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Abstract

The purpose of this thesis is tdentify the current status of contemporary Angfmench
defence cooperation andonsiderits relevance to British defence polido do so it provides
an overview of both existing literature on Angfoench relations and the historical
background of the relationship. It also considers seviatatnational relations theories which
are relevant to the relationship. To furthés analsis it considers three case studies, those
being the Lancaster House Treatie 2011 intervention in Libya and Brexit. The thesis
concludes that defence cooperation with France is of vital importance to thebUiKthe

relationship has been imperilled Brexit.
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1. Introductions and Outlines

Introduction

In season three of the awandinning sitconYes Ministerthe eponymous minister Jim Hacker

RAaOdzaasSa . NARGIAYyQa yuiGéndnmt Sid HRrephré&yMpaelyy iDurings (1 K K

their conversation Hacker expresses amiiclear sentiments, stating that a British nuclear

deterrent was unnecessary as ultimately the US would protect the UK from a Russian attack.

Appalled Sir Humphrey respondswdzd a A ' yaK 2 K24&a Gl €1 Ay3 I o2dzi

dza | 31 Ay a i (BEXKISS2)WheB HidokerHbsks why the UK needs to defend itself

F3FAyad CNIyOS SgKAOK Aa Fy Fffteée |yR LI NIYSN

they've been ou enemies for the most of the past 900 years. If they've got the bomb, we
Ydza i KI @S (BBK $982)Rit¥ dsthéfashioes Ministehad managed to strike at
the heart of the issue with a few pithy lines of dialogue. When thinking of Afigioch
rStrdA2yas A0 Aa 2FGSy FGGAGdzZRSE tA1S GKAA
if the French have the bomb then we must have the bomb &stgue then as it does today.
Memories of the French as the historic enemy are embedded inlBsgtsiety. For many the
French arghe old enemy. Britain and France have fought battles as far apart as Hastings and
Waterloo. For most of British history the foreign despot seeking dominion over Europe did
not come from Germany, but from France. Onceatiehs were characterized by war with
LIS OS 6S8SAy3 GKS SEOQOSLIA2Yyd 1a 2yS F2NNSNI
%)

7S KIF R | (ADOWMOUs2021)i G KSYé€

Rarely are images of Britain and France standing side by side popular in the publ
imagination. Even in wars where Britain and France have been allies, popular imagination

tends to omit or downplay the other. In the UK the First World War evokes images of

NJ



TYYASQa Ay GNByOKSasz K2f RAy3d (GKS fThef&t | I AY
that most of the Western front was manned by the French is conveniently forgotten. The
battle of the Somme looms particularly large in the British imaginattbough French
involvement is usually omitted. In France the Great War is remembeyadoatriotic struggle

to defend their homeland from invasion, whilst in the UK it is often viewed as a rather futile
endeavour (Winter 2013)When considering the Second World War similar differences
emerge. Indeed, the French wartime contribution is aftenfairly ridiculed in the British
imagination (Frank 2013). British historical memboyisesfighting Nazism alone while the

French surrendered, or worse collaborated. Equally in France, popular imagination sees the
Free French as more important in ihéberation than the British (Frank 2013). The incident

that best embodies these differing memories is Dunkirk. For the British this was a heroic
evacuation that let them live to fight another day. For France it was another betrayal by the
perfidious Alloon (Frank 2013). Despite this the Anglieench relationship is far more complex

than the popular narrative would suggest. Twice in the last century Britain and France
O2yaARSNBR | F2N¥If dzyA2y 6AGK 2y S tinfed KS NI
popular imagination, was the Angevin empire thmtefly dominated much of France. The
institution of the British monarchy traces its origins back to William the Conqueror, a French
speaking Norman, and her Majesty the Queen continues to stylselfeas the Duke of
Normandy. Indeed, it is an enduring irony that the French still refer to the Britisesa&ngle

Saxonsa thousand years after the Normans sailed from France to supplant the actual Anglo

Saxons.

Qutside of the United States no otheally is as importanto the UKas France. This is a striking
transformation, made even more extraordinary by the influence that history has had on the

contemporary relationship. Today Britain and France find themselves bound together despite
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their complicaed past. That is why this thesis refers tiois dynamic asi KS dat SOdz A |

o]
wStlGA2yaKALES 06S0FdzaS 2F Ada O2YLX SE |y a2

Despite its importance the Peculiar Relationship has been neglected by contemporary
academia. When studying NA G AyQa FffAlFyOSa | OFRSYAO F20
other partners. Primus, and definitely not inter pares, has been the focus placed on the
G{LISOALIf wStlIUA2YyaKALE gAGK GKS !'{ o [/ 2yaSl dz
AngloFrench elationship and how it functions in the modern day. That is a flaw that this

thesis seeks to rectify. It provides a comprehensive answer to the question of just how
relevant defence cooperation with France is to contemporary British defence polaigolt

provides an in depth look at the nature, structure and implementation of contemporary

AngloFrench defence cooperation.

The remainder of this chapter proceeds as follows. Firstly, it outlines the current state of the

field. It briefly considers currenitérature and debates within the study of British defence

policy. It then outlines why this research matters and its relevance to modern academia. This

Aa F2tft26SR o0& || RA&aOdzaAaarzy 2F (GKS GKSaxaQ s

is then odlined in full. Finally, the structure of the thesis is explained.

The current state of the field

As alluded to above defence cooperation between the UK and France is currently under
researched within the field ofnternational relations. British acadenschave primarily
F20dz2aSR dzLl2y GKS &2 OFffSR a{LISOAILt wStlrdAzy
in the thesisand is understandablegiven the position of the US in the global system. As a

nation that likes to present itself as the prinkdar | £ t @ 2F (GKS 62NI RQa 2\

YIEGdzNF £ GKFG . NROGAAK | OF RSYA I tobéteziinBersta@dO dza 2y
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the dynamics at play. This is not inherently negative, and this thesis does make use of this
literature when necessary. However, by focusing so much on the Augérican relationship
scholars have often neglected to study other areas which are also aff ignportance to the

UK. This thesis contributes therefore towards expanding our understanding of another vital

defence relationship.

When AngleFrenchdefencecooperation is considered by academia, it is often within a wider
European or &opean Union context. FranceBritish cooperation is usually of interest to
scholars when they are studying European military cooperation, particularly the history of
military integration within the EU (Maclean and Trouille 2001). Asfrgénch relations have

often been sbsumed into a wider debate on European integration. Naturally, given their
LI I OS a 9dzNRLISQa Y A yAnyoFferch infldsbcéslaRintetesto 0. 2 Y F
scholars, as understanding it is necessary to fully understand developments withiithe
over thepreviousdecades (Ginsberg and Penska 2012). As considered in detail later, Britain
and France have often been both the drivers and inhibitors of European defence cooperation.
Modern scholarship has tended to focus upon how they have eithep@ipd or opposed
greater defence cooperation within the EU. This has tended to emphasise the impact that
British and French policies have had on the EU, particularly when Britain and France have not
agreed (Howorth 2007). What influence these disagreenshtave had on their bilateral
relationship has often been left unexplored. This oversight needs to be corrected. Obviously
the dynamics of Anglerench cooperation within the EU must be studied, but they are just
one area amongst many in which they colledite. They also cooperate mumerousways

that are not related to the EU. There are relatively few studies that have considered Anglo

French relations on their own merits and even fewer that have considered cooperation within

more than one domain.



12

Unlike international relations, the field of history has examined FraBctish relations in
detail. There is a wealth of work on the Angteench relationship covering its origins and how

it has evolved. This reflects the complicated nature of their shanadl. A conservative
estimate would place the start of their shared history in 1066 with the Norman invasion. Since
then, almost every century has begun with British troops sailing across the Channel to fight a
war in France. The current century is the exeapt This transition from rivals to allies has
been documented extensively by eminent historians. Richard Mayne, Douglas Johnson and
Robert Tobs (2004nd Alan Sharp and Glyn Stone (2000) have edited impressive works that
chronicle the origins and evolai of the Peculiar RelationshipThese sources are drawn
upon to provide historical context later in this thesis. However, whilst this transition is well
documented, there is very little that examines how this history relates to contemporary
relations. Thais where this thesis is usefuDrawing on both historical literature and
contemporary materialit provides a comprehensive overview of the military dimension of
AngloFrench relationslt is not possible to understand the Peculiar Relationship today
without a detailed appreciation of its past. This thesis thus complements the exissiogical

literature and builds upon thexcellentwork that has already been done in tlasea.

Whilst the AngleFrench defence relationship has been considered withink tank circles

this has often been limited to specific areésually this has focused on discussions around
important events within the relationship. The tenth anniversary of the Lancaster House Treaty
received commendable attention from certain quarters (Ellehuus and Morcos 2020, Ricketts
2020).0therwise, discussn of the Entente is often limited. A 2018 report produced jointly
by Kings College London and the Institut Montaigne entifég UKFrance defence and

security relationship: How to improve cooperat&ands out as a rare example of a think tank
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study that takes a holistic look at the Entente. Even this report, whilst useful, does not discuss

the history of the relationship and how that impacts contemporary defence cooperation.

Why this research matters

As outlined above the Anglerench relationship iseverely understudied. This deficiency
must be rectified so that the UK can better understand this key strategic relationship. France
Ad GKS !'YQa aSO2yR Y2adG AYLRZNIFYyG Fftfted b2
and France are equals imay that no other ally can match. Their strengths and weaknesses
are often shared. Their economies are practically the same size (IMF 2021). For years now
they have jockeyed with each other in the global rankings, usually with one only marginally
ahead. h military terms they both possess full spectrum capabilities. They are both part a
small group of nations able to maintain a blue water nagywell asan aircraft carrier
capability They are also bothuclearpowers Their air forces are at the forefronf modern
technology and their armies have significant experience of combat operatonthermore,

they both possess a network of bases around the world that provide them with a global
presence (IISS 2021). Crucially both are also limited in the i@=®tirey can deploy. Not only

are their resources and capabilities equally matched, but they also share similar histories and
outlooks on the world. France and Britain both have a long imperial history (Sharp and Stone
2000). Even after they gave up thesspective attempts to subjugate one another they both
enjoyed a long period of imperial rule abroad. Both nations have experienced periods as the
dominant power in Europe, and arguably the world. Even in a-ipgsérial age they both
maintain a strong bétf that they have a role to plagn the international stageThese
similarities are unmatched by any other ally either nation possesses. The UK may pride itself

on its close relationship with theS but America will never see it as an equal. That wilbgs
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be an unbalanced relationship. France may tout its partnership with Germany, but until
recently the Germans have refused to match their economic clout with military capabilities
(Giegerich et al 2021). Whilst Germany has announced a massive defemcingpincrease,

this will take time to come into effect and it remains to be seehwill be matched witha
renewedwillingness to deploy forces abroaéllmost all other British and French allies have
both weaker militaries and smaller economies. Thgl&French relationship is therefore

unigue as it is an alliance between two equal nations.

Just as they share similar capabilities, they also share similar interests and common threats.
As Western democracies they have a common interest in ensuringsldased order. Britain

and France have both benefited massively from the pwsrr liberal order (Ikenberry 2018).
Their positions of importance within this system have assisted in sustaining their global roles
long after their empires declined. Therefotiey both have a vested interest in ensuring its
continuation. The threats faced by one are threats faced by the otihey are neighbours

after all. A threat to continental Europe is a threat to both. Since the turn of the century, they
have bothbeen the targets of international terrorism and have worked together to counter
the danger it poses. The rise of revisionist states threatens the foundations of the global
system that has benefited them both (Guillen 2018). Russian aggression in therEasdris

the peace and stability of the continent they both call home. An emboldened Russia poses a
threat not just in Europe, but to Anglerench interests in Africa and the Middle East. This has
already been seen with Russian support for the Assad reigifgria (Rumer and Weiss 2019)
and increasing Russian involvement in states such as Mali (Stronski 2ga8ly, the rise of
China and its potential for hegemony in Asia could shift the balance of global power in ways

that threaten both sides interest€hinese dominance of vital trade routes in the kirlxific

€Ny

would endanger both of their economies (Doshi 2021y R Ay CNI} y0SQa Ol a
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territories as well. Chinese economic influence risks not only undermining their interests
abroad, but alsaundermining their respective democracies (Bartlett 20E2j)thermore, he

threat posed by climate change endangers both nations in profound ways. As close
neighbours they share many of the dangers posed by rising global temperatncksling

rising sedevels. Giverllthese shared interests and threats, it is clearly in db#ir interests

to cooperate. It is imperative therefore that the dynamics of this relationship are studied so
that it can be better understood. As already mentioned, Arfglenchdefence cooperation is

often misunderstood. The popular conception on both sides is of two nations that are rivals
rather than allies. This must be corrected so that both sides can have a clear idea of the
importance of continued cooperation. Furthermoreexisting Angld-rench cooperation can

be understood better, then it can also be improved upon.

Alliances are not static. As the Andgioench relationship changes it is essential that our
understanding of it changes too. This has been brought intoiqdarly sharp focus post
Brexit. With Angle-rench relationgnteringa new phase, understanding the underpinnings
the relationship is vital to ensuring that it is preserved. When considering the recent state of
the political relationship between the UKn@ France it would be easy to surrender to
pessimism and think that thBeculiar Relationshiis doomed (Ricketts 2022). However, by
understanding the relationship at its core and identifying its key building blocks it is possible
to adopt a more positiveutlook that accepts that while Britain and France may disagree,
their core interests are aligned. There aseveralkey areas that continue to binthem
together. By clearly identifying tiseit is possible to look past temporary political differences
and preserve the spirit of theelationship It is necessary therefore to support academic
scholarship that seeks to do just that by wiping away the misconceptions of the Peculiar

Relationship and bringing its fundamentals to the fore.
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There is also, as méoned above, a need for @eontemporaryreview of theAngloFrench
defence relationshipIn particular there is aeed for one that places the contemporary
relationship within thecorrect historical context. Existing research has only considered
aspects of the relationship in isolation. Indeed, as already mentioned existing research has
tended to study the Anglérench relationship from an external perspective, such as the EU,
rather than as a standalone alliance (Howorth 2007). Furthermore, while there is extensive
work covering the historical development of the relationship, there is little that brings
together historical scholarship and contemporary analysis. The works of Mayal€2004)

and Sharp and Stone (2000) whilst comprehendingted their reviews of theelationship

to the previous century. This thesis is therefore vitdllimg that gapand providing a modern
analysis of how Angibrench defence cooperation funeohs. Alice Pannie€2020bookRivals

in Armsis a notable exception to this and makes an excellent contribution to the field.
However, its focus is solely on the contemporary relationship. This thesis differs by placing
the relationship within its historical context to provide a more holistic underding.Rivals

in Armg(Pannier 2020pases its analysis around the Lancaster House Treatysaftermath.

This is of course a valid approach, and this thesis will discuss Lancaster House in great detail,
however it also looks beyond studying other asfseof the alliance in equal measuieor
examplethis thesigyoes further by offering detailedanalysis of Brexit whilst also looking to

the future and outlining how defence cooperation may be impravedlsoemploysalliance
theory to providea theoretical underpinning that is useftdr further academic stug of

AngloFrench defence cooperation.

There is also a need to counter the popular myths and misconceptions surrounding Anglo
French relations. As discussed above there is a popular misconception that Britain and France

are more rivals than allies (Ricketts 202&8hen considering military magts, conflict rather
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than cooperation is the norm. This is in large part because of a general ignorance of the Anglo
French relationship. The extent of military cooperation between the two is rarely high profile
and is often unknown to the public at larg@ver the last decade Britain and France have
reached a previously unseen level of cooperation that has largely gone unnoticed. British and
French forces regularly train together, personnel are exchanged, and their defence industries
are intertwined. Theyeven conduct joint nuclear research in France. That alone is an
indication of the importance of the relationship. Despite this AAglench cooperation is
rarely popular or given the attention it deserves. In Britain the focus is on NATO or the US,
while n France their attention is on Europe or their own operations abroad. This thesis thus
serves to highlight the high levels of cooperation that do take place between Britain and
France and to demonstrate that below the political surface cooperation is aeguid

commonplace.

Research Questions

The overarching research question of this thesis is: What is the relevance off&xagth
defence cooperation to British defence policy in the twenty first century? This question guides
the direction of the thes and informs how it is structuredt is intended to identify how

defence cooperation with France relates to British defence policy.

There are also three sutesearch questions. The first of these is: Has the Lancaster House
Treaty been successful inpmoving AngleFrench defence cooperation? The Lancaster House
Treaty is a widganging treaty that set numerous goals aimed at improving Afgémch
defence cooperation. It also set out deadlines by which those goals should be met. The

purpose of this qustion is thus to identify how the Lancaster House Treaty has been
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implemented and whether it has achieved its desired objectives of improving Angich

defence cooperation.

Secondly this thesis asks the question: Can Libya serve as a blueprint ferAngleFrench
military interventions? The UK and France played a leading role in the 2011 NATO intervention
in Libya, making it of particular importance for Anglench relations. This question therefore
seeks to identify if the role played by the UK &mence could offer a blueprint for tliKance

leadership of future military interventions.

Finallythis thesis asks: What impact has Brexit had on ARgémch defence cooperation?

NEBEAG A& | LINRF2dzy R OKIl y3IS§ @Fferch réldichs. XhjsQa LI |
guestion thus seeks to identify how these changes have influenced the-Arghah defence
relationship. Whilst this chapter looks at institutions within Europe the impact is one that has

been felt across the whole relationship.

Methodology

This thesis uses a variety of sources for its data collection. It makes extensive use of official
documents from both the UK and France. Government publications such as treaties and
defence reviews are referenced repeatedly throughout. These docusnarg critically
assessed to compare political spin with practical reality. They are therefore a useful resource
when analysing how defence cooperation actually functions, as opposed to how political
leaders on both sides choose to frame it. It also makss of news reports from both the
general media and industry websites. These provide additional context and detail, particularly
when dealing with niche areas. Think tank reports that consider the different aspects of
cooperation are also examined, tiese can offer expert insights into various aspects of the

relationship.
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When appropriate interviews conducted with defence practitioners are also included to
provide additional context and analysis. Individuals where selected based on their relevant
experBY OS YR (y26fSR3IAS 2F (KS GKSAAAQ LINR Yl NB
military officers feature prominently. These interviews used a s&mictured approach, in

which interviewees where asked a list of initial questions, but the conviersatas relatively

free flowing. Participants were encouraged to share any information that they thought was
relevant, even if it was not strictly related to the initial question. This ensured that each
interview covered as wide a range of topics as pdssibhese interviews were primarily

conducted at the elite level, as this tsid main focus is on intergovernmentahd inter

military relationships.

There are three broad areas in which Britain and France cooperate militarily identified within
this thesis. These are bilateral cooperation, cooperation through NATO and cooperation
within Europe. Specifically, this refers to the European continent asadewhther than just

the EU. Whilst the EU was an avenue through which Britain and France cooperated in Europe,
it was only one within a range of othefBobetter understand each of these areas this thesis
appliesa case study approach to its analysis.eOGnajor case study is identified that
corresponds to each of these broader areas. These case studies encapsulate the main themes
of each area and illustrate them in a practical way. The case studies selected are as follows.
Firstly, the Lancaster House @tg of 2010 which covers bilateral cooperation. This was
chosen as the Lancaster House Treaty established the framework through which modern
bilateral cooperation takes place. All bilateral cooperation, even when not specifically
referencing the Treaty, t@s place within the framework it established. For cooperation
through NATO the 2011 intervention in Libya has been selected. As explaieedhis

intervention offers a unique insight into how Britain and Franceammperate within a NATO
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context. Findly, for cooperation within Europe the case study selected is Brexit. Whilst this
OKIFLIWGISNI R2Sa y2iG tAYAG AGaStT SEOfdzargSte (2
an impact on other European defence structures. As such both the EU amdUho

organisations are evaluated.

A key distinction of this thesis is that its focus is on military cooperation. Therefore other
related fields such as security or intelligence cooperation are only included when they relate
to military cooperation. This lsabeen done to ensure that a meaningful study coloéd
undertaken. Whilst intelligence cooperation in terms of military operations is included,
general cooperation between British and French intelligence agencies is not. Equally, whilst
counterterrorism ogrations involving the military are of interest to this thesis, policing or

judicial cooperation in countering terrorism is not.

It should also be noted that the Covl® pandemic has had an impact upon the research of
this thesis. It was initially planned that research for this thesis would include in person
interviews and archival work. As originally envisaged interviews woutdibéucted in three

main locations. Firstly, in London with officials from the Ministry of Defence, Foreign,
Commonwealth and Development Office, the armed forces and the French embassy.
Secondly, in Paris with officials from the British embassy and Miaisk&s Armeées. Thirdly

at NATO Had Quartersin Brussels. Because of the pandemic overseas travel has not been
possible eliminating the possibility of conducting interviews in Brussels and Paris, whilst
domestic restrictions and university guidance havadeit unfeasible to travel to London for
interviews. It was also originally intended that this thesis would draw upon original research
at both the National Archives and the Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archives. The

practicalities of COVID restrictis, combined with wider health concerns, made it impossible
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to conduct archival work there. By the time that conditions improved to the point where this
was possible, the deadline to spend the funding grants awarded by the School of Politics and
International Relations had expired, meaning it was not financially viable to conduct these
trips. Consequently, this thesis has drawn upon less interview material that was originally
intended. This has been compensated for by alternative primary source materfalasuc

memoirs and transcripts from official meetings such as committee hearings.

Terminology

This thesisemploysseveralterms that must be identified here. The first is the Entente
Cordiale. The Entente Cordiale was the name given to the agreementectbetween the

UK and France in 1904 to resolve outstanding colonial differences. It has since become a catch
all phrase used to describe Angtoench relations as a whole. This thesis regularly refers to
the Entente Cordiale, or the Entente for short, asneans of describing the Angfoench
defence relationship It also uses terms such as AnBlench and FraneBritish
interchangeably. The choice of whether to use Arglench or Franc®ritish is a purely
semantic one and in no way indicates a bias goeference for one side over the other.
Additionally, the United Kingdom is also referred to as the UK or Britain throughout. Whilst
there remains some debate over the correct shortened version obiikehould be, this thesis

uses Britain as an acceptstiorthand given that the British government has indicated that

this is acceptable terminology (UK Government 2021). Terms such as Great Britain or England
which may be popular in colloquial conversation when referring to the UK are not used here
as they danot adequately refer to the whole state. In contrast France is simply referred to as
France. While its official name is the French Republic it is universally accepted that France is

an appropriate shorthand. When referring to its chosen case studiethisss will often use
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a shorthand to describe them. For example, when referring to the 2011 intervention in Libya

it will often refer simply to Libya. Equally when discussing the Lancaster House Treaty is will
often use the term Lancaster House or the Tyed his also includes the Teutates Treaty,
which while technically a separate treaty was signed simultaneously and is considered part of
the wider Lancaster House process. As such when referring to Lancaster House in the
collective thisthesisisalso@NNA Yy 3 (G2 GKS ¢Sdzil §Sa ¢NBlIGeo
to withdraw from the EU, this thesis uses the commonly accepted Brexit to refer to the entire

process
Thesis outline

This thesis is divided into seriesof chapters, each dealing with gpedfic topic. This
introductionis followed by a theoretical chapter outling the theoretical framework of the
thesis.It considers alliance theory in detail. The main theoretical groundingcanttibution

of this thesis ign alliancetheory, andthis chapteroutlines how itcan be applied to Anglo
French defence cooperatioit. also discusses the peculiarity of the Entente Cordiale from a
theoretical perspective and highlights the difficulties of ascribing the Entenéeparicular
alliance typologyThis is important asilliance theory is discussed throughout the tlsesi
particularly in the empirical chaptenwhere relevant alliance typologies are discussed in
detail. This is followed by a literature review summarising the existing state of the field. This
review considers some of the literature mentioned above and places the Angtech
relationship within tke current context of the field. It also considers literature on other key
alliances and how they influence FrarBatish relationsThis is then followed by a historical
chapterin order to provide the necessary historical context to properly understéne

military development ofthe Entente Cordiale. A relationship as complex as this has a

2
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significant amount of history that that must be consideredfully understand its current
state. Moments of military significanct the relationship from the signing of the original
Entente Cordiale until the end of the previous centuaye considered here in detail. This
chapter therefore coverssome ofthe key moments in thedevelopmentof AngloFrench
defence coopeation and teases out some of the key themes present within the peculiar

relationship.

This is then followed by three chapters, each dealing with one of the case studies identified
above. The first analyses the Lancaster House Treaty. This chapter lablesTakaty iR

depth, considering the different areas of cooperation that it envisaged and analyses whether
they have been successfully implemented. The Treaties various successes and failures are
analysed indetail to allow a conclusion to be reachel.identifies that while notall the
objectives set out by the Treaty have been achieved, it still succeeded in improving Anglo
French defence cooperation. Next is the chapter covering the NATO intervention in Libya. This
chapter provides an overview of tlwonflict and concludes that it is not a sufficient blueprint

for future AngleFrench interventions. However, it does identify a series of lessons that could
improve AngleFrench cooperation in the future. It also outlines if the UK and France have
made anyprogress in learning those lessons in the years since the intervention. The thesis
then continues with a chapter considering Brexit. This chapter identifies many ways Brexit has
already influenced Angibrench defence cooperation, almost all of them neégat This
influence is not limited to relations with the EU and has already split over into other areas in
which Britain and France cooperate. As such the impact of Brexit on European institutions
outside of the EU is also evaluated here. It also idestififet many of the implications of

Brexit are still unfolding and that it retains the potential to undermine the Entente further.
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The future implications of Brexit are also analysed, with several possible scenarios outlined

for consideration.

This is fdbwed by a chapter looking to the future which considers how Afgénch defence
cooperation can be improved. It identifies numerous strengths and weaknesses from
throughout the thesis and proposes concrete steps to improve defence cooperation. These
proposals consider a range of options that coelthancedefence cooperation in all the areas
considered throughout the thesis. The thesis then concludes with a final chapter that

summarises its findings.

Key themes

Throughout this thesis there are a numbalr themes evident within the Entente Cordiale.

The first is its peculiar nature. As mentioned at the outset this thesis refers to the-Anglo
French relationship as the Peculiar Relationship throughout. This is because of the complex
and often contradictoryature of AngleFrench relations. As outlined extensivigdier Anglo

French interests have often created a curious mixture of simultaneous cooperation and
competition. There is a recurring theme of misunderstanding throughout the relationship.
Even at is very inception there where differing interpretations of what the Entente Cordiale
meant to both governments. Britain and France have also both repeatedly found themselves
needing to cooperate but have been prevented from doing so by ideoldgiaibnson both

sides. This is not limited to history and can be seen time and again within the relationship.

This history of misunderstanding and confusion is covered extensively throughout this thesis.

Britain and France have also often pursued cooperatidharhopes of achieving significantly
different aims. As shall be demonstrated later, on many occasions they have approached each

other to cooperate in the hopes that they will be able achieve different objectives. Quite often
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their respective ends will dér but the means to achieve them are aligned. This has made
relations difficult and often hampered cooperation when it was needed most. It is also clear
that they have repeatedly favoured different strategic doctrines and postures. These have
often clashe and limited their ability to cooperate. These differences are exacerbated by the
fact that Britain and France often desire similar outcomes but employ different techniques to
achieve them. The history of the Entente has also shown that Afrgloch coopration is at

its strongest when there is a shared threat to bring the two sides together. Whether it was
the World Wars, the Suez Crisis or the Great Recession, an external crisis is often the catalyst

for improved periods of cooperation that bolster thatEnte.

Studying the Peculiar Relationship

The Entente is indeed a complex relationship. As this thesis demonstrates it is a multifaceted
relationship thathas earnedi KS a2 0 NAljdzSd 2F GKS at SOdz Al NJ
progresses it delves deepato this relationship, drawing out its intricacidts complicated

nature is analysed in great detail in order to better understand why Britain and France have

such a peculiar relationship. In doing so a long overdue comprehensive understanding of the

Entente Cordiale and its relevance to British defence policy is established.
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2. Peculiarity in theory as in practice

Introduction

What exactly is the Entente Cordiale? While this seems like a relatively simple question, it is
hard to identify an equally straightforward answer. When asking the same question of
NAGFEAY QA LINAYIFENEB AGNF G§SIAO LisNIs ¢aSyNEfiKdlahJ>s A ( &

answer. It is the special relationship, the bedrock of British foreign policy. Many volumes both
academic and otherwise have been written on the subject explaining how it functions in
intricate detail, much ofwvhich isexamined in the next chapter. Yet when it comes to the

Entente Cordiale no such clarity exists. For a relationship of such vital importance to the UK,

the Entente Cordiale is remarkably complex and at times contradictory. Its precise nature can

seem epheraral and ambiguous. It is these complexities that make the Entente such a

peculiar relationship.

The purpose of this chapter ie use alliance theory to explain theature of AngloFrench
defence cooperationThis underpins the theoretical fn@ework of the thesigjoing forward.
To accomplish this the chapteraluatesvarious alliance definitions and alliance typologies.
In doingso it provides clarity on what it means for two nations to be allleatthermore, 1
outlines whyalliance typologieare beneficial in studying the Ententghilst also identifying
several typologies that are employ#aroughoutthe thesis.In doing so thishapterensures
that the thesis igrounded in alliance theory, whilst alsmarifying some ofthe complexities

and peculiarities of the Entente Cordiale.

The chapter begins by considering various alliance definitions and outlining the criteria that
this thesis uses to define an alliandethen outlines in briefrariousinternational relations

theories and the explanations they give for alliance formation. This is followed by an analysis
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of alliance typologies, which considers how to classify the Entente Cordiale. Finally, there is a
discussion of alignment and its redce to Angld-rench relations, both historically and in

the modern day.

Alliance Definitions

Tolay the foundations for the remainder of the chapter it is necessary to discuss definitions.

The study of alliances has long been an important aspect of international relations.
ThucydideSseminal work on the Peloponnesian War was after all a study ofaliances

striving for dominance (Viotti and Kauppi2®. Alliances are regularly referenced in existing

literature when discussing relations between states. However, there is little consensus on

how to define them. Edwin Fedder for instance definéstaA  y OSa | a al fAYAd
acting in concert at X time regarding the mutual enhancement of the military security of the
YSYOSNEE oOmMipcyY cy0v gKAES |faz NBO23ayAaAy3d (
international relations is ambitg2 dza YR ' Y2N1IJK2dzaé OCSRRSNJ mq
2FFSNAR F Y2NB AGNIAIKGF2NBINR RSFAYAGA2Y ai
YAETAGINE aaradlyOS o0SGeSSy (62 2N Y2NB a2 9d¢
expand upon thisdefidiA 2y FdzZNIKSNJ o6& adGradAy3a GKEFG f €A
sovereign states for the putative purpose of coordinating their behaviour in the event of
ALISOATFTASR O2yUAy3ISyOASa 27F | scrdlatsdtfér prakBcal y I ( dzNEF
definitions of alliances, the literature also contains definitions of a more theoretical nature.

t AGYLFY t2030SN) F2NJ AyadlyoS RSFTAySa |tftAlyoOoS
approaching the forms of international government” (Potter 1948: 398hjle Hans
Morgenthau argues that alliances are simply a means of manipulating the international

equilibrium (Morgenthau 1948). Within this definitional debate there is also disagreement on
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whether alliances must be formal or informal. While Fedder (1268l Kegley and Raymon
(1992) stipulate thatalliances necessitate a formal agreement, other authors such as
Morgenthau (1948) and Walt (1987) both argue that it is possible for states to establish
informal alliances. Equally, there is debate as to whetlléances must be for a specific
purpose (Kegley and Raymon 29%r can be more general in nature (Snyder 1990).
Considering these factors, it is possible to craft a new definition for the purposes of this thesis
that draws upon various aspects idergdiin the existing literature. For the continuation this
thesis considers an alliance to be a formal agreement between two or more states that seeks
to provide for and enhance military cooperation and security. Informal agreements are not
considered to ba true alliance as these are a form of alignment, a concept discussed later in

the chapter.

Why form alliances?

Having considered these alliance definitions, it is relevant at this juncture to consider some
of the theoretical explanations as to why states form alliances, and the relevance of these
theoretical traditions to the Entente Cordiale. These are outlinetriaf here as alliance
theory grew out of traditional international relations theory. As such it is not possible to

consider alliance theory without a basic overview of its conceptual roots.

Alliance theory was arguably born out of three different scbaafl international relations:
realism, liberalism and constructivism. For both classical realists such as Hans Morgenthau
(1948) and negealists such as Kenneth Waltz (1979), alliances abg-@roduct of an
anarchic international system. To them stateg g@rimarily concerned with the balance of
power and will form alliances as necessary to ensure that their own power in the international

system is in equilibrium with their rivals (Waltz 1979). This is furthered by Stephen Walt who
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argues that states arerpoccupied with balancing threats rather than power per se (Walt
1987). Walt conteds that states will thus form alliances to balance against threats in the
international system (Walt 1987). Liberal theorists agree that states operate in an anarchic
system but argue thatthey will form alliances for reasons other than maintaining a balance

of power. Rather states may form alliances because they are both democracies (Doyle 1986),
there are economic benefits to be gained (Keohane 1984) or they can achevenilitary

goals through cooperation rather than competition (Gibler and Walford 2006). Lastly
O2yadiNHzOGADAAGA | NHdzS GKIFG AG Aa F adldasSaqa
others (Hemmer and Katzenstein: 2002). As such states catsitreir own national interest
based upon factors such as norms and identity (Finnemore 1996). Therefore they may form
alliances because of a number of reasons such as religion, geography, history, culture, or

ethnicity (Katzenstein 1996).

Whilst thesetheories can all be applied to the Entente Cordiale at a basic level, none of them
can account for the complexity of the relationship. The Entente is a peculiar relationship that
far exceeds traditional international relations theory. That is why the fad¢ukis chapter is

on alliance theory, in particular alliance typologies, as this provides a richer conceptual

understanding of Anglerench defence cooperation.

Alliance Typologies

One aspect of allianctheory which is useful when analysing the Enteist¢hat ofalliance
typologies. This chapter considers three different typologies and their usefulness for studying
the Entente Cordiale. Firstly, there is the typology developed by David Singer and $eélin
(1966). Singer and Small (1966) identified three types of alliance: defensive pacts, neutrality

and nonaggression pacts and ententes. In defensive pacts states are obliged to come to each
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the classic military alliance such as NATO. It would also be most simitae realist

conception of an alliance based purely on military power. Neutrality andaggnession pacts

are agreements between states to abst&iom aggressive action towards each other. Finally,

Singer and Small (1966) define ententes as a looser arrangement where states are obliged to
consult with one another in certain circumstances. The Five Powers Defence Agreements
between theUK Australia, New Zealand, Singapore and Malaysia would be a prime example

here (Thayer 2007). These agreements commit each nation to ¢easali otherin the event

2F Ly FGdFO1l dzL2y | aA3dylrG2NB odzi R2 y2a4 02
(1966) ententes would be comparable to constructivist alliances as they foster collective

norms and consultation.

When considering the relevance of this typology to the Asigiench dynamiche Entente

/| 2NRALFES ¢g2dzf R 060Sa&0G ¥ hcinceptioniata defanygive Sliace. Giten { Y I §
that Britain and France are both NATO allies and have signed other defence treaties such as
Lancaster House, on the most basic level Britain and France are defensive allies. This type is
the easiest to classifyna so it has been considered first. It is, however, also important to
O2y&ARSNI {AYy3ISNI YR {YIfftQa dzasS 2F GKS {SNY
Singer and Small use entente to refer to a type of alliance in which members are ogédobli

to consult each other on military matters. This thesis has, and shall continue to, refer to the
entire FranceBritish relationship as the Entente Cordiale or the Entente for short. This is not

to say that the Entente Cordiale has not also been an @rtenthe Singer and Small mould.

As shall be expanded upon in subsequent chapters the Entente originated as an agreement

on colonies that was subsequently expanded to include military consultation. Crucially it did

not provide a military guarantee. As s$uavhile the EntenteCordiale may have been
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conceived as a Singer and Small type entente, over time it has evolved into-efigiyd

defensive allianceC dzZNI K SNXY 2 NB > {AYISNI F YR {YIffQa omdc
aggression pacts as gy of alliance is problematic. An infamous example of aaggression

pact would be the Moloto\Ribbentrop pact signed in 1939. While Nazi Germany and the

Soviet Union agreed not to attack each other for a specified period, it would be unreasonable

to clam that they had formed an alliance at this time (Singer and Small 1966). As such non
aggression pacts are merely agreements intended to restrain states from hostile action,
rather than improve cooperation between them (Singer and Small 1966). As suatotney

satisfy the criteria to be classified as an alliance set out earlier in this chapter. Rather they are

another form of international agreement at a lower level than that of alliance.

The second typology is that developed by Edwin Fedder (1968)JeF€D68)argues that

alliances take three distinct forms. Firstly, there are augmentative alliances. These are
alliances in which state A seeks an alliance with state B in order to supplement their own

OF LI oAf AGASEAY (Kdza A YslcbhRagtd witH praniptivé &lliance@ i & S O dz
GKAOK adlrasS ' FftftAasSa gAGK aidldisS . Ay 2NRSNI
Thethird type of alliance is a strategic alliance, in which state A allies with state B for the sole
purpose of gaining 00Saa G2 adlaS . Qa GSNNRG2NE TF2N
F2NBFNR 2LISNIYGAy3I o61aS® CSRRSNDaA omopcy O G8&LJ
each of his three alliance types are alliances based upon realist calculations of national

interest and security.
When considering this typology analysis of the Entente becomes more complex. The
O2YLX AOFGSR Yyl (daNB 2F GKS 9yiSyidsSQa 2NRIAyaA

2 T C S@IWHadtEyaries. As the Entente has evolmer the course of its history it has
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O2YLX ASR g A 0 K(198)catkgored UporSitR iRittNIdoeition the Entente could
KIS 0SSy Ofl aaSR |(1868)kllafice tipkdNFos instifce, BGRIR S NI &
significant evidence to consideng Entente as a premptive alliance. Prior to the signing of
GKS 9yiSydS /2NRAFES CNIyOSQa LINAYINEB AydSH
possessed Empires of their own, they felt increasingly threatened by the rise of Germany
(Otte 2000). Durig this period Russia was also engaged in a fierce imperial rivalry with the
UK particularly in central Asia. For its part for most of the nineteenth and early twentieth
century Britain considered Russia to be its major strategic rival (Otte 2000). Howevese

of Germany also threatened British naval dominance around the globe, forcing Britain to seek
permanent allies for the first time in nearly a century. To that end British statesmen saw in
France a means of securing better relations with Rugsiad believed by many in Whitehall

at the time that by undertaking a rapprochement with France, Britain could improve its own
relations with Russia (Otte 2000). The logic of a friend of a friend clearly being prevalent in
British thinking. As such improdeelations with France were in many ways just ancillary to
the real prize which was a potential alliance with Russia (Le Breton 2004). For France the
Entente was a method of preventing a potential ArGlerman alliance. Prior to the Great
War German statemen had made securing an alliance with Britain one of their top priorities
(Rich 1992). If this were to happen then France would be imperilled by hostile states both in
Europe and the colonies. British aloofness during this period, coupled with the Fashod
incident heightened French fears of such an alliance. Consequently, the Entente with Britain
was the primary way through which they ensured that such a nightmare scenario did not
occur (Andrew and Vallet 2004). Given this it can be argued that histgribal Entente

Cordiale also took the form of a pesmptive alliance.
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Equally the Entente was also an augmentative alliance. Historically Britain has always been a
Y@Lt LR2SNI YR YIFAYGFrAYSR (0KS g2NIX RQa f I
signed, and in 1914 when the Entente transitioned into an official military compact (Sheffield
2013). For instance, in 1914 Britain had twetwyp dreadnoughts ready for deployment with
another thirteen under construction (Halpern 1994). This contrasted fa#nce which had

only four dreadnoughts and eight under construction (Halpern 1994). France has traditionally
focused on its land forces and during the same period maintained one of the largest armies
in Europe, significantly dwarfing those of Britainif@mica 2020). At the outbreak of the
Great War the British army numbered some 250,000 men (Chandler 2003). This was dwarfed
by the French who commanded some 1.3 million men in 1914 (Gorce 2368)ch by uniting

their combined might in an alliance, thevere able to augment each other considerably. The
AngloFrench naval agreement is a perfect example of this. By agreeing to concentrate their
respective naval forces in particular theatres Britain and France augmented their warfighting
capabilities. Equly the division of responsibilities on the Western Front allowed Britain to
concentrate its relatively smaller numbers in a single area which relieved pressure on the

French and allowed the British Expeditionary FdBEFjo fight more effectively.

INtKS &t yvYS @SAy A4 OFy Ftaz2 o6S FNHdAzSR GKI G
strategic alliance. By agreeing to coordinate their forces Britain gained access to French
territory which provided it with a base from which it could fight a major Easspwar against
Germany. Had a war occurred between Britain and Germany without such a base then it
would have been extremely difficult for Britain to prosecute a continental campaign. In this
instance Britain was once again playing the offshore balanckr described by John
Mearsheimer (2001)By combining its resources with France, a continental power, Britain

was ensuring that the balance of power in Europe remained in place.

NH
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In the modern day the Entente most resembles an augmentative alliancBrit@asn and

CN} yOSQa OFLIOoAfAGASE O2YLX SYSyid SIFOK 20KSNJ
depth in subsequent chapters the Entente has the potential for both partners to compensate
for the capability gaps that they possess. Greater nnjliteooperation can augment their
already considerable military capabilities and fill any capability gaps that may be present in
their respective arsenals. This has been the case in Mali where British logistical support has
aided the French with enhancedatisport capabilities (Shurkin 2020). NATO membership is
also of major significance to the contemporary relationship which arguably resembles
St SYSy il a @968)sdicgitafliahtraBy participating in multilateral structures such

as NATO both statecan enhance their capabilities and ensure a stable order in Europe is
YIEAY Gl Ay S @98)BceRiiteNAenory halost relevance in the modern day as
neither side seeks to prevent the other from allying with a rival. This does however
demonstrak the evolving and complex nature of the Entente over the course of its existence.
As discussed previously the Entente has not been a static relationship. It has waxed and
waned at various points in the last century. Consequently, its classification augd

C S R R(&98&pypology has changed in accordance with this.

The third typology was conceived by Jeremy Ghez (20d@)again identifies three types of
alliance that states may form. The first are tactical alliances. These are primarily opptictun

and limited in nature, intended to respond to a sudden change in the international arena.
These alliances will usually dissipate once their objective has been met. The collaboration
between the Western allies and the Soviet Undaning the Second Wi Warwould be an
example of such an alliance. These are alliances based on traditional realist notions of national
security. Tactical alliances contrast with the next alliance type, historic alliances. These are

alliances that are well established andiilb upon a firm foundation and common
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understanding such as shared values and a common history. Historic alliances are likely to
survive temporary ruptures and shifts in geopolitics, unlike alliances of a more tactical nature.
At this stage of its developent NATO is arguably a historic alliance, both due to its longevity
and that it brings together a group of democracies with common values and traditions. Finally,
Ghez(2010) identifies natural alliances. These alliances are formed between states of a
common culture or political structure. Such alliances are likely to endure in the long term
regardless of changes to the international stage. The enduring friendship between the
Scandinavian nations given their shared culture would match the definition citarai
alliance. Both historic and natural alliances exhibit elements of liberalism and constructivism
as they are based upon shared values and identity rather than simply military calculations. It
should be noted that these alliances do not remain st&icez(2010)notes for example that

it is possible for an alliance to begin as a temporary tactical nature but then endure and evolve
into a historic alliance. Equally the natural alliance is in many ways an evolution of the historic

alliance.

When applying the same considerations as before, it is clear that the Entente Cordiale has
NEBFf SOGSR I f f(2010) KIMES typasF UpdnKitS icr@ation the Entente best
resembled a tactical alliancé. quicklyevolved into a counterweight to Geian power in
Europe, culminating in its militarisation in 1914. Following the defeat of Germany
disagreements over the postar settlement caused it to rapidly fall into discord. The
seemingly limited nature of the Entente in its early years illustratesnt® tactical nature.
Equally as the Entente has developed over the t¢asttury it has taken on the form of a
historical alliance. While both nations have encountered difficulties in their bilateral

relationship, overall, the Entente has endured. As stialould not be inaccurate to say that

Britain and France are allies today and have been, for better to worse, for over a century.
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Furthermore, the Entente is also arguably a natural alliance (Mayne et al 2004). Prior to the
Second World War Britain andafce were natural allies as the only two democracies capable

of resisting Nazi aggression. This democratic solidarity largely persisted through the Cold War
in response to the Soviet threat, despite differences in their respective defence policies. In
the contemporary world Britain and France are the only major military powers in Europe
(RAND 2017). They are the only states capable of operation on a large scale for extended
periods of time. For instance, they have the two largest defence budgets in Hll$£2020).

They also possess the widest spectrum of military capabilities in Europe, such as aircraft
carriers, rapid deployment capabilities and nuclear weapons. As the threats faced by one are
likely to be threats face by the other it follows that thase best suited to complement each
other in the defence spheréAs such it is logical that they should seek to work together on
defence matterst KS ¥ Ol GKIG (GKS 9yidiSyd$S Kl@oioytaz S
alliance types once again demorstes the complex nature of the alliance that has been
demonstrated throughout this chapter and shall continue to be apparent throughout this

thesis.

What form of alliance do Britain and France currently have?

Having considered the above typologies ih@sv possible to assess the present form of the
Entente Cordiale. Firstly, it is clear that the Entente Cordiale is indeed an official alliance. By
virtue of NATO membership since 1949 the Entente satisfies the criteria to be considered an
alliance put forvard in all of the definitions considered above. As for what form of alliance it
takes, the contemporary Entente best conforms to the typologies of Jeremy Ghez (2010) and
Edwin Fedder (1968). In its present form the Entente is both a historic alliancereatdral

alliance. Its historic character has been outlined extensively in previous chapters and
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reiterated here. Equally, reasons why the Entente is a naalliainceare readily apparent.

'a 9dzNRPLISQa 2yfeé YI 22N YA fakdiFrahsE wolld colaidakate A U
of defence matters. Furthermore, their shared history builds upon these reasons for
cooperation. The Entente is also an augmentative alliance. Through cooperation Britain and
France offer each other access to capabilities thaty do not possess independently. This
further reinforces the Ententes nature as a natural alliance as there are no other nations in

Europe that offer the same capabilities as the UK and France.

Alignment

Having discussed both alliance definitions applologies there is another relevant concept
that must be considered by this chapter. That is the principle of alignment. The term alliance
has traditionally been used to describe all manner of different agreements between states in
the international system As illustrated in the above typologies scholars have counted
amongst alliancesformal defensive guarantees, agreements to consult another state,
neutrality agreements and neaggression pacts. While the authors discussed previously do
make a valid casas to why these should all be considered forms of alliance, the variety of
alliance types further illustrates the definitional problem within alliance literature. Afterall,
an agreement to defend another state from armed attack is significantly differem &n
agreement to remain neutral in the event of a war. As such theresaweralauthors that

have developed the concept of alignment as a remedy for this problem. Thomas Wilkins
(2012) argues that the term alignment should actually be used as a subgtr many of the

arrangements currently considered alliances in the existing literature. Wilkins (2012) argues

F2NI I fAYAGSR RSFAYAGAR2Y 2F FfftAlLyOS OAGAYy3

agreement that pledges states to-operate in usig their military against a specific state or
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states and usually obligates one or more of the signatories to the use of force, or to consider
Gdzy At GSNFff& 2NJAYy O2yadzZ GFdA2y oAGK FffASa
1968: 17). For WiIns (2012) alignment is a more general concept in which states agree to
support one another in the international arena and expect certain obligations such as policy
coordination in certain circumstances. Crucially a formal military commitment is ncde.pl

LG A& 2AflAya FNBdzyYSyd GKIFG Fy FEftAlLyOS Aa

supported by Michael Ward who postulates that

Gt A3yYSyld Aa y20 aA3IYAFASR o0& F2NXNIE GNBI
It is a more &tensive concept than alliance since it does not focus on the military
dimension of international politics. Degrees of alignments in political, military, and
cultural spheres present a multifaceted sculpture of national and supranational
L2 addzNS&82:7.2 1 NR M@
Having identified the theoretical distinction between alliance and alignment it is now possible
G2 FLwiXe GKAa G2 (GKS aitdzRe 2F GKS 9ydSydasS 1/
arguable that during the early days of the Entente Britaid France were in alignment rather
than alliance. As has been noted previously, and shall be expanded upon subsequently, the
conventions of 1904 did not place any legal onus on either party to assist the other in times
of war. Equally théAngloFrenchstaff discussions that emerged out of the Moroccan Crisis
were not formal military commitments. However, these could all be considered acts of
alignment. By agreeing to coordinate their military forces and working together on the
diplomatic front Britain andFrance were clearly aligned with each othBre Treaty of London

in September 1914herefore marks the point at which the Entente attained the formality

necessary for it to transition from alignment to a formal alliance. The same process was also
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evident during the interwar period. While the treaty signed in 1914 was limited to the
duration of the war Britain and France did continue to coordinate their policies to a certain
extent. While the 1920s were a time of considerable disagreement between bothsdtate

rise of fascism in Europe rapidly brought them back into realignment. Cooperation over the
Spanish Civil War, and the Frar@otish naval agreement are both examples of Britain and
France working in alignment with each other (Stone 2000). Thisnadignwould remain in
place until the formal signing of another treaty of alliance following the outbreak of the
Second World WarOf coursein the modern day Britain and France remain allies through
agreements such as the Washington Treaty of 1949, whsthbéshed NATQOand the

Lancaster House Treaty.

