at the NATO Defence College in 2005. We 
must also support our Defence industry and, for this, the 
investment fund is essential. We are well aware that there is a 
big gap between the United States and the EU but if we let this 
gap grow, especially over R&D, there is bound to come a point 
when we will become “captive customers”. In 1988, when 
André Giraud signed the first Rafale contract, the Naval Chief 
of Staff wanted the F18 so as not to have to wait. If, at that 
time, we had bought the F18, we would never have had the 
Rafale but would have become captive clients looking to 
procure the F35 today. Dassault will probably not produce the 
successor to the Rafale single-handedly. So how should we 
organise ourselves for the next round? Just think how hard it 
was to get One-MBDA off the ground.  

To sum up: 

You have to start with a political message so that industry 
can the make the necessary organisational arrangements. 
It is only after this that the contracts can start to flow. 
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