When considering the Entente it is also possible to argue that two states can be allied but not
in alignment. Franc®ritish relations throughout the Cold War, and indeed in certain
instances in the modern world would indicate that two states can posséssral alliance

but can also suffer from a serious misalignment of interests. Throughout the Cold War Britain
and France remained official allies but where often misaligned on defence issues. As outlined
extensively later in this thesis Britain and Fraadepted radically different defence postures
throughout most of the Cold War. Despite allying in NATO to contain the Soviet Union, their
day-to-day interests regularly conflicted. The Nigerian Civil War encapsulates this tension
perfectly. It saw wwvo NATCallies financing, equipping and training different sides in a civil
war, with one doing so with the firm intention of undermining the other (Uche 2008). In this
instance Britain and France were clearly not in alignment. A more contemporary example
would ke the Second Gulf War, in which French diplomatic efforts actively sought to prevent
and then undermine support for the Anghamerican invasion (Cogan 2004). These examples

clearly demonstrate that while Britain and France are allied, they are not alwajiginment.
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When looking at the history of the Entente it is remarkable that there have been numerous
occasions in which Britain and France have remained official allies but actively worked against
each other. For many other nations this would have desbtheir alliance. It is thus a
testament to the peculiarity and uniqueness of the Entente that it has survived these
fluctuations. The foundations of the Entente are strong enough that it can survive even when

one partner is actively working against tother.

Evidently considering the concept of alignment allows for additional complexity when
studyingthe Entente Cordiale. By allowing for distinctions between alliance and alignment it
is possible to analyse periods in which Britain and France laclkechalfmilitary agreement

but nevertheless acted in a collaborative manner. This further exemplifies the peculiar nature
of the Entente. There have been times when Britain and France have lacked a formal alliance,
such as prel914 when they have acted inonicert with one another. Equally, there have
been times when they possessed a formal alliance, but still acted with notable hostility
towards each other suglas the levant crisis or over Nigeria. Alignment is a particularly useful
concept when considerinthe prelude to the First World War and the actions taken by both

states during that period.

Conclusion

As has been illustrated throughout this chapter, the Entente Cordiale is a peculiar
relationship. Over the course of its century long existence,stédwalved and adapted to suit
the times. As such it has been difficult to categorise and fully explain. Since its foundations
the Entente has matched multiple alliance definitions and typologies. It has also alternated
between phases of actual alliance dodser alignment. In its present form the Entente would

best conform to the typologies defined by Ghez (2010) and Fedder (1968). Its continued



41

endurance is clearly the sign of a historic alliance. Equally it is also a natural alliance as Britain
andFran8 NB Yl Ay 9dzNRPLISQa 2yfé& YIFI22NJ YAt AOGFNE LR
with each other to confront the various threats that they both face. Their respective
capabilities also complement each other, fulfilling capability gaps and augmentiig
nations.The complex nature of the Entente elucidated in this chaptewvident throughout

the remainder of the thesjswith repeated references to these alliance typologi€bkapter

four considers the background of the relationship in depth and highdigte¢ complicated

origins of this peculiar relationship. Equally the enwal chapters dealing with the
relationshig@@ contemporary form also make reference to the complexities outlined in this

chapter, aseach of these chapters demonstrates alliance theory in action
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3. TheEntente in Academia

Introduction

This chapter analyses some of the literature relating to the Entente, considering many of the
themes and schools of thought present within it. It is divided into three sections. Firstly, it
considers literature that pertamto the historical background of the Angfoench defence
relationship. This literature forms the basis of the historical review explored later on. For
clarity, this segment predominantly focuses upon the period from 1904 to 1998. This is the
periodofttS 9y Sy i1SQa KAaU2NE 6KAOK fASa 2dziaARS
a more comprehensive understanding. Historical events of significance in the development of
the Entente are referenced in this section and expanded upon in greater oresaibsequent
chapters. It also identifies a number of key themes that are present throughout the historical
literature and considers how they relate to the contemporary Entente. Second, the chapter
considers literature relating to defence cooperation betn the UK, France and Germany.
Bilateral relations between Germany and both Britain and France are evaluated here.
Additionally, trilateral relations between all three nations are also considered. Literature
covering these relationships in both a histaticontext and the contemporary world are
evaluated here. Angterench relations with Germany are considered here as Germany is the
other dominant power in Europe. As such it is necessary to consider how it relates to the
Entente Cordiale. Third, the chaptconsiders literature on defence cooperation between the

UK, the US and France. Given the position of the US in the global system it is necessary to
assess its relevance to the Angicench relationship. As with Germany these relationships

are consideredhrough both historical and contemporary lenses.
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Lessons from the Past

Throughout the literature on the history of the Entente Cordiale one theme is overwhelmingly
evident: the concept of misunderstanding. It is evident that since the Entente CGorues
conceived both Britain and France have perceived it to mean different things and
YA&ddzyRSNEG22R SIFOK 20KSNRa AyaSyidAizyad ¢KAAZ
foundation. AsJeanJacques Beckef2004) notes, the French gowvenent viewed the
agreements of 1904 as the foundation of a new alliance with their previously erstwhile British
rivals. However, this differed significantly from the British perspective. British authorities
placed limited importance upon these agreemerdsnsidering them to be little more than

an understanding on colonial possessions. These radically different interpretations stemmed
from differing notions of the global stage that existed witBiritain and France at the time.

These confusions would contia to reappear throughout the early stages of the relationship.

John keiger (20@) also notes that it was only at the eleventh hour that Britain chose to side

with France in the Great War, a delay that caused much consternation in Paris and sparked a
diplomatic incident. Once again confusion reigned as the French authorities belieatd t

Britain was their committed ally, while the British government considered themselves to have

no such military responsibility to France. Equally, Kenneth Morgan (2006) discusses how at
the Paris Peace Conference of 1919, British diplomats were appslléte demands their

French colleagues were making. The French delegation made a string of demands aimed at
severely punishing Germany for its actions during the war. This caused much consternation
amongst British attendees, who feared that the motivati®r2 NJ C NJ i@ S@rice K| NR
towards the Germans was an embryonic Gallic bid for European domination. The French for

their part, could not understand why the British were so reticent to agree with them. The
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French believed their proposals where perfecdgsonable measures intended to ensure that
Germany could not pose a major threat to them again as it had done in the past. Margaret
MacMillan (2003) argues that the British were able to take a more detached view at the
negotiations as they had not suffatdo the same extent as France which damaged their

ability to negotiate effectively. Morgan (2006) records how this inability to understand each
20KSNRA LRAYOG 2F OASH O2YyGNROdziSR (2 . NARGFAY
the peace negoétions. This acrimony would continue to influence Argtench relations

throughout the interwar period.

An example that best illustrates the levels of misunderstanding that have plagued the
relationship is recorded by Robert Boyce (2006). Boyce (2@263 that during the interwar

period British and French officials held discussions on the possibility of building a channel
tunnel to physically link both nations. While French officials thought this would be a powerful
symbol of the friendship between tlvetwo nations, the British ultimately withdrew from the

project. Officially they cited budgetary constraints, but in actuality there existed very real
fears within the British government that a channel tunnel could be utilised by France as a
method for invading the British mainland. Whilst in hindsight this appears to be a ludicrous
concern, Boyce (2006) himself notes that even for the time this was a phantom fear given
CNI yOSQa 02y Ay dzApedrthElaskit illustr@tes the lgvel Bf Sasivhi-agde
misperception that has plagued the Entente. Even during the latter half of the century, when

both nations sought to liquidate their vast imperial holdings, disagreements managed to
200dzNX» al NO aAOKIF St gNARGSa slnkdecolonisafidhlagte I y R
KFR Ay O2f2yAaliArAzy AGaSt¥Té 0aAOKFISt HannyY ™
residual animosity within both states, as they both believed the other sought to utilise

decolonisation as a tool to weakéme othersgeopolitical position. This further illustrates the
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level of mistrust that has existed at times between Britain and France. Even when they sought
to bring about an end to their colonial responsibilities, elements within their governments

still perceivedhe other to harbour hostile intentions.

Another theme evident throughout the literature is a sense that the Entente Cordiale has

grown far beyond its original intentions. The Entente has come to encapsulate-Pegioh

relations for over one hundieyears. The dynamics of this relationship dictated the course of

two world wars and continue to influence the global agenda. This is despite the original
FANBSYSyld FY2dzyldAy3a G2 €tAGGES Y2NB OGKIFy |
O2y i Syl A @ua 20083 7t)dzS Méurice Vaisse and Robert Frank elogquently noted
GOGKS 9yGSyidS /2NRAIFES KIFa fFNBSte 20SNIIF]1Sy=>
9). It is evident from the wording of the original 1904 agreements that there existeormaf

military commitment between either state. Implied or unofficial commitments are another

matter which caused significant tensions as shown above. The text of the 1904 declaration
NBLISIHFGSREe adlrasSa GKEFEG . NRGFAY ntl190R 1)ON y OS¢
another in their respective colonial spheres. A commitment not to obstruct one another,
however, hardly amounts to a declaration of friendship that would endure for the next
century. John Keiger (2004) affirms this view by noting that tleggeements did not bring

020K aARSa (23SUKSNX® wl dKSN) GKSe& aLKe&aAOl t €
ALIKSNBE 2F AyTFEdzSyOSé O0YSAIASNI HannY o0d YSAZ
not initially intended to foster closer coopstion. Instead, it ensured that Britain and France

would remain confined to their separate imperial possessions. This is further supported by
Catherine Gavin (1941) who writes that, when it was first envisioned, the term Entente

Cordiale was intended togba meaningless platitude. Entente Cordiale, or friendly agreement

in English, was selected specifically because it was ambiguous and allowed Britain to avoid
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using the word alliance. It is somewhat ironic therefore that what began life as a minor
agreemer intended to avoid conflict over far flung colonial possessions, has since morphed
into a term encompassing one of the most important defence and strategic relationships in

modern history.

Also apparent within the historical literature is that the Anglench defence relationship
tends to vacillate between phases of close cooperation and disagreement. Since 194 the
and France have alternated between cooperation, indecision and on some occasions outright
conflict. Given the complications inherent withthe relationship outlined above, this is not
unexpected. While both nations fought side by side in the First World War, this cooperation
ceased not long after. As demonstrated by Capet et al (2006) Amglch cooperation on
military matters quickly ermbled over the issues of German remilitarisation, disarmament
and Turkey, as both sides could not agree upon a common course of action. Cooperation
would be revived again with the rise of the Third Reich, with Raphaele {Pliech(2004)
arguing that dumg the Second World War cooperation was at its strongest point since the
Treaty of Versailles in 1919. Following that war, there was another bout of cooperation which
culminated in the joint Anglérench invasion of Egypt during the Suez Crisis of 1986isTh
arguably the most significant instance of military cooperation between Britain and France
throughout the entire Cold War (Beach 1989). However, as Hugh Beach (1989) notes this was
a unique situation and operations on the scale of Suez would not @gain. After Suez the

old disagreements would emerge in a whole host of new arenas covering NATO, French
weapons sales to Argentina and decolonisation. The case of Nigeria in particular stands out.
During the Nigerian Civil war that lasted from 198¥70,Britain and France actively armed
212 aAy3 aARSa Ay GKS O2yFftA00G Ay o6KIOG ¢c2ye

GClFakK2RI {@YyRNRYSe¢ G 62N] o/ KFEFSNI YR [/ dzY YA
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Cold War, British and French defence policieg 2 dzft R NBXYF Ay |4 I N¥Qa
(Alford 1989). It was only following the fall of the Berlin Wall that both sides would begin to
re-establish high level defence cooperation. Most notably this was with the St Malo
Declaration that emerged fra the 1998 Angld-rench summit. Against a backdrop of
conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, Britain and France came together to articulate a shared
vision on defence for the first time in decades. This summit has been described as-ground
breaking by variousommentators who noted that this declaration required both sides to
cross what had previously been a red line (Chafer and Cummings 2010) in terms of the

European Union and joint defence cooperation.

Many authors have also commented throughout the Etierre that the history of the Entente
Cordiale is littered with examples of missed opportunities for greater military cooperation.
Robert Boyce (2006) for instance notes that the aftermath of the First World War was a
perfect opportunity for Britain and Bnce to establish closer bilateral defence links. Having
just fought a major war together this was the time to establish joint measures for the
preservation of European defence. Boy@€06)argues that the naval agreements that had
operated throughout theGreat War could have served as the basis for this cooperation in
other spheres such as land forces and the air force. However, due to mutual misunderstanding

and particularly thegreviously discussefritish mistrust, this opportunity was lost.

A major ekample of this kind of missed opportunity is the Treaty of Dunkirk and subsequent
Treaty of Brussels. The Treaty of Dunkirk was a mutual defence treaty aimed at containing
Germany, while the Treaty of Brussels established the Western Union as a largeatiauial
defensive alliance. Both of these treaties shall be discussed in greater detail later in the thesis.

Richard Ovendale (1994) discusses how these treaties had the potential to form the
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foundation of broader Anglérench defence cooperation that wlol have shaped European
defence architecture. However, Ovendale (1994) notes that Britain remained reticent to
become entangled in any European alliance, while France was unwilling to embark upon
major initiatives without British involvement. After thifoth nations would become

increasingly focused on other areas and neglect their bilateral cooperation.

Anne Deighton (2008) also considers this phenomenon in relation to decolonisation within
Africa. Deighton argues that Angffmench withdrawal from Africa during the pestr period

need not have been inevitable, had both nations been able to cooperatendptiris period

there was ample opportunity to cooperate, and indeed discussions were held on joint action
aimed at preserving European colonial rule in Africa. Once again, Britain and France failed to
grasp the opportunities before them. Deighton (2008}es that British inclinations towards

the Commonwealth prevented it from committing to some sort of multinational European
military force to preserve its rule in Africa. This was compounded, according to Deighton
(2008), by mutual suspicions in Francertigalarly amongst more reactionary members of

the French government who viewed these proposals as an attemja pgrfide Angleterre

G2 dzadzN1lJ CNY yOSQa O2ft2yASaod

Defence Cooperation within the E3

While the purpose of this thesis is to study the tmmporary Entente Cordiale, it does not
exist in a vacuum. While the Entente is both powers primary defence relationship in Europe,
there is a third European power that cannot be ignored: the Federal Republic of Germany.
Germany is the third partner in thawkward waltz of the European Three (E3). Collectively

these are the three most politically, militarily, economically, and culturally influential states
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in Europe. As such it is important to consider how relations with Germany influence the

Entente cordiée.

The European Engine

Defence cooperation between France and Germany has been in development since the
1960s. Franc@erman defence cooperation is imbedded in the Elysee Treaty of 1963. The
Elysee Treaty allowed for regular exchanges in militarygmersl, the commencement of joint
armaments programmes and called for a convergence of both states' strategic cultures
(Elysee Treaty 1963Additionally,it also established regular consultations and meetings
between the French President, German Chancellad both sides foreign ministers (Elysee

Treaty 1963). Subsequently, a Fraitgerman Defence and Security Council was established

in 1988 to allow for regular meetings between their respective defence ministers. The Franco
German defence relationship isus highly institutionalised in a way that the Entente Cordiale

is not. However, the consensus within the literature is that whilst Germany and France are
tightly bound institutionally, their strategic outlooks are often highly divergent. This point is

madS o6& ! ft NAOK YNRUGT YR YIFGKFENRYl -@enfa®F O HAM
O22LISNYGA2Y Ay &aSOdaNAGEe yR RSTFSYyOS Aad OKIF N
howFranceDSNX Iy NBf I GA2ya ' NB R2YAY!Il GSshutiordl | F2 N
cooperation and diverging preferences coexist (Krotz and Wolf 2018). This point is expanded
dzLI2y o6& t KAf AL D2NR2Y ¢K2 gNAGSE GKIF4dvara CNI y C
period seems to have taken pladespiteimportant differencesn perspective between the

G2 O2dzy iNASasx y24d 06S0OFdzaS 2F | Fdzy Rl YSy Gl f
Delphine Deschau®utard (2021)echoes this view by arguing that FranGerman defence

cooperation has been built upon divergent views since the Elysee Treaty was signed.
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If such a tension exists at the heart of Frai@@erman defence cooperation, then the question
that must be asked why? Why do France and Germany have such divergent approaches to
defence policy? It is clear within the literature that the answer lies in the past. A recurring
theme is that since the Suez Crisis France has sought to maintain an independent foreign
policy (Sharp and Stone 2000Y.0 that end it has maintained sizeable expeditionary
capabilities and has not been hesitant to use them. For France the EU has been a means
through which French power could be enhanced and European autonomy achieved (Franke
and Vama 2019).Crucially, France has been keen to maintain its sovereignty in terms of
defence, thus while is has supported greater intergovernmental efforts to promote European
defence cooperation, it has generally opposed more institutional efforts that nhighie
constrained French autonomizianke and Varma 2019 he literature on Germany makes it
clear that Germany has maintained a contrasting position to France, seeking to position itself
firmly within both NATO and the EU. As Rainer Baumann (2@02s out, since the Second
World War German defence policy has embraced multilateraliBatrick Keller (2012)
reiterates that NATO has been the bedrock of German defence policy since it joined in 1955
While France has actively sought to achieve maximum iedégnce from the United States,
Ulrich Krotz and Joachim Schild (20&8jue that Germanyasembraced its dependence
upon the USFor Germany the political legitimacy granted by these multilateral frameworks

is essential for their place in the modern wabrTherefore, German politicians have long been
advocates of both NATO and greater defence integration within the EU. Constraints on
sovereignty have become the norm for Germany and are not viewed in the same negative

light as in France.

Similartothe Y | YR CNJ} yOSs RAFFSNByOSa |taz SEAAL

cultures. Julian Junk and Christopher Daase (2@d@)e that given their history German



51

politicians are loathe to participate in foreign adventurism in the same manner as France
Unlike in France, the idea oeploying military forces unilaterally would be unthinkable for

any German government (Junk and Daase 20IBjs has caused tension between both
governments as France has sought greater German involvement overseas, whizéehas
repeatedly opposed by German politicians. This is reminiscent of the FBEari@sh debates
20SN) K26 YR gKSNB TFT2NOSa aK2dzZ R 6S RSLX 2@ €
interest is Europe and the north Atlantic, while France considersitsktve global interests.
Consequently, France has a network of forces deployed across the globe allowing it to deploy
rapidly if necessary. Germany by contrast has no such capabilities, making it difficult for them
to cooperate with France when the needses (Huntley 2020). Collectively these differences
have repeatedly hindered Fran€@erman defence cooperation. It should be noted that even

if Germany possessed similar capabilities to France this would not necessarily lead to greater
defence cooperationThe Franc®ritish literature illustrates that comparable capabilities do

not necessarily result in enhanced cooperation.

Despite these differences the literature does identify various attempts in the recent decades

to promote greater Franc&erman deénce cooperation. However, it also notes that these

efforts have met with limited success. The highest profile to date has been the creation of the
FranceGerman BrigadeThe Francegserman Brigade is a binational force consisting of an

infantry brigade drgy FTNRBY 020K yIFiA2yaQ FN¥YASad LG Aa
France and Germany. Ulrich Krotz and Katharina Wolf (2018) take a rather negative view of

the FranceGerman Brigade arguing that it has been hamstrung by German unwillingness to
engagean combat operations abroad. They further argue that the divergent strategic cultures

of Germany and France have rendered the FraBeoman Brigade a largely symbolic unit,

rather than a vehicle for actual intervention. Ulrich Krotz (2013) furthers thgobying out
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that Germany has repeatedly resisted deploying the brigade in full, insisting that it is not an

(0p))

ELISRAGAZ2Y I NBE &! TN | ISim¥aflyNardachis HieBbourg/hasieeEriSed S | 6
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imaginary enemy, rather than a serious fighting unit (Heisbourg 22)0%he Francdserman

Brigade also forms thbeart of the Eurocorps, a multinational force consisting of France,
Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg, Spamd &oland (Eurocorps 2022). Theoretically, it is
intended to serve as a rapid response force for NATO or the EU, should the need arise.
However, the Eurocorps has also fallen victim to traditional Fr&eoman squabbles.
Differences over doctrine have amgd that it has only been deployed three times, and only

in a peacekeeping capacity. It has also been constrained by a lack of credible strength.

Outside of the Eurocorps there have been other attempts to bolster Fr&@®man defence
cooperation, but perspectives on these have been mixed at best. A F@coan Defence

and Security Council was established in 1988 to provide for regular communication between
both nations. While contributing to the institutionalisation of the Fraf&eman
relationship, thus creating a standing forum for regular communication between French and
German defence officials, Ulrich Krotz and Katharina Wolf (2018) have noted that this has not
contributed to any meaningful convergence of Frai@erman defence attrines. Rather

they have remained just as separate as ever. In 2019 both nations signed the Treaty of
Aachen, a broad ranging accord covering numerous areas including defence. This Treaty called
F2NJ I FdzZNIKSNJ O2y @SNHBSY OS bpdtiveCandl sfradgjieslafldR D S N.
included a mutual assistance clause committing both parties to offer assistance should one
suffer an armed attack (Frangderman Treaty 2019Rrticle 4 of the Treaty states that both
governments shall intensify cooperation beten their armed forces with the intention to

build a common culture and conduct more joint deployments in the future (Fr&®onan
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Treaty 2019). The French government said the Treaty of Aachen was supplemental to the
Elysée TreatyMinistry of Foreign Aflairs 2019),while the German government claimed that
the Treaty of Aachen represented the creation of even closer ties that the Elysée Treaty

(GermanFederalForeign Ministry 2019).

However, the reception of the Treaty of Aachen has bdeaidedly more muted than the

bold claims of the French and German governments. For instance, Ronja Kempin and Barbara
Kunz (2019%oth point out that while the Treaty adds to the FrarGerman defence agenda,

it does not explain how its objectives wille bachieved. They note that promoting a
convergence of FraneBerman strategic doctrines has been a goal since the Elysée Treaty,
and that the Treaty of Aachen merely reiterates that objective without providing any
indication as to how it is to be achieveld.it has not been achieved since 1963 then it is
doubtful that more rhetoric will help to achieve it now. The Jacque Delors Institute (2019)
published a report not long after the Treaty was signed criticising its tepid approach to
defence. This report pots out that the Treaty offered no meaningfully new proposals to
improve FranceGerman defence cooperation. It also criticises the Treaty for designating the
FranceGerman Defence and Security Council as the primary vehicle for defence cooperation,
calling it an antiquated institution in need of an update. The report also points out that
institutional arrangements will not magically solve the main areas of contention between
Paris and Berlin. Given that the same issues have plagued Femrmoman defence
cooperation for decades despite the highly institutionalised nature of the relationship, this is

an accurate assessment.

The Jacque Delors Institute also rightly points out that the Treaty states an intention to agree

a joint approach on defence matters bdbes not state when that agreement will be made
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or how agreement will be reached. Nicholas Dungan (2019) of the Atlantic Council also notes
how the Treaty is highly symbolic in nature. The city of Aachen was once the capital of
Charlemagne and has beeretbackdrop of many Frangderman conflicts in past centuries.
Signing a new treaty of friendship there offers significant symbolic value. Dungan is somewhat
positive about the Treaty as he points out that it is a useful tool for committing France and
Germaly to greater defence integration. However, he also highlights how some of the
contents are irrelevant, such as the commitment to mutual defence which is already covered

by membership of both the EU and NATO.

From the existing literature it is clear thBtanceGerman defence cooperation is hampered
by numerous obstacles that have prevented it from developing its full potential. While both
governments have attempted to improve the situation, such as with the Treaty of Aachen,
clear differences remain whicthave yet to be reconciled. Fran€erman defence

cooperation is therefore the story of much unrealised potential.

The silent alliance

Defence cooperation between Germany and the UK is significantly underdeveloped in

comparison to the FraneGerman relationship. Oasurface level Britain and Germany share

some priorities in defence. They both have a strong Atlanticist outlook which asamed

above has caused tension with France. The special relationship between the US and UK and

German dependence upon America for its defence have fostered views in both London and

Berlin that the Atlantic alliance is the bedrock of their defence polibyoughout most of the

Cold War this resulted in remarkable convergence in defence between the UK and Germany.
NAGFAYyQad O2YYAGYSyd G2 b!e¢eh YR AlGa F20dz

post2 | NJ D S NJY limAge @sian dliSricemationowever, despite this historic alignment
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there has been little bilateral cooperation between Germany and the UK. Karl Kaiser and John
Roper (198) have referred to Ang®@ SNXY Iy RSTFSy O0OS O22LISNI GA2Yy |

given the low profile it occupienth public discourse.

Given their shared Atlanticist outlooks and the economic and diplomatic weight that Germany
possesses, why has defence cooperation between Germany and the UK never developed in a
AAYAE NI YFEYYSN G2 . NA Gde mand Garmady) theSlidiatlré dffarsS & K !
three main explanations: divergent strategic cultures, differing national perspectives and
differences over the EU. Firstly, just as with France, Germany and the UK have significantly
different strategic cultures. As emtioned above Germany is restrained in its global outlook
confiningitself to benga European poweBiolley 2018) The German armed forces are thus
configured to conduct operations within the Eufdlantic theatre. There is an oft repeated
adage that Gamany is an economic giant, a political dwarf and a military worm (The
Economist 2017)Germany does not possess the same military capabilities as France and
therefore does not offer the same potential for defence cooperation to the UK. Being a nation
with full spectrum capabilities and a history of expeditionary warfare, the UK has not looked
to Germany as a potential partner outside of the European theatre (Johnson and Matlary
2018).Furthermore, @rman unease at expeditionary operations has led Britaitutn to

France as its European partner of choice (Johnson and Matlary 2018). German military
capabilities havalsobeen chronically underfunded since the end of the Cold War (Johnson
and Matlary 2018). While th&JK hasnot always providedts forces wit the necessary
resources, a point that is explored in great detail in subsequent chapters, the UK has
maintained a credible level of readiness. The German government by contrast failed to do this
after the Cold War and has only seriously looked at reitmvgsn its military in the wake of

wdza aAl Q& FyySEFGA2Y 2F [/ NAYSIE o0W2Kyazy | yR
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cooperated with Germany within wider frameworks such as NATO and the EU, their differing
strategic postures have ensured that there haseb precious little bilateral cooperation

(Johnson and Matlary 2018).

Connected to theiopposingstrategic doctrines are the differing national identities of Britain

and Germany. Unlike Britain and France which both share a belief in themselves as global
powers, Germany is still reluctant so see itself as a world playdfaAda Knowles and Silke
ThomsonPottebohm(2004)rightly identify, historic factors are major inhibitors on German
LI26SNXP !'a |fNBFRe YSYldA2ySR Ad A& Of SIFNJ FNR
operate multilaterally through international institutions (Keohane 2016)rarely acts
unilaterally or outside of established structures. The UK has no such inhibitions. The UK still
views itself as a major international player. The 2021 Integrated Review sets out a vision for

I aDf 20| f . NRGFAYE G KIdion withfekisting LniSithtioris $ind 6 2 (1 K
bilaterally as neededMoD 2021) This thus limits the potential for Angderman defence
cooperation as both nations have fundamentally opposing views of their respective places in
the world. In that way Angk&erman @fence cooperation suffers from the same problems

as Francaserman defence cooperation. A capable and interventionist minded power is
unable to reconcile its own views with that of its restrained neighbour. This highlights some

of the similarities betweethe FranceGerman and Angkserman relationships. In both cases
German reluctance prevents it from acting in a manner that its more adventurous partner
would like. It is also ironic that despite their historic rivalries both Britain and France are
frustrated by German pacificism, a pacifism that is a result of past German aggression against

Britain and France.
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The third factor evident within the literature is a clear difference in British and German views
on the role of the EU in their respective defenadiges. AKnowlesand ThomsonPottebohm

(2004) arguesermany has long favoured greater institutionalisation of defence policy at the
EU level, while the UK has traditionally opposed major EU defence initiatives. This differs
slightly from Franc&sermandisagreements over the EU, and indeed also from Frdritsh
perspectives on the EU. While both France and Germany have pushed for the EU to take on a
greater role in defence matters, they have divergent views on what form this should take.
Germany has éen keen to institutionalise defence within the EU, while France has pushed
for a more intergovernmental approach that would allow it to take the lead. TheitdKot
completely oppose intergovernmental defence cooperation within the EU but always sought
to keep it as limited as possible. This is therefore a major area of disagreement between
Germany and the UK, as Britain as often been the main obstacle to enhanced EU defence
cooperation (Longhurst and Miskimmon 2007). This has ensured that while Britdin a
Germany may agree on many of the main defence issues facing them, they regularly differ on

how they should respond (Longhurst and Miskimmon 2007).

Defence cooperation between Germany and the UK can best be viewed as two nations
working alongside one rmther, rather than working together. They cooperate through
multilateral institutions such as NAT@nd formerly the EUbut there is little bilateral
cooperation. Cooperation between Germany and the UK is thus an area of untapped potential
(Becker, Mollng and Schitz 2020Britain and Germany could cooperate more bilaterally if
they invested the time and effort. As European powers committed to NATO, there is scope
for greater AngleGerman defence cooperation within the European sphere. For instance,

Germany could contributéroops to the UKed NATO battlegroup in Estonia while the UK
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could reciprocate for the Germaded battlegroup in Lithuania. Alas at present this does not

appear to be a priority for either government.

The E3 combined

If FranceGerman defence cooperatiois a story of unrealised potential and Angerman
defence cooperation a story of untapped potential, then trilateral defence cooperation is a
story of unexplored potential. The literature makes it clear that despite being the three main
powers in Europ the E3 have tended to focus on bilateral defence relations, to varying
degrees of success, while ignoring the potential for cooperation as a group. One notable
exception to this was the creation of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), later
renamed CSDP. While CSDP was instigated by an-Pegich initiative, it was adopted by

the European Council under a German presidency. This was thus a rare example of trilateral
defence cooperation between the E3. There have been few instances lika tiis years

since.

While France and Britain are closer to each other in strategic culture than they are to
Germany, defence cooperation between the E3 would be beneficial for all iliies Pannier

and Olivier Schmitt (2014aveargued thatmeaningfulcooperation between all three would

be the best way towards a meaningful improvement in European defence. How exactly this
would be achieved is the main question. As discussed already the E3 have an array of policy
divergences that make defence cooperatidifficult. German pacifism and Anglyench
adventurism are hard to reconcile. Equally Germany has for years found itself caught between
Atlanticist Britain and Europeanist France (Pannier and Schmitt 2014). Consequently,
achieving any meaningful cooperan is incredibly difficult. &h cooperation has therefore

remained largely theoretical, but in a peBtexit world it has taken on an increased relevance.
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Enhanced trilateral defence cooperation with France and Germany offers a way in which
Britain can ontinue to exercise influence in both Europe and the EU (Keohane 2017). Anna
Wieslander (2020argues that this kind of cooperation could allow for the creation of a
European pillar of NATO. This would be in all three nations interests as it would lbalSter
NATO and European security. It would also increase their influence within the alliance by

SadlrofAaKAYy3a GKSY |a fSFRSNER |Y2y3ad b! ¢hQa
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However, this spending plan still lacks detail and there is no substantive literature on how this

will impact defence cooperation with either the UKFrance.
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Having considered the influence of defence cooperation between France, Germany and the
UK, it is now time to consider transatlantic relations. It is important to understandafleeof
the United States in both British and French defence policy in order to appreciate all the

factors that influence the Entente Cordiale.

The relationship between France and the United States is a complicated one. Officially they
are firm friends. e US refers to France as its oldest friend and ally (US Embassy 2020).
Equally France states that their relationship is built on bonds dating back to the French and
American revolutions (France in the United States 2020). However as is clear within the
literature the reality is more complicated. Existing research on Fr&mgerican defence
cooperation highlights that relations between the US and France tend to oscillate between
strong cooperation and acrimonious disagreements. It is also clear from énatlite that

the latter outweighs the former.
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A major theme within the literature is that France and America have repeatedly clashed over

their perceived world roles. As James Sperling (2@t@ues the United States, as the
dominant power in the West, isccustomed to taking a leadership role when it comes to its
dealings with Western nations. To a certain extent America expects its allies to show a degree

2T RSTSNByOS G2 AlG Fa GKS WiESIFRSNI 2F (GKS FNE
a mears to extend its influence and has been happy to support European integration, so long

Fad GKFEG AYyGSaINFraGA2y &a0GNBYy3IGKSya 9dzZNRLISFY 4&d
2019).As Joanne Wright highlights (20@ance has been suspicious of the tediStates

since the end of the Second World Wa&¥right asserts that while France accepted the
necessity of American support to counterbalance the Soviets during the Cold War, France also
pursued a policy which aimed to secure their own independence aridnamy while

weakening American influence over the contindviaurice Vaisse (2008prees, arguing that

France has pursued an independent role in the world intended to preserve their own
influence and prevent American encroachment onto what it views @hdh national

interests This clashing of views between two states, which both see themselves as world

leaders, has repeatedly undermined cooperation between both nations.

The literature on FraneAmerican disagreements highlights how discord between the two
tends to occu when one nation perceives the other as undermining their daterests.
Sophie Meunier (20053rgues that French opposition towards the US has been driven by
concerns over the American preponderance of power in the global system. Meuiner (2005)
claims hat France has viewed American dominance as a threat to its own place in the world
and perception of itself as a global power. Peter Schraeder (20@®argued that French
anger has been particularly acute when it perceives America to be oversteppiagphéere

of influence in Africa. Schraeder (2000) argues that American involvement in former French
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colonies greatly irritates France, as it considers them to be within its sole sphere of influence.
Equally, Thierry Tardy (200&)gues that clashes oveln¢ defence of Europe have generated

much animosity over the years. The US has often viewed French attempts to build an
autonomous European defence capability as a threat to the Atlantic alliance (Tardy 2003
Thisview is supported by the literature whithI NBE S & GKIF 0 GKS CNBYOK gAl
military command structure, attempts to pull Germany away frolATOwith the Elysée

Treaty (Kempin and Kunz 2019) and efforts to build an EU defence capability independent of
NATO all strained relations with \8fsington (Lightfoot and Bel 2020). Charles Cogan (Cogan
2010)KI & | NHdzZSR GKSANJI KAAG2NRAOIE NRARDIENE RNRGS
giving rise to an ambiguous relationship France and America may be allies but they have
traditionally been measy ones. John Keiger (2010) agrees arguing that the historical legacy of
French suspicion towardes AngleSaxonsas influenced their perceptions of the US and its

actions

There is a consensus within the literature that relations between FrandelenUS reached

their lowest point during the invasion of Iraq in 2003. Celia Belin (2018) argues that French
opposition to the Irag War provoked such anger in America that bilateral relations were
plunged into an abyss. American accusations of cowas#oé France back into the darkest
moments of its history (Belin 2018), devastating FraAaterican relations. Jeffrey Lightfoot

and OlivierRémy Bel (2020) also conclude that the FraAomerican schism in 2003 was
particularlydamaging They argue that tkisplit was in part fuelled by existing stereotypes of
American arrogance and French obstingno#amingacrimony on both sides (Lightfoot and

Bel 2020). Charles Cogen (2004) refers to this dispute as a breakup of a transatlantic alliance

that had stoodsince the Second World War. While not as hyperbolic, Irwin Wall (2@0d&s
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with Cogen that the Irag War caused a major rift inf#&nce relations, causing France to

turn towards Europe as a counterweight to American unilateralism.

While historicrelations between France and the United States have been strained, allowing

for little bilateral defence cooperation, recent literature takes a more positive tone. There is

a sense within the literature that America and France have embarked upon a congerge

ideas in recent years that has helped boost defence cooperation in previously unseen ways.
There is general agreement that this trend began with the Presidency of Nicholas Sarkozy
(Belin 2018, Lightfoot and Bel 2020). President Sarkepymed NAD military command and
FR2LIGSR | Y2NB ' Gt FyiAO0OAalG 2dzif221 GKFIYy KAA
election marked a turning point in Franéamerican relations (Grossman 2010). Whilst French
reintegration into NATO was not the solution td thle bilateral issues between them, it was

a positive step in the right direction (Grossman 2010). Frederic Pesme (2010) described this
moment as a sea change in the relationship. Within the literature NATO reintegration is often

seen as the starting padirior a FranceAmerican rapprochement. American views on France
alsobecame more positive after French leadership in the 2011 intervention in Libya (Lightfoot

and Bel 2020) and have improved further since France began conducting counter terrorism
operatiors in the Sahel (Scheffer and Quencez 20W8)hael Shurkirand Peter A. Wilson

KIS S@Sy | NHdzSR GKFG CNIyOS KFa o6S3dzy NBLIX |

(Shurkin and Wilson 2015).

Another theme evident throughout the literatureftisat despite their differences, a failure to
cooperate would be detrimental to French and American interests. For inst@marew
Lebovich(2021) claims that while France has taken the lead in the Sahel, greater American

support would be in both ofheir interests. Lebovich argues that a stable Sahel is in both
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nations interests but it is too remote from the United States to be a primary concern.
Therefore, providing France with both greater military and political support would ensure that
stabilisaton operations are able to continue functioning there effectively. Celia Belin (2018)
reiterates this point by arguing that Franéonmerican defence cooperation has proven
effective in the fight against Islamic State with France providing the US witlalaleddily that
possesses full spectrum capabilities. As a nation with global ambitions but limited resources
France is at risk of overstretching itself. This is a problem highlighted by Alice Pannier (2017)
who argues that greater cooperation with alliesthe best way for France to achieve its

strategic goals without overstretching itself.

CKS G{LISOALTf wStlFlA2yaKALX

The defence relationship between theK and the USis welll] y2é6y | a (GKS da/{
wSEtFiA2yaKALE & ¢KAA& Kstrategior8&ighship KirRe theYettof thé2 & (i ¢
Second World War. This is a relationship that has survived numerous ups and downs over the
years (Dumbrell 2006EXxisting literature exhibits a consensus that cooperation between the

US and UK in the pesYar paiod was unusually close, even for two allies (Harris 2018)re

is general agreement that throughout the Cold War Britain and America enjoyed a defence
relationship that was unique to any other country (Clark 199hile the US may have close

defence elations with other allies such as Australia or Israel, the level of integration and
interoperability between the US and UK is unmatched (Rees 201 .area in which the
relationship is particularly close is in terms of nuclear cooperation, where thartaintain

levels of cooperation and integration unseen anywhere else in the world (Young 2007).

Since the end of the Cold War there has been a trend in the literature to argue that the

G{LISOAIE wSEliA2YEAKALE KIF & O®el(DR)atglesdad LI NI
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Al o1& GKS 3Ft20lt O2yFEtAOGL 2F (GKS /2t R 21 NJ |
Without the threat of the Soviet Union Dumbrél001)argues that the relationship has lost

its significanceparticularly to theJS.Thus, he argues that without the need to face down the
{20ASG4a AY 9dzNRP LSS YdzOK 2F . NAGFAY QA AYLRNII
long after the collapse of the Soviet Union John Dickie (1885)ed that the fundamental

purpose of the AngkAmerican alliance was now gone. An alliance that had been formed to

fight fascism and been sustained by the struggle against communism now faced neither. Steve
Marsh and Alan Dobson (2014)so note that in the wake of the Cold War British and
American mterests began to diverge. While Britain remained firmly committed to European

security and determined to ensure the peace dividend that allowed for reduced defence
spending, America was enjoying its unipolar moment and becoming increasingly adventurous
oniKS ¢g2NIR adr3ase 1a +ty FEtAFIYyOS odaAtd 2y
wSt I GA2YyaKALE ¢2dA R adlF NI G2 f2aS AdGa fdzadN

(Danchev 2006).

Despite this wave of postold War negativity, moreSSOSy & ¢2NJ & F NHdz2S (KU
wStlFidA2yaKALE KFIAa SYyRdAdZNSBR RSaLAGS GKS OKI y3)
maintained an elevated level of defence cooperation and their militaries continue to be highly
integrated and interoperable (ReesdbBavies 20195teve Marsh (2014) argues that despite

the initial divergence of British and American interests, their interests have realigned. This

has ensured that bilateral defence cooperation has continued. The experience of fighting
alongsideeach® SNJ Ay LNJIlj FyR ! FIAKIyAaldly &adzadl AySF
in the eyes of policy makers on both sides of the Atlantic (Dumbrell 206i&).Baylis & James

J. Wirtz (2012)argue that while the relationship has been strained there is still sufficient

goodwill on both sides to see it maintained. It has also been argued that the UK remains
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as China, counterterrorism and Russia, Britain and America hold much closer views than they
do with their European allies. This means that Amghoerican defence cooperation remains

relevant and will continue as they face an array of common challenges.

The question that must be asked is why are the US and UK such close allies? This question
remains contested within existing literature. On the one hand there are those who argue that

the relationship is built upon shared values and ideals, while on ther@tfe those who view

it as being based upon national interests which happen to have aligned for much of the last
OSyildNE® ¢K2a$S ¢K2 | NBHdIzS (GKIFIdG 0GKS a{LISOALI
values often point to the existence of a common langyaggture and history that sustains
cooperation between the US and UK (Allen 1954). Arthur Turner (B8g@aes that common

legal and political systems based on the rule of law and democracy offers a common
F2dzy RIFGA2y dzZLl2y ¢ KA OK is OutSAs dembd@atizistatés itvisShly G A 2 v
natural that Britain and America would be allies. Leslie Vinjamuri and Hans Kundnani (2021)
argue that the US and UK share a common sense of purpose and willingness to act, both of
which naturally bring them toge#tr as defence partners. John Dumbrell (@08lso argues

that while Britain's place in the world has been in decline, common interests and culture were

' YF 22N O2y NROGdzGAY I FFOG2N) 12 GKS G{LISOALI €

Those holding thed2 Yy i NI NB @A Sg | NBdzS GKIG GKS a{ LISOA
shared national interests and little more. During the Cold War David Reynolds ¢r§88éy

that with America being a superpower and Britain a regional power, their alliance was only
sl AYSR 0SOFdzaS ! YSNAOI Qa 3If20lf AyiSNBada

was located. As a major player in Europe Britain was useful to America because it provided
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substantial capabilities for regional defence. In the rest of the worlthiB was of little
consequence to America. Kathleen Burk (20@ues that there is an inherent flaw in the
G{LISOAIf wStfliA2yaKALES yIYSte GKFIG AG Aa 2y
the UK. In instances where America needs Britiglpsrt, such as the invasion of Iraq, then

it will speak of the importance of their relationship. However, when its interests are not
ASNISR o6& . NROGAAK adzLIR2 NI GKSYy GKS a{LISOAI f
(2019)goes even furtherB dzA y3 G KI G GKS aLISOALFE O2YLRYySyl
I YeiK ONBIFIGSR o6& LRfAOE YI{SNA® al NEK R2S
WSt IGA2YyAKALE K28SOSNE KS OflAyYa GKIFG AL adz
the idea of i KS G { LISOAlIf wStlIGA2YyaKALE® C¢KAA KI a
mythologised version of their history that glosses over an alliance based purely on national
interests. Andrew Mumford (201 #hakes the point that while the US and UK are allies, this

aliance is often undercut by their conflicting national interests. Mumf(&@dl17)goes so far

Fa G2 NBFSNI G2 GKS GSNY G{LISOAIf wStlFIGA2yaKA

A

¢tKS RSoFGS 20SNJ GKS ylIGdz2NE 2F GKS a{LISOAI f
literature on the Entente Cordiale. The exact nature of the Aslgench relationship is hard

to quantify and is debated at length, both in the literature considered already and in a
subsequent chapter. However, this thesis agrees with scholars such as Marshuaridril

GKFG GKS a{LISOAlIt wStflIGA2yaKALX A& 2FGSy 2@S
Whilst the US and UK may have a particularly close relationship, its importance to the US is
greatly exaggerated by British policy makers. Itis notémwrée G KIF G GKS £ AGSNI @
two primary defence relationships contains numerous parallels. Debates over ideals versus

interests are common within Anglérench and Angldmerican literature.
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It isalsoimportant to consider that the Angidmericandefence relationship is not an even

one. Whilethe Franco NA 0 A a K NBf I A2y aKALI Aa I NBSte& aey
Of SINI & A8YYSUGUNRO Ay ! YSNInGhettie pdint te2 wlzNeXp a A Of
GKSNBE Aa I & {eLISaOS\U &S SWS . NMBIYAYK ALY R | YSNR Ol =
to enforce its will when its interests have conflicted with those of Britain. Ruike Xu (2816)
LRAYGAa 2dzi GKIFIG 6KAES . NAGFEAY A& ! YSNAOI Q&
perceptions of British value. Reductions in British defence spending or changes in American
priorities may reduce the value that America places upon cooperation with the UK. Andrew
adzYT2NR oHnamtTO F3INBSaA gAGK GKAA LIBkhyeded NH dzA y
by the UK in an attempt to latch onto rising American power as its own world role was in
decline. Thus, while the UK has value to the US, the relationship is of far greater importance

to the UK. John Dumbrell (260also argues that there ispppwer asymmetry at the heart of

GKS NBfIFIGA2yaKALI® LG A& KAa @GASg GKIFIG 3FAGDS
relationship, Britain cares far more about America than vice versa. Dun{Bé) also

makes the point that the relationship somewhat hegemonic. Britain accepts that it is the

junior partner and in return is rewarded with a degree of influence in Washington. Kathleen

. dzNJ Qal MBidzviShoi G KFG GKS a{LISOAFf wSfliA2yaKA
something from the UK&i NBf SO yi KSNB® 2| aKAy3dzy Aa K
wStlFidA2yaKALE 6KSYy Al NBIldzZANBa . NAGAAK &dzJ
| 26 SOSNE (GKS O2yOSLIi 2F GKS G{LISOAIFf wSftl GAz2
discussion® LYy KA A RA&OdzaaAzy 2y (GKS YedK2f23IArAaAy
GHnmdpyv A& 1SSy (2 LRAYyG 2dz0 GKFEG AG Aa . NRGA
more than their American counterparts. America is of course happy to agtbehis version

2F S@PSyidaz a RA&aOdzaaSR 02@S A0 aSNPSa Ada
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be built on shared values such as democracy. However, it is of greater importance to the UK.
Marsh argues that propagating the idealised ey 2 F (KS a{ LISOAIl f wSH
NAGAAK LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F GKSANI LX I OS Ay GKS g2

of choice Britain can bolster its global influence by appearing to hold sway in Washington.

Between the Continersind the Sea

The concept of trilateral defence cooperation between the US, UK and France is a relatively
new one. While they have cooperated as part of larger alliances, such as in Afghanistan, there
has been relatively little discussiocof a purely trilateral grouping of these three states.
However recently this idea has garnered more attention as it offers tangible benefits for all
three states. Alice Pannier (20wiites that there has been somewhat of a reorientation of
French defene policy towards a middle ground between their traditional Gaullist approach

to defence and the Atlanticist stance of their British and American allies. This makes the
potential for greater trilateral cooperation a real possibility. Adrien Abecassis algdn]
Howorth (2020poth argue that changesnothe global stage raise the possibility of renewed
trilateral cooperation. They argue that the old unipolar order has gone and been replaced
with an increasingly multipolar world. To that end a realignmerthefUS, UK and France is
necessary. As the US continues its pivot to the JRdoific it will devote less attention to
Europe and its neighbourhood. Abecassis and Howorth (2020) argue that London and Paris
should therefore cooperate with Washington to bgiabout a Europeanisation of NATO with
themselves in the lead. This would allow for greater burden sharing between the US and its
European allies, while ensuring that all three nations vital interests are protected. Recent
developments have also attractezbnsiderable attention and indicate that there may be

greater trilateral defence cooperation in the near future. In June 2021 the heads of all three
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navies met and agreed to bolster trilateral cooperation in the future. Joint exercises, including
with HMS Queen Elizabetland the Charles de Gaulleyere held indicating that greater
trilateral cooperation is a priority and likely to continue (Eckstein 2021). Elie Tenenbaum
(2017) also argues that there has been increasing alignment in British, French andalimer
counter insurgency doctrines, based on their shared experiences in recent conflicts. This has
built common operational procedures and raises the prospect of greater trilateral

cooperation in the future.
Conclusion

The Entente Cordiale has naturally attracted significant academic study over the years. This
literature review has thus sought to collate and identify a portion of that body of work in
order identify several themes and trends. Firstly, within the histdiitarature it is evident

that there a number of themes present throughout. Foremost is the issue of
miscommunication. Clearly Britain and France have misunderstood one another from the
beginning of their relationship. This has complicated their intecastiand increased the
difficulties of defence cooperation (Keiger 2006). In line with this, the relationship has
suffered from periods of neglect and hostility as well as times of good cooperation. While the
UK and France have proven capable of uniting whi@ the face of a dire crisis, as
demonstrated by both world wars, they have also shown that they are prone to rancour and
disagreement when lacking such a uniting threat. This facet of the relationship has inevitably
hindered peacetime defence cooperatigparticularly during the Cold War (Capet et al 2006).
This is further illustrated by the numerous missed opportunities for deeper defence
cooperation that were outlined above. It is evident from surveying the literature that the

AngloFrench defence reteonship has in many ways surpassed all expectations held for it
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upon its inception (Otte 2008). That such a crucial strategic partnership should grow out of a
relatively minor political agreement should be considered astonishing to modern observers,

nevermind those who partook in its founding.

As discussed above some of the biggest influences on the Entente Cordiale are Britain and
CNlI yOSQa NBflliA2yaKALA ¢gAGK GKSANI 20KSNJ IffA
a major impact upon the Ententéordiale. The FraneBerman relationship has suffered from

many of the same problems as the Frasigatish relationship. Differences over Europe and

NATO have plagued France and Germany, just as they have plagued France and Britain. French
desires to maitain an independent defence posture have repeatedly clashed with German
dependency upon NATO. Since the Second World War Germany has been as dependent upon

the US almost as much as France has sought to distance itself from it. While both nations have
agreal on the need to build an autonomous European defence capability, the literature has
shown that they have repeatedly failed to agree on what form this should take. For France
European autonomy is a tool to combat American influence on the continent bycireglu

Europe's need for NATO. For Germany, European capabilities should be improved in order to
strengthen NATO. Itis also clear from the literature that despite heavily institutionalising their
relationship, more so than either nation has done with anlestally, there is still a deep
RADGARS 0SG6SSYy CNIYyOS YR DSNXIFIyeQa &aiGNF GS3IA
Similarly AnglgGerman relations have also been beset by difficulties. While Britain and
Germany may share the same basic Atlanticist outlookhaditerature has shown this has

not been enough to build a meaningful bilateral defence relationship. It is clear that Britain

and Germany maintain fundamentally different outlooks on defence that have prevented

them from cooperating more meaningfullWhile the UK has embraced coalitions as its main
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means of fighting wars, it has been unable to stomach the kind of institutional defence
cooperation at the EU level that Germany favours. The UK also maintains an activist streak
withinits defence policytht A& |0 2RR&a G6AGK DSNX¥YIFyeQa I aGS
German reluctance to deploy forces abroad has curtailed cooperation with both the UK and

France.

Given the differences between their outlooks there has been limited trilateral cooperatio
between Britain, France and Germany. As the literature has shown there is little discussion of
this happening in the future. This is disappointing as trilateral cooperation is the most viable
way of improving European defence for everyone. As mentiohisdhhay change after events

in Ukraine, but at the time of writing this is still an unknown and there is no literature on the

topic to consider.

Relations with the United States have also influenced the Entente Cordiale. Since the end of
the Second World \&f France has sought to carve out an independent role for itself. This has
often brought it into conflict with the US, as France has never been comfortable with
American influence in Europe. This has caused great consternation in Washington which has
beenrepeatedly frustrated by French refusal to fully align itself with American interests. The
literature is clear however that despite their differences France and the US cannot afford to

not work together. In an increasingly complex world cooperation betw&@stern militaries

is more important than ever. As the literature notes since 2008 relations have been improving
GAOUK 020K aARSa RSOSt2LIAYy3 I+ RSSLISNI NBaLISOi
CN} yO0SQa AYRSLISYRSyl( aSyiliAayY§e KINE I NE WO YRt
Suez Crisis the UK has accepted that it is the junior partner in its relationship with the US. In

accepting that position the UK has attempted to maintain its global influence by seeking to
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influence decision making in Washingten . @ L}R2 aAGA2yAy3 AGaStT | a
the UK has often tied itself to America at the expense of its relationship with France. This has
led to the US and UK militaries being more integrated and interoperable than any two allies

in the world This is of course not an equal relationship. As the literature has shown, while the

UK is willing to accept that it is the junior partner it has often placed greater importance on
GKA&a NBtFGAZ2YyaKAL GKFG GKS | { difeli@etdNdainthih G I Ay

global influence. For America it is a convenience that keeps a useful ally onside when it is

needed.

Given their complicated relationships there has traditionally been limited trilateral
cooperation between the US, UK and FrancehilgVthe US and UK have cooperated
extensively, and France and the UK have cooperated reasonably well in recent years, there
has been little effort to bring the three together. As shown in the literature above there has
been a move towards greater trilat@r cooperation within the last decade. It has been
recognised that cooperation between the Wests three premier military powers is in all their
interests. While it is too early to predict how this will develop the literature is positive about

the prospects.

The Entente Cordiale is a complex topic. As has been outlined by this chapter, this peculiar
relationship has had a tumultuous development. The transition from enemies to allies was
not easy, nor was it certain. The constant disagreements between BaitairF-rance at the
onset of the Entente could have derailed the alliance in its infancy. It is also clear that relations
with other states also have a major impact upon Adgtench defence cooperation. The

Entente does not exist in a vacuum, it is influethdy its relations with other states. Clear
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within the literature is the peculiarity of the relationship. It is a complex relationship that has

evolved over one hundred years of conflict and cooperation.
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4.0ne Hundred Years dteculiarity

Introduction

If the history of Angld-rench relations waa nove| the creation of the Entente Cordiale
would be an eleventihour plot twist that stretched credulity. The transition from enemies

to allies in a few short yea was a remarkable transformation. It upended the traditional
paradigm of conflict thahad characterised Anglérench relations. Very rarely would Britain
and France find themselves aligned on any substantive issue. Attempts were often made to
improve rdations but competing interests would inevitably draw them apart. From Agincourt
to Waterloo troops from these islands have fought their French counterparts. It was only in
1904 that Britain and France proactively sought to avoid further military corfflicr to this
accord both sides managed their relationship through amhad combination of tacit
FaANBSYSyGas AyiSNylFGA2ylf O2yFSNByOSa | yR
transformation was a remarkable, albeit slow, process. That transgiontlined in detail in

this chapter. Understanding the development of the Enteaseamilitary allianceand the
factors that have influenced it throughout its history is necessary to fully appreciate the

context within which thedefencerelationship operates today.

The chapter is divided into several sections that consider the historical developgkngid
French defence cooperation farther detail. Each of these sections is built upon a particular
theme that ispresent throughout the thesis. Some of these themes have already been
touched upon in the literature review. Firstly, the chapter considers how the existence of a
common threat has routinely served as a catalyst for greater defence cooperation between
both nations. This is followed by a section that deals with situations in which the

aforementioned threat is removedlext there aregwo interrelated sections. The first deals
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with the debate between Atlanticism and Continentalism. It pays particular attetdidrow

this debate has shaped Angfwench cooperation, particularly in the second half of the
twentieth century. The second section considers the issue of British preferences for
Ydzf GAEFGSNIEAAY Ay O2y N} ad G2 CMssuchSea RSa
chapter does not adopt a strict chronological approach. This is done to ensure the clarity of
its argument. Furthermore, faight chronological accounts of the Entente have been
recounted elsewhere. Whilst this chapter serves to provide teeessary historical context

for the modern Entente it also seeks to draw out its key themes. The themes discussed here
are present throughout the history of the Entente, but its turbulent nature means that their
presence often ebbed and flowed dependingtbe status of the relationship at that time.

That is why this chapter is organised around themes rather than chronology. This brings the
key themes of the relationship to the fore whilst still providing a historical overview of the

relationship.

The Fahoda Crisis

One incident that must be considered vital in the development of the Entente Cordiale is the
Fashoda Crisis. This incident was the driving force behind the rapprochement of 1904. As such
it is necessary to discuss it in some detail before ictamgg the various themes outlined
above. The incident that would become known as the Fashoda Crisis began in July 1898. A
French Captain by the name of Je&aptiste Marchand had arrived at the town of Fashoda,

in modern day Sudan. Marchand had just cdeted a fourteemmonth long expedition from
French territory in Senegal and intended to raise the French tricolour over the Sudan. To that

SYR KS LINRPOSSRSR G2 200dzLde | avylrff FT2NINBaa

f Ay 1 CNI y OSOmldingsSvitlii French Nsbnaaliland, thus creating a continent
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spanning belt of French territory across Africa (Rollo 1969). These ambitions conflicted with
British aspirations for a Cagie-Cairo Empire ranging from Egypt in the north and the Cape
colony inthe south. French control over the Sudan would also threaten British influence in
Egypt, which had become a de facto British colony ten years prior. As such British troops led

08 {ANJ I SNDPSNI VYAUGOKSYSN) Y2QSR (2 thddSadA3
recently defeated rebel Sudanese forces in the name of the Khedive of Egypt, a British client

and nominal ruler of the Sudan. The British government was therefore unwilling to see its
recently secured influence over the Sudan threatened by FraneggiK2004). As such
YAGOKSYSNI 614 2NRSNBR (2 aOSNIIFIAY 6KFG CNI
Marchand intended to claim the region for France, Kitchener raised the Egyptian flag in
Fashoda and ordered his men to surround the fort Marchiaad occupied. A tense standoff

ensued in which Marchand refused to withdraw, while Kitchener, who enjoyed numerical
superiority, refused to stand down without a French surrender. Both governments
commencedhegotiations in order to resolve the situation,ttviFrance ultimately retreating

in October 1898.

The crisis was received remarkably differently by both nations. For Britain, Fashoda marked

the latest in a long line of French pinpricks in Africa (Rollo 1969). While irritating, Fashoda was
nothing out ofthe ordinary and quickly forgotten. For France Fashoda was a turning point in
KAali2NRB ohddGS Hnnyod LY GKS CNBYOK 3I20SNYYS)
national humiliation or war with the British Empire. While neither of these options alepe

French statesmen rightly calculated that shtetm humiliation was preferable to fighting a

war against Britain that they were bound to lose. Retreat was met with howls of indignation

from the French public and Anglophobia reached attiraké high Gavin 1941). Some in the

government had even called for war, although they were drowned out by more measured
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public opinion however, the embarrassment of Fashoda offered France two important
lessons. The first of which was a realisation that reconciliation with Britain was not only
overdue, but necessary if France were taimain its position in the world (Rollo 1969). This

was not an easy lesson to learn, and it was not always adhered too. French suspicions
remained and there were still those who would have preferred war. However outside of the

world of espionage this wemto further de Wiel 2011)Antithetically the second manifested

itself as an extreme paranoia towards British intentions abroad, compelling French policy
YI1TSNB (2 TSFHf2dzafe@ 3Jdza NR GKSANI LISNOSAGPSR Ay
(Gegout D17). This wound inflicted upon the French national psyche has been dubbed
GClFLaK2RII a@yRNRBYS¢ |yR O2yiGAydzSR (2 fAy3ISNI
2017). The change in attitude imbued in the French establishment by Fashoda would
ultimately resut in the rapprochement of 1904, which was reluctantly embraced by the

British. It is also interesting that this incident was interpreted in such radically different ways.

For Britain it was business as usual but for France it was a national humiliatiengent
interpretations of their shared experience is a recurring theme that continues to influence

AngloFrench defence cooperation to this day.

Cooperation when facing a threat

It is notable throughout their relationship that cooperation betweBntain and France is
often most effective when they are facing a common threat. Aimost immediately after signing
the Entente in 1904, both nations faced a strategic threat from Germany. It is arguable that

the militarisation of the Entente may never haeecurred without the threat posed by
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Imperial Germany. German provocations in Morocco in 1905 and 1911 coupled with the
ongoing AngléGerman naval arms race compelled both sides to enhance bilateral military
cooperation. Following the first Moroccan CrigisL905 Britain and France began a series of
staff discussions. These were highiel conversations held multiple times between defence
officials from both sides of the channel. The topic was the possibility of a joint war against
Germany. Whilst this didot constitute an official military commitment, it was a tangible first
step towards greater military cooperation (Keiger 2004). In 1911 during the second Moroccan
Crisis, Chancellor of the Exchequer David Lloyd George issued a public statement asserting
that national honour was of greater import than peace in Europe. This was interpreted by
many as a clear commitment to support France militarily should war with Germany occur
(Andrewand Vallek nnno® t NA2NJ (12 [ 28R FEfachddSg@a LINE O
had been conducted in private. It was so private that it was largely unknown to much of the
British government (Keiger 2004). By aligning Britain with France in such a public manner
Lloyd George took the Entente closer towards becoming a forgrakanent bound by treaty,
rather than the informal understanding it was at the time. This second war scare over
Morocco also prompted an acceleration of joint Angl@nch war planning, including plans

to commit aBEFof 150,000 men to the continent in thevent of war (Keiger 2004). In 1912

the militarisation of the Entente Cordiale continued as both sides concluded the Franco
British naval agreement. This stipulated that France would concentrate its naval forces in the
Mediterranean, while the Royal Nawpould focus its efforts on the English Channel and the
North Sea. The intent of this arrangement was clear. In the event of war Britain and France
would be able to concentrate their respective naval assets in the areas that they were

strongest enabling tha to better counter external, realistically German, aggression. While
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this was still not a formal military commitment, it nonetheless placed a moral obligation on

NAGIEAY (2 O02YS G2 CNYyoOoSQa RSFTFSyOS AF akKks
The outbreak of theFirst World War was the first real test of the validity of the Entente
Cordiale. Whilst some members of the British government argued that Britain should remain
neutral in the event of a continental war, in reality this was never an option. While military
preparations had been conducted unbeknownst to many in the British establishment, their
mere existence placed an onus on Britain to come to the aid of France should she be attacked.
Furthermore, should Germany defeat France once again then Britain colildiveitself
isolated from a German dominated Europe (Howard 1972). Such an outcom#o Hzel
prevented. The British decision to go to war in 1914 was ultimately justified as protecting
neutral Belgium, rather than aiding an ally many in Britain thowglas a foe (Sheffield 2013).
However, just prior to the German invasion of Belgium British Foreign Secretary Edward Grey
delivered a warning to the German ambassador. Even if Britain remained neutral in a future
war, the Royal Navy would still engage tBerman Navy if it attempted to attack northern

France. This commitment demonstrated that British neutrality would have been couched in

5
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Government was hesitant to openly supp&rance prematurely out of fear that this would
make war more likelyBecker2004). There were concerns in Whitehall that such an action
would embolden the French in becoming more recalcitrant in their diplomacy while also
failing to deter the Gemans. As such it is possible to infer thla¢ British government was
more concerned with the timing afs support for France rather than with supporting it in
general (Sheffield 2013). Furthermore, from 1909 all strategic planning conducted by the
British army considered a German attack on France to constitagsas bellior Britain. The

General Staff at the War Office theorised that without British military support, Germany
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would enjoy an intolerable numerical superiority over France which would raakesnch

OF LGz I GA2Y AYyS@OAGLoftS® !'a adzZOK GKS YAfAG!

intervene to prevent such a collapse, lest Europe fall under German hegemony (Howard

1972). As such it can be argued that had Germany not invaded Belgisiprobable that
NAGFEAY g2dzdZ R KIS S@Syiddaftte 22AySR GKS TN

plans intended to counter German aggression bound Britain to France and would have likely

compelled them to aid France regardless of the cirstances. In addition, British fears of

German hegemony over Europe, as mentioned above, would also have influenced British

actions in favour of France.

The experience of the Great War demonstrates the effectiveness of Amgich defence
cooperation vihen faced with a joint threat. While difficulties did exist, particularly over how
much of the Western Front Britain shoulake responsibility fo{Greenlaugh 2013), World
War One was an opportunity for the Entente to take its place as affatlged miitary
alliance. On the 5 September 1914 Britain and France concluded the Treaty of London
officially making them wartime allies. This was an important step as they had pre\heesly
co-belligerents against Germany, rather than official allies. Thestiogl challenges of
transporting the initiaBERo France and then integrating it into the front line necessitated a
major improvement in bilateral cooperation. At the operational and tactical level Anglo
French forces learned how to cooperate on a dbdgis. In 1918 French Marshal Ferdinand
Foch was appointed Supreme Commander of all allied forces. Prior to this decision the war
had been fought in accordance with the traditional alliance model of previous wars. Britain
and France had manned their owactions of the Western Front, fought their own battles
and developed their own strategies (Dutton 2000). While there had been some joint planning,

most decisions were made at the national level then carried out independently of what the
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other was doing. W the appointment of Foch as Supreme Commander this changed as both
sides now fought under a unified command with a joint headquarters (Dutton 2000). This
development allowed for major improvements in bilateral military cooperation and laid the

foundatiors for joint military action in the future.

AngloFrench cooperation would again become prominent in the late 1930s, as Nazi Germany
sought to redraw the map of Europe. During much of the interwar period the Afrgioch
relationship was characterisedyhdiscord rather than cooperation, as is furthdiscussed
below. However, in the late 1930s it became clear to both sides that the threat posed by
Germany, and to a lesser extent Italy and Japan, warranted a rejuvenation of the Entente
Cordiale. The trigger for this realignment was the Abyssinian Crisis of 388 (2000). In
October 1935 Italy invaded and swiftly conquered the African nation of Abyssinia. Both Britain
and France had attempted individually to convince Italian dict&enito Mussolini not to

dzy RSNI 1S adzOK | O2 dzNHsS deinénstrgtéd thie ithpokehceof théi | £ & Q2
League of Nations, which had been founded to prevent precisely this kind of action {UIlrich
Pier 2004). It was apparent that both unilateral and multilateral attempts to maintain world
peace had failed. It would therefe be necessary to resuscitate the Entente Cordiale and
coordinate their policies. In the immediate aftermath of the Italian invasion Britain and France
commenced a series of naval staff talks, reminiscent of those held prior to the Great War.
These produed an agreement for joint naval action in the event of war in the Mediterranean.
France also agreed to allow the British to base the Royal Navy on their southern coast, the

first such agreement since the end of the First World War (Stone 2000).

The outbrek of the Spanish Civil War was also a moment of convergence. While both

governments favoured different belligerents initially, Britain being more inclined towards
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Franco while France favoured the Socialists, they were both alarmed by the levels of
intervention conducted by other European states (Stone 2008). German and Italian support
for the nationalists raised the possibility of a third fascist state aligning against the Entente,
while Soviet support for the socialists raised the spectre of internatiooaimunism once
more. As such a policy of joint namtervention was adopted towards Spain. This was
intended to isolate the civil war from sparking a larger European conflagration that would
drag in the great powersA{pert 199§. Given that the war remaed limited to Spain, and

CN}yO204 8¢Syiddt ySdzaiNItAdGe Ay (GKS {802yR

By 1939 it had become clear that war in Europe was increasingly likely. This spurred a rapid
increase in joint military planning. In March 1939agreement was made to deployB&Ro

defend France should war occur. This complimented an agreement from the previous year
that committed the Royal Air Force to assist in the defence of France. When war finally did
come plans had been laid for a jointuggle against Germany. It was agreed by both sides
that their best hope of victory was through a long war of attrition. This would allow the full
weight of their respective empires to be brought to bear. To this end plans were drawn up to
hold the Germas at the French border, while tr@EFRvould compensate for the capability
gaps this left in the French line. This plan was primarily driven by the French since it was
envisaged that the bulk of the fighting would take place on their soil (Stone 2000)eVélis

of joint planning and cooperation meant that by the outbreak of war in 1939 the Entente

Cordiale was stronger than it had ever been (UHebr 2004).

At the onset of the Second World War Britain and France made good use of their past
experience ad established a Supreme War Council, consisting of both Prime Ministers and

their military advisors. They also began enhanced economic cooperation in order to bolster
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their respective armament programmes. TB&Fconsisting of some 152,000 British troops

was deployed to France by the end of September 1939 and took up defensive positions (Ellis
2004). They also issued a joint declaration stating that neither would seek to negotiate a
separate peace with Germany. All in all, the prognosis for Alfigdach déence cooperation

looked positive (Bell 2000). The Entente would however be dealt a serious blow in June 1940
when France formally capitulated to Germany following an invasion the previous month. The
fallout of this, and the British relationship with Vichyance, shall be discussed later in the
chapter. Despite this Anglerench cooperation would continue under the leadership of
Charles de Gaulle and the Free French. Britain would act as a safe haven for the Free French,
who in turn proved to be invaluablen particular on the colonial front where Free French
forces helped to secure the French Empire for the allied cause. This was at times a tense
relationship, with Churchill and de Gaulle clashing on numerous occasions (Kersaudy 2004).
De Gaulle was detarined to protect French independence, often to the point of causing rifts
between himself and the other allied leaders (Kersaudy 2ahpite this British and French
F2NODSa g2dd R O2yGAydzS G2 FAIAKGI oSairARdrtz2yS |y
for the Free French would include championing them during interallied disputes (de la Gorce
2004).Thiswasa€ N} y0SQa RSF¥FSIdU Ay wmpnn KIFIR RIFEYIF3IASR
and Sovietsits capitulation and occupation had reduced it to treasél of countries such as
Belgium or Denmark their eyes As such it was at British insistence that France was granted

an occupation zone in Germany and a permanent seat otJth8Gde la Gorce 2004).

It was during the Second World War that a particularly bizarre episode occurred that is worth
mentioning here. In June 1940 and faced with imminent French defeat a proposal was put
forward by the British war cabinet and accepted by the French Prime Minstestablish a

FranceBritish Union (Mayne 2004). A declaration prepared by the cabinet stated that:
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The constitution of the Union will provide for joint organs efehce, foreign, financial
and economic policies. Every citizen of France will enjoy immediately citizenship of

DNBFG . NARGFAYS SOSNER . NARGAAK adwaSOoa oAftf

The French government however proved much less enthtisialsout this proposal. Marshal

Philippe Petain was particularly opposed arguing that it was nothing more than a British

C

(
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opposition the proposal floundered, anddfice surrendered. While this ultimately came to
nothing it is worth noting just how radical this proposal was. The suggestion that Britain and
France merge into a single entity would have been ludicrous just a few months earlier. Yet in
June 1940 Churchdhd de Gaulle, both ardent nationalists, saw it as the only way to preserve

CN} yO0SQa FTAIAKGAY3I adGNBy3IGK YR O2yGAydzS GKS

After the Second World War Britain and France immediately faced another threat in the form
of the Soviet Union. While they had e war time allies, relations quickly soured, and the
Cold War began. The relationship between France and the UK during this period was a
complicated one influenced by numerous factors. However, there are several key instances
of defence cooperation in théace of the threat from the Soviet Union. Firstly, Britain and
France signed the treaty of Dunkirk in 1947. This was initially intended to safeguard against a
revanchist Germany however it laid the groundwork for the Treaty of Brussels signed in 1948
(Young 2000). This treaty established the Brussels Treaty Organisation (BTO), a multilateral
defensive alliance intended to defend Western Europe. It was intended that this alliance
would eventually expand to include Germany and Italy. As such its primarpgaiggas to

defend Western Europe from an external attack, primarily from the Soviet Union (Young
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2000). Britain and France would also both be founding members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO) in 1949. Disagreements over the status of NWB@ discussed later

in the chapter but it should be noted that both Britain and France joined NATO
enthusiastically as a method of countering the Soviet Union. For France in particular, the BTO
and NATO were means of ensuring that Britain would remammngitted both to them and to

the European continent (Young 2000).

During the Cold War the high watermark of FraiBr@ish defence cooperation was during

the Suez CrisiB¢ach 1989). The Suez Crisis began in July 1956 when Egyptian President
Gamal Nasser nationalised the British owned Suez Canal Company. This precipitated-an Anglo
French invasion of Egypt in October of that year intended to return the Canal to British hands

2 KAfS GKS aSATdzNB 2F GKS /Fylrf RAR y2i L3Ra
existence, as the Germans had during both World Wars and the threat of nuclear war did at

the time, they nevertheless considered their vital interests to be atestdkasser was
considered by many to be the chief puppeteer of Arab nationalist movements across the
Middle East. This was viewed by both states as a threat to their imperial positions in the wider
world. For Britain, Suez was a vital economic lifeline upok A OK (G KS yIF A2y Q&
depended. France meanwhile viewed Nasser as the primary financier of the rebel National
Liberation Front in Algeria. At this time France considered Algeria a component of the
metropole rather than a colony, so in French eyessdasvas funding a rebellion on their

home soil. A military intervention was viewed as the only option to counter the threat posed

by Nasser. The invasion consisted of a combined force of nearly 80,000 men, consisting of
45,000 British and 35,000 French (Ma 2003). This was both the largest joint operation since

the Second World War and the largest operation conducted during the Cold War (Beach

1989). Furthermore, it remains the largest pd€45 bilateral operation conducted between
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the UK and France tahis date. The Suez intervention proved to be a political disaster
necessitating an Anglerench withdrawal. Economic pressure from the United States
threatened to unleash economic catastrophe upon Britain if it did not abandon the invasion
(Carlton 1988)However, it should be noted that from a military perspective the operation
was a success with Anglaench forces routing their Egyptian counterparts in little over a
week (Carlton 1988). While Egypt was not yet a major military power, the speed with whic
Britain and France established a taskforce of this size and achieved their initial military
objectives demonstrated how effective Angfoench defence cooperation can be when

necessary.

The creation of the ESDP in 1999, the precursor to the 2009 C3BRjlsw driven by a
response to a common threat to Fran8uitish interests. While the CSDP shall be considered
in further detail in subsequent chapters, it is worth noting the historical background that led
to its creation here. The catalyst that spurrédds round of defence cooperation was the
breakup of Yugoslavia in the ml®90s. When that former communist country descended
into ethnic violence and civil war the international community failed to intervene.UXd8C

was unable to find a consensus as§a and the United States differed over howesolve

the Crisis. Early on in the conflict the United States made clear its desire to avoid
entanglement in events there. In the eyes of the Clinton administration war in the Balkans
was a purely Europearffair (Bert 1997). Consequently, the European Community (EC) also
refused to get involved. Despite wishing to prevent further loss of life European lefmiters
they could notact without USassetsor UNapproval Thus, faced with a mounting genocide
the powers of Europe were confronted with their own powerlessness. The disintegration of
Yugoslavia posed a risk to the newly born pBGetd War order and threatened the triumph

of liberal democratic values that Britain and France had championed. If Yugosiavia
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allowed to descend into ethnic strife, then similar conflicts could break out in other post
Communist states. Evidently European nations needed the capability to act independently of
America. This lack of a collective ability to act spurred BritainFaadce to issue the Saint

Malo declaration leading to the creation of the ESDP.

Times of discord

Just as Britain and France have cooperated when they have faced a threat to their common

interests, they have also fallen into discord when said threatsear®ved. As Andre Fontaine
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slightly, the sentiment rings true. The immediate aftermath oé tGreat War is a prime
example of this. The common front presented against Germany since 1904 fell apart almost
as soon as the armistice was signed. The negotiations for the Treaty of Versailles were fraught
with rancour and disagreement as both nationsdhadically different stances on how a
defeated Germany should be handled (Lentin 2000). The final terms agreed at Versailles have
been etched into the public consciousnggsth its implications for world history contiring

to be debated by historians (Bmeke et al 1998). However, it should be remembered that
these final terms were a compromise between the great powers, in particular Britain and
France (Lentin 2000). British aims at the peace conference were relatively straight forward.
While they desiredwar reparations from Germany and the dismantling of the German
colonial empire, Britain was otherwise inclined towards a relatively lenient peace. Prime
Minister David Lloyd George was well aware that Europe would need to reconcil¢heith
Germars one day and so sought to limit the damage done to Germany proper. France in

contrast sought to punish Germany severely for its actions during the war. French Prime

a

M
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possessions, French annexation of the Saarland, independence for the Rhineland with an
indefinite French military presence and the demilitarisation of Germany. These measures

were intended to ensure that Germany would not invade France for a third time (Lentin 2000).

Naturally these objectives contrasted markedly with each other, sparking a series of
disagreements between the British and French governments. Here the misunuldirgia

that had plagued the relationship before once again resurfaced. For the French these
demands were commensurate with the damage that had been inflicted upon them in recent
years. Charting a path back to the FraiiRraissian War Clemenceau argued thesince had

been invaded twice by Germany in the last forty years. Additionally, Germany had issued
numerous provocations that served as a prelude to the Great War. Furthermore, France had
borne the brunt of the fighting and suffered the most in terms ofmand materials. Given
these factors the French considered it only natural that they should seek appropriate
compensation (Lentin 2000). In addition, it was perfectly reasonable that France should try to
ensure that she would never again face a Teutornwasion from the east (Lentin 2000). In
contrast British statesmen readily fell back into traditional modes of thinking that harboured
an innate suspicion of all things Gallic. Britain did not see an ally seeking protection from
future invasion. Rather itasv an old foe awaken from their slumber and once again seek

hegemony in Europe (Lentin 2000).

It was mostly at British insistence that the French moderated their demands at Versailles and
renounced their claims on the majority of German territory, thoddsacel orraine would be

restored to French control. However, this moderation came at a price. On the same day the
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treaty was signed Britain and America both signed treaties of guarantee with France. This
GNBFde O02YYAGGSR . N {itodayintefrzy aipledged Bat i "oul NI y O S
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British support France felt sufficiently safe to abandon its claims on the Saar and Rhineland.
This guarantee would hosver never come into effect. The British had extended their
guarantee under duress to save the peace conference, not as an ally wishing to reassure a
friend. As such they immediately sought a way to renege on their commitment. To this end
British diplomatgjuietly inserted a clause into their version of the treaty stating that it would

only come into effect if and when the Americans ratified their own version. David Lloyd
George gambled that the Americ&enaé would never ratify such a treaty. This assumption
proved to be correct and with the failure of the American treaty, the British guarantee was

also rendered null and void (Lentin 2000). This delighted British officials but infuriated the
French, who viewethis as a British betrayal of their commitments (Lentin 2000). Evidently

without a common threat to unite them defence cooperation fell by the wayside.

This level of discord continued throughout the 1920s and early 1930s. One area of rancour
was the Midde East. Having passed into Entente hands following the collapse of the Ottoman
Empire, the Middle East was a relatively new imperial possession for both Britain and France.
As both states sought to assert control over a region so recently ravaged byspates soon
emerged. These disputes quickly escalated into aléwel proxy war as both nations took
steps to undermine the other. France for instance provided military support to opponents of
the pro-British Hashemite dynasty, while Britain supportedi&y nationalists against the
French (Thomas 2008). Disputes over the precise borders of their respective mandates would
continue well into the 1930s. At one point in 1925 British intelligence attempted to spark an

uprising in southern Syria in order togwide a pretext to launch a military intervention and
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annex the region (Thomas 2008). Both sides also courted the Turks with promises of territorial
SELIlvyarzy |G GKS 20KSNARQ SELISyasSs akKz2dz R ¢ dzN
The French wer particularly keen to sponsor a Turkish invasion of Iraq in order to pry Mosul

and its oil reserves away from the British. Evidently, without a shared etteempld imperial

rivalry returned to the fore bringing with it new conflicts.

These disagreeméeswere not solely limited to the colonial sphere either. In Europe tensions
also quickly returned. Following the Treaty of Versailles France began a massive building
project aimed at modernising and expanding its air force and increasing its submaene fle
While the stated reason for such a builg was to defend against a potential German attack,
these aircraft also proved useful in policing operations over the Middle East. Britain
meanwhile perceived this armaments programme as a direct threat, fedhagFrance
sought to launch a premptive attack on the British mainland (Capet et al 2004). The memory
2T DSNXIyeQa dzyNBAGUGNROGSR adzm Yl NAYS g4I NFI NB
was the only other nation to still possess a significantmalcempire, which was once again

a source of conflict, and this furth@mfluencedBritish perspectives. The French occupation

of the Ruhr in 1923 further exacerbated tensions (Sharp 2000). While the French justified
their actions as enforcing the treatf Versailles, Britain viewed this as further proof of French

designs for dominion over Europe.

As previously noted, the rising threat of fascism in Europe compelled reconciliation and
resulted in a rejuvenation of the Entente Cordiale. This culminatethenAngleFrench
declaration of war against Germany in 1939. In June 1940 France was forced to capitulate
after the shock of the German blitzkrieg. After fleeing to Britain General Charles de Gaulle

would lead the Free French forces in continuing to figlohgside Britain for the remainder
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moment (UlrichPier 2004) it is also the last time that British and French forces actively fought

each other on the field of battlé-ollowing the armistice in 1940 a new French government

under Marshal Petain would continue to administer southern France and the French colonial
SYLANB® tSGlIAY ¢6Fa | NIYFoAR ! y3af2LK20S gA0K
intentions. It was Btain who had led the charge against continuing the war with Germany
(Mayne 2004). Now ensconced at the head of a collaborationist regime, Petain realigned away

from Britain and towards Germany.

Of particular concern for Britain was the fate of the FreNetvy. While Britain was confident

that it could counter the German navy, the prospects of combating the French navy
simultaneously were bleaker. Should the sizeable French fleet be added Axith@owers

then an invasion of the British mainland woularisform from a remote possibility to a

credible threat. To that end British officials made overtures to Vichy France attempting to
O2y @AYy OS GKSY G2 LI I OS GKSANI FfSSG 2dzi 2F D
that the French hand their fleetver to them, they would have accepted Petain redeploying
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resulted in the Battle of Mers El Kebir. On tH& Rily 1940 the Royal Navy bombarded the

French feet at Mers El Kebir in Algeriasthe continued presence of the French fleet in the
Mediterranean was a clear and present threat to Britain (Bell 2000). In order to prevent Hitler

from making use of it Britain had struck first, killing 1,297 Frencbrsaiind sinking many
ships(Bell 2000)In retaliation French bombers raided Gibraltar several weeks later. This was

the start of an undeclared war that was fought between tiKand Vichy France for the
remainder of the Second World War. This conflict ldotause the aforementioned tensions

in the Middle East to culminate in a British invasion and occupation of Syria and Lebanon.
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Similar clashes would occur across the French colonial empire as the British forcibly installed

Free French forces as local adisirators (Bell 2000).

After the Second World War, Britain and France found themselves thrust into the Cold War.
As discussed above both states were aligned with the Western bloc during this conflict.
However therestill remained avenues for disagreemei@nce again, the Middle East would
prove to be a source of conflict. Following the defeat of Vichy forces in Syria and Lebanon,
Britain compelled the Free French to declare them independent states in 1943. This move was
criticised by many in France as atempt by Britain to assert sole control over the Middle
East (Thomas 2008). However French forces remained in these newly independent states until
1945 ostensibly to ensure law and order. This inevitably sparked resentment amongst the
local populace whdnegan to view their newfound freedom as independence in name only
(Thomas 2000). An insurgency broke out which was violently crushed by the French. In
response to this Winston Churchill ordered British troops to reinvade Syria in May 1945 and
a tense standff ensued. Ultimately, faced with an unwinnable scenario the French withdrew
(Thomas 2000). However, this illustrates how quickly animosity could resurface within the
Entente Cordiale as less than a month after victory in Europe British and Frenchahomss

came to blows.

Another incident of conflict between Britain and France occurred during the Nigerian civil
war. This was a particularly bitter conflict between the Nigerian government and the
separatist region of Biafra in the east of teeuntry that raged from 19671970. Britain

supported the Nigerian government throughout the conflict. Having recently granted Nigeria
independence, the British government considered it of vital importance to demonstrate to

the world that the state they héhso recently created was viable (Stremlau 2015). The French
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meanwhile covertly supplied the Biafran rebels with arms and equipment. Nigeria was a
bastion of British influence in an otherwise French dominated West Africa. Undermining
Nigeria was therefora way to drive the British out of the region (Griffin 2015). The French

made use of their influence in neighbouring countries to smuggle weapons into Biafra to
sustain the rebellion. While the Nigerian government was ultimately victorious this incident
strained relations considerably between London and Paris. It has been noted that this episode
O2dz R 6S O2yaARSNBR GKS flFrad 3IFraLl 2F CNI yOS

2010).

Globalism/Atlanticism versus Continentalism

Throughout the history ofite FranceBritish relationship there has been a continuous debate
between two differing conceptions of how national defence should be organised. The first
position is that of Globalism, long upheld by British statesmen it holds that Britain should not

be tied down to any sort of continental commitment and should instead focus on its global
NREfSd CNIyOSQa O2yOSLIiAzy 2F O2yliAySydaltAaay
nation first and a global nation second. Of course, this does not mean thainBilbes not

consider itself to have a role in European affairs, and that France does not view itself as a
global player. Rather these are perspectives that place different emphasizes on how both

nations view themselves.

Throughout the existence of th&ntente Cordiale Britain has been hesitant to make
significant commitments to the European continent, motivated by a fear of becoming
embroiled in European conflicts. Instead, Britain has preferred to focus on its role in
international affairs. This has wally been coupled with efforts aimed at making the bare

YAYAYdzy ySOSaalrNE (G2 ardra¥se . NAGFAYyQa 02y
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France. The fact that the Entente Cordiale originated as an agreement over a few minor
colonies rather than someofm of alliance illustrates this clearly. Evidently Britain has long

been focused 6 A G K (GKS 3JIf20ltx | adlryoS GKFG KI a
preoccupation with Europe. British Atlanticism took two primary forms over the last century.

The first wasa focus upon the BritisSBEY LA NB @ t NA2NJ 42 wmdonp . NRGIF A
was the defence of itEmpire and the Commonwealth. It was to this end that Britain initially
retreated into semisolation, preferring to focus upon imperial matters andde& & 9 dzN2 LIS

AGaStTéE O{KINL HnnyY MHoU | FGSNI GKS DNBIG 21t

This preoccupation with colonial affairs no doubt contributed to British perceptions of France

as their primary global rival po4918 as discussed above. As France was the only European
nation to retain a sizeable Empire after the Great War it was perhaps inevitable that British
statesmen would consider this to be a threat. As late as 1937 British strategic planning still
placed the defence of the colonies above that of continental Europe @X08). This was

despite the joint Angld-rench defence planning that was ongoing at the time. Following the
Second World War British Globalism gradually transformed into the Atlanticism that is more
recognisable today. This places primary importance ugoSt Wa LISOA L £ NBf | (A 2
United States. In the aftermath of this most cataclysmic of wars it became apparent that
Britain was increasingly reliant upon the United States for economic and military support.
Subsequently Britain began to place pautar emphasis upon the views of Washington and
a2dzZaKi 2dzi yS¢ slea G2 YFAYOGFEAY YR AYLINROS
O{StF HnAnmnO® bl ddzNF¥ftfesx . NAROGIAYQa F20dza 2V
matters remained an iortant concern for British policy makers. The empire did however
gradually lose its relevance to British defence planning as the former colonies transitioned to

independence and Commonwealth membership. As this occurred British preoccupation with
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assumption of British defence planning throughout the Cold War (Self 2010).

For France, the European stage has always been its primary focus. Imperial affairs have
traditionally LJt @ SR | &ASO2yRINE NRfS (G2 CNIyOSQa 09c
colonies as an end in themselves, French governments viewed colonialism as a means to
dominate Europe through the acquisition of new resources and materials. This is why
Napoleonabandoned the first French colonial empire in favour of European ambitions and
why the second French colonial empire was born out of the ashes of 1871, as a means of
countering German might (Fontaine 1980). This European focus was the primary theatre of
French defence planning throughout most of the twentieth century. It motivated France to
push for such harsh terms at the Versailles peace conference as a means to secure its position
on the continent. For as long as Germany retained the bulk of its Eurdeeatory then

French statesmen would continue to consider it their foremost threat. While new colonial
possessions were a source of tension with Britain in the Middle East, this did not stop France
from seeking a permanent alliance with Britain. Frenffltials believed that such an alliance
would fashion them with sufficient security in the event of a European war (Lentin 2000). A
similar mentality played out in the immediate aftermath of the Second World War. While
reasserting control over its colonilbldings was important to the French government, of
much greater importance was securing British support for a continued military alliance

intended to avert a future war with Germany in Europe.

This debate was evident in the difference of opinion ovawrldefence architecture in Europe
should be established during the Cold War. Initially there was a level of agreement on how to

approach European defence. As previously mentioned in 1947 Britain and France concluded
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the Treaty of Dunkirk, which they foll@s up with the Treaty of Brussels in 1948. British
statesmen remained uneasy about these purely European alliances, however. Indeed, despite
forming an ostensibly military alliance in 1947 British military officials were still unwilling to
hold staff talkswith their French counterparts (Young 2000). Policy makers in London would
have preferred to either leave western Europe to defend itself while they offered support
from the sidelines, or to include the United States in someesltompassing agreement
(Greenwood 2000). In this Britain would get its wish as NATO was established in 1949. Britain
would be quick to reallocate the vast majority of the resources assigned to the BTO to NATO,
judging that the perilous state of most continental militaries mearattBritish forces would

be better served as part of a NATO operation. This would leave the BTO as a paper tiger,
hollowing out any independent European defence capability before it truly got off the ground
(Young 2000). France was initially supportive 8T believing that it would ensure their
security against future conflict in Europe. Therefore, a form of4qa@stconsensus was forged

on how to best defend Europe.

Despite tensions elsewhere in the world, particularly in the ongoing decolonisationgs,oce
Britain and France largely agreed on how best to defend Europe. In the face of the Soviet
threat NATO was viewed as the most effective way of guaranteeing western security.
However, his consensus would not be sustained. The events of the Suez Qnigdsderail
AngloFrench agreement and severely undermine the Entente for most of the Cold War. For
Britain Suez confirmed that relations with the United States was of paramount importance.
TheUShad been deeply opposed to military intervention in Egymd 8ritish actions had left

them dangerously isolated on the world stage. The Suez Crisis was to Britain what the Fashoda
Incident had been to France. It convinced British policymakers that it would be essential to

maintain good relations with America, et American interference being the primary
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motivator for the British withdrawal from Egypt. As such it was necessary to repair those
relationships as expediently as possible. This would be achieved within a matter of months as
the special relationship v&aput back on track with remarkable haste. For the remainder of
the Cold War British politicians would hold Atlanticism as an article of faith. As decolonisation
increased in pace and the Commonwealth lost relevance in British strategic planning NATO
and the AngleAmerican relationship would only increase in importance for British policy
makers. To this end they began to consider anything that threatened the Atlantic alliance as

' OKNBFG G2 . NRAGIFAYQa GAGlt AyUuSNBadao

The allied withdrawal from Egypt, plipdated in large part by American pressure sparked a
deepset mistrust of all things American within the French government. The rapid speed at

which AngleAmerican relations were restored appeared suspicious to French eyes. In Paris

there were fearsof ®2 Y A LIA NI O0& G KI G &2dz3KG-{ 6 £2§ @0 2 NR B WE
(Carlton 1988). Clearly NATO would be the vessel through which such a scheme would come

to fruition. In response French statesmen began to seek alternative ways to bolster their
security The natural avenue for such an approach was Europe. As such France began to seek
new ways to foster European cooperation and integration as a tool for promoting their own

influence in the world.

This approach became increasingly prominent during ChRrtes DI dzf £ SQa&a G Sy dzNB
Palace. De Gaulle had an innate mistrust of American motives, in part brought on by his poor

G NIAYS NBfFGAZ2YAKALl gA0K t NSBAARSY(l w223S0SH
that America sought to keep Europajchin particular France, subordinated to its interests.

As an extension of this belief de Gaulle mistrusted British motives towards Eurdyemind

the UKwas far too dependent on America for it to be considered truly European. As such
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bidding on the European continent (Wright 2000). For de Gaulle a continerdplisbach
2TFSNBR (KS 2yfeé OKIFIyOS (2 YFIAyldlFAy CNByYyOK
Gaulle actively sought to curtail British involvement in the nascent European Economic
Community (EEC). Furthermore, de Gaulle sought to develop a milsjaegtato the EEC. This
would have had two functions. Firstly, it would establish the EEC as a rival to NATO thus
limiting the influence that America held over Western Europe. Secondly as Britain would not
be a member, leadership would fall to France as @hé/ other credible military power in
Western Europe. This would achieve a kstanding French goal of military supremacy in
Europe. It should be noted that de Gaulle was not inherently Anglophobic. Rather it was
British attachment to Atlanticism that hepposed (Wright 2000). For de Gaulle British
economic and military dependence upon America and emotional attachment to the
Commonwealth meant that it could not act as a true European nation. Rather it would always
FOG Ay ! YSNAOF Qa da tyuly sandeéntalistdmhdsat {\Wrighti2000)R BhisJi S

perception of Britain would pervade French thinking for the remainder of the Cold War.

Multilateralism versus autonomy

Another facet of the Entente Cordiale evident during the latter half of the twentieth century
was a debate between multilateralism and autonomy. This debate emerged following the
debacle of the Suez Crisis. After their withdrawal from Egypt, Britain amté&embedded
contrasting lessons in their national psyche. For Britain the lesson was that it could no longer
operate unilaterally on the world stage. The British belief that it could continue to act as it
had during the Imperial Century had been shattefkouis and Owen 1989). It was clear to

British statesmen that they would remain a great power, their remaining colonies and global
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obligations would not simply disappear overnightpwever they were no longer a
superpower (Louis and Owen 1989). The tealiof economic and military decline since 1945
had finally caught up with them. Consequently, the freedom of movement that Britain had
previously enjoyed in international affairs would henceforth be curtailed (Self 2010). It would
therefore be necessarp seek alternative methods of ensuring British security. The solution
was to embrace either bilateralism or multilateralism in almost all aspects of defence

planning.

France meanwhile adopted the opposite approach. For France Suez had demonstrated the
vuif YSNI 0ATfAGASE 2F 20SNNBEAFIYOS dzllry 2y SQa | f
were concerned, they had defeated the Egyptians and should have continued the march on
Cairo (Carlton 1988). It was at British insistence that the invasiorbbad halted. As the
operation was under British command and they had provided the majority of the fighting men
France had no choice but to comply, despite considering the removal of Nasser to be of vital
Ay (GSNBAaG P ISyez autepsy, Dviadepdededni others that had driven them to
defeat. France had been forced to withdraw because they were too dependent upon Britain
for military support, while the British had been forced to withdraw because they were too
dependent upon America for financsipport. Therefore, to avoid another Suez, it would be
necessary for France to ensure that it would always be capable of acting independently in

international affairs (Vaisse 1989).

These diametrically opposed lessons inevitably manifested themselvesoaadversarial
defence policies, compounding the divisions within the Entente even further. For Britain this
meant committing itself wholeheartedly to NATO and the special relationship. For the

remainder of the Cold War the bulk of British forces woulddbdicated to NATO missions
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defending continental Europe and the Atlantic area (Beach 1989). By 1989 a total of 95% of
British defence spending went towards NATO missions (Duval 1989). The primary assumption
of British defence planning in the decades afferez was that British forces would only be
taking part in combat operations in conjunction with the United States or another multilateral
force. The main adversary that théKwas likely to face was the Soviet Unitrerefore the

armed forces would be cdigured accordingly. This included the deployment of British
nuclear weapons. As it was assumed that the only nuclear threat to Britain would originate in
the USSR, British nuclear forces were configured to be part of a NATO nuclear response. While
Britainmaintained full operational control, it was understood that a nuclear strike on a NATO
member would warrant a retaliatory nuclear strike from Britain (Roper 1989). British forces
would not be expected to conduct interventions abroad or operate in theaitgside of the

euro! Gt FydAO I NBIF F2NJ SEGSYRSR LINA2Ra 2F GAY
withdrawal from its remainingimperial possessions. Following Suez Britain rapidly
decolonised the majority of its imperial territories. Simultansly to this it also divested itself

from most of its defence commitments to these newly independent nations. By the end of
the 1960s most British forces had been withdrawn from East of Suez to focus on NATO
operations. At the beginning of the 1970s Biitinstallations were only maintained in Brunei,
Belize, Singapore, Bahrain and Oman (Alford 1989). Of these the British presence in Bahrain
would be withdrawn while the forces in Singapore and Oman would be scaled back. While
troops were maintained in thew remaining dependent territories, these were largely token
garrisons. With the sole exception of the Falklands War Britain would not fight another

overseas conflict throughout the entire Cold War.

The French approach was to ensure that their militaopld operate autonomously in a

GFNASGe 2F GKSFINBaoe ¢2 GKAA SYyR CNIyOS gAilK
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process that began in 1959 and was completed in 1966. While France remained a member of

the alliance this move required all ngftrenchmilitary personnel to vacate French soil,
AyOfdzZRAY3 Db! ¢hQa SYGANB 9dzNRBLISIY KSIF RIjdzF NIi SN
Paris. This move ensured that France alone would command French forces in the event of a

war in Europe. It also worked todgen American influence over France as discussed above.

In tandem with this France developed its own nuclear weapons capability. To this end France
developed a nuclear triad that was fully independent in control and policy, meaning that a
nuclear attack ora NATO member would not be considered sufficient to warrant a French
nuclear response, as was the case with Britain (Alford 1989). This focus on strategic autonomy

was also prevalent in the French approach to decolonisation. While France did grant
indeperdence to the bulk of its former colonies it conspicuously maintained forces there. This

was particularly evident in Africa where France signed numerous agreements with local
leaders authorising it to station troops there and intervene militarily if neags§aegout

HAMY O ® CdzZNOKSNY2NBX CNIyOS YIAYGFrAYySR F aAiday
NBYFAYAYy3 20SNERSIFE GSNNARAOUZ2NASad ¢KSaAS (NR2LE
territories and could also intervene abroad if necessanyiy the Cold War these forces

amounted to 30,000 men permanently stationed overseas. France complimented them with
afurther 47,000 meninth€ 2 NS R Q! @it was yapable efheiRgdeployed abroad

if necessary (Duval 1989).

ltisworthnoty 3 | OSNIIFAY ANRYER GARSY(G Ay 020K Yyl
For a nation that spent much of the previous century actively seeking to avoid becoming
entangled in continental commitments, Britain ultimately committed the majority of its

military resources to defending Europe for most of the Cold War. The British desire to

embrace the multilateralism that NATO offered ultimately resulted in British troops being
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permanently stationed on the river Rhine, directly on the front line of a hypathkfuture
war. From the French point of view, it should be noted that despite their desire to develop an
independent defence capability for the EEC, France devoted far more of its resources to

interventions abroad than it did to the collective defendekmirope.
Conclusion

Evidently France and Britain have historically had a complicated relationship. The many facets

of this relationship have placed significant strain on the Entente Cordiale over the years as it

has sought to adapt to changing eimastances. The alliance has clearly been at its strongest

when both nations have been faced with a common threat. That is why during both World

Wars and to a lesser extend the Cold War they were in lockstep together. Without the
existence of a common threéd is questionable if the Entente would ever have developed in

the direction that it has. It is equally true that when lacking a common foe there is a tendency

to revert to traditional modes of thinking. At the institutional level, states that have
historically seen each other as rivals will find it difficult to change those perceptions. British
perceptions of France seeking European domination in the aftermath of the Great War is an
obvious example of this. Such thinking is equally true of the FrenechNEg2 2 ¥ G KS WLIS N
FfoA2YQ O2YAyYy3 (2 &GS fapairik8dpddiciialy @eyalebtan | y R
French thinking during the interwar period. This attitude would resurface to a lesser extent

during the Cold War as France struggled to Baiéi G KS 3IK2ald 2F WCIF akKz2RI
the prospect of Franc8ritish armed conflict is now neexistent tensions between both sides

remain that continue to hamper effective cooperation. As the global situation has evolved so

too has the Entente, thougthis has not always been an easy change. The aftermath of the

Suez Crisis was of particular importance for the evolution of the Entente in the latter half of
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the twentieth century. This Hlated adventure set Britain and France onto diametrically
opposedpaths that defined Angkerench relations for the remainder of the Cold War. Britain
would embrace its innate Atlanticist nature and commit itself to the multilateralism offered
by NATO, while mistrusting any attempts to build a common European deferstarpo
France, motivated by its own misgivings about American involvement in Europe, would
zealously guard its defence autonomy and seek to sponsor a continental defence architecture.
These opposing defence postures would limit the possibility for Fr@nteh defence
collaboration until the conclusion of the Cold War and the rapprochement established by the

Saint Malo declaration
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5. The Lancaster House Treaty: A Surprise to be sure, but a welcome one

Introduction

Lancaster House is a perfect examplalbnce theory in operatiarencapsulaing several of

the alliance typologiesutlined earlier in this thesis. The logic behihds a clear example of

an augmentative alliance as proposed by Edwin Fedder (1968). Both parties entered into the
agreement to supplement their own capabilities and build upon them through collaboration.
The mutual interdependence it created further conmpdints this concept; Lancaster House is

an acceptance that Britain and France need to collaborate to maintain their global positions.
Equally, the creation of bodies such as the Senior Level Group and Defence Ministerial Council
are examples of institutionsation and norm creatioms put forward by David Singer and
Melvin Small (196 in their concept of ententes. Lancaster House is also undoubtedly an
embodiment of the historic and natural alliances postulated by Jeremy Ghez (2010). Britain
and France havengoyed over a century of bilateral cooperation. The agreements of 2010 are

I Y2RSNYy AGSNI A2y 2F (GKAa SyRdz2NAY3I LI NIySNA
powers it is natural that Britain and France would seek to improve bilateral cooperdtis

has been recognised by policy makenssth the FrenchNational AssemblieBefence and
Armed Forces Comittee which referring to the natural character of the Franc8ritish
alliance (Defence Comttee 2020). When considering the alliance typoksyianalysed
previously, the Lancaster House Treatso illustrate the peculiar nature of the Entente
Cordiale. The contrasting motivations behind its creation are yet another example of
divergent national priorities resulting in the same outcombese ypologies are discussed at
length below. There are numerous examples where it is possible to see alliance theory in

operation, which are evaluated throughothe chapter. In doing so it highlight®w alliance
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theory canenhance our undetanding ofAnglaFrench defence cooperatioparticularly at

the industrial and political levels.

In November 201@he Lancaster House Treatyas concludedAccompanyingt was a joint

RSOf I N} (GA2Yy A&daddzSR o6& 52¢gyAy3a {(iNBSthave hT¥ y2
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Declaration 2010: 1)lhis bold clainwas reflected byhe Foreign Affairs Committee of the

French National Assemblyhichreferred to the Treaty athe beginningof cooperation on an
unprecedented scale (Foreign Affairs Committee 20&ri)November 2020, the Defence

Minsters of Britain and France held a summit to mark theyear anniversary of the Treaty.

' FGSNI GKAA adzyYAO (GKSe& NBft Our ArBiéd ForceLagelngini & i |
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again was a significant assertion. As detailed extensively already the Entente Cordiale is a
complicated and peculiar relationship. Its nagus often hard to define and has changed with

the times. Nevertheless, it has endured both world wars and the Cold War. Consequently, the
claim that a treaty concluded during peacetime represents a level of confidence in the

Entente previously unseen wanmts attention. That is the purpose of this chapter.

This chapter examines the Treaty and its consequences. It reviews how cooperation has
evolved since 2010 and argues that the Lancaster House Treaty has successfully improved
bilateral cooperation overtte last decade. The chapter begins by explaining the background

of the Treaty and the context surrounding its signing. This is followed by a brief overview of
GKS GNBIlIGeQa 32FKHfa&a FYyR 202S00A0Sa Ay 2NRSNJI
analysis the chapter identifies four broad categories of cooperation contained within the

Treaty. These are operational cooperation, industrial cooperation, institutional cooperation
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and nuclear cooperation. Each category is considered in turn to medsuexel of success.

Going forward the chapter considers a success to be when Britain and France have either
delivered upon a specific capability within the timeframe outlined in the Treatynade
substantive progress if no timeframe was specified. Hguia considers a failure to be when

a capability or programme has not been delivered within its allotted timescale or failed to
materialise. Accompanying this assessment is an analysis of what this success or failure means
for the future of AngleFrenchcooperation. The chapter concludes by arguing that the
Lancaster House Treaty has been successful in improving-RAregioh defence cooperation,

even if this success is less than what was initially envisaged.

Background to 2010

The Lancaster House Treaty was signed at Lancaster House in London, by David Cameron and
Nicholas Sarkozy. At the time there seemed to be three primary rationales for the Treaties
signing. Firstly, it was noted that both nations faced the unenviable taskeeting their

defence commitments at a time of budgetary constraint. Lancaster House was signed

0KS WDNBI i wSOSaaraz2yQ ¢KSyYy 020K IF20SNYYSyila
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the numerous measures that it contained aimed at reducing costs. Dr Liam Fox, British
Defence Secretary at the time, asserted that Lancaster House was part of the governments
overall financial strategy to reduce costs and thermspend at the MoD (Fox 2021). This was

a sentiment reflected by Air Vice Marshal Sir Stuart Atha who argued that the governments
overriding concern was the black hole in the defence budget that needed to be dealt with
(Atha 2021). A report produced by thierench Sénatin 2010 acknowledged that both

governments faced significant financial hardship, and this created an incentive for greater
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bilateral cooperation $énat2010).While the financial crash had curtailed their resources, it

had not altered Angldrench perceptions of themselves as global pow&ensequently

enhanced cooperation was a method through which their ambitions could be maintained.
CKAA Y20AQ0FL0GA2y 41 &4 OfSINIeé& NRB2GSR Ay CSRR
cooperation would compesate for financial constraints my allowing Britain and France to
YIS dz&S 2F SIOK 20KSNNa FaasSitad ¢KSe O2d#Z R
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nation had another ally that thegould rely on to fulfil such a role. Turning to the US would

further unbalance an already lopsided relationship, whilst Germany refused to develop the
necessary capabilities. Therefore, Britain and France saw in each otherral raiyin their
respectivequests to maintain global relevance. The FreSématalso noted that the UK and

France had identifiednatchingthreats in their recent defence strategieSgnat2010). This

further reinforced the rationale for greater cooperah, common threats have often been

the greatest motivation for cooperation throughout the Ententes history.

There was also a personal element to the Treaty. Both Cameron and Sarkozy liked each other
personally andvere aligned on the political spectr. The former British air attaché in Paris,

Wing Commander Andre Adamson, noted that the personal chemistry between the two
leaders allowed Lancaster House to cover such a wide range of areas (Adamson 2021). Sir
Stuart Atha agrees describing the relatioksh) I & I a0 NRYlFyOSeé |yR OAd
in the Treaties creation (Atha 2021). Sir John Sawers, the former head of MI6, advances this
point further by arguing that Sarkozy was the world leader that David Cameron got along with

the best (Sawer2022). Liam Fox also notes that Lancaster House was the means through
which Cameron could demonstrate to his French counterpart that the UK was net anti

Europe, even if it was opposed to greater EU integration (Fox 2021). In some ways Lancaster
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House coud thus be seen as an olive branch from the Prime Minister to the President, offered

Ay NBaLlRyasS (2 {IN]l21&Qa RSOA&AA2Yy (G2 NB22AY
former Chief of the Defence Staff, stated in his memoirs that cooperation withc&ramas
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Cameron (Richards 2015).

The inadequacy of existing structures also incentivised the creation of additional avenues of
cooperation. The cumbersomeature of NATO structures posed a problem for further
O22LISNY GA2yd 2KAES CNIyOS KIR NB22AYSR b! ¢hQ
multilateral nature meant that any future intervention would require agreement from other

member states, particakly theUS As such there was no formal mechanism through which

Britain and France could respond bilaterally to an international crisis, should one emerge. This
spurred an operational motivation for enhanced cooperation which would pravidie sides

with greater flexibility on the world stage. It was this niche that further cooperation through

the Lancaster House Treaty could fulfil. 1t should be noted that the creation of a joint
battlegroup through the Combined Joint Expeditionary Force (CJEF), minaireNATO and

the EU which have both established similar structures.

Equally, while the EU had establisie8DP and the@SDP it had proven to be limited in utility
(Biscop 2012)While the impetus for CSDP had been the Asigglench Saint Malo declaratipn

the UKhad subsequently moved away from further European military integration for a variety
of factors. For Britain while the security aspect of CSDP had proven beneficial in certain
contexts, such as counter terrorism in Africa, it often fell short in the redidefence (Martill

YR {dza HAamyO® 9ljdzr tfesx IFAGSY . NAGFAYQA LINE L
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have required sizeable commitments from other EU member states to make it a viable avenue

of military cooperation which was not forthcoming (M# and Sus 2018).

Consequently, Lancaster House signalled a pivot from the traditional ideological positions of

both Britain and France on defence and towards a more pragmatic approach to defence
cooperation (Ostermann 2015). As alludedrt@hapter far, throughout the postwar period

Britain and France traditionally took differing stances on the issue of defence cooperation.
Differences which former Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) Sir Graham Stirrup referred to as
GGKS2t 23A01 € ¢ Anrfilitayy {Siirdz)N B 10)SLiciekstd BritisiK goyernments
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integration of defence policies at the European level. France in contrast has long harboured a
distrust of theUSand advocated for Europe to play a greater role in defence issues. The
signing of the Lancaster House Treaty symbolised a potential realignment away from these
traditional ideological bases and towards greater bilateral thinking (Ostermann 2015). For the
UKthis was an acceptance that the special relationship had failed to liveitgepectations

(Antil et al 2013). On the part of France, Lancaster House represented a tacit acceptance that

the EU lacked both the necessary capabilities and will to fiorctas a military force
(Ostermann 2015). The Fren8kénatf 2 NJ Ay aidl yOS y24SR GKFG GKS !
evolved 6énat2010). It commended the new found sense of pragmatism within British policy

and indicated that there would be greater scope émhanced cooperation. At the same time

this report argued that French support for greater EU capabilities did not need to be
antagonistic towards NATO and so there could be common ground between British and
CNBYOK LRaArAlA2yao ¢ KRNIO)Figpdbldyy, Apgn atckpfing thesd (G K D
limitations Britain and France turned to each other as the natural choice for enhanced

bilateral cooperation. Their other European partners lacked the means to act independently
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and so there was a natural alignment tifeir interests in developing greater shared
capabilities. A House of Commons Library report produced in @Bbthighlights that Angio
French defence cooperation had traditionally been predicated on outside pressures driving

them together and identifiekancaster House as continuing in this tradition.

There was also a contradiction underlying these motivations, as there so often is when dealing

with AngleFrench relations. Yes, Lancaster House did represent a shift in the traditional
ideological positias of both nations, however this shift was motivated by a reciprocal desire

to move the other closer to their way of thinking. For Britain Lancaster House was a way to
OAYR CNIyOS Ot2aSNJ (2 GKS !''{itftlyaAO gt Al yOoS
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realignment. Greater bilateral cooperation was thus a way to move France away from the EU

and closer to NATO. This was the position taken by Liam Fox whaodatttatethe Treaty

served to tie France into the NATO orbit (Fox 2021). Equally for France this was an opportunity

to influence the UK towards a more autonomous military stance and away from NATO. By
creating CJEF France saw a means through which Britald be convinced to operate

outside of the NATO framework (Heisbourg 2021). Ironically, both sides conceded on their
traditional positions in the hope that the other would concede more. This encapsulates the
peculiar relationship perfectly. Agreeing a ttga the hopes that it would influence the other

towards their position is quintessential Angfoench politics.

Given these changes Lancaster House was hailed by many commentators as the beginning of
a new era in Angkbrench defence cooperation. Fostance, Alice Pannier (2018) wrote that
Lancaster House was the first bilateral defence treaty signed by Kend France since the

abortive Treaty of Dunkirk in 1947. Throughout the Cold War there where several joint
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weapons programmes but bilateral coaqation remained limited. In the 1990s a series of
Letters of Intent where exchanged, but these mostly outlined existing areas of cooperation
rather than proposing new oned1pD 1996). Furthermore, Lord Browne of Layton, British
Defence Secretary from 2006 2008, claims that there was no specific engagement on
bilateral defence cooperation during his tenure (Browne 202%).such Lancaster House
signalled an important turning point towards greater bilateral cooperation. The importance
of Lancaster House imolstering bilateral cooperation was also noted by various think tanks
within the defence world. For example, a 2011 Chatham House report discussed the
importance of bolstering defence cooperation and pointed to the 2011 Libyan campaign as
an example of #ective AngleFrench cooperation (Gomis 2011). A Royal United Services
LyYyadAddziS ow! {LO NBLER2NI O2yOdzZNNBR gA0GK [ KI
Lancaster House had the potential to greatly improve bilateral defence cooperation in the

twenty-first century (Antil et al 2013).

¢CKS AYYSRAFGS FFOUSNYIFGK 27F §KtSatitowhsa préséiedta a A 3y
strategic move. The subsequent decade bore witness to the emergence of a number of new
threats from a variety of hostile actor§heArab Spring in 2011 sent shockwaves through the

world. Since then the global landscape has become increasingly fractured. In 2013 Tuareg
rebels seized northern Mali, triggering a French intervention which has since also involved
British troops. In 2014 areviously littleknown group called Islamic State in Iraq an&lham

(ISIS) launched a blitzkrieg campaign into Iraq capturing the city of Mosul and threatening the
capital of Baghdad. Also in 2014 Russia annexed Crimea and began a hybrid war in the
Donbas region, a conflict whichas since escalated into full scale war. Concurrently,
beginning in mieR013, China began a largeale land reclamation project in the South China

Sea in contravention of international law. The strategic landscape was furffeerded by
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domestic political events both the UKand theUS In June 2016 thelKvoted to leave the

EU throwing fifty years of British foreign policy into doubts. This seemingly brought an end

to the prospect of cooperation through EU structures. Equall November 2016 Donald

Trump was elected President of théS President Trump subsequently unsettled many in

Europe with his mercurial foreign policy, most notably by questioning the relevance of NATO.
President Emanuel Macron of France has alsoré&isedS o NP g4 o6& allStk1Ay3a 27
2T b !'Madran 2049. Boththese leadersrought into doubt the continued efficacy of

NATO as an institution. These changes to the international arena since 2010 have increased

the relevance of the Lancaster House Treaty and made bilateral Anghzh cooperation

more vital than ever.

Objectives of the Lancaster House Treaty

The Lancaster House Treaty set out a number of ambitious objectives that aimed to improve

bilateral defence cooperation. Article 1 of the Treaty lays out the Treaties five objectives:

1. maximising their capacities through coordinating development, adon,
deployment and maintenance of a range of capabilities, facilities, equipment,
materials and services, to perform the full spectrum of missions, including the most

demanding missions;

2. reinforcing the defence industry of the two Parties, fostgricooperation in

research and technology and developing cooperative equipment programmes;

3. deploying together into theatres in which both Parties have agreed to be engaged,
in operations conducted under the auspices of the United Nations, the Northtitla

¢CNBFGe hNAFYyAalrGA2yY 2N GKS 9dz2NRBLISIY ! YA2Y Q:
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in a coalition or bilateral framework, as well as supporting, as agreed on a case by case

basis, one Party when it is engaged in operations in which the other Pady pan;

4. ensuring the viability and safety of their national deterrents, consistent with the

Treaty on the No#Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;

5. ensuring their support for action in the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation and th&uropean Union under the Common Security and Defence Policy
as well as complementarity between the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and the

European Union in all relevant areas (Lancaster House Treaty 2010: 4)

These are ambitious goals that covered denvarray of cooperation. Noticeably this included

a commitment to ensure that bilateral action could be utilised to support third parties such

as NATO, the EU and the UN, which shall be discussed later on. Within these objectives it is
possibleto see both KST Q 6Hnamnd YR CSRRSNNR& o6mdpcyd G
level of ambition outlined here it is only natural that France and Britain would turn to each

other to achievethese objectives No other European partner could provide similar
capabiities. The first three objectives also set out the augmentative nature of the TrEagy.
commitmentto coordinate the development and deployment of their respective capabilities

and assist in their respective operations indichtieat both governments saght to utilise the

Entente to augment their own capabilities.

Operational Cooperation

The headline feature of the Lancaster House Treaty was undoubtedly the creation of CJEF.
/| WOC gl & AYAUGRA LI-$tanding Bilawral dapallliR abledwarmy dut ayffenge of

operations in the future whether acting bilaterally or through NATO, the EU or other coalition
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I NNJ y 3 SJei% Peaclaration®010: 1Both governments agreed that the concept would

be further developed at future summits. At the 22 AngleFrench Summit it was confirmed

GKFG /W9C g2dzZ R O2yaraid 2F aby SIENIe& SyGaNeR -
KAIKSalG Joigt D&idratian2@18: Ayawas further specified that this force would be

I OFLAf T OESESTHDNICOAGA OIIANEGNISE y | yA2YS | YAGSR bl i
Declaration 2012: 2) as required. Both governments also agreed to put into placeyadive

exercise framework to ensure that CJEF would have full operating capacity byaaalte

readyfor its first full combat deployment by 2020. On an operational level it was intended

that CJEF would bring together land, air and maritime components to conduct combined arms

operations.

Sir Stuart Atha, who led the British team negotiating CJEF,svaketeresting point that it

was a compromise between British and French objectives (Atha 2021). At the onset of
negotiations the UK was wary about creating a large scale force that could be a duplication of
b!¢hd ¢KS ! YQa 20 2 Sdihateo8id paittake infsehalbschle dperationgi SR T
such as humanitarian relief missions. France however desired a force that was capable of
warfighting at scale. In Sir Stuarts words the UKdtrgng to play down the level of ambition

while France was trymto play it ug (Atha 2021) These are obviously two competing
objectives and speak to the wider issue within AAgiench relations of differing NATO
LINA2NAGASED / WOCQA FAYIf F2N¥Y gl a (GKdza | 02Y
was inclugéd so that CJEF would be able to undertake high intensity operations, but not
warfighting at scale. Crucially it could be used for interventions abroad but would not be
suitable for an Article 5 scenario. This satisfied both parties and left a high d&dteribility

in the types of operations CJEF could be deployed for.
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It is also prudent to consider why Britain and France thought it necessary to establish their
own binational force, given their memberships of both NATO and, at the time, the EQ1.0n

NATO already maintained formations which could deploy multinational forces when
necessary. The NATO Reaction Force (NRF) was established o pé®ade the alliance

with the capacity to deploy troops to conflict zones around the globe (NATO 2021). The NRF
consists of land, air, naval, logistical and Special Forces components. Since its founding the
NRF has been deployed for a variety of mission§reece, Afghanistan, Pakistan and tHg

(NATO 2020)Additionally,NATO also maintains the Allied Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC), a
land-based formation under the command of thiK with twenty contributing nations in total
(ARRC 2020)The ARRC has foeth the land component of numerous different NATO
operations over the years, including in Bosnia, Afghanistan and Iraqg (ARRC 2020). While these
formations represent an established avenue of cooperation, they also possess a number of
limitations that necessated the creation of a separate Angsench force. For instance, they
FNB 620K LI NI 2F b!¢hQad O2YYIFYR I NOKAGSOG dzNE
approved by the North Atlantic Council. NATO is an alliance of thirty member atatdsese
membersoften havediffering interests that do not align. Consequently, if Britain and France
felt that their interests were threatened and wished to deploy NATO troops in response, it
could be difficult for them to secure the necessary approval. The hibgse illustrates this
perfectly. As shall be discussed later, the reluctance of certain NATO members to support
action in Libya hampered Angkrench efforts to intervene. This divergence of interests
within NATO was a primary reason why Britain and égaought to establish their own force

through which they could intervene abroad when they considered it to be in their interests.

Additionally, even if approval was secured to deploy NATO forces in support ofiAeglth

interests these forces would neain under overall NATO command. As such Britain and France



116

would have only a limited say over how these forces would operate. The command structure
of the NRF exemplifies this. Operational command of the NRF alternates between Allied Joint
Force Commands Brunssum, the Netherlands and Naples, Italy every six months. The
component parts of the NRF also regularly rotate, with different member states assuming
command upon becoming the primary contributor. Therefore, even if Britain or France
secured the delpyment of the NRF it would largely remain outside of their control and would

be subject to the whims of their other NATO allies who could withdraw support at any time.

The BJ has also established its own battlegroups, but these were not appropriateifar |
AngloFrench action. Firstly, there were perennial British concerns over defence integration
at the European level (Whitman 2016). EU Battlegroups are a component of CSDP, which as
noted previously the UK was hesitantfidly embrace. This hamperedh¢ development of

these battlegroupd & G KS | YQ& aparticBationSvhasyessentiaktd riakirg iiha
concept a reality (Whitman 2016). Secondly, these battlegroups are intended to be of
battalion size, around 1,500 troops ground (European Conmomis®013). This presented

them with a limited capacity to intervene in conflicts abroad (Biscop 2021). Additionally, they
are subject to constraints similar to their NATO counterparts, namely that they require input
from EU institutions and the approval all EU member states to be deployed (Ginsberg and
Penksa 2012). These complicated decisiaking procedures are a major contributor to why

the EU has never deployed such a battlegroup in combat (European Commission 2020). The
other significant French ampt to develop a binational force, the aforementioned Franco
German Brigade also failed to produce tangible results. Whilst useful for symbolic purposes
France has been forced to concede that the Brigade has had little military value given the

differencesin FranceGerman opinion (National Assembly 2011).
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Given the limits of existing battlegroups, it was only natural that Britain and France would
asSS1 02 SadlrofAakK I Y2NB STFFSOUAGBS oAt GSNI €
alliance tye. As the only European nations with substantial militaries Britain and France are
natural partners in establishing expeditionary forces. It is logical that they would not want

their interests to be solely tied to structures that include less capablesallieus, the creation

2F /W9C TFAalda LISNFSOGte 6AGKAY DKST Q LI N} RASZ
CSRRSNR& omipcy 0 |dAYSYyurdiAaAgS FEtAlFyOS G&LiS
governments to deploy assets as needed. A CJEF deployomddtfor example feature a

British aircraft carrier with French support vessels or French ground troops with British air
support. This flexibility will allow future governments to deploy the combination of assets

that they need most in order to augmentdéc 2 § KSNDa OF LI oAf AGASa®P

Having outlined the basic components of CJEF it is now possible to analyse if it has been
successfully implemented in accordance with the Treaty. The aforementioned joint exercise
framework was successfully implemented and complete schedule. In June 2011 1,500
personnel from the British "7 Armoured Brigade and the 3rd French Mechanised Brigade
conducted Exercise Flandres in France. According to Lieutenant Colonel Nigel Rhodes, Chief
of Staff of 102 Logistic Brigade, which pd@d support for the operation, the purpose of this
initial exercise was to demonstrate interoperability between France and theRbikdes
2011).The BritishMoD argued that the exercise was a major success and highlighted several
areas where cooperation atd be improved KoD 2011).This was followed byhe larger
Exercise Corsican Liam October 2012which brought together 5,000 men and 13 naval
vessels from both nationdMinistére des Armées 2012Rrimarily intended to test naval
cooperation, Corsican Lion saw the Royal Navy coordinating with the Marine Nationale to

conduct seaborne manoeuvres, while the Royal Marines and the Troupes de marine carried
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out a simulated amphibious assault. In 2013 ti€hosted Exercise Joint Warrior, an annual
multilateral exercise that brings together NATO, UK and allied forces from around the globe.
During this exercise France contributed a sizeable force, includinGhbdes de Gaullend

its entire air wing AeroResource 2013)he inclusion of th&€harles de Gaulls important

given its status a€ NJ yfl@gSHipan addition to collaborating multilaterally with their other
partners, Britain and France also held Exercise Capable Eagle at RAF Leeming in North
Yakshire. This exercise involved Typhoons from No 1(F) Squadron and Mirage 2000Ns from
the La Fayettesquadronwith a combined total o700 personnelGlobal Aviation Resource
2013).While part of the wider Joint Warrior umbrella, Capable Eagle was intetodedt the

aerial component of CJEF.

Exercise Capable Eagle was followag Exercise Rochambeain 2014 This was a
multinational exercise consisting of some 3,200 personnel from 14 different natidoB (

2014).In command of this force was a joint dikrance Headquartershose purpose was to

GSad FYR AYLINRGS AYGSNRLISNIoAtAGE +FG GKS 02Y
YATSadz2ySe FyYyR GiKS Y2aid {-Frgnahidefénte patBevshiy & G NI
envisaged by the Lancaster Hou$eNBS | (i A S & Mob ¢014). A similar exercisevas

conducted in 2015 under the banner of Exercise Griffin Rise. The purpose of Griffin Rise was

G2 dasSaa GKS STFSOGAGSySaa 2F 02 0KBrivsht A (| NX
SELISRAGAZ2Y I NBE MigidSieSles Rrgheds 2085¥ii8inyRisé featured land, sea

and air components with a total of 1,200 personnel involved (Ministére des Armées 2015).

The maritime component consisted of a simulated exercise featuring bottHM8 Ocean

and the Charles de Gaullacting as a joint carriei &1 F2NOS>X RSAONAOGSR

combined French and UK amphibious force with a heavier punch than either nation could

RSEADGSNI E2ySe oOwlRF{AY HaAamMpY HOP® ¢CKAA y2i
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infrastructure but also contributed to theevelopment of a joint FraneBritish carrier group

proposed at the Lancaster House summit.

In 2016 Exercise Griffin Strikghe largestto date, took placeconsisting of over 5,000

personnel from all three branches of servi€airingthis exercise, uniteperated across the

UK, including Typhoon and Rafale jets from RAF Leeming in North Yorkshire. Simultaneously,

the British ship$iMS OcearHMS BulwarlkandHMS Duncaoperated off the south and west

coast of England with their French counterpa@S Dixmuel FS Cassaihd FF La Motte

Piquetb hy GKS {lFfAaodNE tfllAYyZ I fFyR O2YLRYSY
3rd Division and French 7th Mechanised Brigade including paratroopers, armoured units and
infantrymen, conducted armoured warfare ills together MoD 2016). According to both

32 0SNYyYSyia GKA&A SESNDAAS RS YMiysiie Nds Ardes | WT d
2016,MoD2016)F 2 NJ / W9 C | YR SY062RASR aly dzy Yl §OKSR

AngloFrench forces (Joint Statemt 2016).

The completion of this training programme is commendable. This was an ambitious
programme, on a scale which had not been previously conducted bilaterally by either side.
Exercise Corsican Lion stands out for its sheer scale. The deployme@O0fdersonnel

merely two years after the Treaty was signed, and one year after ratification, signified a level

of commitment on both sides of the channel to cooperation that had not previously existed.
Another tangible benefit has been the sheer numbetrobps involved in these exercises.

With thousands of personnel from both militaries involved Britain and France have now
RSOSt2LISR | INBFGSNI dzy RSNERGFYRAY3a 2F K2g SIO
(1966) entente allianceypology this has also allowed for the development of shared norms

of operation. This will prove valuable for future operations, as both militaries will have a
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practiced understanding of how to work together. The decision to test the individual
componentsof CJEF was particularly wise. By ensuring interoperability between respective
branches, both militaries ensured that CJEF would have the necessary flexibility to respond to
a variety of crises with the requisite forces (Pannier 2018). Exercise Rochaislzaa of

note, havingincorporated third party assets in a wider multilateral exercise under Anglo
French command. This developed the concept of CJEF further and laid the groundwork for
CJEF to be deployed as part of a multinational foroedessary Theoretically, this further
enhanced the benefits of CJEF as a force multiplier by preparing it to operate in concert with
allied forces. However, it should be noted that neither government has specified the
conditions under which CJEF would be deployesiugport third party operations, or how it
would operate if it was (Pannier 2018). Given the stated objective of making CJEF available
for allied missions this is a significant omission that should be rectified if CJEF is to reach its

full potential.

Eaqually, achieving operational capability on schedule by 2016 is an achievement that should
be noted. This was a bold commitment that required significant resources to deliver. There
were numerous logistical challenges that had be overcome. In 2013 fonaest&xercise
Djibouti Lion had to be cancelled due to local administration issues (Hansard 2013). However,
an alternative was found, and Exercise Capable Eagle was held instead. This illustrated a
resilience and determination to further Angkrench coopetion. As noted previously the

global stage has changed considerably since Lancaster House was signed in 2010. Both states
have struggled with defence cuts and limited budgets. France also saw a transition from the
Republican to Socialist parties. Howevehis did not seem to impact Angkrench

cooperation which continued apace. Therefore, the successful validation of CJEF despite
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these challenges illustrates the perseverance of political commitment to bilateral

cooperation, which should be counted aswuccessHarrois 2020).

Having validated the CJEF concept in 2016, it was reaffirmed in 2018 that CJEF was available
for peace enforcement missions should it be necessary. Additionally, at the 2016- Anglo
French summit, new mutannual training progamme that would run from 20322022 was
announced. This was to bolster existing progress and to ensure that the new target of having
CJEF fully operational by 2020 was met. In 2019 Exercise Griffin Strike 19 was held in the UK.

It focused uponthe navalcdmz y Sy d 2F /W9C yR AyOf dzZRSR GKS
o /2YYFYyR2 . NA3IIRSI HVsRlbior2 &IKIS bM2@8 Ga bT (A2TXK A
battle staff, Royal Fleet Auxiliary ships and several British submarines. Additionally,
helicopters from theBritish Army combined with jets and surveillance aircraft from the RAF

also participated (Royal Navy 201%he French contingent consisted of tR8 Tonnerreg

French helicopter carrier with its accompanying airwing, and a contingent of French marines.

This exercise was considered a great success with the French commander Captain Eric Janicot
adrdAy3a aGkKIFG AG el a al ANBI 0 Frelc? Mdmdzy A (0 &
dzy RS NA i I Yy RA y Jwhile R¥ér AdmicaRAindrew Bures @laimed that Griffinkstri

M KFER aRStABSNBR | RSINBS 2F O2YL)X SEAGE GKI
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summit it was confirmed that CJEF had attained full operating cbiyaln a joint statement

British Defence Secretary Ben Wallace and French Minister of the Armed Forces Florence
Parly announced that CJEF was now capable of deplopitg10,000 personnel to respond

to a full range of operations. It was also agreedtithe CJEF framework would be utilised to

further improve interoperability between both armed forces (Joint Statement 2020).
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Having CJEF ready as a deployable force is a great success of the Lancaster House Treaty and
an asset to both Britain and Free. Both governments and their militaries should be
commended for successfully delivering on this capability. The ability to deploy a 10,000 strong
force across the globe will undoubtedly be a vital tool in the years ahead. The last decade has
demonstrated on multiple occasions that the international arena remains incredibly volatile
and unstable. Since Lancaster House was signed there have been multiple instances in which
having a force such as CJEF would have been useful. The Libyan interventionignd2@l 1

such example. While this shall be discussed extensively in a subsequent chapter, it should be
noted for now that Libya was the exact scenario envisaged for a CJEF deployment.
Encompassing both naval and air assets, the Libyan intervention wouldunaesibtedly

been more effective if Britain and France had been able to operate bilaterally through CJEF.
The conflict in Mali is another scenario where CJEF could have been deployed had it been
ready. If situations like these arise in the future, and tisdty no means a remote possibility,

then CJEF will be a useful asset in responding to them. Sir Stuart Atha also argues that there
is a wide scope for CJEF deployments in support of humanitarian relief missions or peace
enforcement operations in the fute (Atha 2021). Francois Heisbourg suggests that CJEF
could be a useful vehicle for jointly projecting power abroad, citing freedom of navigation
operations in the South China Sea as a strong candidate for a CJEF deployment (Heisbourg
2021). The French Nahal Assembly has been particularly positive towards CJEF, praising it
4 Yy SEFYLXS 2F dadzyLJd NI ffSfSR AYy(iSaINI GA2YE
Lancaster House (Defen€@mmitee 2020). CJEF also embodies #lugmentativenature of

the AngleFrench relationship. By combining their forces in this manner, they are capable of

projecting power in ways that they cannot achieve individually.
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However, his success must be considered with a cav@étile many joint exercises have

been conducted, none of these have been on the scale of 10,000 personnel from all three
branches of service. Furthermore, CJEF remains untested in combat and so it is not possible
to analyse how it will perform in actual cdrat situations. However, given the level of training

that has been conducted over the last ten years, in addition to the various operational
deployments that both militaries have conducted through avenues outside of CJEF, it is likely
that CJEF will perfor well in a future combat scenario. Andre Adamson argues that it was
the process of creating CJEF that matters more than the capability itself. The deepening of
engagement, the creation of structured military cooperation and the increased familiarity
between both armed forces have resolved many of the problems that hindered cooperation

at the military level (Adamson 2021). This alone is beneficial even if CJEF is not deployed.

Another aspect of operational cooperation envisaged at the Lancaster lHous@it was the
development of an integrated Anglerench carrier group. Naval cooperation is one of the

easiest ways to build effective military cooperation (Heisbourg 2021). The joint statement
AdddzSR o0& 020K 3I2FSNYYSYy(aonimaritineStadk giokdcod G KSe@
2LISNI GA2Y | NRPdzyR GKS CNBYyOK OF NNASNJ / KI NI Sa
Goe GKS SINIe& HnaH”aZ -Frierfcls intdgratadt cariieg stride2growpS LI 2 &
AYO2NLIR2 NI GAY3 |aaSiha 2Deyddionatdo: Draisidemnit@eanry G NRA S a
was reaffirmed at summits from 2012 to 2018. As with CJEF attempts to create an integrated

OF NNASNJ INRdzLd 6SNB +y SEFYLXES 2F CSRRSNDA 6w
assets required to adequately est an aircraft carrier and the multiple commitments both

nations faced, an integrated strike group would have taken advantage of the assets both

nations possessed. This would have allowed them to field a functioning carrier group without
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sacrificing theilother commitments. This is therefore clearly an example of an augmentative

alliance at work.

Collaboration on aircraft carrier capabilities was not a new idea within defence circles. In 2006

the UK and France signed an agreement to cooperate on therdektgeir future carriers. It

was agreed that France would pay 33% of the demonstration phase costs while also
reimbursing the UK for some of the expenses it had already incurred for starting the carrier
design procesdMoD2006).C NI} Yy OSQa RIBPINYV QS ngdzRASZ2GGSR | &dz
the construction of a next generation aircraft carrier (Ministere des Armées 2008) However,

this was later scrapped in 2008 as rising costs and concerns #b@uhode propulsion

(Defence Talk 2008). This promptBdtain to carry on alone with the programme which

subsequently became the Queen Elizabeth Class carrier programme.

It should be noted that both governments have abandoned the concept of an integrated
carrier group insteadopting for a joint carriergroup. This is disappointing, especially when
considering that some good progress had been made towards developing an integrated
carrier group. From 2011 to 2015 the carrier group was developed in tandem to the various
training exercises discussed previtysvith HMS Ocearteading joint exercises in 201the
Charles de Gaulleading exercises in 2013 and joint participation in 2015. Additionally Royal
Navy helicopters were integrated into the K NI Sa R&rierlgrodgf td S@@ide
logistical and itelligence support in both 2016 and 2019 (Royal Navy 2016, 2019). While
these were not combat operations; they improved maritime interoperability and brought an
AngloFrench carrier group closer to fruition. Furthermore, as these exercises were part of
the wider CJEF process they allowed for greateigjdirp command and raised the possibility

that such a carrier group could be deployed unilaterally or as part of a wider CJEF operation.
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These operations have undoubtedly proven beneficial foldKkeThe 2Q0 Strategic Defence

and Security Revie@BDSRRSOA RSR (G KI G . NAGFAY g2dzZ R dzy RSNJI
the HMS Ark Royalould be scrapped and not replaced immediateoD 2010). By
maintaining links with theCharles de Gaull@nd the French navy more generally, the Royal
Navy has been able to maintain experience of operating within carrier group. This ensured
that the institutional memory of carrier operations was presetvBritish ships have escorted

the de Gaullewhile Royal Navy aircraft have flown from it in combat zones. Wittioist
access to theCharles de Gauli¢ is likely that a generation of Royal Navy personnel would
have entered service with no experience adrrier operations. For this the Royal Navy
certainly owes the French navy a debt of gratitude. The British decision to scrap its carrier
capability was a foolish one as it left the UK without a vital asset that it would need, which
chapter six discussesn greater detail. Foolish though it may have been, it does at least
illustrate an area where Britain and France have been able to augment each other. For the
last decade Britain has been willing to reply upon France to provide it with a carrier capability
albeit a limited one, while France has accepted British escort vessels rather than bearing that
burden itself. This reinforces the point that an integrated carrier group is emblematic of
CSRRSNRA omdpcy0O |dAYSYyGriA@dS tftAlyOSo
However, thedevelopment of a truly integrated carrier group was handicapped by the British
governments design decisions for the Queen Elizaltths During the initial design phase,

it was decided that they would be equipped with Blectromagnetic Aircraft Launclysem

2NJ WOl da FyR UGN L&AQS FyR (GKI G OKS3Gvaadtt bl O
which could also operate from théharles de Gaull@ he installation of catapults would also
allow French Rafale jets to operate from a future British carrignus increasing

interoperability. In 2012 however, it was decided that the Queen Elizablegs would not
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be equipped with catapults and would instead operate the short faffend vertical landing
(STOVL)-B5 Lightning BRoyal Navy 2012Yhis preented the possibility of not only French

jets, but all noA~35B aircraft, from operating from thQueen Elizabetand the futureHMS

Prince of Wale$RUSI 2012 Admittedly from a financial perspectivevith estimatesof the

installation costsat around£1 billion, a price tag that had doubled by 2DXhis decisions
understandabl® [ Al'Y C2E | NBdzSa GKIG GKS A&a&adzsS 2F v
his view this was really an issue for the French as their jets were limited by their need for a
catapult assisted takeff. British jets meanwhile could still land on a Frenalrier because

of their STOVL capability. In his view the real problem for interoperability came from the

Charles de Gaulles it was old and unreliable (Fox 2021).

Whilst theCharles de Gaulis an older vessel, the problems it presented were largetytsh

GSNY YR a2 GKS RSOA&A2Y y20 G2 Ayaidlftt WOl
limiting the range of aircraft that can operate fromMMS Queen Elizabethe potential
interoperability of a future joint carrier group has been reduced (RAO$%4). The UK should

have taken a longerm view on which allies would be likely to operate from British carriers

and plamed accordingly. The failure to do so curtailed the development of an integrated
carrier group in the long run and limited the extesftcooperation that is possible currently.

l'a AG adryRa . NAGAAK YR CNBYOK &aiNAR{1S FA3K
carriers. With the failure of FCAS to produce a joint programme, as discussed later, it is even
less likely that Britisand French aircraft will be able to operate from their respective carriers

in the future.FurtherFrance has announced the specificatiémsits next generation carrier,
Porte-avions de nouvellgénération(PANG, andno mention was giveon whether it would

be STOVL compatible, casting further doubt on the future of an Afrgloch carrier group

(Naval Technology 2021)vén if PANG does include a STOafhacity it is not due to enter
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service until 2038neaning thatBritish jets would not be capable of realistically operating
from a French carrier for nearly twenty yearsalmakes this decision one of generational
importance (IISS 2018).PANG is not STOVL compatible, then another generation will pass

before coopeation of this scale is possible again.

There have also been rumours that the British liaison officer orCtarles de Gaullgill not

be replaced when their current rotation endsronymous 202Q Additionally, there has been

no noticeable discussion abb creating an equivalent French post onbodi#1S Queen
ElizabethFrom a logistical point of view there seems no reason why such a position should
not be created. In the near future it is likely that the nucleus of a joint carrier group would be
one of the UKQ @ew carriers, especially as France is only now making moves to replace the
agingCharles de Gaulldéf a French liaison officer is not present in the same way as their
British counterpart this would limit interoperability between both navies. Whid¢hing has

been said officially, it is reasonable to theorise that Brexit may have played a role here in
cooling relations between both sides. It could also be argued that sensitivity over3be F
programme is complicating the relationship. As Franceisan F35 operator, and th&®ueen
Elizabetltannot support French Rafale jets, it is plausible that this has prevented cooperation
on the Queen Elizabetihis demonstrates how procurement decisions taken over a decade
ago are having a very real impact on cooperation today. This further highlights the importance
2F 3ISGGAYy3a adzOK RSOA&aA2y A NRIKGEZT SaLIGOAL @
would be a great shame if the progress that has previously been made towards making this
concept a reality was to be lost in the years ahdadecisions are not taken now to ensure
greater interoperability in the future, then the Entente Cordiale willfsufn the years to

come.
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These problems have essentially killed the possibility of an integrated carrier group. What is
possible now is a joint carrier group. Instead of aircraft and personnel stationed on each
20KSNNa @SaasSta | ypectivyasiets,yoeratimis Svill BeTimitedtdnaval NI &
vessels operating alongside one another. Whilst still beneficial for Afrglach cooperation

this lacks depth that an integrated carrier group would have provided.

Another aspect of operationaooperation that was born out of Lancaster House was the
operational deployment of Angibrench troops alongside one another. In 2013 the UK
launchedOperation Newcombé 2 & dzLJLJ2 NOperafoNJSefvakSNBE. The UK and
France share a common intestein stabilising the Sahel, making this a perfect example of
cooperation in the spirit of the Lancaster House Treaty. Since 2013 British troops have been
continuously deployed in support of French counter insurgency operations in Mali, and the
wider Sahetegion. In 2013 RAFRXZ Transport aircraft were used to ferry French armoured
vehicles to the Malian capital BamakddD 2013). This was accompanied by the deployment

of an RAF Sentinel aircraft to provide intelligence and reconnaissance support td Frenc
troops on the ground. In tandem, the UK deployed 40 military advisors as part of the EU
Training Mission Mali, of which France was the lead nation. Both these advisors andRAF C
transports would remain on deployment aft@peration Servaransitionedinto Operation
Barkhane In 2018 the RAF deployed three Chinook4CZHhelicopters to provide logistical
support to French troops engaged @peration BarkhaneThese aircraft are supported by
100 personnel operating in a narombat role (RAF 2020). In ZD& was announced that
these aircraft would extend their tour of duty in Mali in order to continue providing support
to French forces. According to the RAF from 2018 to 2020 these craft transported 13,000
passengers and 1,100 tonnes of equipment acrossrdgion(RAF 2020)Furthermore, in

2019 members of the Royal Signal Corps were also deployed to Mali to provide information
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peacekeeping operation in MaMpED 2020).Given that the UK traditionally supports one UN
mission at a time, this further highlights how the UK and France have bolstered their

cooperation since 2010.

These deployments are significant for several reasons. Firstly, the UK has traditionally been

reticent to become involved in conflicts in Africa. Since decolonisation Whitehall has mostly

C
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the Sahelto suppot France is an important development that has beerrbout of the
Lancaster House Treaty. Secondly, they involved British troops acting as part of an EU mission.

While these where not combat troops this is still worthy of note. Britain has traditionally been

sceptical of EU operations such as this. Thi® 8fdzZNB S O2 y (I NI & {EH standeill K CNJ

By participating in an EU deployment under French command Britain demonstrated its
commitment to the Entente Cordiale. Furthermore, the nature of this deployment was wholly
within the spirit of the Lancasterddise Treaty and built upon the lessons of the past. As
discussed above one of the main aims of Lancaster House was to allow Britain and France to
compensate for any capability gaps they may possess. By deploging&sport planes and
Chinook helicoptes Britain was fulfilling exactly that role by providing France with the
transport capacity it lacked. Francois Heisbourg observes that the RAF has been doing great

work in Mali, as it has provided France with a crucial capability that could not be replaced

A
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work. By providing France with strategic lift capabilities the UK is augmenting its French allies
OF LI oAfAGASAE G2 GKSANI Ydzi dzi f(20605nAt8ral Alliaree ab K A &

they both share an interest in stability in Mali. Whilst the UK has higher priorities elsewhere,

A
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providing these strategic capabilities to France in Mali has served British interests by helping

to stabilise the region at minimalost. Additionally, the deployment of RAF Sentinel aircraft

and the Royal Signal Corps built upon mutual experiences of the Libyan campaign. While
Britain and France conducted the bulk of combat operations during that intervention, they

were often dependat upon intelligence provided by thgS In Mali Britain stepped up to

provide field intelligence which illustrated that the Entente was developing an independent
capability in response to the lessons it had learned previougdhys not only shows the
theoreticaltypologiesof the Entente in action, it also demonstrates a real success of Lancaster
House.

CNBYOK FT2NOSa KI@S fta2 0SSy RSLX 2SR G2 9a&f
Enhanced Forward Presence (EFP). This battlegvaspnnouncedab ! ¢ hQa wHnAamc 2 I N
summit and deployed in 2017. Whilst technically a multinational battlegroup only Britain and

France made meaningful contributions, as Denmark and Iceland contributed a combined total

of four personnel (EATA 2017). In reality this resdilin a Francdritish battlegroup

2LISNF GAy3 6AGKAY b! ¢hod ¢KAA gta | aAIAYAFAOl y
KAAaU2NRO FYOAQIESYyOS (26l NRa b! ¢hod DAGBSY
integrated command structure in 2009 it is siggant that they would choose to participate

in such a battlegroup under British command. In many ways this was France supporting Britain
through its favoured institution, NATO, just as Britain supported France through its favoured
institution, the EU, inMali. This also reinforced the principles of Lancaster House as it
demonstrates the ability of Britain and France to deploy forces together bilaterally in support

of third-party organisations.
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Industrial Cooperation

Lancaster House set out numerous avenues of industrial cooperation to explore. This aspect
of the Treaty has yielded mixed results. There have been dugtelevel successes that

should rightly be celebrated, but there have also been some disappointiligefi Prior to
Lancaster House Julian Miller, Deputy Head of the Defence and Overseas Secretariat at the
Cabinet Officghighlighted that there was great potential for cooperation in the industrial
sphere that should be exploited (Miller 2013t the 20D summit both governments
O2YYAGUSR (22 &S mojetayor bn/tHe adquisitioni & Kduipmer® and
GSOKy2t23ASa¢ OMRRAYBKAWMS GISYSY GaRIESE 2LIAY T |
FYR GSOKy2ft23& 0l a<¥ Thisco@rityfeit lef t thaicBnhentément 1 M n
of several higtprofile programmes. Preeminent amongst these was cooperation on aircraft
development, complex weapon systems and maritime mine counter measures. Cooperation

in these areas not only offered potential fingal rewards, but also made practical sense.
hyOS F3FLAy Ay fAYS 6AGK CSRRSNN& omdpcyuv Ge&L

experience could be leveraged to augment the Ententes industrial potential.

The UK already possessed experience lialoorative aircraft development, with its previous
involvement in the Eurofighter and35 programmes, the former of which France had briefly
been involved in. Historically, Britain and France also cooperated on the development of the
Gazelle, Puma, anghx helicopters, as well as the Jaguar fighter jet (Pannier 2018). It made
sense therefore to exploit this experience to develop a joint air capability. The air combat
sector is an area in which Britain and France have a major advantage over the rastpaf, Eu
given that they both host some of the only companies in the world capable of delivering such

programmes (Heisbourg 2021). The development of complex weapons sector also aligned
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with both states core interests. The establishment of a single Europesutractor
O2YyiNROGdzSR (2 CNIyOSQa @AaAz2y 2F 3IANBI GSNI ¢
support in this endeavour was critical if this was to be a success. Additionally, BAE holds a
33% stake in MBDA (MBDA 2022). This gave a British companyraayan the development

of the wider European market, supporting the British defence industry and curtailing potential
competition. The potential financial rewards from future exports also incentivised joint
development of these new systems. The joinbguction of maritime mine countermeasures

(MMCM) would further enhance the steps taken towards greater naval cooperation by
developing common systems and capabilities, thus complimenting the operational aspects of

the Treaty. Attempts to take advantagejofnt industrial capacity is yet another example of
CSRRSNRa o6mepcyov FdAYSyidlGAaAgdS |EttAlFyOSd 2 KA
significant defence industrial bases, collectively they dominate the European market and so

by attempting to align theiindustrial capacities they sought of augment and bolster their

national capabilities.

Primus inter pares was the development of a Future Combat Air System (FCAS). FCAS was
intended to develop a joint air capability for both nations. While thecexature of FCAS was

not initially stated, it was speculated to be an advanced Unmanned Combat Air System
(UCAS). The development of FCAS was spurred by the need to replace both nations stocks of
unmanned combat air systems. Both th&kQa wS I LISNQIAY R | G y@ RNRY
entered service in the early 2000s. As such a next generation replacement was necessary in

the long term. Collaboration on a joint system would be beneficial as it could provide
significant savings on joint development and avoid tdoenpetition that had plagued the
development of the Typhoon and Rafale. Cooperation on aircraft technology would also

O2YLX AYSyldU GKS 2ySa. 5! a0NF G6S38 YR TFdz2NLKS
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aerospace industry. Furthermore, as pointed out by GendeahPaul Paloméros, Chief of
Staff of the French Air Force, Britain and France had few air assets in common (Paloméros
2011). This made cooperation between their air forces more difficult and so designing a

shared platform would contribute towards regtihg this.

Unfortunately, while FCAS held much potential, it has failed to materialise. Initially, FCAS was
enthusiastically supported by both governments. At the 2012 ARgbmch summit it was

agreed that a joint demonstration programme would be und&ea in 2013 (Joint
Declaration 2013). It was also specified that Dassawuidtion and BAE Systems would be
designated industrial leaders on the project. After the success of this programme a joint
feasibility study was announced in 2014 (Joint Declara6t4). This was a twgear
programme worth £120 million and was conducted by a consortium consisting of Dassault
Aviation, BAE Systems, Thales France, Selex, Rolls Royce and Safran. It was also supported by
additional research conducted nationally, at @xined cost of £80 million. In 2016 it was
confirmed that FCAS would becantred around aJCASwith the possibility of a manned

system as welBoth governmentsalsocommitted to the next phase of development, with an
operational demonstrator planned f&025 and a full model ready for deployment by 2030
OW2AY(d 5SOfIFINFGA2Y HamcOd ! f2Fi& &adzy 2F ¢€H

review planned to take place in 2020.

Unfortunately, dter 2016 progress quickly stalled. At the January 201fARrrench Summit
discussion of FCAS was significantly curtailed in comparison to previous years. While the
previous summit had set out ambitious plans, including a timeframe and spending
commitments, this summit merely pledged that both governmentswould 2 y G A y dzS 2 dzNJ

2y aasSaairy3dad GKS SYSNHAy3I O2yOfdzaizya o0STF2NJ
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Declaration 2018). This severely muted commitment signalled that cooperation on FCAS had
lost momentum. Later in 2018 this loss of momentum wasficored when two separate
national programmes were announced. At the ILA Berlin Air Show in May, Dassault
announced that it would be partnering with the German Airbus on the future development

of FCAS. This was followed by the Farnborough Air Show in Qaly British Defence
Secretary Gavin Williamson unveiled the BAE Systems Tempest, a next generation fighter for
the RAF that will also incorporate UCAS support systems. In February 2020 Dassault confirmed
that not only had cooperation ceased but that th& had occurred in early 2017, when the

project had failed to advance to the next phase as planfdidi{tGlobal 2020).

The failure of FCAS to deliver a joint capability is both disappointing and damaging to the
Entente. Sir Stuart Atha described it asyanptom of the failures of Lancaster House (Atha
2021). FCAS presented a prime opportunity to reset relations between the British and French
defence sectors. After decades of competition it seemed as though old rivalries had finally
been exchanged for aew spirit of cooperation. It also appeared as though Europe had
learned the lessons of the Rafale/Eurofighter split of the 1980s. This hope has proven false.
Instead Europe shall once again play host to two competing aircraft projects, an undertaking
that it may struggle to sustain in the long run. Furthermore, with Tempest due to enter service
in 2035 and FCAS in 2040, it seems unlikely that there will be room for significant-Franco
NRAGAAK O22LISNI A2y Ay GKAA& TFunglingress®bhdopt & € St
the 35, two fighter generations will have passed before it is possible for Britain and France
to potentially operate the same aircraft. The prolonged development period of modern
aircraft also means that it could be the end of tbentury before British and French pilots

operate the same aircratft.
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The motivation for this split was almost certainly Brexit. Given that further cooperation was
announced in 2016, prior to the Brexit referendum, and problems began to materialise in
2017, itis logical to blame Brexit for this unfortunate development. Furthermore, the impetus
seems to have originated from Britain. In September 2018 French Defence Minister Florence
Parly confirmed that it was the UK that had pushed for a shift in focus agoint UCAS
LINEINI YYS (2 GKS Y2NB f AYAlUShfens& $ewsa20®Re 2 F
Dassault Chief Executive Eric Trappier has also cited both Brexit and financial constraints as
the root causes. Trappier has stated that the UK withdrew fthenproject but would not
provide a clear answer as to why (FlightGlobal 2020). Given the initial progress made on FCAS
it is disappointing that this programme has become a casualty of Brexit. This disappointment
is compounded further, given that Francedhendicated a willingness to proceed with the
programme despite the complications of Brexit. This makes the British decision to withdraw
more unfortunate as FCAS was precisely the type of programme that could have sustained
FranceBritish cooperation throgh the uncertainties of the Brexit process. Competition
between these two programmes will onlgrive-up costs and reduce profits from their
eventual export, both of which run counter to the intentions set out in the Treaty. This failure
also locks Britaiand France into using differing air systems for decades, further hampering

development of a joint carrier group.

Sir Stuart Atha offers an additional explanation for this split. Sir Stuart argued s | Y Qa
objectiveswere never achieved as the projemtolved over time. The UK originally preferred

an unmanned aircraft and thought collaboration would focus on the Taranis programme. The
joint approach eventually changed and reoriented towards a next generation fighter, which
France approached with greatenthusiasm that the UK. A problem then emerged because

the UK had a fiftlgeneration capability in the-B5 while France did ndtha 2021) The UK
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thus did not have the same incentive &ancewhich neededa replacement for its Rafale
fleet. Andre Adenson, now head of URrance at MBDA agrees saying that Brexatcerbated
existing tensions but that differences in capability needs wepeegexistingissue (Adamson
2021). As a result, divergent requirements compounded the political fallout of Brekitvie

the UK and France apart. This view is reinforced by the Friatilonal Assemblyvhich
concluded that French operational needs had been more urgent than the UK and thus in this
case aligned more with Germany which also needed a next generatiomafaifDefence
Committee 2020). Interestingly Francois Heisbourg argues that the Ukohsesout of this

split better off than France. By partnering with Sweden and Italy the UK has secured more
capable partners that France which has partnered with GermBasthermore, the UK has
O0SYSTAUSR FTNRY (SOKy2ft238 0GNIYyaFTSNR FNRY GKS

Tempest programme may well out perform FCAS (Heisbourg 2021).

In contrast to the afortunate fate of FCAS, cooperation on complex weapbas produced

greater success. Since 2010 both governments have supported the oneMBDA strategy.
Antoine Bouvier, the former Chairman and CEO of MBDA described this as being at the heart

of the Lancaster House process (Bouvier 20Ihg ultimate objectiveof oneMBDA was to

NI GA2Yy I fA&S 9dz2NRPLISQa YA&aaAftS aSOG2NJ dzy RSNJ |
eliminate duplication and deliver savings footh governments by taking advantage of
experience and expertise on both sides of the Channel, vahsle producing standardised

systems for use throughout Europe. A primary result of oneMBDA has been the establishment

2F OSyiNBa 2F SEOSttSyO0S Ay 062G4K . NAGIFAY | yF
primary contractor for complex weapons. From1B0to 2015 sterling progress was made

towards these centres. An agreement was signed in 2015 which defined Centres of Excellence

4 4GSOKYAOFt OSy-(kiaEnd MBDEGcd $i& cohsglidae .tHopde
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O2YLI yAS&Q SELISNIAAS mang in2ffideiENio iheberef 6F detidlS A Y LI
t | NI MBDA &greément 2015These Centres of Excellence include test equipment and
weapon controller facilities located in France and actuators and data link facilities located in

the UK MBDA 2015)The creabn of these Centres was a key step towards creating greater
AngloFrench interdependence as stipulated by the Treaty (Joint Declaration 2016). This also
NEFfSOGA CSRRSND&a 6mipcy 0 FdAYSYdlFrdABS FEtALY
would beboth costly and prevent either side from taking advantage of the others expertise.

Joint centres reduce costs and augment both sides scientific and industrial experience. The
French National Assembly has referred to oneMBDA as an example of the exeloilptaral

relationship that exists between the UK and France (National Assembly 2016).

Since then MBDA has been the contractor of choice for both governments. This agreement
has been quite successful in breaking down many of the barriers that eXistagken the
FranceBritish defence industries, while also promoting greater cooperation and
AYVGSNRSLISYRSYOSd® C2NJ AyailalyoOoSsz O02YLRyYySyda 7
manufactured in Bourges by MBBAance while components for the French MMP d.an
Missile have been produced in Stevenage by MBIBAThe agreement also ensures that the

UK and France have full access to all facilities and that neither party will hinder the transfer
of equipment from one to the other. This has deepened mutual inteethelence and reduced

the costs of missile procurement, two key goals of the Treaty. alsis indicates the
augmentative nature of the alliance as Britain and France have been able to take advantage
of expertise in both countries. Crucially, the Treaty also stipulates that neither party shall
prevent the export of a complex weapons system to adtparty, unless in the interests of
national security. This is particularly important as Britain and France have traditionally

competed when it comes to defence exports. The conflict between Rafale and Typhoon is a
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prime example of this. By agreeing nothinder the other from exporting jointly produced
weapons, this agreement has laid the foundation for a more cooperative relationship in the
realm of defence exports. In certain aspects this has counterbalanced the devolution back to

competition created g FCAS.

Under the auspices of oneMBDA the jointly developed Sea Venonrsiiptmissile has been

brought to fruition and will soon entegeneralservice with the Royal Navy (Joint Statement

2020). Sea Venom has been developed by MBDA and is jointlgdunydboth governments.

It is intended to act as a new medium range asftip missile for naval helicopters. It will be
operated by the Royal Navies Wilde& f A O2 LJASNBE | yR (GKS al NAYS bl
aircraft MBDA 202Q)The successful develognt of Sea Venom is an indicator of what can

be achieved through Anglerench cooperation. Once it is in use by both navies it will greatly
increase interoperability, particularly in regard to the Anglench Carrier group that is

currently being develogd.

A
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stocks of Stormshadow/SCALP missiles. Stormshadow and its French equivalent Systeme de
Croisiere Autonome a Longue Portée (SCALP) are long range cruise opssidésd by both

the Royal Air Force and the French Air Force. This commitment from both governments
demonstrates a willingness to sustain industrial cooperation to some extent in the future. It

will also maintain interoperability between both air forcekiah will be of benefit for existing

and future operations. Andre Adamson argues that the success of these missile programmes
proves that mutual dependence in the complex weapons sector delivers real benefits for both

countries (Adamson 2021).
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The oneMBDA strategy has also seen the development of the Future Cruis&Ripti

Weapon (FC/ASW) program. FC/ASW is intended as adongeplacement both nations
Stormshadow/SCALP, harpoon and Exocet missiles. A concept phase for FC/ASW was
launchedin20t Iy R A& SadAYl (SR Naval News 2069 \NRe R01& mnn Y
AngloFrench summit it was agreed that this concept phase would continue until 2020 when

a decision would be taken on whether to place a production order. The joint summit held in
November 2020 was noticeable for its lack of a decision on the future of FC/ASW. Rather than

I LINROd2NBYSyd RSOAaA2Yy Al ¢l a adkiSR GKFG 02
respective national project scrutiny and approval processes over the wimtgdvance of a
decisiononafollovd y 22Ay(d | daaSaayYSyid LKI &Sl Rislackn Hmé
of a decision was disappointing given the scale of the project at stake. FC/ASW is intended to
replace two core systems currently in use. Thitageaised the prospect of leaving both

nations without a useable capability, which would be detrimental to their respective interests.
Thankfully, in February 2022 it was announced that both governments had agreed to begin
preparatory work for productiofDGA 2022). It was also revealed that the project had now
evolved into two separate missiles, a supersonic-ahip missile and a subsonic astirface

missile for striking land targets (DGA 2022). Both systems should be operational by the end

of the decale. The decision to proceed with FC/ASW signals that there remains a willingness

to continue industrial cooperation in the years ahead. A failure to do so would have implied

that industrial cooperation may not have continued in a pBsexit world. The
interoperability of both armed forces is greatly bolstered through the use of shared
equipment. If Anglég=rench defence procurement was to diverge this would create additional
difficulties for joint operations in the future. The failure of the Cameron govemirto equip

the Queen Elizabethlass carriers with catapults has already hampered the development of
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a joint carrier group. It woulthavebeen highly regrettable if FC/ASWad becomeanother
victim of Brexit and created further barriers to naval coopenatin the future. As such itis a

positive sign that this programme has finally been take forward.

The development of a joint MMCM programme has been an unequivocal success. First
announced in 2012 it was agreed that work would begin on an unmannedtppa that

would be functional by 2013 (Joint Declaration 2012). In 2014 this was followed up by an
FANBSYSyld GKIFIGO GKS aa/a LINPANIYYS g2dzZ R | A
GSKAOf Sa OFLIoftS 2F FAYRAYI | YR yi§dxidésigrt A & Ay 3
stage worth £10 million to each party was also agreed with a deadline of 2016 for a decision

on whether to take the programme forward for manufacture. This decision was taken in 2016
gKSY AG 6l a F3INBSR GKI{ LIN@pioducat AtheiNovemell K € mp
2020 summit it was agreed that a contract would be signed later that marttitch was

subsequently awarded t®hales and BAE systenBAE 2020)

The success of the MMCM programme demonstrates the benefits of improved indlustria
cooperation. The UK is to invest £184 million in the programme with a comparative amount
invested by France. This represents a significant saving as Britain is not footing the bill for the
entire project. It is likely that similar savings could be madeugh similar cooperation on

other projects.

Institutional cooperation

On the institutional front the Lancaster House Treaty established numerous new avenues of
cooperation that have bolstered the bilateral relationship. Summits are importanargr
bilateral relationship. As Andre Adamson rightfully points out they set the tone for the

relationship and provide the platform for new areas of cooperation (Adamson 2021). Article
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IV of the Lancaster House Treaty designated the British Prime Ministerthee French
President as the primary supervisors of bilateral cooperation. To support them in this
endeavour Article IV also established the Senior Level Group (SLG) to oversee and implement

cooperation. In particular the SLG is responsible for:

a) Detemining the longterm aims, priorities and benefits of the cooperation entered

into under this Treaty;

b) Exercising oversight of all-operation including the security aspects entered into

under this Treaty;

c) ldentifying new areas for eaperation to ke proposed to the Summit;

d) Resolving issues and disputes which may arise in the context of the implementation

of co-operation under this Treaty;
e) Recommending any proposed amendments to this Treaty.
(Lancaster House Treaty 2010: 6)

The SLG consistshafth leaders as well de British National Security Advisor and the French
Presidents diplomatic and military adviser. Below the SLG there are various committees
headed by the respective/ 5 fard the heads of their national procurement agencies. The

Treaty also established the Higlevel Working Group (HLWG) that brings together junior
ministers from both sides to coordinate different aspects of cooperation. Additionally, in 2018

steps were taken to establish a Defence Ministerial Council. This éonsi& ¥ 06 2 4 K LJ- N.
defence secretaries and is intended to meet three times a year. The purpose of this council is

to create a permanent forum through which the UK Defence Secretary and French Defence
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Minister can meet regularly to discuss defence mattdisD 2018).It should also be noted

that while these structures are permanent, they are not standing bodies.

The creation of these groups has ensured that there is regular contact between British and
French officials at all levels of government. This hiasvad for regular communication and

has built relationships between key personnel that is vital for ensuring the longevity of-Anglo
French cooperation. Furthermore, the existence of the SLG ensures that there is always a
forum through which defence coopdran can be coordinated. This ensures that there is a
clearly designated structure to make cooperation more efficient. Thestanding nature of

the SLG is also beneficial as it avoids duplicating structures that already exist through
organisations suchsaNATO. This ensures that the SLG can remain responsive to the needs of
bilateral cooperation without creating unnecessary bureaucracy, further enhancing the
flexible nature of cooperation envisaged by Lancaster House. These groupings also embody
thecodih OF GA2y 2F y2N¥Xa I yR LINE OSRdJzNSjcorcagtii  F 2 NB
of ententes, by providing established processes that govern bilateral cooperation. This has
helped to strengthen the Entente and by extension bolster its status as an augmentative and

natural alliance.

Additionally, it should be noted thaince 2010 there have been biannual summits between
the British Prime Minister and French President. These summits have allowed for regular
meetings that have sustained cooperation at the top level over the last decade. This has
proven beneficial as bothtates have gone through several changes of government. Since
2010 both countries have experienced transfers of power to leadeith varying political
beliefs Consequently, these regular summits have ensured that face to face meetings have

occurred at stady intervals, despite political uncertainties on both sides of the channel.
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Allowing leaders to meet face to face allows relationships to be built which are vital to
sustaining bilateral cooperation. It is a testament to the importance of these sumnaits th

one was still held in November 2020 despite the C@\pandemic. This contrasts with
previousyears whenspecific Franc@ritish summits were a rarity. Angkrench leaders
primarily met at summits convened in response to a specific crisis, or theydtles on fringes

of larger multilateral events. The continuation of these meetings will take on a greater
importance in the years to come now that the UK has withdrawn from theSHideBritish

officials no longer have daily contact with their Frenoclirerpartsthrough EU institutions,

0KS YIAYyGSylryOoS 2F GKSaS oAfFGdSNIE adzYyYAda

withdrawal from the EU.

There have also been significant personnel exchanges between both militaries. Andre
Adamson notesHat this network of exchanges is second only to the UK and US (Adamson
2021). In 2020 this amounted to some 56 French personnel in the UK and 54 British personnel

in France (Defence Committee 2020). Since 2010 a British liaison officer has served aboard
the Charles de Gaulleolstering cooperation on carrier capabilitiest. the annual summit in

2016 it was agreed that both armies would establish a permanent exchange of deputy
divisional commanders. A French officer became seéoi®@2 YY I YR 2 F Divikidh | YQ&
in York and a British officer took on an equivalent position in the French 1st division based in
Besancon Joint Summit 2016%imilar exchanges have taken place with the other armed
services. These exchanges have bolstered general interoperaglityeen both armed
F2NOS&ad ¢KS&S I NB | y2iKSNI6ShEnE ypofogy atFvork. A y 3 S N,
With military personnel gaining experience working within the others hierarchy the norms

created through the CJEF exercise programme have beeriomsed with additional
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experience and understanding. These will enhance future cooperation and will be beneficial

when a CJEF deployment is undertaken.

Nuclear Cooperation

The final branch of cooperation agreed at the Lancaster House Summit was @arnucl
deterrence. In their joint declaration both governments agreed to collaborate research;
GAY (GUKS (SOKyz2fz238 |aaz20AlGSR gA0GK ydzOf SI N
respective independent nuclear deterrent capabilities, in full compliance with o
international obligations, through unprecedented-operation at a new joint facility
at Valduc in France that will model performance of our nuclear warheads and materials
to ensure longerm viability, security and safetythis will be supported by @int

¢ SOKy 2t 238 5S@St2LIYSYyd /SYyiNB ad ! £t RSNYI a:

This agreement was codified in the Teutates Treaty, named for an ancient Celtic deity
worshiped in Gaul and Britannia, that was also signed at the summit. The Teutddg ©r

G2 dzaS Al0& RNASNI 2FFAOALE GAGES GKS aG¢NBIGe@
Northern Ireland and the French Republic relating to Joint Radiographic/Hydrodynamics

Cl OA tTaulafeSTaeaty 2010: Ihas not received the same khof public study or scrutiny

as its more famous sibling. In part this is due to the sensitive nature of nuclear technology.
Given this sensitivity the quantity of information available to the public is limited. However,

it remains a key component of widkeancaster House cooperation and so has been evaluated

here to the greatest extent feasible.

Progress on Teutates has been made steadily since 2010. The joint commitment to develop a

testing facility at Valduc was reaffirmed in 2012 and in 2014 finedsiment approval was
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granted for construction to proceed. In was also announced in 2014 that nuclear cooperation
would be expanded. Joint research into the 'Orion' nuclear test laser would be undertaken at
the Atomic Weapons Establishment (AWE) in Aldetoraand the 'Laser Megajoule’ (LMJ) at

the Commissariat & I'Energie AtomiggeDirection des Applications Militaires (GBAM)

Cesta site near Bordeaux (Joint Declaration 2014). At the 2016 and 2018 summits Teutates
was not mentioned specifically, but ghivas largely because construction of the Valduc facility
was still ongoing. Both governments did however restate their commitment to maintaining
their respective nuclear deterrents. In 2020 it was confirmed that good progress on the

Valduc facility had ben made with construction due to conclude in 2022.

The steady, if understated, progress made on the Teutates Treaty should not be dismissed.
Indeed, the Treaty is an achievement by virtue of its very existence. Nuclear cooperation has
traditionally been anonstarter for both governments. Britain and France are both rightly

proud of their independent nuclear deterrents and so cooperation in this sphere was
traditionally ared line. This sentiment was especially true in France. French suspicion of

L' YSNROIY Ay@2ft dSYSyld Ay . NROGAAK ydzOf SIFNJ RSO
were in actuality an extension of the United States. As such this willingness tbocatta

should be celebrated and commended. Sir Stuart Atha referred to Teutates as an obvious area
where Britain and France should cooperate (Atha 2021). Furthermore, it is noteworthy that

Liam Fox, a longstanding EuroscepcS & ONRX 6 SR ¢ S dantialit&Bnologidal 'y &
I RO yOS¢é¢ O0C2E HAnumM0O FT2NJ 620K O2dzy iNAS&d CNBYyY

one-of-a-kind form of cooperation@efence Committee 2020).

The progress that has been made in establishing the joint Hpuigty at Valduc is another

success of this Treaty. While it has taken some time to get off the ground it is still on schedule
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to be operational within the next two years. According to French sources significant savings

have also been made onthefadiliSa O2y ad NHzOUGA 2y X SadAYlIiSR G2

Yy FTRRAGAZ2YLFE €nnn YKCE20183Wiile the/BritisiKgdverdrbehtids (2 O

not published a similar cost/benefit analysis, it can be estimated that Britain has made similar

savings Once again this shows the augmentative nature of the relationship as these are

significant savings to make. This is important as it demonstrates that Angiech

cooperation can deliver significant cost reductions and value for money, as envisagedl by th

Lancaster House Treaty. This facility is also a major example of the augmentative nature of

the Entente. By operating a joint facility Britain and France are investing significant reliance

upon each other in this most sensitive of areas. Teutates ailstorees Ghe@2010) typology

of the Entente as a natural alliance. No other nation in Eupppssessesauclear capabilities

and so if Britain and France sought collaborators in this area their only options where each

other. This is recognised by the FebrSénatwhich refers to Teutates as an extension of
NAGEAY | yR CNI y O SénatDefénsél Qoimittee PORLINITYsSNfhrtkiex LI 6

reinforced in a report by the National Assembly which rightly argues that despite their

differences Britain and Bnce are natural partners (National Assembly 201riterestingly

this report references the history of the Entente and places Teutates as the culmination of a

period of cooperation that began in the nineteenth century (National Assembly 2011). Whilst

the report does gloss over the numerous disagreements Britain and France had during that

period, its sentiment that Teutates is a natural progression of Fr&ridsh cooperation is

nonetheless correct.

¢ Sdzii 6 S&Q SELI NI (A Rigto rRrhain § foice for thé éntre lile XyBlg’dt T A O y
the joint facilities it established. This is stipulated as a minimum of fifty years but can be

extended if the parties choose to do so. In effect, this binds Britain and France together for
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another forty yeas of nuclear cooperation. This will take on an increased relevance in-a post
Brexit world where the probability of strained relations is increased and regular contact
GKNRdzZAK 9! AyaluAabdziaAzya y2 f2y3aSN 2 CaiedzNB ® [ ;

will prove critical fothe preservation of the Entente.
Conclusions

Lancaster Houselearly shows alliance theory in actiomhis chapter has highlighted
number of areasn which alliance theory can be useddevelop a complex understanding of

the Lancaster House procesks various aspects have all embodied different alliance
typologies and demonstrate the complex strands of the relationship at work. In multiple
instarces, whether it be operationally, in weapons production or through research and
development Britain and France have repeatedly demonstrated a mutual willingness to
depend upon the other to support and defend their national interests. Given their position
within Europe it is logical that Britain and France have sought to improve bilateral
O22LISNY GA2Y X | @O1Prdziirél Alifir&&typol@gy. Dhis $ lpad drove them to
sign the Treaty in 2010. Equally the progress made towards improving defenperation
KAIKEf AIKGa CSRRSNRaA omdcyuv daAYSYydlraAadsS |t A
nuclear sphere Britain and France have developed new avenues of cooperation that augment
their national capabilities. This increased cooperation Hss aligned with Singer and Smalls
(1966) entente typology. By increasing regular communication between both governments
through forums such as the SLG and Defence Ministerial Council, Lancaster Hdsuse
engendered the creation of new norms of cooperatibat have bolstered the relationship.

This norm creation has extended to the armed forces through the expansion of their bilateral

exchange programme and the holding of regular military exercises. These have allowed
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military personnel to meet on a regulbasis and gain an understanding of how their opposite
numbers operate. This has improvederpersoral links and made interservice cooperation
easier.That multiple different typologies can be applied to Lancaster Housepaldectly
encapsulates the peculiar nature of the Anglieench allianceThis further highlights the
utility of alliance theory as it provides an array of tools with which to furtioar

understanding of Anglerench defence cooperation.

It is evident thathe implementation of the Lancaster House Treaty has been difficult and in
some instances it has failed outright. Neverthelasfias ushered in a period of enhanced
cooperaton that is vastly superior to decades prior. In that sense Lancaster House has indeed

succeeded in improving bilateral cooperatiorsgveralrealms.

On an operational level Lancaster House has brought the French and British militaries
together in a way at seen since the Suez Crisis. The successful operational readiness of CJEF
is a milestone achievement in Angfoench cooperation. The ability to deploy British and
French troops as a binational force, is a capability not possessed since Suez. Tl @ity
to tackle the highest intensity of operations will enhance the ability of Britain and France to
respond to future crises. CJEF will no doubt prove to be a useful tool as future governments
seek to combat the myriad threats both nations face. Then€h commitmentto EFPand

NJA Gdeployntit to Maliare also significant improvements in cooperation. Arfglench
involvement in EFP demonstrates both a French commitment to NATO and an awareness of
British sensibilities around NATO that further enbas both bilateral and multilateral
cooperation. Equally, British support férancein the Sahel proves that Britain can be a
reliable partner and ally of choice. It has also allowed Britain to provide France with vital

capabilities, thus further bolsterg the logic of mutual interdependence inherent in Lancaster
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House. These deployments are both clear evidence of the increased cooperation since 2010
instigated by Lancaster House. Progress on a joint carrier group, while slow, is also important.
Substanial progress has been made towards implementing this capability and if sustained, it
is likely to be delivered. Not only would this compliment potential CJEF operations, but it
would also increase the flexibility with which Britain and France can resmocrises around

the globe.

Industrially Lancaster House has also borne fruit, with the successful development of Sea
Venom and MMCM programmes. It has also delivered significant savings and boistered
industry cooperation. The oneMBDA programillastrates the possibilities of successful
FranceBritish cooperation in this sector. Whilst it has taken some time FC/ASW is finally
moving towards production. It is imperative that this progress is sustained in order to
preserve the gains of industrial coap#ion. It is clear from the past ten years that
collaboration on defence procurement can achieve real and tangible results. Lancaster House
has also created new bilateral institutions such as the SLG and HLWG both of which have
fostered regular communicatn and collaboration. Biannual summits have been held,
fostering astyle of cooperation thatis of evengreater importance in a poddrexit world.

These summits have enabled cooperation to be sustained despite political upset on both sides
of the Channel.On the nuclear front the Teutates Treaty has broken down barriers and erased
old taboos,opening new fronts for collaboration in the process. Teutates stands as an
exemplar of what can be achieved when policy makers are willing to take a pragmatic

approak (2 O22LISNI GA2Y Iad | YSItya 2F LINRPUGSOUAY:

These successes do not mean that Lancaster House is without flaws. The Treaty created a

network of interconnected realms of cooperation, were failure in one influences cooperation
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in others. As noted, while operational cooperation may be at a new record, progress towards
a joint carrier groughas been sluggistWhile it is still possible to salvage this capability, the
likelihood appears to have dimmed. The limitations of industrial codpmrdnave also been

laid bare. Failure to continue the joint FCAS programme blots the record of what could have
been a decade of exceptional succassl innovation for both nations. FCAS in particular will
further hamper military cooperation, particularly the joint carrier group, if it is not made
compatible with British assets such as tQeieen Elizabethit would be both a waste of
resources and dangang to bilateral security if industrial cooperation is not sustained in the

years ahead.

Now that theUKhas left the EU crosshannel relations are uncertain. It is more vital than
ever that the progress made since 2010 is maintained and continued. aftomale for
cooperation has not changed. The vital interests of one cannot be threatened without also
threatening the vital interests of the other. The world is arguably more unstable now than it
was in 2010. A multitude of threats have spread acrosggthbe, all of which highlight the
necessity of greater Anglerench cooperation. The continuing military malaise in Europe
proves that Britain and France cannot rely upon their other European partners to the same
extent that they can each other. For thaason alone, Lancaster House is, and will remain,

vitally important to both sides.

Despite its shortcomings Lancaster House has been instrumental in promoting greater
cooperation. Arguablyt managed to achieve a previously elusive policy success, it has

enhanced cooperation through a means that is both French and British in eaasure. By

SEAaGAYy3 2dziaARS 2F GKS 9! AdG FEtFr&@SR . NRG)

entanglements. Equally, it has bolstered Angtench autonomy and independence, a
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fundamentally French objective. The bridging of these two traditisreniachievement that

has not previously been realised. Through these efforts it is unquestionable that cooperation
is greater now than it was a decade ago. Lancaster House has delivered on its aims and it is
vital that it continues to deliver in the yeaahead. It has established a strong foundation at

the military level which has not been eroded despite the difficulties of Brexit (Adamson 2021).
Lancaster House may not represent a shift as major as the Entente of 1904 but it is no Saint
Malo Declarationdoomed to fall by the wayside of history, rather it is a pivotal moment in

this most peculiar relationship.
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6. War in the Desert: The Entente in Libya

Introduction

The 2011 intervention in Libya is another usefde studyvhich highlights alliance theory in
action. Particularly it showcases how alliance thefumctionson an operational levelThe
lessonsdrawn from Libyacan be used as indicators for halliance theory can be used to
further our understanding of AnglBrench relations in future conflictOn paperLibya
NELINBASYUSR | LISNFSOUG 2LIRNIdzyAde G2 asSsS o02i
action. Firstly, as the only allied statesBnrope with significant expeditionary capabilities
Britain and France were natural allies in leading operations in Libya. Outside of the US no
other NATO member has the same range of capabilities as they do, and so it was natural that
in the absence of Aarican leadership Britain and France would turn to each other. Equally,
Libya also offered an opportunity for Britain and France to utilise the augmentative nature of
their alliance. By deploying different capabilities Britain and France had the oppgrtonit
complement each other in order to achieve victory. However, the reality of the operation was
often different. As shall be highlighted throughout this chapter there were times when the
Entente did not live up to its theoretical foundations. This does mean that this never
happened, indeed there are many instances in which ARgémch operations did correspond

to Ghef2? 6 H /MR (C SREBRyNdDbgies howeverapplying theory to this intervention
iscomplex, as discusséater on This chaptertierefore demastrates boththe benefitsthat

can be gained during military operationshen the Entente functios effectivelyas an

augmentative allianceas well as the consequences of when it fails to do so.

In February 2021 th&JNbrokered an agreemenwhichtentatively enaed the second Libyan

Civil WarSince 2011 Libya has experienced titter civil wars.The first of these wars is the
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focus of this chapter. From March to September 2011, Western powers actively assisted
Libyanrebels in overthrowing the lonrgtanding dictator Colonel Muammar Gaddafi. This
intervention is notable as it featured the emergence of an Asgknch leadership that
shaped the Western response to the Libyan conflict. The role played by the UK andifrance
2011 was previously unseen. Libya thus offers a unique case study through which to consider
AngloFrench defence cooperatiowithin a multilateral framework Ths was a localised
conflict in a minor nation, in which the UK and France considered thees# have both an
interest in intervention and the capacity to do so. It is probable that future ARgbmch
interventions will occur in similascenarios In an increasingly multipolar world, Britain and
France will have to become accustomed to conthgtnore independent operations. As the
American pivot to the Indéacific continues, the likelihood of American involvement in other
regions will decrease (Bildt 2021). Therefore, when conflicts emerge that threaten British and
French interests, but arefdess importance to th&§ the UK and France must be ready to

intervene.

Sudying Libya is valuabtbereforeas it provides an indication as to how such an intervention
may be conducted in the future. It also provides a useful insight into how Baitadr-rance
cooperate militarily through multilateral structures like NATO. The purpose of this chapter is
to analyse Angkirench leadership during the Libyan campaign and ascertain if this
intervention can provide a blueprint for LHKench interventionsni the future. It also
considers how Britain and France operated together and the implicewbhis for future

campaigns

The chapter begins by providing a brief overview of the 2011 Libyan Civil War. This is followed

by a consideration of the existing literature on the topic, where specific attention is paid to
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the role of UK and France. Following this, several key lessams the intervention are
identified and elaborated upon. Each lesson is supported by an analysis of whether they have
been learned and how they relate to contemporary Arglench capabilities. The state of

the AngleFrench relationship at the time is alassessed and comparisons are made with the
status of the relationship today. The chapter concludes by explaining that while deficiencies
in the operation mean that Libya is not a blueprint for future operations, it contains several
lessons which if learme would provide a framework fduture AngloFrench operations. By
considering these lessons it is possible to chart the development of the Entente Cordiale at
an operational level, just as the previous chapter evaluated its development in political and

industrial terms.

Historical Background

The first Libyan Civil War was born out of the Arab Spring. In December 2010 a Tunisian fruit
seller called Mohamed Bouazizi seffimolatedto protestthe confiscation of his goods. This
sparked nationwideprotests against the regime of President Ben Ali, protests which were
soon replicated across the Arab Warlthese protests spread to Libya in January 2011 when
people in Benghazi began protesting a lack of housing. These protests quickly escalated into
ageneralanid 2 JSNY YSy i Y20SYSyid ¢KS DFRRFFA NBIAY
brutal, deploying troops who showed little compunction against firing upon the unarmed
protestors (FIDH 2011). This sparked a rapid escalation as protests turned toetyedion,

driving regime forces out of the city in late February. Similar events played out in other cities
as the rebels advanced west along the Gulf of Sirte towards the capital, Tripoli. Of the 6
March the regime launched a counter offensared itssuperior firepoweillowed it toretake

most of the territoryit hadlost to the rebelswithin a week(Chivvis 2015)By the 19 March
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government forces were closing in on Benghazi, threatening to crush the uprising completely

(Chiwvis 2015).

Throudhout this rapidly evolving situation, Western powers had watched the escalating
A2t SYyO0S 6A0GK Y2dzydidAy3a O2yOSNYye® 2SaidSNy Oz2y
Nicholas Sarkozy was the first Western leader to call for military action to prevent the
massacre of civilians in Libya. Sarkozy was soon joined by David Cameron who surprised many

by forcefully comparng Benghazwith the massacre of Bosniaks in Srebrenica (The Times

2019). Together they proposed UNSC Resolution 1973 which demanded an immediate
ceasefire and authorised the creation a-fip zone over Libya. Crucially, the resolution also
FdzGK2NAASR !'b YSYOSNR a2 dGFr1S Ftf ySOSaal Ne
in Libya. This resolution was adopted on thé" IMarch allowing mitary operations to
commence. France was the first to carry out airstrikes, hitting regime forces outside Benghazi

on the morning of the 19 March, which according to French sources at least, secured air
superiority over Benghazi (Desclaux 2DThis anouncement surprised both the UK and the

US but played a crucial role in preventing the city from being overrun. Later that day British

and American submarines launched tomahawk missiles at targets across Libya, crippling
Libyan air defences. What followeavas a brief period in which the US, UK and France
conducted separate operations codenameddyssey Dawn, Ellamgnd Harmattan
respectively. Overall command was transferred to NATO on tifeV28ch under the banner

of Operation Unified ProtectdiVeighill aad Gaub 2018).

This transition was not an easy one. There was great debate within NATO about the merits of
intervention. France was vocally opposed to any NATO involvement. President Sarkozy

RSAANBR (2 &4!'NIoAasSé GKS OF Yidlavod the goferial a2 y R S



156

backlash of perceived NATO meddling in another Muslim country and accusations of
imperialism. To that end he instead proposed arhad coalition, with France and the UK at

its head. The French proposal was to utilise O3HEERadonly been recently established and

how this would have worked in practiseasunclear. It is possible that France intended to

imitate the framework nation concept devised by the Berlin Plus Agreement in 2002, with
Britain and France fulfilling the eponym®role (NATO 2006). Under such a model Britain and

CN}I yOS g2dA R KIS aSNBSR Ia GKS ol Olo2ySe 2
plug their capabilities into (SWP 2014). In contrast the UK, despite allegedly flirting with the

idea, supporte NATO assuming overall command. French Lieutenant General Gilles Desclaux

has claimed that David Cameron was in favour of ARgémch command but decided against

it as these frameworks were not yet in place (Desclaux2R0Once again, divergences

between British and French strategic outlooks had emerged. Evidently, Fresestiryeinto

b! ¢hQad 22Ay0 O2YYlFIYyR aiNXzOGdzNBE YR GKS [FyO
prevent this kind of divergence. Additionally, other NATO members such as Gerntny an
Turkey opposed any form of military intervention (Chivvis 2015). A compromise was
eventually reached allowing NATO command structures to be utilised, but participation in the
campaign was limited to a small number of willing members. These internalodwis
highlighted the need for greater Angkrench coordination, as a unified Angiocench

command structure unencumbered by the restraints of iAMATO division, could have

resolved many of the operational difficulties discussed later in this chapteraddition of

non-NATO allies gav®peration Unified Protectofi KS | LILJISI NI yOS 2F | & (
gAtEAY3IE NI OGKSNI GKIFY | dzyATFASR b! ¢h 2LISNI GA2
to NATO command of an dwc coalition, thus partially encomagsing what both Britain and

CN}yOS KIFIR gl yiSRd® { AN {ddzr NI ! K NBFTSNNBR
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function (Atha 2021).

At this point the US withdrew from the majority of combat operations, and instead offered
logistical support. From then on other coalition partners carried out the majority of sorties,

with France and the UK completing the most. The commitment of NAT@sadsesively
AKAFTGSR (GKS [Aoely olflyOS 2F LRoSNIAY (GKS N
of pro-Gaddafi forces providing the rebels with the chance to regroup and launch a counter
offensive. The overwhelming nature of NATO airpoweh @u] f @ Yy SdziNJ f A aSR
advantages in armoured vehicles and heavy equipment, and the regime was often forced to
abandon these assets lest they be picked off from above. The clause in UNSC 1973 authorising
YSYOSNR aid2 a1 1S Fft ¢330 9 avas iNgGpretst&l widdgNSd & ¢ 6 !
Ay Of dzZRS NBIAYS LINPLISNIe GKFEG FFEOAEAOGFGSR DI |

army barracks, the destruction of which was a major boon to the rebels.

In the summer of 2011 fighting seemed to stagnate, riskiegonset ofa military stalemate.

However, close fire support from Western helicopters transformed this stalemate into a solid

rebel advance (Grand 2015). By méidgust rebel forces had Tripoli surrounded. The city fell

after a brief battle on the 28 August, however Gaddafi and some of his family managed to
Sal0lFLSe® wSIAYS f28ltArada NBUNBFISR (2 DI RRI -
hold out for another two months (Chivvis 2015). On thé& Zictober Gaddafi was killed by

rebel forceswhilehé G G SYLIWGSR G2 FtSS (GKS OAdeéd DIRRI T,

French airstrike allowing the rebels to overrun it and kill the fleeing Libyan leader. With

Gaddafi dead and his last stronghold in rebel hands, Operation Unified Protector was formally
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brought to a close on the 310ctober and with remaining NATO troops withdrawn (Chivvis

2015).

Debates within the literature

Since 2011the Western intervention in Libya has garnered significant attention from scholars
and policy analysts. Muclf the literature has focused upon the unique characteristics of the

operation, namely that it was primarily coordinated and led bylttkand France, rather than

by the US This section analyses that portion of the literature to better understand how

obsewers have interpreted the roles played Britain and France.

The debate surrounding the intervention is broadly divided into two camps. Firstly, there are

those who view the Libyan intervention as largely successful and as a potential model for

future NATQOinterventions. This school of thought largely believes that the UK and France
provided effective leadership for the alliance when td8was unwilling to step up to the

mark and consideit to be a blueprint for the future. The opposing camp postulates tha

Libyan intervention was a closan thing that had the potential to fail drastically had
conditions not been fortuitous for NATO forces. This school of thought is critical of the
capabilities, or lack thereof, that Britain and France brought to b@&.NJ O2 Yy Sy A Sy OS¢
0KS OKILIWGSNI NEFSNAR (G2 GKS F2NNSNI Fa (GKS WLR:

throughout.

Firstly, this section deals with the positive camp. Authors within the positive school tend to
put forth several arguments as why the Libyan intervention was a success. This is also the
official narrative from the British and French governments. Mio® has claimed that Angio
French cooperation in Libya was exemplary, (MoD 2011) whilst former defence minister Nick

Harvey arguedhat Britain and France not only led the coalition but established they could
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do so in the future (Harvey 2011). Equally, General -Rean Paloméros spoke of the close

cooperation between the French Air Force and RAF in Litalarfiéros 2011)

The positve school argues th&ritainand France effectively provided leadership, not just for

NATO but for the notNATO coalition members that also partook in the intervention. This
leadership was sorely needed as tb&Swasreticent to become embroiled in the Libyan

conflict. A RUSI repoftom September 2011 argukthat the UKF Y R CNJ yOS aRSas$s
LI | dzZRAGAE F2NJ dadzyAljdzSteé¢ GF1Ay3 GKS fSIR AY
Britain and France were alone amongst the international community in demonstrating the
leadershipy SOSaal N (G2 LlzaK F2NJ I NRodzad NBalLkRya
Michaels (2014) concurs, noting that it was Britain and France that took the lead in preparing

the groundwork for NATO intervention. This included drawing up plare jmntno-fly zone

prior to officialUNauthorisation. This is further supported by Fabrizio Coticchia (2011) who

argues that French and British military leadership was essential in ensuring that the
AYUGSNBSYy(GA2y ¢l a &adz00SaaTdz Edropearynteitiefs $idid | Y S NJ
gAfEAYy3 (2 G 1S 2y GKA& NRfESP ¢KA& g2dZ R £ A
proved to bea natural combination when looking for an alternative to US leadership. Their

other European allies lacked either the willaapacity to act decisively and so they naturally

turned to each other.

The positive camp adds that the intervention was highly effective in terms of both cost and
military outcomes. The relatively quick resolution to the initial intervention is atgoebe
largely due to British and French efforts. Anders Nygren (2014) is particularly complimentary
of AngleFrench efforts throughout the campaign. Nygren covers the initial air campaign in

great detail, providing a wealth of information on how eventdalded. Of particular interest
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is the fact that British, French and also American airstrikes began on theld@&h 2011. As
mentioned, NATO did not assume command of theélpaone until the 28 March. However,

the RAF also announced on the morninghef239s 2dza G LINA2NJ 2 b! ¢hQa
that the Libyan air force had ceased to exist as a fighting force. This, Nygren argues
demonstrates the importance of Angkrench involvement in the intervention for without

that initial week of airstrikethe NATO ndly zone would have been ineffective.

The military contribution made by both Britain and France is further praised by Fabrizio
Coticchia (2011) who notes only four other European NATO mendoeld participatein

direct combat operations dumg the intervention. The remaining European contributors
confined themselves to policing the 4ily zone, a relatively simple task given that the British
and French air forces had already liquidated their Libyan counterparts prior to the
commencement of dicial NATO operations. This is particularly notable when considering
that out of an eighteemation coalition, twelve participants were European nations (NATO
2011). This means that only half of coalition members could actually participate in combat
operdions, which places even greater importance upon the contributions made by the UK

and France.

This point is further discussed by both Christian Goulter and Camille Grand in the 2015 edited
collectionPrecision and Purpose: Airpower in the Libyan Civil B&h authors stress the
importance of the Anglé-rench decision to deploy attack helicopters in support of the Libyan
rebels. France dispatched tA®nerre a helicopter carrier with a complement of twelve Tiger
attack helicopters (Atlantic Council 2011), while the UK complemented this with four Apache
attack helicopters on boardMS OceanThey argue that the decision to deploy these aircraft

in a support apacity provided a psychological advantage to the rebels. Additionally, they
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greatly enhanced allied capabilities during the campaign. For instance, they allowed Britain
and France to target regime forces located in urban areas that had previously beef out
reach and would prove vital in providing the support necessary for the rebels. Crucially, it was
only theUKand France that chose to deploy these assets. Other NATO members declined to
do so, leaving the burden with Britain and France. Support fergbsition is further provided

by Coticchia (2011), Nygren (2014) and Amitai Etzioni (2012), all of whom concur with the
belief that FranceBritish helicopter support proved vital to NATO success in Libya. This would
align with Fedders (1968) typology d¢fet Entente as an augmentative alliance. Britain and
France augmented each other by deploying helicopters that were able to bolster coalition

operations at a crucial time in the campaign.

The positive camp also points to the number of combat operati@mslacted by Britain and
France, in addition to the quantity of assets contributed to the campaign, as proof that their
O2yNROGdzOA2YdA 6SNB QAllFt (G2 (GKS YAaairzyQa
on the source, it is widely accepted thaitBin and France conducted the largest proportion

of NATO combat operations during the intervention. Amitai Etzioni (2012) for instance notes
that France alone provided 30% of all military assets involved in combat operations in Libya.
Ivo Daalder and Jaes Stavridis (2012) further argue that between them Britain and France
conducted at least 40% of all combat operations during the intervention. It was also the UK
YR CNIyOS 4gKAOK LINRPGARSR (GKS odzZ 1 2F b! ¢
the Libyan navy (Nygren 2014, Goulter 2014 and Grand 2015).

Throughout the literature in the positive camp, it is clear that the Libyan campaign highlights

some of the alliance typologies discussed earlier in this thesis. Evidently, the nature of Anglo

CNBEYOK 2LISNI{iA2ya SY02RASA 9lRmdtype CHBRIMAND &
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the campaign Britain and France deployed different capabilities that complemented each
other. For instance, the deployment of both British and French helicopters offered different,
but complementary, capabilities. The French Tigemslertook generalised operations in
support of rebel forces while the more modern BritisiLJ- O &86dQcked precision strikes
against regime targets (Goulter 2015). Equally, the British deploymeiitrafalgarclass
submarines complemented the deploymemf French Frigates during alliance naval
operations. Clearly, Anglérench leadership was made more effective through both nations
RSLIX 2eAy3 FaasSida GKFd O2YLX SYSYyGSR SIOK 20KS
natural alliance type at pldyere. Given American unwillingness to become involved, and the
general European inability to so, Britain and France were natural partners to assume
leadership of operations in Libya. As the only European nations with the expeditionary
capabilities and exp@nce necessary to oversee operations in Libya, it is logical that London

and Paris would have viewed each other as the natural option for leadership in this campaign.

However, the positive camp does not hold a monopoly on the literature. The megaamp
providesseveralcounterpoints to those positions put forwarabove Firstly, the negative

camp argues that AnglBrench leadership was only feasible because of American support.
Ellen Hallams and Benjamin Schreer (2012) argue that without Amesigaport in crucial

areas such as Intelligence, surveillance, target acquisition, and reconnaissance (ISTAR) then
the entire enterprise would not have succeeded. While Hallams and Schreer do note that
Britain and France conducted the bulk of the militaperations, they are at pains to illustrate

that these sorties were only possible because of NATO provided ISTAR, 75% of which was
sourcedfrom the US. This point is further made by Stepherrdlage et al (2012) who argue

that without American involvemen the initial phase of operations, in particular the use of

American tomahawk missiles to neutralise Libyan air defences early on, then the coalition
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would not have met with the same levels of success thatitdid. mlarS SQa | aasaay

AngloFrend contribution was beneficial but not essential to operational success.

The negative camp also points to the unique circumstances of the Libyan intervention, arguing
that it was asui generisituation that is unlikely to be replicated in the future. Rengk@017)
discusses this point in detail, arguing that Libya was unique given its geographical proximity
to Europe. As Libya was relatively close to the European continent, it made practical sense for
Europeans to take the lead in any intervention therbey could conduct operations with
greater logistical efficiency than theSor CanadaFurthemore, the Libyan military was
relatively outdated and facing an identifiable opposition that could be provided with support
relatively easily. These factors coméd to provide NATO with a perfect storm that enabled

its European members toarry the bulk of the military burden. Thprobability of these
various factors aligning again in the futuréas and so it idikelythat the USwill continue to

take the leadin future operations. Even Amitai Etzioni (2012), an otherwise enthusiastic
supporter of AngleFrench leadership of the Libya intervention, concedes that had the
situation been more complex th&dSwould probably have stepped in and taken overall
command.This, the negative camp argues, is the crux of the matter. While Britain and France

may have led this intervention, they lack both the resources and the will to replicate this in

20KSNJ O2yFft A0Gad [ Ao e ltWat AnghyFietjciz®adadskip Wds @i S NAX a

interesting quirk of this specific operation, rather than a possibility for future interventions.

Writers within the negative camp also argue that the circumstances of the intervention came
quite close to failure 1ad the entire operation could have ended that way with only mild
adjustments. Jeahoup Samaan (2018) notes the level of political disquiet amongst NATO

members over the principle of intervention. Turkish and German opposition nearly resulted

S

Y
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in the entireoperation being stillborn as internal dissent hampered the ability of NATO to
operate. Disagreements between the UK and France over command logistics further
hampered operational effectiveness. Lalbee et al (2012) note that while Britain and France
did conduct a substantial number of combat operations, the Libyan campaign greatly
stretched their resources, particularly their stockpiles of precision guided munitions which
came perilously close to running out during the campaign. If Britain and Franckebarely
sustain their own operations, then how could they oversee coalitions in the future? Andrea
Carati (2017), while not resolutely negative about the campaign, does make the point that
initial operations were conducted unilaterally by théS, UK and France with minimal
coordination. French reticence to involve NATO caused initial rancour in London which had
the potential to undermine Anglérench cooperation before the operation commenced. If
these diverging national outlooks are still plaguing Afgench attempts at cooperation
then, the negative school argues, how could they coordinate future coalitions without US

support?

While both schools provide valid points neither is wholly right. The debate on Libya is too
polarised between its supporterand detractors. The positive school is correct in its
assumption that the Libyan intervention demonstrates the benefits of ARgbmch
cooperation. Had Britain and France not taken the diplomatic initiative in pushing for
intervention then it is unlikelyhat the operation would have taken place at all. It was Anglo
French diplomacy which securé&iN authorisation and it was he RAF and French Air Force
that conducted the bulk of strike operationk is also true that the operation did present
logistical clallenges for both Britain and France, including in the area of munitions. However,
as noted by RUSI (2011) these problems were confronted and overcome as both sides were

able to step up production of the necessary munitions to contifeuenchingoffensive
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operations. While disagreementover the precise nature of the operations command
structure persisted this could bemanagel even if coordination was never perfe¢towever,

the importance of thdJSshould not be understatedsthere werestill clear limitsto France
British leadership which had to be compensated. f/d/hile AngleFrench leadership was
necessary in driving the mission forward, American logistical support was critical to its
success. If the US had not provided several key capabilities, teecathpaign would have
floundered. Thus, the operation was not solely FraBeibish as the positive camp argues,
thoughnor was it wholly reliant on the Americans as the negative caoggestsRather, it

was an uneasy synthesis of both sides in wifdgb-French leadership was sustained by

American logistical suppart

Lessons from the Libyan Campaign

The United States remains an essential partner

The primary lesson of the Libyan campaign is thatdBevas still critical for military success.

This is the assessment of Liam Fox who makes it clear that without American support in key
areas the intervention would not have happened (Fox 2021). While the US did not take on an
active leadership role for mostf the campaign, American influence was still necessary for

GKS OFYLI A3IyQa &dz00Saaad ! YSNROIY Ay@2f @gSYSyi
political clout necessary to convince other coalition partners to participate. While the UK and
France possssed sizeable capabilities of their own, this was insufficient to reassure their allies

that they could oversee operations successfully. While other coalition members were willing

to acquiesce to FraneBritish leadership once the campaign commenced,aswnly with

American persuasion that the coalition was able to exist in the first place. This fact is key to
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all the other lessons drawn from Libya and underpins the context in which these lessons

should be learnt.

Full spectrum in name only is agkifor failure

It is clear from the Libyan campaign that a broad range of capabilities are essential to lead
modern coalition warfare. While both the UK and France possess full spectrum capabilities,
those capabilities are in many cases limited. Thesésliwere on full display in 2011. Arguably

the UK suffered from greater limitations, given the decisions taken in the 2010 SDSR. Most
noticeable was its lack of a carrier capability. In contrast France was able to dispatch its own
Force @ction navalejncluding theCharles de Gaull&heForce d@ction Navaleha & CNJ y OS Q:
primary naval formation intended for major operations encompassing a wide variety of naval

and airborne assets (Ministre des Armees 2021). This capability allowed France to conduct
strikes with both land and naval based aircraft, significantly improving their operational
choices during the campaign. Britain by contrast, was restricted teclbased aircraft. While

in this instance the UK was able to overcome these shortcomings, thigiwassgerious gap

Ay (GKS w2elt blgeQa OFLIoATfAGASE 05STFSYyO0S { S
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lack of logistical aircraft. This also required Fratweshoulder more of the operational

burden, an imbalance that was evident throughout the operation and is discussed at great
length later in this chapter. Whilst this did not prevent the Entente from maintaining its
augmentative nature, it was clear thetance was augmenting Britain more than Britain was

FdzZ3YSyGdAy3 CNIyOSs (Kdza RSY2yadN}dGAy3 |y dzyo
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deficiency in logistidaaircraft throughoutthe operation. France initially stationed its strike
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aircraft in Corsica (Air Actualitiés 2012), allowing it to take immediate action prior to the
arrival of theCharles de Gaulli@ the Mediterranean. Equally, the UK was able to aand
airstrikes from the British mainland, the first such operation carried out since the Second
World War (Goulter 2015). The British Sovereign Base Areas on the island of Cyprus were also
in range offering additional flexibility for British policy makétewever, operating from their
respective sovereign territories posed a new set of challenges, namely the necessity for air
to-air refuelling. While they both faced this problem, it was especially acute for the UK. RAF
¢C2NYIFR2Qa 2 LISNI G AnyNarfolk haB t6 undertaike aa3;088HKel roandArip

to strike their targets (MoD 2011). This initial operation alone required thresrirefuelling

craft to ensure the strike craft had sufficient fuel for the journey (Goulter 2015). The

¢ 2 NI I R 2 Qdiobligesl kaBefukl théee times whilst enroute and another time on their
NBGdzNYy 22d2NySes>s gKAOK [ 2NR wAOKIFNRa OFffSR
338). Impressive this may have been, but it also highlighted the difficulties of conducting
strike sorties at the beginning of the operation. Three of the four in air refuelling craft the UK
deployed were needed for this one mission, hardly a promising sign for the rest of the

campaign.

Throughout the campaign it soon became apparent that neiBrtain nor France possessed
the requisite inflight refuelling assets to sustain operations at a high tempo. This required the
USto step in and make up for the shortfall. Sir Stuart Atha notes that the US injected a lot of
behindthe-scenessupport to keep operations running (Atha 2021). Throughout Operations

Ellamyand Unified Protectott KS ' Y O2YYAGGSR Gg2 [ 201 KSSR
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meanwhilecommitted six K& 35 tankers throughout the course of operations (Drape 2012).

The combined Anglerench contribution therefore amounted to ten aircraft for the entire
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campaign. In contrast theSprovided four K@ n Qa | YR-MO g OF G & 2 Xanty- G201 €
four aircraft (Kidwell 2015), dwarfing the contributions made by the UK and France. See Figure

1 for a full breakdown of the refuelling of assets deployed by the three nations. This deficit

was significant enough that after the US adopted a supportihg in the campaign, it was
necessary to continue offering-air refuelling support to the UK and France as neittaarld

support all of their deployed aircraft simultaneously. Britain could have somewhat
compensated for this deficiency if it had possed a carrier capability. France was able to do

so by utilising theCharles de Gaullgllowing it to deploy aircraft much closer to the
battlespace. Despite this however General Paloméros admitted that French force projection

had been reliant upon AmeriocaassetsPaloméros 2011)Grantedacarrier capability would

not have been a miracle solution to all the problems the UK faced in 2011. As noted by the

First Sea Lord Sir Mark Stanhope, Harrier aircraft were not capable of carrying Brimstone
missiles, tlerefore they could not undertake the same type of operations as Tornadoes
(Defence Select Committee 2012). However, their deployment could have assisted in
enforcement of the NFZ, therefore freeing up RAF Tornadoes to fulfil other roles, reducing

the needfor in air refuelling craft in the process. This point is further reinforced by a 2011

LI LISNJ LINP RdzOSR o6& GKS CNBYOK tNAYS aAayiraidsSn
European logistical capabilities as a major inhibiting factor for operationdbya (Chivvis

2015).

This deficiency was thus a major limiting factor on Afglench leadership. Given that they

could not fully support their own aircraft, they would have been unable to support their
coalition partners as well, had the United Statd®sen not to participate. Sir John Sawers

I NBdzSa OGKFG gKAfad GKS !'{ Yle KIFE@GS 06SSy alLX |

political front, their logistical support was absolutely essential in making Afrgioch
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leadership a reality (Sawer®922). This again highlights the necessity of US involvement in
GKS OFYLIATIYyd . NAGIAY YR CNlIyOSQa loAfAGe
meant little had the United States not provided the necessary logistical support. If the UK and
Frane were to take joint command of a similar intervention in the future, then they would
need to compensate for this discrepancy. Whilst they can augment each other effectively, if
they both lack the means then this theoretical aspect of the relationship uatsa
Unfortunately, it appears that policy makers in London have not learned this lesson. As noted
in Figure 1 below, the UK has actually decreased its stockstotaiir refuelling aircraft from
seventeen to nine. This would seriously undermine antysBrieadership of a campaign that
emphasised airpower. Conversely, France has increased-its-aiir refuelling aircraft by a
modest amount from fourteen to eighteen. While is this a positive sign, they would still not
possess sufficient aircraft to dag a coalition of a similar size to that put together in 2011.
Furthermore, Britain and France collectively now barely possess more aircraft than the US
committed in 2011. This would further hamper their ability to lead a coalition without the

support ofthe United States.

Figure 1: UK-France Air refueling Aircraft Comparison

UK FR us

Aircraft 2011 2021 Libya Aircraft 2011 2021 Libya Aircraft Libya
Tristar KC1 6 0 2 A330 Phénix 0 2 0 KC-10 4
VC 10 11 0 2 KC130-J 0 2 0 KC-135 20
Voyager 0 9 0 KC-135 14 14 6 Total 24
Total 17 9 4 Total 14 18 6

Source: Ministry of Defence andinistére des Armées

Another key factor in the success of the campaign was the deployment of aircraft capable of
fulfilling ISTAR roles. Superior ISTAR capabilities enabled coalition forcemittatd the

battlespace. Coalition aircraft were able to monitor regime activity across Libya and intervene
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as necessary to tip the balance in favour of rebel forces. Once again this was an area in which
the UK and France failed to provide an adequate Gbation. As mentionedearlier
approximately 75% of coalition intelligence was drawn from ISTAR capabilities provided by
the US (Hallams and Sheer 2012). While exact figures are unknown, over the course of the
campaign the US deployed at least sixteen F5diédicated aircraft (Kidwell 2015). In contrast
France and the UK deployed seven each (Defence Select Committee 2012, Drape 2012). This
allowed the US to sustain continuous ISTAR operations long after it had adopted a supporting
role in the coalition. Gnated, this should not be seen as diminishing the contributions of the
British and French, their material contribution in this instance is far greater than their
contribution of refuelling craft and they made use of less conventional ISTAR capabilities to
compensate. RAF Tornadoes equipped with RAPTOR Pods were able to acquire inflight
intelligence whilst conducting sorties, which contributed to allied intelligence despite not
being dedicated ISTAR platfornithe RA& Air Historical Branch (AHB) notedits 2016

history of the Libyan campaign that these assets helped to compensate for the shortage of
British ISTAR capabilities but were not available in sufficient quantities to eliminate the
problem. Therefore,in comparison to theJSBritain and France lib fell short of the mark.

Liam Fox bluntly admits that the UK and France simply did not have the capabilities to provide
the level of support they wanted (Fox 2021). If Britain and France were to lead a similar

coalition in the future, they would need improve their ISTAR capabilities significantly.

This is a lesson which appears to have been learned, at least by the British. The UK has
increased its stocks of dedicated ISTAR aircraft across the board. The RAF and Royal Navy have
increased their stocksf fixed wing, rotary wing and UAV platforms increasing overall British
capacity from twentysix to fifty-six. In contrast France has decreased its overall capacity from

forty-nine to thirty-eight. See Figures 3 below for a full comparison. Howevegcent
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operations in Mali indicate that the UK and France have since learned to compensate for each
20KSNDa OF LI oAfAdGe 3IFLLA Ay GKA& NB3IFNRP ¢K
surveillance craft to support French operations there (MoD 2013). Wwaidd imply that

policy makers have learned that while both nations have different capabilities, when
operating together they can deploy assets in a complimentary manner. This again highlights

the augmentative nature of the alliance as Britain has beewidmgfrance with access to

assets that it does not possess itself. This bodes well for future deployments as it has provided

operational experience that incorporates the lessons learned from Libya.

Figure 2: UK Surveillance Aircraft Comparison Figure 3: France Surveillance Aircraft Comparison
Aircraft 2011 2021 Libya Aircraft 2011 2021 Libya
Fixed Wing Fixed Wing
Boeing Air Seeker 0 3 0 ALSR 0 2 0
Boeing E-3 Sentry 5 5 3 Atlantique 2 22 22 2
Boeing P-8 Poseidon 0 5 o Boeing E-3 Sentry 4 4 1
Nimrod R1 1 0 1 C-160G 2 2 1
Raytheon Sentinel 4 4 1 Falcon 2000LXS Albatros 0 0 0
Total 10 17 5 Mirage FC1 17 0 2
Total 45 30 6

Rotory Wing
Merlin HM2 0 30 0 UAV

. Harfang 4 0 1
Sea King MK 7 11 0 2 Reaper 0 8 0
Total 11 30 2 Total 4 3 1
VAV Overall Total 49 38 7
Reaper 5 9 0
Total 5 9 0
Overall Total 26 56 7

Source: Ministry of Defence andinistére des Armées

A third capability that was key to success in Libya was the use of seaborne darfacéace
missiles. As mentioned above France conducted the first Western airstrikes on the morning
of the 19" March. While France should be commended for its swift action in preventing
regime forces from overwhelming rebel positions, the French nevertheless took a significant

NA&]l AY R2Ay3 a2d [AoelQa | AN RSTSywh&inySig2N
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real danger of being intercepted by Libyan defences. It was not until that night that American
and British submarines would launch 197 Tomahawk missiles, 192 American and 5 British,
ONRLILI Ay3 [Ad0&F Q& | AN RSTSgpGhdal inehdurng hatt  H n wm
coalition aircraft could operate unmolested throughout Libyan airspace, indreatingthe

space for Angld-rench leadership to take place. Furthermore, as pointed out by Francois
Heisbourg, only the Americans had the captéedito carry out such an operation so quickly
(Heisbourg 2021). This was undoubtedly the most substantial American frontline
commitment to the conflict. While the US followed this up with a serieaidtrikes once

these aircraft where withdrawn Britaiand France were able to make up the shortfall. The
same could not be said for their submarines. At the time the UK only possessed a total of
seven attack submarines, of which two were deployed to Libya. France maintained six attack
submarines, but cruciglithey did not possess surfate-surface strike capabilities (Naval
Technology 2001). As such, without American support at this critical juncture coalition aircraft

could not have operated with the effectiveness or impunity that they did.

Since 2011 AngiFrench submarine numbers have remained constant. While this would not
prevent a successful intervention, it would place a strain on their already limited resources
and raise the difficulty of operating successfully. France has however developed thie Missi
de Croisiere Naval (MdCN), a variatifiSCALP (MBDA 2021). MdCN is launched from French
frigates and would provide this kind of surfaiesurface capability for a future intervention.
MdCN was first used in 2018 when the US, UK and France launciked sih Syria. This is
another example of the augmentative nature alliance as MdCN was developed by MBDA
taking advantage of Anglerench expertise. Its introduction is a positive step as not only is it
an additional capability developed to fill an opdaatal gap, but it is also a jointly desegh

weapon which further solidifies the Angkrench relationship and promotes greater
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cooperation. Antoine Bouvier argued that Libya demonstrated the effectiveness of jointly
developed weapons systems, even if these was limited at the time (Bouvier 2011). As such
the proliferation of jointly manufactured systems is another positive sign of Afigdoch
cooperation. However despite these steps, it should be noted that questions remain over the
guantity of vesselthat would be available to conduct these kinds of operations in the future
and whether Britain and France could commit the number necessary to have the same effect

as in 2011 (Defence Select Committee 2021).

Figure 4: UK-France Submarine Comparison

UK 2011 2021 Libya France 2011 2021 Libya
Fleet/Attack Submarines Fleet/Attack Submarines

Trafalgar-Class 6 3 2 Ruby-Class 6 5 0
Astute-Class 1 4 0 Suffren-Class 0 1 0
Total 7 7 2 Total 6 6 0
Ballistic Submarines Ballistic Submarines

Vanguard-Class 4 4 0 Triumphany-Class 4 4 0
Total 4 4 0 Total 4 4 0

Source: Ministry of Defence alinistere des Armées

Poor coordination is a recipe for disaster

Operations in Libya also made it clear that effective coordination between allies is key to
ensuring that an intervention runs smoothly. Clear Command and Control (C2) procedures
are necesary for coalition warfare to be effective. The Libyan example demonstrates both

the results of both good coordination and bad.

Throughout all phases of the operation coalition forces faced confusion over who held overall
command. This was most noticeable during the initial phase of separate national commands.
When preparing for initial operations there was some controversy over they would be
commanded. Here the diverging national perspectives of the UK and France can again be

seen. The UK wished to work closely with thféand argued for any military action to be part
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of a NATO response. In contrast Francemantioned, was apprehensive about another

b! ¢h 2LISNIGA2Y Ay I adzafAY O2dzyiNE YR AYya
approach (Grand 2015, Goulter 2015). Sensing American unwillingness to become involved,
France proposed using CJEF, recentlgished by the Lancaster House Treaty, thus cutting
NATO out of the equation entirely. There was also a sense in France that since they had been
the ones pushing for intervention, leadership should not then be given to someone else. As
the French Foreign A Y A A G SNJ 4 GKS GAYSZ '€ FAYy WdzLILIS>E L
0L 1Sy GKS AYAGAIGA@SeE 2y [Aoél O6{UNR20FYyGa
AngloFrench headquarters at the French Air Forces IgMlont Verdun Air Base. The exac
sequence of events at this point is somewhat unclear, highlighting the problems of poor
communication and coordination during coalition warfare. As mentioned above there are
some suggestions that British officials may have initially approved such gusériwit were

then countermanded by higher ranking members of British military command. A French team
even travelled to Joint Forces Command, Northwood to discuss these arrangements, only to
discover that the British had already made plans with the Amesd&rand 2015). Francois
Heisbourg maintains that at the political level both David Cameron and Nicolas Sarkozy were
in favour on running operations jointly. According to him it was the militaries of both countries
that rejected this idea, arguing that e¢hstructures to do so where simply not in place
(Heisbourg 2021). Other reports suggest that while the UK was sympathetic to the idea, the
Lancaster House structures were too underdeveloped to coordinate operations effectively at
this stage and so Britaadvocated for tried and tested C2 methods (Grand 2015). Lord David
Richards alleges that advisors around David Cameron where partial to the idea of an Anglo
French operation but that such an undertaking was impossible given the need for American

ISTAR asge(Richards 2015%ir Stuart Atha holds the view that while France was keen to use
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CJEF to coordinate operations the UK was not. In his view the UK deemed Lancaster House to
be too underdeveloped and unready for combat operations. The UK and Francg gichpl

not have the connectivity necessary to coordinate a coalition. Furthermore, he rejected the
suggestion that David Cameron had initially supported the idea before backtracking (Atha
2021). In Sir John Sawers mind it seems likely that if such annhoicteurred, it was because

a miscommunication between Sarkozy and Cameron emerging from their respective
enthusiasm for rapid intervention (Sawers 2022). Regardless of the exact sequence of events,
it is clear that French unwillingness to involve NATO avagain on coalition planning and

coordination (IFRI 2013).

While this controversy was unfolding Britain, France and the US all drew up plans for their
respective operations. As mentioned previously, France began operations on'théai8h

by strikng regime forces advancing on Benghazi. These strikes actually took the US and UK by
surprise as they had no idea that France had already commenced operations (Goulter 2015),
as they themselves did not intend to begin until later that evening. In Sir Satuers view

this was emblematic of an attitude in both militaries as throughout the campaign they jostled
to see who would act first in different parts of the country (Sawers 2022). This incident
highlights the initial problems the operation faced. White US and UK sought to coordinate
Operations0dyssey DawandEllamyas much as possible, France remained somewhat aloof.
Interestingly the AHB (2016) states that the French airstrikes took place within an agreed
timetable that allowed for French airstriketo precede Angldmerican ones, no doubt a
posthumous effort to smooth over the diplomatic rancour this incident caused. This is
interesting as at least one European diplomat at the time claimed that this move nearly

GoNRB1S dzLd GKS O21t f).kar hfayice, the tdliddRHANE Minister Bilvio
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Berlusconi felt insulted at France upstaging NATO and threatened to deny access to vital bases

in Italy in retaliation (Warrick 2011).

During this initial phase of the operation a joint headquarteeswstablished at Ramstein Air

Force Base in Germany. However, existing obstacles to cooperation came into play here.
While the US and UK had an established relationship that allowed for intelligence to be shared

and planning to be conducted, largely, moperation, France had no such relationship with

either. While France and the UK had recently signed the Lancaster House Treaty, it contained

little on the sharing of intelligence, and even if it had, the British would have been prevented

from doing so bythe lack of any such agreement between the US and France. According to
{AN) W2KyYy {I 6SNBR ¢gKAfad CNIyOS Aa . NAOGFAYQA
Eyes, the two countries foreign intelligence services lack the closeness that suchoasbiati

would warrant. As such there was very little sharing of intelligence or intelligence analysis
throughout the operation (Sawers 2022). This gave rise to a C2 situation in which the US and

UK would strive to coordinate their operations, while Francaild only inform its allies of its
operations (Drape 2012). Sir Stuart Atha summed up the situation aptly by stating that the
CNEYyOK daate¢g o¢KIFIdG ¢S ySSRSR (2 R2 FyR (GKS& ¢
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aircraft launching sorties against the same targets and already limited ISTAR or refuelling
FaaSia O2@0SNAy3a GKS alyYS INBlraod ¢KAa gla Ifa
Entente as aatural alliance. Despite Britain and France being natural allies in this operation

their cooperationwas hindered by the poor C2 structures they had in place. Had more

effective infrastructure been ready in 2011 then the Britain and France could havettadie

position as natural allies in this operation without unnecessary bureaucratic hindrance.



177

Even after the transition to NATO command, these kinds of issues continued to hinder
coalition effectiveness. The deployment of British and French hebespd assist rebel forces

is a clear example of thisss mentioned above the UK and France dispatched helicopters to
assist rebel forces, which were a major asset to the rebel cessite their evident military
effectiveness (Soutien Logistique Defe@8&5), they also brought confusion as it was unclear
whether these forces would remain under national command or be placed under NATO
O2YYFYR OGGCNYyYyOS HnY HAamMmMO® ¢KdzAX GKAES G(K;
augmentative alliance, it also made adlioperations more difficult. The AHB (2016) notes
that Britain and France separately drew up proposals to deploy helicopters and expand
coalition operations but failed to coordinate their efforts, despite proposing similar things.
b! ¢h Q& LINA NMIwiddesdibéd By Sir Btuailt Atha as to deconflict between allies,
while also undertaking some coordination (Atha 2021). NATO did not however get the chance
to integrate and any integration that did occur was done along national lines. This further

confused the situation and hampered the effectiveness of the coalition as a whole.

Since 2011 Britain and France have learned this lesson and moved to improve their C2
capabilities. In October 2011 for instance, the Chief of Marine Nationale stated that any
lessons learned from the campaign would be shared with the UK (Rogel Zbidlas an
indication that France was aware that coordination between both allies needed to be
improved for the future. Nick Harvey MP, Minister of State for the Armed Forces, also
admitted in 2011 that there had been communication problems when operations began
(Harvey 2011)However, he was keen to stress that Britain and France managed to identify
solutions which would be useful for the relationship going forwards. As discutsashere

in this thesis CJEF is now fully operational (MoD 2020). This will ensure that should Britain and

France wish to deploy joint forces in the future then they will possess the structures necessary
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to do so. CJEF includes provisions to create a g@htwhich would allow problems such as

the LyonMont Verdun incident to be avoided. Crucially, Exercise Capable Eagle held in 2014
allowed allied nations to participate in a CJEF exercise. Just as they are natural allies, this
would also make Britain anrance the natural leaders of a future coalition of which CJEF
could be the nucleus. The experience of allied operations in Mali would also indicate that this
lesson has been learned. Duri@@peration Servahnd the succeedin@peration Barkhane
France tod& a clear lead with allied forces working in greater cooperation with French forces
and deferring to French command (Joint Declaration 2018). Francois Heisbourg argues that
the unity of command that operations in Mali have shown proves that this lessobdes
learned (Heisbourg 2021). This indicates that future deployments should follow this same
pattern making Anglé-rench leadership more effective. As discussed previously operations
Ay alfA FNB Fy20KSNJ SEF YL S 2 F witkSGRIRFWIE 0 M o
Ffaz2 fft2¢ FT2NJ FdzidzNBE 2LISNI dA2ya (G2 Fdzy Ol A 2\
discussed already NATO suffered from internal divisions as nations such as Germany and
Turkey opposed military action in Libya (Chivvis 20E&)ally, noiNATO members such as

the UAE and Jordan also participated in military operations further complicating the use of
NATO structures. Using CJEF, with a clear Afriglach C2 system, as the basis for coalition
operations would avoid these problemas only allies that wish to participate would need to

be involved. This would both avoid internal opposition from hesitant allies and allow regional
partners to engage on a cabg-case basis. While tensions may exist because of Brexit, the
creation of tre European Intervention Initiatii&l2)offers a forum outside of the EU through

which CJEF could be deployed to support AfRgénch interests.



179

Strateqgic tunnel vision leaves the Nation blind

The Libyan intervention also made it abundantly clear that maintaining flexible armed forces

is essential in the modern world. When fighting began in Libya, the main focus of British

overseas operations was the war in Afghanistan. Just prior to operatidribya the UK had

some 9,500 personnel deployed in Afghanistan (MoD 2010). This comprised forces from all

GKNBES aSNIAOS&asE AyOfdzZRAY3 | AAIYATFAONY( ydzye

UAVs. Consequently, the sudden commitment to operatior_ibya raised concerns amongst
NAGAAK 2FFAOAIT & GKIGO GKSe g2dzZ R y20 o6S | of

2015) in Afghanistan. For instan&r David Richards cautioned against becoming distracted

in Libya and argued for a Britiphesence limited to enforcing a Fity zone (Goulter 2015).

The 2010 SDSR had envisaged a reduction in British commitments abtoB2(10). It
assumed the maximum number bfKpersonneloperatingoverseas would be 30,000M0D

2010). Given that 9,500 we deployed to Afghanistan alone in 2011, there was little leeway
for British forces to be committed to Libya. This contrasted sharply with France, which had
adopted a national strategy of dispatching small expeditionary forces abroad as necessary.
The 20@ French White Paper on Defence and National Security assumed that France would
need the ability to deploy small expeditionary forces of between 1,§GR000 troops,
excluding naval and air assets (White Paper on Defence and National Security 2068). It al
stressed the need for flexibility and for these forces to adapt to circumstances as they
changed (White Paper on Defence and National Security 2008). These differing national
security strategies go some way to explaining why the French were not onby wiliing to
become involved in Libya but also why, as shall be discussed further below, they contributed

more assets than their British allies. Upon commencement of operations in Libya, France was
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able to easily commit some twenty aircraft from tBeméede KAir and maritime air assets

from Task Force 473 (Klingelschmitt 2020).

While British forces were able to carry out operations successfully, resources were often
strained. Given the limits imposed by the 2010 SDSR and the uncertain nature of the Libyan
theatre, there were concerns in Whitehall that operations there would undee British
involvement in Afghanistan (Goulter 2015). An over emphasisth@n war, namely
Afghanistan, rather than preparing to figatwar necessitated a major ad hoc restructuring

of British thinking, on both tactical and strategic levels (Goulter 8005 . NA G | #ndQa f | &
operation against an opponent with significant air deferegabilitieshad beenOperation

Telicin 2003. Consequently, many RAF pilots had become accustomed to operating in a
relatively benign climate in Afghanistanhere the risk to themselves wasinimal Many also

had limited experience operating in urban settings, as operations in Afghanistan usually called
for sorties against insurgents in more rural areas. The existence of both the Libyan air force
and air defencesystem forced many pilots to mentally adjust their attitudes towards combat
sorties. Nevertheless, the British contribution was still significant. Despite concerns over the
impact of operations in Afghanistan the UK deployed some 2,300 personnel froneg!l
services (Defence Select Committee 2012). This was a significant deployment, especially given

the political constraints imposed by the 2010 SDSR.

NA & | A-gightéd dacisidnNdiabandon its own carrier capability and rely upon France for
close b a decade, again indicates the augmentative nature of the Entente. The assumptions
included within the 2010 SDSR imply that the British government considered it acceptable for
the UK to go without this capability and instead rely upon its French allyotade it. This is

Fy20KSNJ SEIFYLES 2F CSRRSNDa omcpcyo FdAaAYSydl



181

natural alliance as only two close allies would be willing to share such a vital national
capability. Liam Fox argued at the time that the succds®rdish operations in Libya
demonstrated that a carrier capability was not essential (Fox 2012). This was of course
disputed by many other figures, not least of which was the British Defence Select Committee,
which concluded that the lack of a Britismaaaft carrier was damaging to British capabilities
and needed urgent rectification (Defence Select Committee 2012). When questioned on the
carrier issue by the Committee Air Marshal Sir Christopher Harper, the British military
representative to NATO, trikto downplay the lack of a carrier arguing that by deployiS
Oceanthe UK had in fact contributed a carrier capability (Harper 2011). Whilst British
helicopters did come in useful, it is disingenuous to claim that this was on the same level as a
full aircraft carrier. In his memoirs Lord Richards admitted that whilst the UK managed

without an aircraft carrier, one would have made operations a lot easier (Richards 2015).

Given the high level of prestige a carrier capability is usually awarded in tdr@ational

arena, this temporary dependency indicated the strength of the AfRgémch relationship at

the time. However the acquisition #MS Queen Elizabe#imd HMS Prince of Walesould
indicate that the British government did not consider this todoeeptable in the long term.

This is a positive step as the UK cannot credibly claim a leadership role if it is not willing to
support that claim with the necessary assets. Claiming leadership in Libya without such a
capability was a lucky break and it wdwe foolish to assume that the UK could replicate

such success in the future.

In contrast, with no major ongoing operations France was able to deploy a substantial force
quite quickly. During Operation Harmattan, France deployed an estimated 4,30@eserv

personnel (Ministér des Armées 2011). While these were mostly air and naval personnel, and
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thus excluded from the expeditionary estimates made in the 2008 White Paper, this was still
a significant commitment. The French air force was able to rapigijogeassets to Corsica,
which was followed up with the deployment of naval assets, includind@tierles de Gaulle,
later in the campaign. The lack of political constraints on further deployments was also most
likely a significant factor in the imbalancettveen British and French forces throughout the

campaign.

Libya also highlighted that the best way to maintain this flexibility is to retain a full spectrum

of expeditionary capabilities, not least of which is a carrier capability. As part of the 260 SD

GKS 'Y SYOoFN]JSR dzLl2y | aOF NNASNI K2f ARF&@¢zx |
carrier capabilities. This was achieved by scrapplMS Ark Royah 2011, instead of its

original decommissioning date of 2016 (SDSR 2010). This would éeadedbeforeHMS

Queen Elizabetlvould enter service. Sir Stuart Atha argues that the government assumed

the UK would only need to figlie war amongst the people type operatiband so deleted

major capabilities such as the Harrier force (Atha1)0In apique of geopolitical ironydiMS

Ark RoyaWas officially decommissioned onLMarch 2011, just eight days befo@peration
Ellamybegan. This was based on the, evidently foolish, assumption that the UK would not be
Sy3alFr3aISR Ay Fyeé YIlI22N O2y¥FftA0ia 2dziaiRS 27F !
came into service. This was more wishful thinking than strategic planning, badealv the

SDSR wanted the world to be, rather than how it was. While the UK was able to carry out
2LISNI GA2ya adz00SaaFdzZ ftes Ay YIye ¢gpréxinityi KAA ¢
to Europe allowed the UK to launch strikes from both théidbrimainland and the sovereign

base areas on Cyprus. The RAF could also later position aircraft in Italy to reduce the range its
sorties had to undertake (Goulter 2015). However, as already discussed, aircraft launched

from the UK itself had to be refue mid¥ € A A Ki ASOSNIf (GAYSad DAGSY
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of air-to-air refuelling assets, American support was crucial in making these strikes viable.
Without this assistance the UK would not have been able to conduct sorties at the same pace.
While theBritish government claimed that the success of the Libyan campaign validated the
policy decisions taken in the 2010 SDSR, the First Seadimitted to the Defence Select
Committee that had a carrier strike force been available, then it would most likely been
deployed (Defence Select Committee 2012). This indicates that the UK was fortunate that
Libya was close enough that a carrier capability was not needed. Had such operations been
needed in a more remote country then it is likely that the UK woubdl have been as

successful, and most certainly could not have claimed joint leadership of the operation.

France in contrast was able to rapidly deploy tbearles de Gaulland its accompanying
battlegroup to support operations in Libya. Once it becamppaaent that it was no longer
required France withdrew th€harles de Gaullend concentrated its effort on landased
aircraft. However, given its closer proximity to Libya this was more feasible for France.
Furthermore, it had the luxury of choosing whet or not to deploy its carrier force,
something that the UK did not possess. Had it been necessary to launch operations further
afield than Libya, then it is unlikely that the UK would have been able to take on a leadership
role in partnership with Framc The Defence Select Committee also noted in its 2012 report
on Libya that in addition t6iMS Ocearthree other vessels capable of carrying aircraft were
deployed during the operation. Two belonged to France, @faarles de Gaulland the
Tonerrewhile the third wasthe Italian aircraft carrieGGaribaldi.Given that the driving force

of this operation was an Anglerench axis, it is embarrassing that Britain did not possess this
capability, especially, given that a lesser power such as Italy was ad<do aelploy an aircraft
carrier. The deployment of a French aircraft carrier with supporting British naval assets also

further demonstrates how Britain and France can utilise the Entente Cordiale to complement
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their respective capabilities. Whilethe goye¥ Sy i Qa a O NNA SNJ K2f ARI & ¢
strategic mistake which has since been corrected, the wider Alfigiloch relationship is at

AGad adNRy3aSald 6KSY [2YR2Yy YR tIFNRA 62N] AY
As such while the cimenstances of this particular example are unfortunate, it nevertheless

demonstrates the kind of collaborative thinking that should be welcomed and fostered.

As of 2020 the UK finally has access to its own caHiglS Queen Elizabethhis will allow

for greater expeditionary operations in more remote parts of the globe and support future
AngloFrench operations. Had a similar capability been available in 2011 it would have
dramatically increased the effectiveness of the coalition and cemented Belaghs to joint
leadership of the operation. Thankfully, similar operations in the future will be able to rely
upon a British carrier for support, significantly increasing their potential. This will also
reinforce the augmentative nature of the allianasboth sides will have access to a full suite

of capabilities to support each other.

Collaboration can be gal force multiplier

The decision to deplogpecial forces was an effectiveollaborativemove demonstrating

strong AngleFrench leadership/NVhile resolution 1973 forbade an army of occupation, it did

not explicitly prevent the use of special forces on Libyan soil (UNSCR 1973). While information
on the role that special forces playexbbviouslyimited, it is clear that they played a key role

in coordinating with rebel forces on the ground (IFRI 2013). It is understood that special forces
were pivotal in coordinating airstrikes and ensuring that coalition operations assisted rebel
forces more effetively (Goulter 2015). In particular Britain and France, alongside Qatar and
the UAE, were kein training and advising rebel forces on how to function as an effective

fighting force (Aldrich and Cormac 201®hey also offered crucial tactical advicelaw to
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capture Tripoli (Cormac 2018)ord Richards asserts that the initiative for this came from
himself and his French counterpart Admiral Edouard Guillaud (Richards R0idiRichards
argues that Britain and France took the lead on covert actiofbyaland they were the ones

that convinced the Qataris and Emiratis to get involved (Richards 2015). This clearly
demonstrates the effectiveness of Angloench cooperation as these operations where
essential in transforming the Libyan rebels into a cohefighting body that could effectively
counter regime forces. This was not a seamless process however. Sir John Sawers recounted
one incident early in the campaign when two rebel groups in Benghazi, one trained by Britain
and the other by France, fired @@ach other, whilst their special forces advisors where still
embedded (Sawers 2022). Whilst this reads like a homage to an earlier imperiat age, i
demonstrates the chaotic nature of the early campaign. The fact that this was resolved
quickly, demonstratd that when Britain and France were able to coordinate effectively, they

could affect real leadership over the campaign.

The deployment of combahelicoptersalso demonstratedmpressive ingenuity by both
nations. The French Gazelles and Tigers, and the British Apaches, are operated by their
respective army air corps. Accordingly they are usually deployed from ground bases to
support infantry operations. Libya marked the firsh& that these assets had operated from

a naval platform. This was a risky decision and required some adjustments to ensure that the
aircraft and their crews could operate safely from on board HHdS Ocearand Tonerre
respectfully (SLD 2012). However, orthese adjustments had been made these aircraft
played a pivotal role in supporting rebel forces. Helicopters could strike regime forces in urban
areas and offered a level of close support to rebel forces that fixed wing platforms could not
(Goulter 2015)If the UK and France wish to take a leading role in the future, they must make

use of whatever assets they have to maximum effect. Therefore, this kind of ingenuity
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represents exactly the kind of creative thinking and flexibility that is necessary fdo-Ang
French leadership to succeed. This is an effective example of recognising limitations and
overcoming them by deploying the minimum number of assets necessary to provide the force

multiplication necessary to achieve victory.

Burden sharing should lmeore equal

While operations in Libya were driven by Anfl@nch leadership, as briefly mentioned
above, the French contribution outweighed that of their British counterparts. In terms of
personnel France deployed 4,300 personnel operations in (@ngnd 2015)This was nearly
double the 2,300 personnel deployed by the (MoD 2011) In material terms French
contributions also outstripped the UK. France deployed ten more fixed wing strike aircraft
and two more irair refuelling craft. These differeas are significant as they represent a
CNBYOK O2YYAGYSyld GKFG ¢6Fa pm: KAIKSNI GKIy
deployment of attack helicopters to the region, France deployed a full complement of twenty
four aircraft, dwarfing the Britishantribution of five aircraft(Grand 2015) Most notably

there was also the discrepancy in aircraft carriers, as France deployed bo@htrées de
Gaulleand theTonerrewhile the UK was only capable of deployiiglS Ocearg helicopter

carrier. This imlalance in contributions translated into an imbalance in operations as well.
According to official statistics France conducted nearly 5,600 sorties of which 3,100 were
strike sorties (Ministére des Armées 2011). The UK conducted 3,220 sorties of which 2,000
were strike sorties (Defence Select Committee 2012). Out of a total 26,500 sorties and 9,700
strike sorties (NATO 2011), this amounted to France conducting approximately 25% of
coalition sorties and 32% of strike sorties (Ministére des Armées 2011),thdilék launched

11% of coalition sorties and 21% of strike sorties (Defence Select Committee 2012). Indeed,
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in June 2011 the then Chief of the French Defence Staff, Admiral Edouard Guillaud,
complained that financial restraints had prevented the UK fromtigbuting to the same level

as France (Guillaud 2011). Here again we see this discrepancy between British and French
contributions. While collectively the Angkrench contribution was undoubtedly pivotal to

the operation, cumulatively they conducted 3&$fooverall sorties and 53% of strike sorties,
individually this discrepancy indicates a flaw within the Asigiench leadership of the
campaign. This does however represent the augmentative nature of the relationship in line
gA 0K CSRRSNDa NAMigicAyyd FiyeRLJI2GNE FBGIES Of S NI & | dz3 Y ¢
even if this augmentation was clearly unbalanced in favour of France. This was a recurring
theme throughout operations in Libya and demonstrates the complicated nature of the
Entente. Whilsit KA & A a Of S| Njpobgyit &R § islddnttioding th a mannexi

not origindly intended

This discrepancy would indicate that while Britain and France took the political and military
leadership in driving the campaign forwardritain was the junior in that dynamic. This
conclusion is one that was denied by the British government at the time, which asserted that
decisions were taken jointly by the UK and France both before and during the campaign
(Hague 2016). This was disputadthe UKForeign AffairSelect Committee, which published

a report in 2016 arguing that British policy makfiéowed decisions already made in France
(Foreign AffairsSelect Committee 2016). Sir Stuart Atha articulated a more nuanced view,
arguing thatwhile France did not drive the military operation, it was better at combining
political intent with military action (Atha 2021). In his view France was also better at managing
the politics of the intervention at the strategic level. The lack of coordmmatt NATO
headquarters contributed to a perception that France was leading the intervention which was

untrue. Sir John Sawers concurs arguing that the situation was so fluid that the more effective
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messaging emanating from Paris gave the impression treatcé was in the lead while in
reality Britain and France where operating more in tandem (Sawers 2022). Whilst France may
not have been directing the overall scope of the intervention it is clear that the UK was willing
to rely upon France to do much ofdheavy lifting throughout the operation. The disparity
between their two contributions makes this abundantly clear. If another operation like Libya
was to be conducted, it would be imperative that the UK is able to step up and take on its fair
share of calition operations. While this kind of imbalance may have been sustainable in a
campaign with American support, it would render a purely As#glnch campaign

unsustainable.

Since 2011 the UK has learned this particular lesson and has invested considesahlces

in improving its ability to contribute to expeditionary warfare around the globe. The 2015
{5{w (221 &aS@OSNIft aidSLa (2 O2NNBOG Ala LINBTI
overhaul of British defence posture which would allow for mudtiptidlevel operations to

be undertaken simultaneousIyipD 2015). The maximum number of troops for large scale
operations was also increased from 30,000 to 50,0000 2015). Notably, on cooperation it

stated that whilst the armed forces must be readyé&ot alone, they should normally be

expected to deploy alongside allies such as the US or Frifaf2 Z015). It also announced

that the UK would be placing greater emphasis on cooperating with its allies, mentioning CJEF

as an example of how that could berte. France for its part has continued to maintain its
FoAtAGeE (2 LI NIHGAOALIGS Ay SELISRAGAZYINE &1 N
SecuritySrategy outlined that France should maintain its ability to act as a framework nation,
capable of fornmg the nucleus of an international coalition. The strategy also highlights that
autonomy does not mean isolation and stresses the importance of collaborating with allies.

To that end it refers to the Angle NEy OK LI NIy SNAR KA L) I atshouldd & LIS O A
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continue to be deepened. Given that both nations have now referenced each other in their
respective national defence strategies, this is a positive sign that cooperation has become

somewhat institutionalised between them.
Conclusions

From a theoretical perspective Libisaausefulcase studyof how to use alliance theory to

analyse military operations, particularly Angteench onesln Libya it is possible to see both
CSRRSNNa o6mepcy0 | YR DK &tiwork This stvdy of Ardgirenkt y OS
relations benefitsfrom applying alliance theory tdhe operational dimensin of the

relationship as it provides clear conceptual tools with which to analyse both sides

operated throughout the conflictBritain and France didugment each other throughout
operations in Libyaeven ifthey lackedthe necessary capabilities to fulfil this role perfectly.

As suchtiwas clear that Britain and Franpeovided augmentative suppotb each other

providing capabilities that collectively allowed them to play a major role in the campihgn.

isasurea A 3y 2F CSRRSNRA& Moweveryitshouldialsigbe Bol@ thak this & 2 NJ
augmentation was not equal, with France clearly providing nassets tha Britain. Thus in

Libya whilst the Entente was an augmentative alliance, it was an unbalanced one.
Furthermore, whilst they may have relied upon the US for logistical support, they were also
natural allies in taking charge of combat operatipfisK dza RSY2y &G NI GAy 3 D
typology. Despite their reliance on American logistical support, they were the only other

NATO allies that could have taken the lead in combat operatig¥ithout AngleFrench

direction the coalition would have lacked thdfensive capability necessary to succeed.

Alliance theory thus provides the theoretical tools necessary to identify tlogseational
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approacheswhich enhances our understanding of Angliench deénce relations from a

conceptual point of view.

Clearlyhowever, Libya is not a blueprint for Angkrench leadership of future interventions.
While it certainly offers an interesting case in the practicalities of such an operation, it is not
a usable framework for the future. As elaborated throughout thisptég AngleFrench
leadership on the military front was only possible because of American support on the
logistics front. Without American support it is doubtful that Anrl@ench efforts would have
succeeded. This highlights the importance of the lessanined within this chapter. Firstly,
Britain and France lacked, and in some cases still lack key assets for facilitating coalition
warfare. This chapter has discussed at length the importance of ISTAR and in air refuelling
assets to success in 2011. Swadsets would be equally important in another campaign.
Unfortunately, questions remain over whether either nation has the necessary resources to
maintain these assets. While Britain has increased its ISTAR capabilities significantly, with
plans to procurdurther aircraft, France has decreased its ISTAR capabilities. Combined they
may well be able to provide sufficient aircraft for a successful campaign, but it is disappointing
to see that France has not invested in this area, despite claims that it wtddce has
however invested in more iair refuelling craft. Unfortunately, the opposite is true for Britain

which has reduced its own stocks.

hy GKS yIF@Ff FTNRYyd GKS CNBYOK LINRPOAINBYSyYyld 27
submarine fleet ardoth positive signs that steps have been taken to improve capacity in this

vital area. While it would be preferable that both nations had improved in all three areas,

their collective improvements do indicate progress and contribute towards the viabilay o

purely AngleFrench intervention in the future. The issue of C2 is also of primary importance.
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As has been discussed the Libyan campaign exposed the shortcomings of ineffective C2
capabilities. Since then however, CJEF has been tested and declaratianzgy thus offering

a readymade format for future interventions which would avoid these problems. The creation
of El2 also offers a forum for multilateral cooperation outside of existing institutional
structures, thus providing more options for futur@dlo-French action. The UK has also taken
steps to improve its expeditionary capabilities. The constructioMfS Queen Elizabeth
offers numerous possibilities for future interventions, while the 2015 SDSR adopted an
expeditionary posture more in line witFrance. Both governments have also mentioned each

other in their respective defence strategies as partners of choice.

These steps all point to lessons being learned from Libya. Ultimately, while Libya is not a
blueprint for future multilateral operations, it offers the lessons and experience necessary for

one to be created.
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7.Brexitc Unravelling the European Entente

Introduction

Brexit adds an additional layer of complexity to the Entente, strengthening its peculiar nature.

It also poses a challenge to the use of alliance theonnderstandingAngloFrench defence
coopeition.! & Kl & 0SSy adGlFr0SR NBLISIFIGSRfe GKS 9yiS)
y I G dzNJ € YR KAAG2NARO |fftAlyOSaz Fa gStf I a
fundamental tenants are not altered by Brexit. However, the results of Brexit imatly

been contrary to these typologies. As this chapter outlines ARgémch cooperation has

0SSy RIFEYFASR 6& . NRARUOIFIAYQa RSOA&AZ2Y Desitef SI @SS
thisthe rationale for Angld-rench defence cooperation remairigeetsame. Britain and France
NEBYIFIAY KAAUG2NRAO FftASa YR 9dz2NRPLISQa LINBYAS]H
augmentative nature of the Entente increasingly difficult to maintain. Whilst evolutions

within the Entente are not new, axplained already the Entente has evolved rapidly during

its existence embodying multiple different alliance types, these recent changes have
fundamentally weakened the foundations of the relationship. The need for continued
defence cooperation coupled Wit Brexit hostilities over trade has created a dynamic
reminiscent of the 1920s. Cooperation is needed in one area but rivalry in another has
renewed a damaging contradiction within the Entente. This further highlights the peculiar

nature of therelationshp. This does not mean that l@ince theory has no utility when
considering Brexiindeed ,alliance theory provides a useful prism through which to view how

the relationship has changed since 20B§.applying alliance theory to Brexit it is possible to

chart how Arglo-French defence relations hawvolved since the referendum andentify

how this differs from the preceding years.
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foreign policy. Membership of the EU dhanderpinned British foreign policy for over forty
years. Most of the Brexit process focused on economic matters such as free trade and
immigration, with relatively little attention paid to the impact that Brexit would have on the
''YQ& RS T Bidn-Galladd 2019Bidwever, no area of cooperation between the UK
and EU has been untouched by Brexit, defence included. Given the scope of EU institutions it
stands to reason that the British withdrawal from the EU will have had an impact upon-Anglo
Frent defence cooperation. The purpose of this chapter is to assess the state off&xaglh
defence cooperation in the wake of Brexit. As the UK embarks upon a new relationship with
the EU, it is imperative to understand how this will impact the Entente i@erdGiven the
Ententes strategic importance to both France and the UK, failure to do so would be

RSUNRAYSyYyGlLt G2 020K yIFIidA2yaQ yIFEGA2y Lt AyidSNS

This chapter commences with a brief historical overview of modern Afagloch defence
cooperation in Erope. It then considers the impact of Brexit through three lenses. Firstly, it
analyses EU defence infrastructure and considers how these structures will influence Anglo
French defence cooperation peBrexit. Secondly, it considers how Brexit has impacted
AngloFrench defence cooperation through European structures outside of the EU. Thirdly, it
evaluates bilateral defence cooperation between the UK Brahce andonsiders how this

has been influenced by Brexit. Finally, it draws together these variaudugions to assess

the overall impact of Brexit on Angkrench defence cooperation.

Contemporary Continental Cperation

AngloFrench defence cooperation in Europe reflects a theme common at the heart of the

peculiar relationship: cooperation despite divergent priorities in the hope of achieving
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different outcomes. Britain and France cooperate in Europe througrray of organisations

and institutions. As outlined extensively in this thesis their core interests are often aligned. A
threat to one is a threat tdhe other. The security of Europe and its near abroad is of vital
interest to both. Despite these aligneadterests, their motivations and objectives are often
contradictory. Both governments often see defence cooperation as a means through which
they can achieve their national objectives, even when those objectives are contradithay.
dynamic has been sa before, such as in the creationtbe Lancaster House Treaty and the
intervention in Libya. As outlined below Britain and France cooperate in Europe in the hope

that it will result in two very different outcomes.

AngloFrench cooperation in Europeas until recently taken place within three spheres:
bilaterally, through multilateral organisations and the EU. Historically the UK has preferred to
operate through multilateral arrangements or bilaterally, rather than under the auspices of

the EU. Thisdms of course caused tensions with the French, who have long sought to enhance
GKS 9! Q& RSTFSYyOS OIFLIoAfAGASaDd . 20K ylLGA2Yya
than the EU. As discussed further below, they are both members of a variety ofateutil

defence and security organisations that fall outside the EU umbrella. Equally, they have
explored various avenues that have built upon their bilateral cooperation. However, the
tensions caused by their divergences over the EU have remained andw®iti plague the

relationship.

This is not to say that British reticence towards the EU has always been uniform, far from it.

¢KS 9! Qa /{5t ¢l &FrenchNdfiati@ dz{Bair? Maloliny1998.\5airk Malo

Gl a AGASET | NB pikiyrisy the FugdsldzNBaisI3\Ben fightiid broke
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itself unableto prevent the violence engulfing Yugoslavia, particularly Bosnia. Whilst EU
member states did have some experience working together militarily, this was within NATO.
As such military action outside NATO required significant work that individual govet®imen
where unwilling to do (Dover 2005). The EU therefore quickly discovered that its ability to act
relied upon political and military support from the UBe US did not providhis, believing

it hadlittle interest in Yugoslavia (Dover 2006). The Boswan isaninterestingexample as

when the US finally did resolve to intervene it was France that pushed for greater involvement
(Howorth 2007). The UK meanwhile already had troops in Bosnia under a UN mandate and
was looking for a faceaving way to witdraw them whilst opposing any NATO involvement
(Wright 2019).In the endthough it was American airpower and the American sponsored

Dayton Accords that ended the war in Bosnia.

Three years later wareturned to Yugoslavia, this time in Kosovo. It was tb&l failure of

the EU to act independently of the United States, that finally forced both Britain and France
recognise that some form of autonomous EU defence capability was necessary. Despite
calling for something to be done the nations of Europe weoapable of intervening to stop

the conflict. Unlike in Bosnia the UK pushed forcefully for NATO intervention. France was also
a strong proponent of intervention and would eventually contribute the most of any EU state
to operations in Kosovo (Howorth 200However, it was not until thBSovercame its initial
reluctance and agreed to participate that Western intervention was possible. This humiliated
the governments of Europe. They had called for action, then stood by as ethnic cleansing
ravaged the formeYugoslavia. European reliance upon tHéwas laid bare for the world to

see. This forced the UK and France to recognise that if another conflict was to breakout in

9dzNR LISQa YySAIKO2dzNK22RX (KS 9! ySSRSR (2 o685
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act. American reluctance to intervene, particularly a reluctance to commit ground forces, had

A
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AngloFrench impetus was therefore the driving force behind the development of EU defence
integration (Howorth 2000). & 9 dzNRB LJISQ& (62 LINAYIF NB YAt AGF NE
in this endeavour. France has made it quite clear that the Fr@mnitish impetus was essential

in driving the EU forward (National Assembly 2011). The F+British solution was the ESDP.

At Saint Malo Prime Minister Tony Blair and President Jacques Chirac agreed to support the
RSOSt2LIVYSYld 2F (KBI Dy 2082 dzdO I LD DM X yA&h 80 {FI2ZANY & a |
and to ensure that this capability was supported by sufficient military forces. A year later in
Helsinki the 2003 Headline Goal was agreed, which committed the EU to being able to deploy

a force ofup to 60,000 troopdor a period of one year (European Parliament 2008)s was

a lofty goal but one which the EU would fail to achieve with member states happy to ignore

it (Biscop 2020).

The UK and France were also the main drivers behind the establistohéimé European

Defence Agency (EDA), with the UK providing its first director (Howorth 2017). The EDA is
intended todsupport the Member States and the Council in their effort to improve European
defence capabilities in the field of crisis management emdustain the European Security

YR 5SFSyOS t2tA0& a AdG aidlyRa y26 | yR RSO
1). The EDA was a forum through which British and French personnel could cooperate and

promote greater defence collaboration.

While the UK contributed towards instigating these measures, subsequently it failed to

support them with the same enthusiasm. Furthermore, it quicklyertedto its traditional
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posture of opposing greater defence cooperation within the EU because oéppéicism that

the Union lacked the cohesion and the strength to act decisively in defence. The UK chose
instead to focus on ensuring that NATO had the right of first refusal to lead any military
operation. In part, this can be attributed to the divergegtorities of the UK and the EU in
subsequent years. This was an unfortunate result of the ironic tension at the heart of Anglo
French motivations for the Saint Malo declaration. For Britain Saint Malo was a way to
enhance European capabidisto strengthen NATO, while for France it was a way to increase
European autonomy and reduce dependence on NATO (Howorth 2017). This peculiar
convergence fostered disagreements as the UK and France both sought to shape the same

institutions to meet their differingexpectations.

Many of the disagreements between the UK and France over EU defence projects originated
from their diverging views on what the purpose of thaséiatives should be. The British
preference was always for EU initiatives to be intergovernmentahture, with a clear focus

on promoting greater European capabilities (Whitman 2016). NATO was, and is, the bedrock
of British security as successive governments have been keen to, sttesso the British

belief in the importance of including theSun European defenceAs such the UK held that

any EU defence initiatives should be complementary and supportive of NATO (Juergenliemk
et al 2012). Perennial concerns over sovereignty also influenced British thinking. While Britain
was happy to influence Eitiatives and participate in thenas long as they remained
intergovernmental and limited in nature, the UK has always opposed any moves which

suggested greater integration of member states militaries as opposed to collaboration.

To that end the UK pusid for the EDA to focus on defence sector liberalisation and

intergovernmental cooperation (Calcara 201IMe UK was also keen to support CSDP civilian
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missions, with a particular focus on the Security aspect of CSDP (Howorth 2017). Promoting
greater cooration between member states with an aim to increase capabilities across
Europe was viewed as a means to enhance NATO, given the strong overlap between NATO
and EU membership. If EU states collaborated to increase their capabilities, then NATO would
havea greater range of assets at its disposal. The same logic led the UK to strongly support
CSDP civilian missions, such as policing and training, as these fulfilled a niche that NATO did
not. This is also why the UK opposed the creation sfaading operatnal headquarters
(OHQ)for the EU or the creation of standing forces as these would have been a duplication
of NATO rather than a complement (Howorth 2017). This often led to tension with France.
Forinstancejn 2010 the FrencBénatForeign Affairs, Dehce and Armed Forces committee
bemoaned the fact that the UK wanted to keep the EDA limited to a discussion forum, as

opposed to the nucleus of an EU defence capability that France pref&ésh010).

France has long supported European attemfi foster greater military cooperation in an
FGGSYLIWG G2 fSaasSy (KS O2yliAySyidQa NBEtAlFIyOS
sought a more institutionalised form of cooperation within the EU. France had wanted the
EDA to possess its own staff anadget, akin to other EU institutions, in order to imbue it

with the momentum needed to develop autonomous European capabilities (Calcara 2017).
France was thus frustrated when the UK successfully pushed for the EDA to be subordinate

to member state defenceninistries, rather than fully autonomous. France had wanted an
organisation akin to the European Commission but had got one more like the European

/| 2dzy OAf ® CNI yOS Kl a O2yaradSydafte LJzKSR F2N
expand into the drm that France prefers, but this was repeatedly vetoed by the UK during its

time as an EU member (Calcara 2017). France also supported the creation of a permanent EU

military HQ, despite British opposition, and was a founding member of Eurocorps. Foe Fran
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this was a chance to improve European capacity for autonomous action. For the UK however
it was a duplication of NATO and a waste of resources. The UK was successful in convincing
the rest of the EU that such a body would be a wasted effort and convagheNATO. It was
therefore agreed that EU deployments could operate through NATO structures, much to
CNI} yOSQa OKI JImange has aldopuBiedJorgreaten EUdutonomy through the
creation of Eurocorps. Emerging out of the previously discussed Fa@goan brigade,
Eurocorps offered a means through which the EU could deploy its own battlegroups. Whilst
not overtly hostile ¢ theidea indeed Britain did at one point deploy a liaison officer to its
headquarters, the UK never embraced the concept. Furthermore, as discussed in previous
chapters, the different strategic cultures of France and Germany prevented the Franco
GermanBrigade from operating effectively (Krotz and Wolf 2018), which served to handicap

Eurocorps from birth.

The UK also failed to properly support EU initiatives because of its ongoing commitment to
Afghanistan, combined with the invasion of Iraq whdrew the UK away from any major
contributions to EU initiatives (Howorth 2017). France lacked similar commitments and as
already mentioned structures its forces with the intention of launching multiple interventions
simultaneously (White Paper on Defend@08).The schism between the US and France over
LNYljZ FYR . NRGFAYQa Ay@2t @SYSYyld Ay GUKS Ay gl 2
UK once again prioritised its special relationship with America, rather than its relationships

with the EU and Frare (Kramer 2003)This was the modern low point for the Entente as
President Chirac was an outspoken critic of Asgieerican intervention. Sir Stuart Atha also

argues that this created a certain level of animosity towards France within the British ynilitar

which persisted long after the invasion itself (Atha 2021).
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In contrast to its opposition towards greater EU integration in defence, the UK has supported

a range of ad hoc initiatives within Europe aimed at fostering greater defence cooperation.
For irstance, in 1995 the UK and France established the F&ntish Air Group. The purpose

of this was to improve cooperation and interoperability between the RARaNdy SS RS f Q!
(EAG 2021)In 1998 it was expanded into the European Air Group (EAG) witmaag,
Belgium, the Netherlands, Spain and Italy becoming members. The EAG continues to look for
methods of improving interoperability between its seven member states and has a
permanent headquarters at RAF High Wycombe (EAG 2021). The UK and Frandsowvere a
active participants in the creation of the Organisation for Joint Armament Cooperation
(OCCAR). OCCAR was established in 1996 with the purpose of coordinating collaborative
defence procurement programmes (OCCAR 2021). One of the mogtroifijle progeammes
managed by OCCAR was the A400M Atlas troop transport. This next generation transport
aircraft is now operated by both the UK and France, assisting in improving interoperability
between their armed forces. The UK has also supported efforts by thep&moArmy
Interoperability CentrgFinabel)and the Movement Coordination Centre Europe to bolster
cooperation. France is also a member of each of these organisations, thus providing an array

of organisations outside of the EU through which Britain anddga&an cooperate.

Britain has also been keen to foster bilateral links as an alternative to EU institutions. Bilateral
cooperation remains the purview of governments and there is no risk of the UK being
integrated into defence structures against its vlblstering cooperation through bilateralism

also serves to enhance NATO capabilities, another key British objective. One of the
organisations that CJEF is envisaged to support is NATO, thus for the UK bilateral cooperation
with France enhances the AtlaatAlliance by aligning France closer with NATO thinking. This

was the motivation outlined by former Defence Secretary Liam Fox (2021). As discussed at
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length in this thesis already, the Lancaster House Treaty established several new modes of
cooperation béween the UK and France. The highest profile of these was CJEF, providing
France and Britain with the option to deploy forces jointly without resorting to any other
institutions. However, the other bilateral initiatives launched by the Lancaster Housty,Trea
such as industrial cooperation and ministerial cooperation, have also offered alternatives to
greater cooperation through the EU. While France has also been supportive of these
initiatives, these have never been its first choice. French support fateball or multilateral
programmes has traditionally come after the EU has failed to deliver its own methods of
cooperation. France privileges bilateral cooperation over NATO however, as demonstrated by
French attempts to intervene in Libya bilaterally thgh CJEF rather than NATO. For France
bilateralism with the UK is a means of promoting greater European autonomy and weakening
American influence. Here again we can see the peculiarity of the Amgtech relationship,
whilst they often have divergent olgéves, they cooperate on the same projects believing

that these can achieve their differing objectives.

It should be noted that whilst these are separate spheres of cooperation, they are still
interlinked. For most of the states involved, including th& @nd France, one of the
fundamental tenants underpinning their cooperation is that they are all members of the EU.
Therefore, while defence cooperation at the EU level has been tepid, EU membership offered
a common framework within which they all operatedaving left the EU, the UK is now
operating in a radically different context from France. The common political context which
has formed the foundation of bilateral relations for over forty years has been removed. The
institutions which previously served foster better relations are now potential focal points

of discord. Being bound by similar rules and regulations allowed Britain and France to

cooperate through other organisations without fear of impediment. This is no longer the case
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ascooperation thiough other organisations will no doubt be impacted by Brexit, even if they

are not a formal part of the EU.

BU initiatives and Brexit

The impact of Brexit upon the Entente Cordiale has most readily been felt at an EU level.
AngloFrench membership of theU could be classed as an entente as definddawd Singer

and Melvin Small (1966). EU membership created a series of norms and procedures that have
formed the basis of AngiBrench interaction for several decades. Brexit has removed these
norms and undemined the common ground they created. Whilst individually this is not fatal

to the Entente, they did serve to improve relations and their loss has created new
impediments to cooperation that did not previously exist. Natur@llit S | YQ& 6 A i KRNI ¢
the EU has removed it from EU defence architecture. This has necessitated several changes
to British defence posture with a consequential impact on FreBietish defence
cooperation. Most noticeably the UK has been forced to withdraw all its personnel ftbom E
decision making bodies, such as the EDA. This has removed regular institutional contact
between British and French officials, cutting off a forum for regular communication and
cooperation. Equally, the UK has also withdrawn all its forces from EU ynitiigsions. In
October 2020 the UK formally notified the EU of its intention to withdraw all forces from these
missions Reuters 2020)bringing to an end British involvement in various EU operations.
Most notably, the UK is no longer participating @pemtion Atalanta a counterpiracy
operation operating around the Horn of Africdperation Atalantawas previously
headquartered in London under British command but has subsequently been transferred to
Spain following Brexit. The Royal Navy Muatine Natiorale had previously been deployed

there together (Ministere de la Défense 2008) and so this avenue of cooperation is no longer
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available.Operation Atalantacould have offered a method for enhanced naval cooperation
between the UK and France, building oretprogress that has been made since 2010.
Counterpiracy operations are a relatively low risk, high reward scenario, and the EU was one
of the organisations that CJEF was envisaged as supporting. This would therefore have been
the ideal situation to testhe naval component of CJEF. WHitalantahas been scaled back

in recent years it is still ongoing, thus it represents a missed opportunity to put Anghch

naval cooperation into action.

Brexit has also ejected the UK from collaborationonghe Qa DI f Af S2 LINPINI YV
satellite navigation system built by the EU. It is intended to rival the Global Positioning System
(GPS), which is controlled by the American military. Galileo has numerous military
applications and so the UK was keerirtvest in the programme as it would grant it a level of
influence over Galileo that was never possible with GPS. Prior to Brexit the UK invested £1.2
billion in Galileo $abbagh 2018)Vhile this is a significant sum by itself, the overall budget

for Galleo was £9 billion meaning the UK contributed approximately 13% of the final amount.
The potential of Galileo for Frandritish cooperation is sevident. Had British participation
continued then both nations weapon systems would have been operatimyg ube same
satellite data. This would have had follow on advantages for the development of weapons
systems, such as through oneMBDA, and for operational deployments as troops would be
able to operate using the same data, thus enhancing interoperablitgording to Francois
Heisbourg the loss of Galileo was the first time the UK was forced to confront what being
outside the EU would mean for defence cooperation (Heisbourg 2021). In losing access to
Galileo, Britain has not only lost £1.2 billion, it lzso seriously handicapped its ability to
operate alongside French forces in the future. The loss of British access to Galileo was singled

out by the French National Assemblies Defence Committee as an area that would particularly
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affect AngleFrench coopeation in the future This is a€EU restrictions on third parties
accessing Galileo data were highlighted as a major obstacle to intelligence sharing in the

future (Defence Committee 2020).

The UK was predicably frustrated at losing access to Galilesgialp given the contributions

it had already made. Had there been a willingness on both sides to compromise and be more
flexible, continued British involvement could have been negotiated. However, with Brexit
souring relations this was not possible. Trasulted in an iffated attempt to create a UK

Global Positioning Satellite Service (UK GPSS). While UK GPSS was originally envisaged as a
competitor to Galileo, it was intended to be compatible with GPS (Titcomb 2020). This is
notable as despite beingvolved in the design process of Galileo and therefore familiar with

AGad RSaAdaysz GKS 'Y OK2aS (G2 YIS Ada 26y D
American GPS. This was clearly a sign that the UK was again preferencing its special
relationship wih America over its relationship with France or the EU. Despite initial
government enthusiasm however, UK GPSS failed to launch. A study into its viability was not
positive and the government replaced UK GPSS with the ez Positioning Navigation

and Timing Programme (SBPP). SBPP was more focused on research, with the purpose of
looking into various options for how the UK could achieve a similar result without building an
entirely new satellite system (UK Space Agency 2020). The failure of UK GFStBekésK

outside of Galileo and reliant upon GPS for the foreseeable future, leaving the UK at a
disadvantage to France and the US both of whom have access to their own satellite system.
Francois Heisbourg notes that UK GPSS was a doomed project frdragihaing as the UK

lacked the national capabilities to undertake such a task (Heisbourg Zo2ihermore, he

F NHdzS&a GKIFG GKS LINRP2SOG RSY2YyAaAGNYGSR F f O

the wider chaos within the UK body politic createdBrexit.
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collaborating with partner nations, the UK could have had access to a strategic capability that

AG OFlyy2i RS@St 2L) AYRA JDAldddepreserisdn exaddpla of thg” Qa S
theoretical contradictions posed by Brexit. An alliance that serves to augment the capabilities

of its members has been undermined by a decision that actively prevents it from serving an

augmentative function.

Notably, Brexit has had a serious diplomatic impact which has resulted in repercussions for
AngloFrench defence cooperation. A sizeable amount of ill will has been created by the Brexit
process (Taylor 2019). In particular the UK governmeritsrgits to rewrite the Northern

Ireland Protocol has seriously damaged relations. The governments brazen admission that it

was planning to break international law was a shock to their French counterparts. This has
created the impression in Paris that thermnt British government cannot be trusted to

adhere to agreements it signs. This lack of trust has had a spill over effect and made
cooperation in other areas even more difficult. President Macron presenting himself as the
champion of Europe, combined Wit t NAYS aAyAaidSNI . 2NRARE W2KYya
nationalism have both strained relations further (France 24 2021). While these disagreements

have primarily been over economic matters, they have real implications for defence
cooperation. Effective coopation is dependent upon the existence of the political will to

sustain in. While officials in both militaries can continue to cooperate at the tactical level,
without support at the political level cooperation will flounder. The 2021 Jersey fishing
dispute encapsulates these problems. On theNay 2021 vessels from the Royal Navy and

Marine Nationalewere deployed to shadow each other as French fishermen blockaded the
WSNBSE LRNI 2F {FAyd | StASNI AY | Rasehddzi S 20O
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seemed more appropriate to 1821 than 2021. One of the British dHMS Severmad
previously been deployed to monitor Russian vessels moving through tHisHE@dannel
(Royal Navy 2020). Obviously, this is a relatively minor incident but the image of British and
French warships squaring off is detrimental to the wider Entente. If both militaries are going
to be used for scoring political points it damages thlationships built up across the channel.

If similar incidents were to occur in the future then it is likely that the fabric of ARggach

defence cooperation could be severely damaged.

Whilst these changes are of significance they need toi®e&ed within the correct context.
NAGIFAYQa O2y dNRoO6dziAzy G2 9! YATAOGFENER YAaaarz
the ESDP and its successor the CSDP with France, the UK has always been reluctant to make
a major commitment to CSDP militargerations. In 2017 for instance the UK had contributed
less than 100 troops to CSDP missions, ranking well below many smaller EU nations (Giegerich
and Modlling 2018). The Institute for Government noted in a 2019 report, that Britain
contributed a mere 3% of personnel to European defence projects. When the UK formally
announced its intention to withdraw from all EU military missions, the shortfall was
O2YLISyalidSR o6& FTRRAGAZ2YIFT GNB2LJA FNRBY Lalf
contribution was mior (Institute for Government 2021). Furthermore, unlike other
organisations such as NATO there were no specificalliyraikce deployments or commands
operating as part of the EU. Consequently, while the opportunity for cooperation at the
tactical level haso SSy NBY29SR> G F adN)riS3IA0 tS@St
operations has only had a minor impact upon AAgitench cooperation. Thus, while British
withdrawal from the various EU missions discussed above has symbolic value, in practical

terms itmeans very little. It should be notdtlerefore that the most significant military loss
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of Brexit forAngleFrench cooperatioso far has been its access to Galileo, not participation

in EU deployments.

It is also important to remember that, to the Ukgoperation with France via the EU was
always an optional extra, rather than an essential tool of British strategy. The British
preference has always been for cooperation through other mechanisms (Tardy 2018). While
this has often angered the French, fshom Europe is often its preference, it has created an
expectation in Paris that if they wish to cooperate with the UK, it will need to be done through
non-EU means (Pannier 2018)hierry Tardy (2018) argues that the British decision to
withdraw from the EU has not overly influenced Angtoiropean defence cooperation.
Indeed, cooperation may even improve as France will no longer face constant British
opposition to enhanced European defence projects. Sven Biscop (2018) also makes this point
by arguingtha y G KS &aK2NI GSNY |4 tSFadgz . NBEAG Aa
operating through aéhoc coalitions which will be to the benefit of Andfoench cooperation

as any such groupings must naturally turn to London and Paris for leadership.

However, despite these changes, arguably the main effects of Brexit on -Aregioh
cooperation are still to come. The most significant consequences of Brexit relate to
developments within the EU and how they will impact the UK as anmember. Since Brexi

the EUhas launched several nedefence initiatives. British antipathy towards them has
strained relations and damaged some of the trust that was created by Lancaster House
(Adamson 2021). It is these new initiatives that have the greatest potentiahpadt upon
AngloFrench defence cooperation, even if their full influence has yet to be realised. Most
notable amongst these new initiatives are the Coordinated Annual Review on Defence

(CARD), the European Defence Fund (EDF) and Permanent StructuredaGaogEESCO)
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(Franke 2020). These three initiatives are all interlinked and have the potential to significantly
alter the dynamic of Anglerench defence cooperations/A thirdparty state the UK can no
longer automatically participate in EU initiativasshape their development (Whitman 2020).
This eliminates an institutionalised form of cooperation that has assisted in developing
defence relations between the UK and France. This loss of institutional contact will damage
the fabric of the Angld-renchrelationship and make defence cooperation harder in the
future (Martill and Sus 2018). Sir Stuart Atha argues that the failure of the 2021 Integrated
Review to grapple with these issues is detrimental to FreBwitsh relations, but the wounds
caused by Exit are still too raw to allow anything meaningful to happen in this area (Atha
2021). By detaching itself from Europe Britain has cut itself off from its closest neighbours
(Heisbourg 2018). Britain is at risk of leaving itself strategically isolateécc@ampelled to
depend upon the unequal special relationship with the United States, rather than its equal
partnership with France. This is especially disappointing as these initiatives could have
benefited AngleFrench defence cooperation greatly. PESG®RICand the EDF all have the
potential to improve member states capabilities and increase cooperation which would have

NBAYTFT2NOSR (KS dAYSYllFrGABS yIid2NE 2F (KS 9y

CARD was first proposed in November 2016 lzexhme fully active in 2019. It is intended to
provide an overview of existing EU defence capabilities and identify new areas of cooperation
for member states (EDA 2021). The EDF was also proposed in 2016 in response to Brexit. The
purpose of the EDF isotincrease the cooperation of defence industry research and
development between EU members (EDA 2021). While PESCO was included in the Lisbon
Treaty it was only activated in September 2017 in response to Brexit. PESCO aims to build
upon the military capaty of EU members to achieve a full spectrum of military capabilities

(PESCO 2021). Collectively these three initiatives are intended to harmonise member state
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militaries and promote greater structural cooperatioks a thirdparty state the UK will not
be able to participate in these structurdMartill and Sus 2018jneaning thatnew barriers

to cooperation between the UK and France atgy-product of this enhanced cooperation.

The EDF for instance will potentially create new protectionist barriers whid negatively
affect cooperation in defence procurement. One of the primary goals of the EDF is to promote
inter-union industrial procurement by incentivising and supporting cooperation between EU
members in defence procurement. Naturally, this erdzsriers between nofEU states and

the EU defence market. In the words of Francois Heisbourg creating barriers fdtUhon
members is a feature not a bug and should be accommodated rather than remedied.
However, in the case of the UK this is a rather big.warge aspects of the Angtoench
defence industries, and the wider tBU defence industries, are heavily integrated (Heisbourg
2021). Given this level of integration, particularly in regard to MBDA, there is a real risk that
AngloFrench defence prodtion will be seriously affected by the EOFese new initiatives
have the potential to shut Britain out of the European defence arena completely (Ricketts
2018). The EDFs potential protectionist barriers could preventulké&om participating in
Europeanprocurement programmes (Ricketts 2018), dealing a fatal blow to an area of the

AngloFrench defence relationship that is already failing to meet expectations (Ricketts 2018).

Equally PESCO seeks to enhance structural cooperation between EU membérs, to t
detriment of norEU states. This could result irs@enario where France is forced to choose
between Britain and Europe. Prior to Brexit France could cooperate bilaterally with Britain
without hinderance as both states were members of the European UMdrile there was

some disquiet within the EU when France chose to act with the UK instead of the EU (Kempin

and Mawdsley 2013), there were no institutional mechanisms through which these objections
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could have any meaningful impact on Angli@nch cooperdt 2y @ | 2 6 SOSNE y 2 4
withdrawal from the EU is complete France will have to make a strategic abwoiwbo will

be its partner of choice (RAND 20183%.a result, in the future France may be prevented from
cooperating with the UK, as it is committed to EU initiatives which the UK is unable to

participate in.

Additionally, CARD will place new pressures on the Entente by identifying new areas in which
EU states can cooperate. Where previously individual members would identify areas of
cooperation, there will now be an institutional pressure for member states to enhance their
cooperation. This could well restrict the possibility of AAgtench dialogue ahlimit the
number of avenues open to new cooperation in the future. dthirdparty state, British
approaches to defence and security issues will inevitably diverge from the EU, given that the
UK no longer possesses any influence over the formulati&tgsolicy (Martill and Sus 2018).
This will again place France in the unenviable position of being unable to satisfy both sides.
France will be forced to choose between fellow members of the EU and its British allies. In
such a situation it is likely th&rance will side with its continental partners rather than with
Britain (RAND 2018), greatly diminishing the importance of ARgdach defence
cooperation.This is of course disappointing given that Britain and France are natural military
allies as outlied by Ghez (2010). Their long history of cooperation and their combined
abilities far outweigh the rest of the EU. Even if the EU is successful at implementing all of
these new initiatives, the of military credibility of the other EU member states wilknem
minimal. As such being tied to institutional structures that prevent cooperation with a natural
ally like Britain would be detrimental to France, just as being locked out of EU defence

structures will be detrimental to Britain.

a
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Multilateral Institutions and EU Initiatives

As outlined above, the UK and France also cooperate through a range of organisations that

lie outside the EWRobertson and Cazeneuve 20183 the UK has been keen to stress the EU

is not Europe (Cross 2021). Both the UK and Fraoeehave greater incentives to bolster
cooperation through avenues such as these since the EU is no longer an option. Theoretically,
cooperation here should continue unhindered by Brexit. However, this is not necessarily true

as the implications of Brexihave been felt across the full spectrum of Anglench
O22LISNF A2y d ¢KS AyadAaddaZiazy 6KSNB . NBEAGQa
OCCAR is separate from the EU, five of its six permanent members and six of its seven partner
nations are alo EU members. Consequently, changes in EU policy will have a major impact
upon OCCAR. As such the fate of the EDF will have a sizeable influence on OCCAR. Should the
EDF be fully implemented it will erect barriers between the defence industries of Etband

EU members. As such this could prevent 4th members from cooperating with EU
members, therefore transforming OCCAR into a de facto part of the EU. This would have a
detrimental impact on future Angterench defence procurement. For example, the catre

MMCM programme is being conducted under the auspices of OCCAR (OCCAR 2020). The
development of the EDF may well mean that similar programmes will be hampered, especially

if the EDF does produce protectionist barriers (Ricketts 2018). This would beidgrtathe

progress made since the signing of the Lancaster House Treaty in 2010. This also highlights
how the theoretical foundations dhe Entente are being challenged by Brexit. The inability

to collaborate on defence procurement will damage the augtatwve nature of the Entente

as Britain and France will be unable to take advantage of -cfuesnel industrial expertise.
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Two areas in which Anglerench defence cooperation should continue with minimal
interference from Brexit are the EAG and Finalb&ese institutions bring together personnel
from the British and French armies and air forces and possess their own identities outside of
the EU (Finabel 2021). Therefore, they should continue to offer avenues of-Amgioch
cooperation despite the ptaems created by Brexit. This should ensure that there continues
to be some level of cooperation between the UK and France at the European level.
Cooperation through the EAG in particular should ensure that some of the augmentative
nature of the relationslp is maintained. Therefore at least some of the theoretical
underpinnings of the relationship have been untouched by Brexit. Unfortunately, while this
cooperation at the staff level is positive, it is insufficient to compensate for the damage done
at the political level. This lower order military cooperation can only go so far in maintaining

therelationshipA y G KS FI OS 2F . NBEAGQA RAANHzZLIIAZY & D

The recently created EI2 offers a new forum through which Britain and France can deopera
in Europe. EI2 brings together both EU and-Bdhstates with the intention of complimenting

both NATO and the EU (Ministére des Armées 2020). EI2 is intended to maintain a light
footprint, being coordinated via a small secretariat in the Ministere Aagées. It is thus
outside of existing institutional structures and offers an opportunity for the UK and France to
continue defence cooperation in Europe pdaexit (Clingendael 2019). Its flexible nature
could allow for the UK and France to deploy bitatly or in conjunction with other European
allies. EI2 could therefore form the basis of future military operations, offering the kind of
structure through which CJEF could be deployed. Andre Adamson notes that EI2 is an attempt
to put rhetoric into actim and builds upon the CJEF process (Adamson 2021). Consequently,
EI2 offers a forum through which the augmentative nature of the Entente could be preserved

08 Ffft2Ay3a ftA1SYAYRSR ftftASa G2 O22LISNIGS 2
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natural alliance typology continues to be of relevance as despite the tensions caused by Brexit

El2 is an attempt to find a workable solution.

However, the potential of EI2 should be viewed with scepticism. While beneficial in theory,
there is still limited @tail on how EI2 wilhctually function. A small secretariat in Paris
attended by allied military attaches may be able to improve cooperation on a small scale
G§KNRdzZZK NBIdzAE | NJ O2YYdzyAOF A2y |yR SEOKIy3Sa.
scale military deployments would be lited. Former Major General Tim Cross dismisses EI2
as lacking any serious warfighting capability (Cross 2@2ittionally, while EI2 is intended

to promote a shared strategic culture, this is no small task. NATO and the EU have both
attempted to do thisin the past, with limited success. Therefore, coordinating operations
between European allies with differing perspectives to the UK and France may be hamstrung
by similar issues that operations in Libya experienced, when much of NATO was unwilling to
actively participate in the campaign. In such a situation EI2 could quickly be reduced to a
forum for discussion, rather than a vehicle through which to deploy military force. Whilst this
would of course be beneficial to Angfwench defence cooperation, anyrfion which builds
dialogue will improve cooperation to some degree, it would not be a radically new addition
to AngleFrench defence cooperation. Francois Heisbourg maintains that EI2 will not instigate
any new avenues of cooperation that would not have eped without it. Whilst EI2 will not
damage relations, it will not contribute much to joint cooperation either (Heisbourg 2021).
CKSNBE IINB faz2 ljdzSatAazya 20SNJ 9LHQa Fdzi dzZNB =
has stated that EI2 will be cofmpentary, but separate, from EU structures (Ministere des
Armées 2020), Germany has stated a clear desire for EI2 to become integrated {leth EU
initiatives (House of Commons 2020). As such there is a further risk that EI2 could either be

handicapped byRA GA aA 2y a 2NJ RNl gy Ayid2 GKS 9! Qa 2ND
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involvement. Consequently, while EI2 does have the potential to become a new avenue of
AngloFrench defence cooperation, it is currently too underdeveloped to compensate for the

disruption caused by Brexit and remains a paper tiger.

Bilateral cooperation

Bilateral Angld=rench defence cooperation within Europe is primarily focused on joint
procurement. Unfortunately, the future of this procurement is tied to Brexit. lir@mic twist

of fate on the 229 June 2016 the French Defence and Armed Forces Committee submitted a
report to the National Assembly in which it claimed that even if Brexit did happen, thought it
doubted that it would, cooperation in arms procurement woatthtinue unaffected (Defense
Committee 2016)Alas this has proven to be undue optimism. In another example of poetic
irony the UK ambassador to France, Sir Julian King, appeared before that same committee in
May 2016 and spoke of the many benefits thiag tLancaster House Treaty had brought for
AngloFrench cooperation (King 2016). Sir Julian spoke of the progress that had been made
on joint procurement projects and commended their value in strengthening the relationship
(King 2016). As already discussgtength the Lancaster House Treaty established numerous
joint initiatives that aimed to foster greater bilateral defence procurement. This thesis has
considered the fate of FCAS already, with the debacle surrounding it being result of Brexit. As
Andre A@mson rightly points out industrial cooperation is the hardest aspect of the
relationship to manage podirexit. Stradling military, government and economic activity
industrial cooperation is likely to be hit the hardest by new Brexit barriers (Adamsdt).202
This is especially worrying as Britain and France have become increasingly interdependent in
recent years. In 2011 Antoine Bouvier commended both governments for recognising their

interdependence and structuring it effectively through Lancaster HoBea\ier 2011). With
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Brexit erecting new obstacles to industrial cooperation there is a real risk that both(sides

industrial bases could be fatally undermined by losing access to the other.

It is also notable that no new procurement projects have beemocamced since Brexit. For

Sir Stuart Atha the industrial elements of Lancaster House where the hardest to achieve and
so losing them is a real blow (Atha 2021). While the UK and France are continuing to work on
MMCM and Sea Venom, they have not conducteg &easibility studies into new areas of
cooperation or indicated any plans to build upon existing cooperation (Ricketts 2020). This
again is disappointing, as joint procurement has delivered real benefits in terms of both cost
and operational cooperationFailure to continue this momentum is detrimental to both
British and French interests as both sides risk reverting back to costly ardefesting
competition. This further damages the nature of the Entente as an augmentative alliance.
Harnessing shareiehdustrial experience is a tangible way that the Entente augments Britain
and France. Supply chains are another, underappreciated, component of the defence industry
and Brexit represents a challenge to maintaining the free flow of components within the
defence industry (Atha 2021). Opting to pursue competing projects isisédhating as it will

cost more, reduce the potential for exports and likely leave both sides with less assets to show

for their efforts.

As already discussed, the Lancaster Hous&&T & Aa |y SEFYLXS 2F D
alliance type resulting in an augmentative alliance in the vein of Edwin Fedder (1968). As
9dzNR LJISQa AGNRByYy3ISad YATAOGFINR LRSNE S6AGK |y |
and France to cooperatelbterally. Thus, the damage done to bilateral cooperation by Brexit
amounts to the unravelling of many of the theoretical underpinnings of the relationship.

These foundations have changed before, such is the nature of the peculiar relationship,
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however inthe past such changes have not been entirely detrimental to the relationship. The
consequences of Brexit have seriously undermined both bilateral cooperation and the
Entente as an augmentative alliance. This is made even more frustrating by the fact that
Britain and France remain natural allies. Brexit does not change the military realities of the
Continent. Neither side can afford the kind of strategic divergence that has been instigated

by Brexit.

Given the grand strategic objectivessetduy’ (G KS ! YQA wnum Lw AG g2d
to seek greater collaboration with France in arms procuremgiven they arenatural allies.

The potential savings that such cooperation offers would assist in making British strategic

goals more viable9 lj dz £ f @ X CNJ yOSQa wHnum AGNFGSIAO dzL.
international cooperation in defence procurement to deliver long term programmes
(Ministres des armées 2021). Both of these documents coinciding just one year after the
Lancaster Houser@aties decennial anniversary, presented France and the UK with a perfect
opportunity to pursue new avenues of collaboration, an opportunity that both sides have so

far failed to appreciate. The tensions caused by Brexit are the main reason for this.failur

While the military relationship remains strong the politics of the relationship have become

the problem (Adamson 2021). Neither government is willing to consider major joint initiatives

at this current time. There is a distinct lack of trust in bothdamand Paris, a problem which

will only worsen as tensions over the implementation of the NI Protocol continue to rise.

The future of bilateral procurement is also tied to the development of EU structures. The EDF
presents the same risks to bilateral qgmation as it does to multilateral cooperation. There
remains a distinct possibility that the UK will find itself cut off from the French defence sector

and unable to collaborate on major projects. If this does occur then both sides will suffer as
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they wil lose access to the expertise and industrial capacity that the other possesses.
According to Antoine Bouvier the main threat to industrial cooperation is not poor diplomatic
relations or new tariff barriers, but the lack of British access to EU strige(li@an 2017)n

Antoine. 2 dzOA SNR&A GASg LRTAGAOIT NBtlFiA2ya o06S0G6S
GKAES GFINAFT OFNNASNE OlFly 0SS 20SND2YS o6& a.
inability to access EU funds. If the UK cannot participateDR programmes, there is a risk

that the British elements of MBDA will not be able to fully participate in programmes with

their French counterparts (Bouvier 2018). This would endanger both sides, given their mutual
interdependence,and also risk undermimh y3 a. 5! Q4 R2YAYylyd LI2aAid;

weapons sector.

Another issue that bilateral cooperation faces is PESCO and the impact it will have on CJEF. As
mentioned above PESCO aims to enhance operational cooperation between EU members.
Should this progname succeed then it may hamper the ability of the UK and France to deploy
CJEF. If PESCO continues to develop and France becomes increasingly committed to EU
deployments this will limit the resources available to deploy with CJEF. Furthermore, it is likely
that France may find itself in a position where it must choose between deploying bilaterally
with the UK or multilaterally with the EU. In such a situation, and given current diplomatic
trends, France will likely choose EU solidarity over cooperation t#hUK.In 2011 the
CNBYOK C2NBAIY !''FFIANA /2YYRYREY a3 RE PE2INE
Committee 2011). The Lancaster House Treaty was symbolic of the rejuvenation of bilateral
defence cooperation (Foreign Affairs Committe€l 20 Whilst Brexit may not have killed

bilateral cooperation, it has certainly halted its advance.
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PostBrexit reorientation?

Another aspect of Brexit that has already damaged the Entente is the prospect of a British

reorientation away from the EUnal Europe more generally. This has already caused concern

in Paris with the French military worrying that Global Britain could result in a dilution of the

France. NAGAAK NBfFiA2yaKALl 0KNRdzAK (GKS RAOGSNEAT

Comnittee 2020). Having removed itself from the EU, the UK has begun to refocus its energies

2y 20KSNJ NBfl0A2yaKALAS adzOK a Ada NRES g6A

United States. Without EU membership the UK needs to exploit other mefaageoting

influence in the world. In the immediate aftermath of the Brexit referendum numerous

academics argued that the UK would revert back to its Atlanticist tendencies and prioritise its

alliance with the US. British policy in recent years has prtvsrprediction correct. With the

launch of Global Britain and its attempts to put as much legal and regulatory distance

between itself and the Edspossible the UK has already embarked upon this path. Global
NAGFEAYQa O2yGNIRAOGUAZ2Y H6AGK CNBYOK RS&ANE:

relationship and make it increasingly difficult to align Argtench objectives (Adamson

2021). There is an irony hess Tim Cross points out, namely that the UK and France have

similar aspiration for leadership in the world but have different ways of achieving those goals

(Cross 2021). There are two examples which encapsulate thisBpesit reorientation. The

first isthe publishing of the IR in March 20@hichf AR 2dzi GKS ! YQa LX I ya

defence policy over the next decade.

Three things are clear from the IR. First, i NB Yl Aya GKS ! YQa LINRYI N
surprising, but it does inform thether two lessons from the IR. Secondly, the UK is now

embarking upon a tilt to théndo-Pacific. With the rise of China and the increasing-geo
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strategic importance of the IndPacific the UK is now seeking to become increasingly
engaged in the region. TH® even states that the UK will be the ladd OA FA OQa 9 dzNE
partner of choice, a bold claim given that France retains sizeable overseas territories in the
NEIA2Yyd DAGSY GKS !'YQa fAYAGSR NAlanfcdaNhdOSa |y
Middle East it remains to be seen how effective British engagement in theRaddic will be.
Engagement with a region of such strategic importance is not a bad thing, indeed a more
globally engaged Britain should be welcomed. However, this tilt to the-Raiiic appears

to be more an exercise in appeasement of tH&§ rather than a fully developed British

strategy. Thirdly and intrinsically linked with the previous points, there is a glaring omission

in the IRregardingthe EU.

The IR has precious little adet on how the UK will cooperate with the EU defence or

foreign policy. While it states that the UK will seek cooperation with the EU when it is in its
interest to do so it says little else. Given the numerous problems Brexit presents for Anglo
French ooperation, and by extension AngkElU cooperation, outlined within this chapter this

is a major flaw. The IRas therefore failedo think strategically about the EU, or Europe in
general, and speaks to a wider inability within the British government esegt to think
critically about how this impacts British interests and relations with member states. The IR
fails to consider the impact that the EDF and PESCO could have on the UK. Francois Heisbourg
argues that the disorder caused by Brexit has preverttesl UK from considering how
developments within the EU will affect it resulting in serious damage to British interests
(Heisbourg 2021). The IR reduces relations with France to a single paragraph, a paragraph of
comparable length to British policy on tietarctic. This is hardly appropriate for such an
important ally. As Sir Stuart Atha rightly points out the French are too big and too capable to

ignore (Atha 2021). This is further compounded by the IR claiming that Europe remains the
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theatre of greatesinterest to the UK, despite focusing most of its detail on other regions. It

is contradictory to claim thatthe Emlo i f  YGA O NBYIFAya (GKS !YQa Yl
explain how the UK will operatbere. Vague statements on an intention to cooptsao not

substitute for actual detail. Without such detail the IR makes it clear that the UK is embarking
upon a reorientation away from Europe and is prioritising allies in other regions. This has

already damaged the fabric of the Entente Cordiale afi@asy to continue do so.

The second example is the so called AUKUS agreement. Announced orf' tBe@&mber

2021 AUKUS is a trilateral defence agreement between the US, UK and Australia. Its headline
goal is to assist Australia in constructing awn fleet of nucleapowered submarines,

becoming the seventh nation in the world to do so. It also proposes to enhance trilateral
O22LISNIGAz2Yy 2y aO@06SN) OFLIoAfAGASAS | NUATFA
FRRAGAZ2Y Lt dzy RS NehvBrhime RORY). By dll Actohn& dhés is anl ambitious

project that strengthens relations with a key UK ally in the {Rdaific. However, it has also

greatly angered France and damaged FraBotish relations further still. France had
previously signedraagreement with Australia in 2016 to build a new fleet of submarines for

the Royal Australian Navy (RAN). Thattack-class vessels would have been conventionally
powered and built by the French company Naval Group, for a contract valued at £27 billion.

The formation of AUKUS and the announcement of a new nuclear powered submarine
programme has necessitated the cancellation ofAtiack-class. France was of course greatly

I YISNBR 0& (GKAA RSOA&AAZ2YSI GAGK UGKBY CNEYOKI @P
(Giordano and Woodcock 2021) while it also recalled its ambassadors to both the US and
Australia. While its ambassador to the UK was not recalled, it was indicated that this was a
deliberate insult. By not recalling its ambassador from Londod describing the British

A e ~

t NAYS aAyAadSNI+Fa 0KS aGKAN GKSSt¢ YR y2aA
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France was indicating that it did not consider Britain a relevant actor in this digpidedano

and Woodcock 2021)Rather it viewedBritain as an opportunistic bystander. France did

however cancel a meeting of the FramBdtish Defence Council scheduled fort"20
September 2021. French anger was such that it even intimated that there would be
repercussions for its commitment to NATQoMay 2021). Regardless of the merits of the

AUKUS deal for the UK, undercutting another key ally to achieve it was definitely a strategic
blunder. Aligning with the US and Australia in a diplomatic row with France is a clear indicator

2T (KS ! Ydrdtegi©OiKioritied pogBRexit. This kind of crosshannel antagonism

will only strain the Entente further at a time when both governments should be at pains to
reinforce it. Given the developments within the EU discussed already and the plans outlined

in the IR, it is clear that the UK and France are beginning to diverge on defence affairs after a
decade of increasing convergence, and without remedial action such divergence is likely to
continue. Greater divergence will make it harder to take full advan3 S 2F S| OK 2
capabilities. If priorities diverge significantly then the augmentative operations we have seen

Ay NBOSyld @SIFENRXZ &adzOK |a . NRAGFAYQa O2ydNRO dz
the scope of operations available to asides and restrict their respective abilities to project

power across the globe. This is likely to have an industrial impact as different priorities will
necessitate different industrial strategies. Consequently, the scope for industrial cooperation

and its associated economies of scale will be reduced and the likelihood of damaging

industrial cooperation increased.

French anger is of course understandable, but it should be viewed within its proper context.
The Attackclass had already run over budgend was behind schedule. Australian
requirements had also changed. Given its unique operating environment and the shifting

strategic situation in the Ind®acific conventionally powered submarines were no longer
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AdzZFFAOASY U G2 YSS ipears twit frbided wias @ken by Sufphsa By the (i |
AUKUS announcement, clearly a failure of US, UK and Australian diplomacy. However, it
should be remembered that France withdrew from the Eurofighter project in 1985 and
attempted to take Spain with in, seemiggundermining the projects viability at the time.
Therefore, while there is understandable anger in Paris, this should not be allowed to fester.
The FranceBritish Defence Council would have been the perfect forum for France to raise its
grievances withite UK in a mature manner, rather than resorting to megaphone diplomacy.

Unfortunately given the tensions already created by Brexit this has not been possible. There

Ad y26 | 101 2F (NM¥MzZG (GKIFIG KIFa FdzZNGIKSNI SEF

has reinforced old French perceptions of the perfidious Albion &l AngleSaxons
conspiring against French interests (McTague 2021). These attitudes are damaging to the
Entente and only serve to drive Britain and France further apart when their ingeagstbest
served by greater cooperation. Bolstering alliances in other parts of the world should not
come at the cost of damaging cresisannel relations. While the UK does need to strengthen

its other partnerships as a consequence of Brexit, it shoutchaglect its European ties and

it is disappointing that the UK has embarked upon such a path.

The IR and AUKUS both indicate that the UK and France are on couasstt@tionsimilar

to the Cold War whe they are formal allies but not in alignment. Whilst they will remain
NATO allies their national priorities are becoming increasingly mismatched. With the UK
realigning its priorities to be more in line with the US and France refocusing its efforts on the
EU, there is an increasing schism within the Entente. Should this continue then it is likely that

the AngleFrench relationship will become increasingly strained.

L.
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La diplomatie par twitter

The dire state of cross channel relations is perhaps bestpsutated in a case study from

late 2021. On the 25November Boris Johnson sent a letter to Emmanuel Macron proposing

a number of new measures to deal with the ongoing migrant crisis in the English Channel.
Johnson also tweeted this letter and attachedhaead expanding upon his proposals. This

French reception to this was immediately hostile and British Home Secretary Priti Patel was
disinvited to an upcoming summit in France aimed at finding a solution to the crisis. Whilst
0KS t NAYS aA headl $asXrather (tastheds,( tBeNFrench response was
unnecessarily hyperbolic. This is a clear symptom of Brexit where every minor slight is taken

as a provocation. It also flew in the face of reality as official French twitter had been
remarkably hostiledwards the UK in the weeks prior to the incident. At a press conference

on the 2F November French Foreign Minister Jeéves le Drian called Boris Johnson a
populist who blamed others for all of his internal difficulties (Economist 2021). This was then
tweeted out by the official Twitter account of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
wS3AFNRfSaa 2F S 5NIAYyQa LISNBR2YIt OASga (26l
language expected from a foreign minister. It is also hard to imagine tl@dit somments

O2dzf R KI @S 0SSy LINBY2GSR o0& 3I20SNYYSyid az20;
Following this Clement Beaune, the French Minister of State for European Affairs, accused the

'Y 2F NHzyyAy3d |y SO2RENY &I & @DNRaIms Whish dz¢S w
where retweeted by Beaune himself and other French government accounts. Interestingly
whilst this was going on both the UKDefenceinFrance and FranceDefenceinUK twitter
accounts were tweeting about then CDS Sir Nick Carter and his re@at@&dmiral Anthony

Radakin visiting Paris to meet with French officials. Since then military accounts in both

countries have tweeted about the strength of their ongoing defence relationship despite the
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worsening political situation. This is emblematictloé frayed relations at caused by Brexit.
Whilst defence cooperation has continued at a military level, politically the relationship has
decayed. There is only so much that can be done at the military level to compensate for the
damage done at the politad level. French ministers launching ad hominin attacks on their
British counterparts on Twitter gains far more traction that accounts run by defence attaches.

Consequently, the diplomatic impact of Brexit continues to corrode the relationship.
Conclusion

When applying alliance theory alear that Angle=rench déence cooperatiorhas changed
markedly since 2016, and not for the bett®€ K ST Q 6w namnv & LiBiitgrAe adA
and France remain both historic and natural allies. When ttu®perate effectively they can

form an augmenttive alliance,as outlined by Fedder (1968)p their mutual benefit

However, this has been made significantly more difficult by Brdiiis clear that he

functioning of treiraugmentative alliance hamenA Y LJ- A NB R withdrawaNniitheA y Q &
EU.Thisis amarked change from before 2016 when the Entente forraedlatively successful
augmentative allianceézurthermore the destruction of common norms has also undermined

the relationship.EU membersip contributed towards making the alliance an entente as
outlined by Singer and Small66).The destruction of these common nornhss therefore

created nev barriers toworking together on a daily basikis both ironic and in character for

the relationship that thel LILJX A Ol 6 Af A& 2F hbsKkedhi®dconstanmn 0 G &
whilst the political realities of the day hawendermined the applicability of FeRR S NGB 6 ™
augmentative typologyThis is despe the fact that geopoliticalealitiesmakethe success of

the relationship as an augmentative alliance ever more important.
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It is clear that Britain and France are now experiencing cooler relations that before. It should
be noted that these problems have developed relatively recently and have mostly originated
from the UK. During the tenure of Theresa May, while negotiationg nae been intense,
there was still a level of trust and good faith. This can be seen in the creation of new initiatives
such as EI2 and the Defence Ministerial Council. These were both created after the Brexit vote
and served to improve Anglérench deface cooperation. It is only since 2019 that there has
been a noticeable rift in the relationship. This began with the FCAS split and then became
more pervasive as time went ofihe UK has now withdrawn from all EU defence initiatives,
preventing daily instutional contact between the British and French militaries. It is also no
longer participating in EU deployments which closes another avenue of potential cooperation
with France. This also limits the utility of the CJEF, as the EU was one of the oigastbat

it was envisaged a CJEF deployment would support.

It is also clear that Brexit has the potential to impact Afgllench cooperation across the
European spectrum, not just within the EU. Developments within the EU over the next few
years will hag a major influence on the future of the Entente Cordiale. If these EU initiatives
fail, or fail to develop as anticipated, which would not be unusual for EU defence policies,
then the impact upon the AngiBrench cooperation will be marginal. Howeverthiése
institutions are successful then the UK may find itself isolated from the European mainland,

while France forms the nucleus of an enhanced EU defence structure.

The diplomatic impact of Brexit has been profound. Gone are the days of political ¢alitgen
on display at the signing of Lancaster House. Military to military relations remain strong but
Brexit has ruined relations at the top. Political leadership makes all the difference in a

relationship such as this (Adamson 2021). This is even mowtiamp now that the UK and
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France no longer have institutional contact at the EU level. The public disagreements and
falling out on display in 2021 have seriously weakened the relationship. Military contacts can
only do so much. If the political will to Stain cooperation does not exist then the military
relationship will flounder. Prior to Brexit political disagreements could be solved through a
number of forums. Now every Angkrench spat gets wrapped up in the wider-BY

relationship making it hardep achieve a meaningful solution.

Brexit also poses a serious challenge to the theoretical basis of the Entente. Britain and France
remain both historic and natural allies. When they cooperate effectively they can augment
Sl OK 2 ( KS NI &heiOnmutultl BeRefit AHDWeSe#, thid Bas been made significantly
more difficult by Brexit. The destruction of common norms has also undermined the
relationship. It is both ironic and in character for the relationship that the theoretical aspects
of the relaionship should remain constant, but the political realities of the day have made it

increasingly difficult for them to be achieved in reality.

Whilst Brexit has created several new obstacles to cooperation, the incentives for the UK and
France to coperate will persist regardless of whether the UK remains a member of the EU.

The strategic challenges that drove greater cooperation after 2010 still exist and will continue

to make Angle~rench defence cooperation relevant, even as cooperation suffessBrexit.

Political ideology needs to be balanced with pragmatism (Adamson 2021). Brexit does not
OKIFy3aS (KS FFOG GKFEG . NRARGFEAY @gAff NBYFAY 9dz
France(Hardy 2018). Therefore, it is inevitable that coopenatiill, and must, continue as

no other European state can compete in terms of capabilities or experience. The UK and
France must find ways to work together (Atha 2021). While Brexit has damaged the

institutional fabric of the relationship, the underlyingrategic imperative to cooperate
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remains (Heisbourg 2016). The UK should be involved and needs to be involved in discussions
on to defend Europe (Cross 2021). Therefore while Brexit has damaged existing-Aamgio

defence cooperation it is vital that gte are taken to repair relations.
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8. The Future of Angld-rench Defence Cooperation

Introduction

This thesis has evaluated the current state of the Entente Cordiale. Previous chapters have
analysed the state of the relationship through three case studies that illustrate how-Anglo
French defence cooperation operates in practice. When cooperation has sieong, this

thesis has commended it. Equally, this thesis has not shied away from offering critiques when
cooperation has stalled, or one party has failed. This has provided a comprehensive overview
of the contemporary Entente Cordiale. The purposéhaf chapter is to put forward @ariety

of proposals to improve Anglerench defence cooperation. These proposals are wide ranging
and include both methods to remedy existing flaws within the relationship, and ways to build
dzLJ2y G KS NBf{ I hs. ABeyedpfopotdl droadlyl dddBgpand to three categories:

operational, industrial and diplomatic.

There are numerous examples of areas in which cooperatiosui@eededThese have been
outlined throughout this thesis. This chapter looks to the futamed identifies how the
Entente can be improved. These proposals have been included here as they are often
interlinked and cannot be easily divided into the case study chapters discussed previously. For
instance improving operational cooperation is relevamtbilateral cooperation as well as
cooperation in NATO and in Europe. Therefore, these proposals have been collated here so
that they can be presented in a holistic way. This way they cover the entire defence

relationship and are not considered in isadat.
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Operational

There are a number of ways in which operational cooperation between the UK and France
can be improved. Firstly, both governments should set out a new timetable for joint exercises
to sustain the progress that has been made bringBdEF online. Having declared CJEF
operational it is vital that this momentum is not squandered. Both governments should agree
to a tenyear timetable to hold annual exercises, with a review at the-yiwar mark. This
formula bore fruit in implementing EF and can do the same in maintaining it. Both
governments should also work towards a lasggale exercise including a full complement of
10,000 personnel. Previous CJEF exercises have included 5,000 troops but this is only half of
/| WO CQa Ay §capaSitR(MED.A82Q) As Augh the new timetable for CJEF exercises
should include a target to hold a full 10,000 personnel exercise at the half way point. This will
allow both governments to prepare for the exercise and then amend their plans for future
exercises accordingly in response to how this exercise proceeds. Given the strained nature of
AngloFrench relations, agreeing such a timetable could prove difficult. With the UK
government having previously indicated that relations may not improve unél #ie 2022
French Presidential election (Mallet and Parker 202iBre has been little scope for greater
cooperation. This dire state of affairs is exactly why a new exercise timetable should be agreed
expeditiously. If relations are currently struggjithen reinforcing existing cooperation is a
practical way of ensuring that defence cooperation does not become a casualty of current
political disagreements. The section of Emmanuel Macron also offers an opportunity to

reset the relationship, and a meexercise timetable could be a part of that reset.

It would be beneficial if the current ambiguity surrounding possible CJEF operations is

removed. An understanding should therefore be reached that sets out the type of scenarios
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in which CJEF will beeployed. While both the Lancaster House Treaty and subsequent
communiques explain that CJEF can be deployed bilaterally or to support organisations such
as NATO, the EU or UN (Joint Declaration 2010), the criterion for deployment was never
specified. Whilsthis is in part intended to ensure that CJEF remains a flexible tool, it can also
lead to confusion. This was best illustrated by the prelude to operations in Libya as considered
previously. By clearly setting out when CJEF will be deployed a siniddiositcan be avoided

in the future. Both governments should therefore outline the kind of scenario in which they
envision deploying CJEF, be it a humanitarian relief mission, first entry force-scdigll
intervention. It should also be clarified how EEJ would operate within multilateral
frameworks. Exercise Rochambeau in 2014 simulated partner nations operating within a CJEF
deployment Thiswas good but there has been little detail on how CJEF would operate to
support international organisations. Forstance, if CJEF was deployed to support a NATO
operation would it use NATO C2 structures or would it be purely under Amnglach
command? Similar questions exist for both the EU and UN. The British and French
governments should agresn how CJEF wouldperate within these environments as this will

both smooth the process of deploying CJEF and improve its effectiveness once deployed.

Work should also continue on the creation of a joint Adgtench carrier group. As outlined

previously there were origily plans for a Ufkrance integrated carrier group (Joint
Declaration 2010). However, these plans have subsequently been changed in favour of a joint
carrier group, an important distinction. An integrated carrier group would have entailed
reciprocal basingg ¥  ANDONI Fd 2y SIFOK 20KSNIDa OF NNASI
cooperation throughout deployments. A joint carrier group will merely feature vessels from

both navies operating together. While this carrier group will no longer be fully integrated it

will still be a useful asset to both nations and should be realised. To that end, the progress
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that has already been made towards this goal should be continued and enhanced. The Royal
Navy should continue to deploy as an escort for @tearles de Gaull&hs will continue to

build on the relationships that have been created over the last decade. France should in turn
reciprocate and deploiMarine Nationalevessels to escoiMS Queen Elizabet@ther allied
nations, such as the US and Netherlands, haveadlreleployed naval assets as part of the
''YQa / F NNASNI { NR1S DNRdzL) 6a25 HAHMULE | YR
also investigate operating its Caiman helicopters fidMS Queen Elizabejuist as the UK

has previouly operated Wild Cahelicopters from theCharles de Gaullén June 2021 British

and French carriers conducted Exercise Gallic Sioggether in the Mediterranean. As the

first time that British and French carriers had come together in over a decade this was
significant. ltalso represents a strong step towards the development of a joint carrier group.
Now thatHMS Queen Elizabeithoperational plans should be made for the deployment of a
truly joint carrier group. Previous deployments have usually been lopsided with drona
providing the bulk of the naval assets. Plans should therefore be drawn up to deploy a carrier
group comprising of similar assets from both nations to demonstrate the feasibility of this
concept. This deployment could even be integrated into the @dtefable proposed above.

This would therefore both maintain CJEF and contribute towards achieving one of the

headline goals set out in 2010

Both governments must also continue to invest in key military capabilities to ensure that they
are able to deploythe full range of assets necessary in modern warfare. As outlined
extensively when discussing Libya, both the UK and France suffered during that campaign
from a lack of key capabilities, particularly ISTAR and in air refuelling aircraft. Since 2011 some
progress has been made in dealing with these deficits. The deployment of British ISTAR assets

to Mali to support French operations (MoD 2013) and the French use of MACN in Syria in 2018
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(Navy Recognition 2018) are both good examples of this. Howevemipé&sative that they

both continue to develop these assets for future conflicts. Both governments should also

work to formalise their cooperation in these areas. Rather than providing assets onlatad

basis they should work to standardise when they wamlake such assets available to each

other. This could be done through the Defence Ministerial Council. An agreement should be
reached identifying a list of assets and support that each government would make available

to the other upon request, provided @burse that said assets are not required for their own
dzaS® C2NJ AyaidlyOS:E 3IALBSY CNrXyoOSQa t101 2F &

allow France access to British transport aircraft should they be needed in the future.

Both France and th&K should also continue to support each other militarily within their
respective areas of interest. As already discussed, the UK has been active in Mali since 2013
G2 adzLJLl2NI CNBYOK 2LISNIiGAz2ya GKSNBP® 9ljdzr ffex
under British command. Both countries share an interest in ensuring these two regions are
secure. It is in British interests that Islamic extremism is contained within the Sahel and
LINE@SYGSR FNRBY 06S02YAy3 | (KNDSE ledsteri #ank9sdzdNE LIS @
interest to France as it ensures peace and stability within Europe. Supporting each other
within these regions is therefore not only within their own interests but it builds upon Anglo
French defence cooperation and fosters greatellaborationbetween them. To that end the

UK should continue to provide strategic lift aircraft to France in the Sahel. The British
commitment to MINUSMA should also be maintained. While not an official p&pefation
Barkhane,it is still supportive of operations in the Sahel. The UK should also look into
supporting Task Force Takuba, with the deployment of additional special forces to the region

to assist the French in their counter insurgency operations. As France now ainawo

Barkhando a close in 2022 the UK should assist France as its forces transition to other states
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in the region. It would be beneficial for both governments to identify how the UK can best
support France in the region and reach an agreement for itdosd. France should also
continue to deploy troops to the Baltics to support EFP there. This will demonstrate French
commitment to NATO and reassure the UK that they can continue to cooperate with France

within NATO.

More work should also be dento foster a convergence of British and French strategic

postures. One of the biggest problems to blight the Entente has long been differing strategic

2dzif 22140 {AYyOS Hwamn G(KA& KFa 0S5S8Sy Of SI NI &
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2015). Both were built upon the assumption that the UK would only be involved in one large

scale operation at a time. This contrasted with the French approach towards maintaining

prepositioned forces across the globe with an emphasis on conducting multiple expeditionary

operations simultaneously. This partially explained the British reticence to become involved

in Libya, while France was willing and able to commit forces mucleedrtie Entente would

be greatly improved by a convergence of strategic thinking on both sides. There are already
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British forces will be stationed abroad on a permanent basis. This is supported by the creation
of socalled Littoral Response Groups (LRGs), naval formations intended to rapidly deploy
marine and special forces assatsconflict zones abroad. These formations are similar to
French prepositioned forces and indicate a shift in British thinking towards a more flexible
defence posture, capable of responding to multiple threats, rather than one solely focused

on a single coflict. This is a positive development as it will assist in deploying forces jointly in

the future. The French 2021 Strategic Update (Ministere des Armées 2021) stresses the need
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for cooperation with allies. In particular it highlights the necessity oframimg doctrinal
cooperation with partner militaries. There is thus an opportunity here for greater
convergence of British and French military doctrines. The UK should therefore continue in its
efforts to adopt a new military posture, which should be weheml by France because of the
new opportunities for joint operations that this presents. This would not only benefit Anglo
French relations but would also enhance the trilateral-WkSFrance relationship. This
relationship is discussed at greater lengthdwe| but it would be greatly improved by a
convergence of Angibrench military postures. A UK that is more engaged internationally,
with greater cooperation between the UK and France would be in American interests and

would allow for greater cooperation bheeen all three allies.

In a similar vein both governments should coordinate their approach to theRaaific. The

2021 Integrated Review (MoD 2021) makes it clear that the UK wishes to establish itself as a
player in the IndePacific, even goingas ™NJ ' a (2 RSOfINB 'y AyidSyl
European partner of choice (MoD 2021). The region was the tardetof{ v dzZS§Sy 9t AT | ¢
maiden voyage, and the UK plans to increase its military presence there in the near future.
Meanwhile France alreadypossesses a sizeable military presence in the region and
significantly increased its naval presence in 2021 (CSIS 2021t¢.is a clear logfor greater

cooperation in the region. For France, none of its regional partners have the same capabilities

as he UK. The logic for cooperation there is thus similar to cooperation in Europe. France and
Britain can gain far more through cooperation than they can through competition.
Cooperation in the Indéacific would provide France with a partner that can prexadimilar

spectrum of capabilities. With its own network of existing defence agreements and historic

ties the UK can fill the gaps that France cannot. Equally, the UK may be based in the Indo

Pacific, but Franckvesin the IndePacific. The vast majtyiof overseas France is located
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there. Approximately 1.6 million French citizens live in French territories there accompanied

by around7,000permanently based troops (Ministere des Armées 20E8nce is arguably

an IndePacific nation as much as itasEuropean one. The UK simply cannot compete with

that level of reach or military force. Consequently, the UK should seek to collaborate with
France on joint military deployments in the region. Aircraft Carriers are one good example of
potential cooperatim. WithHMS Queen Elizabetteploying to the region with allied escorts,
France could have fulfilled this role. Equally, in the past France has asked Australia to provide
escorts for theCharles de Gaullghen it has been deployed to the IndRacific. Inhe future

the UK and France should coordinate their naval forces in the region to support each other.
Just as the they have offered reciprocal support in Mali and Estonia, the same should be done
in the Indot  OA FA O® CdzNI KS NI 2 NB Zry fachifes 0 $h@ degiofi,S i ¢ 2 NJ
O2Y0AYSR 4AGK . NARGFAYQE SELI YyRAYy3 FEtAlFyOS
exert real influence that they will not possess individually. In essence France can provide hard
power while Britain can provide soft poweCollectively they can both be major players in the
region, while individually they owld remain relatively minor. Greater cooperation
operationally, such as through freedom of navigation drills, as well as through defence
diplomacy is in both nationsterest and will bolster their influence in a critical region. This is

of increasing importance given that the region is likely to shape the geopolitical landscape of

the world for decades to come.
Industrial

There are numerous steps that can be taken tpiiave cooperation in the industrial realm.
The Lancaster House Treaty launched several collaborative projects. Many of these, and their

fates, have been explored at length already. It was noticeable that the tenth anniversary of
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the Treaty did not resulini a similar undertaking. While collaboration has not always been
successful it has still provided numerous benefits. As such Britain and France should
immediately investigate new areas of cooperation to explore (Magill 2021). The meeting of

the Defence Mirsterial Council in April 2021 was a missed opportunity to do exactly this. As

such both governments should task their respective defence ministries with investigating
potential avenues of cooperation prior to the next major bilateral summit in 2022. Gineen

'YQa YOoOAGAZ2YyaA (2 LI & | t3{CAGFIATO NRB/IRS 3C NUIYNISAX
a stabilising actor in the world (MoD 2021 and Ministere des Armées 201 )savings
2FFSNBR (GKNRdzZAK O2f f I 62 NI A 2alfo viiaNddt tollgf thé 2 1 Ky
momentum built up over the last decade go to waste. As such new industrial initiatives must

be identified and commenced.

One area that would be worth exploring further would be aircraft development. The Lancaster

House Treaty erisaged collaboration on a system of systems, which eventually evolved into

FCAS. While FCAS itself is discussed below there are other areas that could still be explored.

For instance, the development of a joint UCAS programme should be revisited. With the
SYLKIaAa LXFOSR 2y yS¢g (SOKy2ft23& Ay 020K (F
Update this is an area worth#&xamining (MoD 2021). Even if a joint aircraft is not produced

it would be worthwhile to exchange technical expertise and investiggpetential savings

could be achieved through joint development.

The two governments should also work towards a convergence of FCAS and Tempest. While
collaboration on a joint aircraft may have ceased, there is still scope for cooperation in other
areas. France has repeatedly stressed its desire to cooperate here, while the UK has also

indicated that it is willing to collaborate on aircraft technology (Defense News 20a&hat
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end both governments should immediately resume cooperation on next geoerat
technology to ensure that their new aircraft are as compatible as possible. There are several
benefits to this. Firstly, it preserves the possibility of savings and economies of scale.
Collaboration here can take advantage of existing ARgénch indstrial expertise and
reduce costs by eliminating unnecessary duplication. Secondly, it will increase interoperability
in the future. Operational cooperation would be greatly enhanced if the UK and France were
operating similar systems. Thus, even thouggitiaircraft might differ, if the technology they
utilise is the same, greater cooperation will be possible. Given that both FCAS and Tempest
INE AYyGSYyRSR (G2 0S | qaeadsSy 2F aeadSvyaé 3IANI
cooperation long termAs both programmes originated from the same foundation, this is not
only feasible but common sense. Additionally, cooperation on technology areas leaves open
the door for a possible reconvergence, however slim, into a single aircraft programme. If both
aircraft operate similar systems and components, then it will still be possible for a joint UK
France programme in the future. While this appears to be a remote possibility at present,
there are still serious doubts over the viability of both programmesr&have already been
disagreements between France and Germany over the nature of FCAS. Given their divergent
strategic cultures it remains to be seen if they will be able to deliver a joint programme.
Differences over what the function of FCAS shouldith@ddition to different export laws

have already caused discord between France and Germany (Loss 2021). Equally, while the UK
has since partnered with Italy and Sweden, they are not comparable to France. While they
both offer industrial support Tempest IMhow be a primarily British programme, with limited
allied assistance. Given the significant costs of aircraft development it is also unclear if the UK
will be willing, or indeed able, to bear the cost of such a programme. These factors could thus

drive Britain and France back together out of necessity if not desire. Consequently, securing
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the maximum amount of compatibility between FCAS and Tempest will ensure that the two

programmes can still be integrated should such an outcome occur.

Both governmats should also ensure that the Sea Venom-ahtp missile is brought into full
operational capacity as soon as possible. As a jointly developed weapon, Sea Venom
represents the benefits of the oneMBDA process launched by Lancaster House. By bringing
SeaVenom into operation interoperability between both navies will be improved, enhancing
the ability of both navies to deploy together. This would further support the development of

a joint UKFrance carrier group and complement future CJEF deployments asrdisex
Additionally, this would also support cross channel procurement chains and open up the

possibility of greater industrial cooperation.

It is also imperative that FC/ASW is brought into the production phase as soon as possible.
This Lancaster Houg®oject has remained in limbo for far too long. The failure to bring it
forward in 2020 and 2021 were both disappointing and represent an unacceptable pattern of
delay. Whilst it is positive that both governments have made the right decision to continue
with the project, it is essential that it actually moves towards production. This is a vital
capability that both militaries need and has already seen heavy investment. Failure to
LINE RdzOS C/ k! {2 ¢2dzZ R 6S | YI22N) ¢ adF@nce ¥ (I E
of a next generation asset. Commencing production would not only be a prudent use of
resources, it would also enhance future interoperability benefiting both CJEF and the
possibility of a joint carrier group. It would also be a vote of confidend®lateral defence
procurement and indicate that both governments are willing to honour their existing

agreements despite the complications of Brexit.
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The UK should also assist France with the development of its next generation aircraft carrier.
Giventhat the UK has completed construction of both tH&S Queen Elizabedtnd HMS
Prince of Wale#t has a wealth of experience in next generation carrier design. It should
therefore leverage this experience to assist France in the development of PANCGe pasth
decade France has allowed the UK to make use oCterles de Gaullenabling the Royal
Navy to maintain some experience of carrier operations and preventing a skills shortage when
HMS Queen Elizabettas launched. Consequently, the UK owes Frandebt of gratitude.

As a close ally the UK should therefore show its gratitude by assisting France in any way it can.
¢CKAA A& | f azintefest as.cdlaboratibn/dd PANS Swill 'ensure that it is as
compatible with British systems as possibléis will assist with future deployments and
further support the developmentfaa joint carrier group. It would also open up the possibility

of designing certain components through joint procurement chains and firms such as MBDA,
further enhancing industal cooperation and building upon the relationship built by the

Lancaster House Treaty.

The oft overlooked Teutates Treaty established nuclear cooperation, a historic first for the UK
and France. The joint nuclear testing centre at Valduc will reacipledion in 2022 which is

an excellent milestone in Angkerench cooperation (Ricketts 2020). Going forwards the UK
and France should investigate methods of enhancing their cooperation in this area. Teutates
will remain in force for another forty years aith governments should aim to make the
most out of it (Ricketts 2020). They should investigate expanding their existing facilities,
ideally by expanding the joint presence and AWE Aldermaston to make it comparable to the

site at Valduc.
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Diplomatic

On the diplomatic front it is in the interests of both Britain and France that the UK establishes
a structured relationship with the EU in terms of defence. Simply cooperating on-ancad
basis will not be sustainable in the long term. This thesis has al@aalysed the various
impediments to Angld-rench defence cooperation that new EU defence initiatives may
create. This would be detrimental to Britain, France and the EU. As the primary engines of
European defence, anything that damages cooperation betwéenUK and France will
damage the defence of Europe as a whole. Equally, while it is no longer an EU member, it is
unreasonable to expect the UK to adopt the same defence relationship with the EU as other
third-party states such as Norway. To that end fmdee solutions must be found to
accommodate this new reality. Three possible solutions that could eliminate these problems

are outlined below.

A
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defence architectureRichard Whitman has proposed something similar to this, which he
NEFSNE G2 Fa G§KS WNB IS NE Shiswsyldyirclode @embdrdhip 2y 0 2
of PESCO, CARD, the EDA and EDF. This is not an option that has been widely considered
within the current discourse. Current discussion has limited British involvement in EU
structures to third party status. This is the proposal put forward by Jolyon Howorth (2017),
Benjamin Matrtill and Monika Sus (201&)d Simon Sweeney & Neil Winn (202Dhese
scholarshave all suggested that the UK participate in EU initiatives as a third party, either on

an adhoc basis or more regularly. However, they all recognise that this is unlikely to work as

the UK will not accept a reduction to the same status as Norway. $hahy this chapter
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defence architecture.

As a full member of these organisations the UK would be able to continue its cooperation with
France without EU interferee. The UK would be able to participate in EU initiatives as it saw
fit and continue to shape their development. Obviously, there are several obstacles to this
option. For the UK this would require it to-j@n several EU institutions. British involvement

in the EDA and EDF would also likely involve contributions to their budget. For the current
British government this would likely be politically unpalatable. Equally, the EU would have to
amend its existing rules to allow a namember to join certain EUG A G dzi A2y a® DA GS:
previous insistence that the UK could not haveaata carteapproach to EU membership
(Barnier 2018), that it was all or nothing, making such an accommodation for the UK would
also be a difficult decision for Brussels to swallddowever, this approach is not only
beneficial but practical. With an appropriate degree of pragmatism and flexibility both sides

can make this option work.

As it stands the European Council allows4idh members to participate in PESCO initiatives
onacaseby-Ol &S o0l aAa LINPOJOARSR (GK2aS ylFGAz2ya aKI NB
Anger over Brexit aside, the UK clearly meets that criterion. Currently, the US, Canada and
b2N¥BlF& FINB ff LI NGAOALNI GAyYy 33 AyantCéupdi20@yi YA A
indicating that the Councils offer is a real one and not merely theoretical. Additionally, PESCO

is overseen by the European Council rather than the Commission. It is therefore far more
intergovernmental than institutional. British admathce would require a political agreement

rather than a new treaty. Furthermore, participation in PESCO is voluntary for EU members

(PESCO 2021). Member states may opt out of PESCO entirely, or they may join and only
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participate in specific programmes. Thi could therefore join as a full member and only
participate in programmes of its choice. This would allow Britain and France to continue
cooperating unhindered, while also eliminating British fears of being tied to EU institutions

and EU concerns that ¢hUK might seek to hinder EU defence integration.

A similar approach could be taken with CARD. As another initiative driven by the Council
rather than Commission, British participation could again be managed by political agreement.
Given its consultativeature, the UK could participate in CARD without being bound by any
of its conclusions. Equally, the EU would be able to coordinate with the UK without the risk of
a nonmember unduly influencing EU policy. British membership of the EDA and EDF would
be mae difficult but still achievable. The EU has already signed several administrative
agreements with normembers allowing them to participate in EDA programmes, albeit
without voting rights. While membership without voting rights would be unacceptabledo th
UK, the precedent for third party participation is set. In exchange for full membership and

G20AYy3 NAIKGEA GKS 'Y O2dzZ R O2yiNROGdzGS (26!
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the loss of British funding that occurred after Brexit. A similar arrangement could also be
reached over British involvement in the EDF. In exchange for a budgetary contribution the UK
should be allowed to participate in programmes sugpd by the EDF and be exempt to any
barriers placed around the EU defence market. This option is in both British and French
interests and should be advocated by both governments. For the UK it would eliminate
barriers to cooperation with a key Europeatyand assist in normalising relations with the

EU. For France it would ensure that the UK is still involved in European defence and keep its

~ A -~
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If full membership of EU institutions is not viable thenthey & K2dzf R aSS{1 | F2 N
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inconceivable that the UK would agree to implement EU policy without having a say in its
creation. This would be akin to third party status with a different title. Ben Tonra (2G9)
outlined a scenario in kich the UK is represented in EU institutions which would allow for a
NRAGAAK a@2A0S¢ Ay RSOA&AZ2Y YIF1Ay3 odzi g2 dA
making power. This would be a positive step but would still limit British options and would be
unlikely to satisfy the UK, as whilst this would be better than third party membership, it would
still prevent a British role in decision making. Joseph Dobbs (2td$)also raised the
L2aaAroAftAde 2F 4l aaz2O0Al SR YSYOSNEKALE 2F
provide much detail as to how this would operate, and crucially how it would differentiate

from third party status.

As envisaged here this associate membership would essentially amount to full membership
under a different name. The UK would remain asme@mber but with the unique status of
GFraaz20ArGS YSYOSNE Al ¢2dzdZ R LI NILAOKBIKIGS Ay
member. In terms of both PESCO and CARD this would be straight forward. As an associate
member the UK would attend meetings of the European Council, when they related to PESCO
or CARD, and participate in their programmes when it sees fit. Asson@mnbership would

entitle the UK to decide on PESCO participation by itself, rather than require admittance by
the Council on a cagday-case basis. Equally, with the EDA and EDF while the UK would not be

a full member, as an associate member it would bttked to participate in their programmes

and have a vote on their governing bodies.
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This would of course most likely be accompanied by financial contributions towards their
budgets. While associate membership is intended to function as full memberskigr @
different name, it is proposed here as a solution to the political obstacles that would stand in
the way of full British membership. While pragmatism on both sides would make British
membership completely feasible, the political considerations @dhlibe UK and the EU may
render this option unviable. Reining EU institutions so soon after Brexit may prove to be a
non-starter for many in the current UK government, especially given its preference for placing
UK sovereignty over all else, even whigis clearly in British interests to reach such an accord
with the EU. The EU may also be opposed given its insistence that the UK cannot cherry pick
what aspects of EU membership its wants. While it would also be in French interests to push
for British menbership of EU defence institutions, President Macron has previously taken a
hard line on future UKEU relations and so may struggle to backtrack now. Consequently,
associate membership offers a fasaving compromise. The UK would not simply be re
joining, but rather a new arrangement that reflects its unique situation within Europe would
be established. This would allow both sides to claim that they have defended their principles

while still achieving a desired result.

A third possibility would be to eablish an EWK Defence Council that would oversee
defence cooperation between the two and minimise barriers to cooperation. A similar
concept to this, a European Security Council (ESC) has been discussed by several scholars. It
has even been mooted by Free and Germany as a means for greater cooperation going
forward. Luigi Scazzieri (2018as outlined the proposal extensively for the Centre of
European Reform. Such a body would bring together the UK, France, Germany as well as other
European states toaordinate their defence and security policies. This would ensure that the

UK remains engaged with European defence {Brsiit. Ulrike Franke (2028as also raised
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this as a possibility for future JRU defence cooperation. Anand Menon (2021) has also
proposed such a body. Menon (2021) proposes that this council would consist of the E3 and
possibly some other states and would allow for greater coordination between the three.
Whilst this is an interesting proposal the creation of an ESC raises someangigtiestions.

Who would be its members? If it is just the UK, France and Germany then it is little more than
0KS AyaluAirddziazyltiralriarzy 2F GKS 9o0d 2KAf Al
body. If it includes other states then howould they be selected? Would other states outside

of the EU be granted membership? Furthermore, how would the EU be represented? Would
its representatives attend alongside member states? These questions raise serious doubts

over the viability of an ESC.akhs why this thesis proposes a purely-BKl body.

An EUUK Defence Council would contain a governing body consisting of the British Prime
Minister, the President of the European Council and the President of the Commission. Given
their status France an@ermany could also attend, akin to how the EU attends G7 meetings.
This council would ensure permanent UK representation at EU defence bodies such as the
EDA. It would also deal with requests by the UK to participate in PESCO initiatives. Agreements
on Bitish participation could be reached within this council, thereby expediting the process
of British involvement. Equally, should the UK wish to participate in particular programmes
supported by the EDA or EDF, British involvement could be agreed withcotmeil. This
defence council would also be a standing body that would meet regularly. This way it can seek
harmonisation between UK and EU policies and attempt to mitigate or eliminate any
obstacles that may be created by the development of EU defemstiutions. This is however

the least desirable of the three options presented here. While the creation of -£UWK
Defence Council would go some way towards harmonising cooperation between the UK and

the EU, it wouldhot offer the same benefits as full mdrarship. This council would allow for
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regular contact between UK and EU defence officials and would be helpful in minimising the

barriers that the UK could face, for example needing unanimous approval to participate in

PESCO. Howeveritwould stillkeefth! Y G I N¥YQa f Sy3aidKed C2NJ CNJI

that there is formalised communication between the UK and EU, keeping the UK semi

detached in this way would be detrimental as it places the burden of EU defence on them and

would still not remove k barriers to cooperation. As such whilst this council would be an

option to pursue if full or associate membership is not available to the UK, it should not be

considered a first choice. Rather this is a backup solution should attempts to secure a more

beneficial option not succeed.

hdziaARS 2F F2NXIfA&aAY3I GKS ! YQa RSTFSyOS NBf
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Given the importance of NATO to the UK and #ig to France, improving cooperation

between the two would benefit both nations greatly. fNATO relations are currently

governed under the Berlin Plus Agreement that grants the EU the right to use NATO C2

structures and assets to conduct its own operatiosighject to NATO consent and having had

I NAIKG 2F FANRG NBFdalfo LG ¢2dd R 0SS Ay 021

agreement in regard to the EU. An agreement that stated that NATO members can participate

in EU operations that useAYO structures would benefit both the EU and the UK. The EU

would be able to integrate partner nations into its operations while the UK would be able to

participate in EU operations if it considers them to be in its interest.

On the military level both geernments should continue to build upon the militaxymilitary
contacts that have been ongoing since 2010. Importantly the UK should resume sending a

liaison officer to theCharles de Gaull&@hisstrengthenedrelationships between the Royal
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Navy andMarine Nationaleand should be resumed. The UK should also invite France to send
liaison officers to bottHMS Queen Elizabetind HMS Prince of Wale$his would further
enhance intemavy relations and give France the chance to experience next generatigar car
operations, further improving the ability to deploy a joint carrier group and repaying France
for helping the UK to retain experience of carrier operations. This programme should also be
expanded to other vessels within both navies to ensure that Isidles have gained a range

of experience across the full spectrum of their deployable assets. The exchanges that have
taken place between both armies should also continue. Embedding British officers in the
French armg and vice versa builds interpersonahks and will assist with future joint
deployments. These should continue and be expanded to further bolster-antey
cooperation. It would also be beneficial to expand meetings of the Defence Ministerial
Council. As it stands the Defence Ministerial QGulus intended to meet three times a year
(Joint Declaration 2018). Meetings should be expanded to include junior British ministers and
their French equivalents. This will build on relationships between both defence ministries and

enhance relationships #t alreadyexist.

Both governments should also invest in improving EI2 to ensure that it becomes an effective
vehicle for cooperation. As already mentioned, EI2 has the potential to offer a new avenue of
cooperation outside of existing structures. Consexly, it could allow the UK and France to
cooperate both bilaterally and with select allies. However, the Initiative still lacks significant

detail and there are several questions over it will function that need to be answered. To that

end both governmerit & K2dz R SadlofAakK | @g2NJAy3 3INRd
principles and make it truly fit for purpose. Firstly, it should be clarified that EI2 will remain
outside of existing organisations. While this has already been stated it is important that th

UK and France present a united front and affirm that they will oppose any German attempts
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to merge EI2 with EU structures. This will ensure that EI2 remains a purely intergovernmental
grouping that allows EU and ndtlJ members to cooperate militarily @nflexible basis. The

UK should also offer to support the EI2 Secretariat in Paris. EI2 is currently being coordinated
by a small secretariat based in the Fremdimistere des Arméem Paris Whilst this reflects

the flexible nature of EI4f also presets concerns about how an EI2 deployment would
operate effectively with such a limited structure behind it. As such the UK should offer to send
a delegation to Paris to assist with the planning and operation of EI2. This would not only
strengthen the credillity of EI2, but it would also build upon existing Anglench
cooperation and offer a source of regular contact between both militaries, thus somewhat
compensating for the loss of regular contact through EU channels. It would also signal to
France thatthe UK remains a reliable partner that is willing to contribute to European

defence.

It is also important to develop the trilateral relationship between the UK, France and United
States.Building greater trilateral cooperation with th&lSwill in turn berefit bilateral
cooperation between the UK and France. The Libyan case gtioaethe UK and France can

take the lead in multilateral operations. However, it also proved that this leadership requires
some level of support from the United States. Operation§lali further demonstrate this, as

while France has been firmly in the lead, the UK and US have supplied ISTAR, strategic lift and
air-to-air refuelling assets (Delaporte 2020). As global threats increasingly multiply, greater
military cooperation betwen the Wests three main military actors is in all of their interests.
AngloFrench leadership is more necessary than ever, but it does not operate in a vacuum.
9ljdz- ftex ! YSNAOIQa F2NByYz2ad LIXIOS yzy3ad 2 ¢
are nd unlimited. All three nations share numerous interests for which a division of

responsibilities would be in each of their interests. There has already been some evidence of



249

this so far, with Britain and France taking the lead in the Baltic states and r&apectively

as they have a common interest in stability there. America also shares this interest and
supports the UK through NATO and France through the provision of the assets mentioned
above. Greater trilateral coordination between these three natioosld allow for increased
burden sharing to their mutual benefit. The 2018 airstrikes on Syria launched by the US, UK
and France demonstrate the potential for these three allies to act in conjunction. Greater
cooperation would be particularly beneficias all three nations increase their focus on the
Indo-Pacific. The benefits of greater Andlcench cooperation in that region has already been
discussed but expanding that cooperation to include an American dimension would be of
even greater benefit. As adready established power in the region cooperation with the US

is logical for both Britain and France. Greater British and French involvement there also opens
up new possibilities for the US, as it can rely on its allies to fulfil roles that it hasyskvi

undertaken, freeing up US forces to be deployed elsewhere.
Conclusion

This chapter has outlined a number of proposals to improve the Entente Cordiale. It has
covered the breadth of the relationship offering solutions to the various problems odtline

earlier in this thesis. By far the greatest amount of work needs to be done in the diplomatic
sphere, particularly in regard to the EU. This chapter has set out several proposals which the

UK and France couloptto mitigate the problems created by Brexit. Both governments

should push for British membership of EU defence institutions. This is in both their interests
FYR GKS GARSNI 9! Qad 2KAES &dzOK Fy | NNIy3aSyYsS,
practicS AU A& SYAySyidfte FSIaAaoftSe DAOGSY (GKS Y

response is needed. The EU cannot expect the UK to accept the same arrangements as other
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European states. That is why a display of pragmatism is needed from both sides. $hraald

push for the UK to be admitted into the EDA, EDF, PESCO and CARD and the UK should accept.
Failure to do so would be damaging to both sides and sacrifice real strategic interest for
political point scoring. The UK and France should also embarkomber of other diplomatic
initiatives including a reform of ENATO coordination and greater collaboration between
themselves and the US. Militarily they should continue to build on the progress that has been
made since 2010. A new timetable must bawn up to hold new bilateral exercises to ensure
that CJEF remains a credible military force. This would also compliment continuing efforts to
establish a joint carrier group which should be a priority area for both governments. A
renewed focus should aldze placed on industrial cooperation. Sea Venom must be brought
into general operation and FC/ASW must be taken forward into the production phase. These
will benefit FranceBritish industry and improve interoperability. Both governments should
also seek hamonisation of their respective next generation fighter programmes, with the aim

to make them as interoperable as possible. This will maintain industrial cooperation and keep
alive the possibility of convergence in the future. New areas of cooperationidlateo be
sought out and invested in as soon as possible. Taken collectively the proposals contained
within this chapter offer a range of solutions to existing problems and identify numerous ways
to improve the Entente Cordiale, ensuring that it remaimgdr purpose in the twenty first

century.
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9. Conclusion

Introduction

The purpose of this thesis has been to ascertain the current state of Angitech defence
cooperation. It has done this by assessing how Britain aawcE cooperate across a range of
areas. This chapter is dedicated to drawing together the conclusions made througl®ut th
thesis. It begins by considering the theoretical aspects of the Entente and reviews its complex
nature. It thenconsiderghe historical background of the Entente that has underpinrilee
relationship The chapter then outlineseverathemes identified at the start of the thesis that

have been present throughout the relationshighichare analysed within the context of the

case studies considered previously. Finally, the chapter considers new areas of research that

would improve our understanding of the Entente further.

A complex theoretical framework

While traditionalinternational relationstheories fail to properly capture the complexity of
the Entente, allianceheory offers someuseful took for understanding the relationship.
Through the application oflliance typologies, it is possible to gain a more nuanced
understanding of the relationshif:his isa true strengthof alliance theoryas it provideghe
framework through whichto study the Ententein much greater detail than traditional
theories.Alliance typologies provideore granular explanations than traditionttieoriesas

to why states form alliance These i@ more applicable to theases of indidual nations as
opposed to the sweepinglaims of more traditional theories. The typologies of Singer and
Small (1966), Fedder (1968) and Ghez (2@lOprovide more practical explanations of
alliance formatiorwhich are applicable to the Angkrench cae, which contrasts with Walf2

(1979) and Wald @1987) more abstract focuss on balances of power or threaf his also
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allows for comparisons with other alliances to madleus further enhancing the academic

utility of alliance theory.

Similarly, #iance theory provides a more nuanced view of AngleFrench defence
cooperation By applying multiple alliance typologies it is possiblenalyse the various
layersof reasoning that influence Angkerench defence cooperatiorGiven the complexities

of their relationship outlined in thighesisit is clear that no single theory can encapsulate the
SYGANBE NI GA2yFES F2NJ GKS phrtershipThis i€ My slliars€ &
typologies are so useful as theyore accurately reflect the reasons why Britain and France
collaborate on defence mattersis such it is onlthrough theapplcation ofalliane theory

that it is possible t@achieve this level of academic rigour.

Alliance theory alsmakes itpossible to chart the evolutioaf the Entente over time. As has
been stressed repeatedly the Entente has changmastantlythroughout its history. It is part

of the relationshipspeculiarty that it is regularlyin flux. By employing multiple alliance
typologies it igossible to identify how the Entente has changed make comparisonsith
today. Thiss useful when analysintpe curent state ofdefence cooperationparticularly
when analysing if defence cooperation is currently stronger or weaker than in the past.
Equally, it is possible to identify if the underlying reasons for the alliance have chahgdd

would thus necessitate @e-evaluation of our understanding of the tente.

Howeverthis can also be a weaknessagplyingalliance theoryto the Entente, agven here
the peculiarity of the relationship is presefthe evolving nature of thEntente necessitates
continuousre-evaluaton to ensure that the typologies ascribed to it remain relevaiis.

discussed at length the Entente can often be ascribedrsgagferent typologies during any

LISNA2R Ay Ada KAadG2NB® ! i LINBaSyid Ad oSai
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complex nature of the alliance @dear. These are of course only the current typologies the

Entente corresponds tAAs discussed already it previously corresponde@t® RRS N & 0 M dc
pre-emptive ard strategic alliance typedAs such in order for alliance theory to remain

relevant it is essential to maintain a flexible approach to its applicatiban studying the

Entente. This contrasts withraditional theories which aim to mvide a simpler catch all
explanation of the global systemThis makes using alliance theory madéficult than

traditional theories.However the added conceptual rigour that alliance theory offers makes

it worth the additional work necessary to ensuteéemainsaccurate.

Its peculiarity is further evidenced when considering the concept of alignment. As discussed
already alignment is the concept that two states can agree to support one another and
cooperate even if they are not part of a formal alliaice C2 NJ YdzZOK 2F (GKS 9y i
it has more accurately been a form of alignment rather than a full alliance. From 1904 until

1947 Britain and France where only official allies for ten years, from-1918 and again

from 1939¢ 1945 (Stone 2000However for much of this period they remained in alignment,

as this thesis has shown. It can also be argued that the Peculiar Relationship has been evident
during periods when Britain and France were formally allies but were clearly not in alignment.
Numerousexamples of the post945 world illustrate this point, such as Britain and France

arming and financing different sides in the Nigerian Civil War despite being formal NATO

allies, or their radically different stances on NAA®@ingthe Cold War.

From a tleoretical perspective the Entente Cordiale is indeed peculiar. Continuous evolution

makes it difficult to accurately define it with any one theory. As has been highlighted
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throughout this thesis, different theoretical perspectives can be seen at work gvaut the
relationship. While the relationship is currently most accurately described by the typologies
of Fedder (1968) and Ghez (2010), given the relationships history this is likely to change in the

future.

The shadows of the past

As this thesis has made clear the Entente has a long and commgtexy. This historyhas
contributed towards it becoming such a peculiar relationship. Even in the origins of the
Entente it is possible to see the issues that would become ingrained comzoné the
relationship. The confusion over what the Entente Cordiale meant, with both governments
reading into the agreement what they wantedould become a hallmark of Angkrench
relations. This kind of peculiarity has occurred time and agasishavn throughout this
thesis Britain and France regularly have significantly different interpretations of the same
event. Whether it was the peace conference at Versailles, the lessons of Suez or their
approach to Libya both sides have consistently mispreted the other.On each of these
occasions Britain and Franarew radically different interpretations from their shared
experiences. This has been a hallmark offibeuliarity of their alliance since its foundation.

It is further compounded by the fathhat they often haveliffering perceptions of where their
interests lie which haoften led them to view each other as antagonistic, even when this has

not been the case.

Also present in 1904 was the Angtoench tendency to agree on a policy for radically different
reasons. Britain approached the original entente with the intentibisraoothing over some
outstanding colonial differences and using France as a means to improve their relations with

Russia. France saw the Entente as the foundation of a new alliance that brought Britain into
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a system designed to oppose Imperial Germanyprégching cooperation with conflicting
goals has been a recurring theme of the Peculiar Relationship. At the turn of the century
Britain and France collaborated to establish a military capability for the EU. Yet their reasons
for doing so could not have ba more different. Britain wanted BEtdembersto improvetheir
capabilitiesto make them more effective NATO membeFance meanwhile wanted an
autonomous B capability that could stand independent of NATO. In 2010, while they shared
some motivations forigning the Lancaster House Treaty, for France the Treaty was a means
to bring Britain closer to Europe and away from its traditional Atlanticist mindset, while for
Britain the Treaty bound France closer to NATO and the Atlantic alliance. This contradictory
element at the heart of their relationship has been one of the main fadtmsughout the

history of the Peculiar Relationship.

It is also clear that cooperation between Britain and France has been strongest when they
face a shared threat to force thetmgether. This can be seen throughout the history of the
Entente. In 1904 the actions of Germany compelled Britain to abanddontsstanding
isolationismand to adopt a Francophile foreign policy. The same was true in the 1930s when
German aggressiomrjuvenated the Ententelt could even be argued that the financial crash

of 2008 posed a threat to their respective places in the world and forced them to seek out
new avenues of cooperation to preserve their global positions. In all these instances Britain
and France were faced with an external threat that forced them to put aside their differences
and focus on their shared interests. Conversely of course this has meant that when an external
threat has been lacking, both sides have oftesverted to competiion rather than
cooperation. The almost immediate return to imperial rivalry after the First World War, their
divergences after the Second World War and the Suez Crisis and arguably their more recent

disputes as the financial crash has receded all stastatnent to fact that Britain and France
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have often required a threat to force them to collaborate. These returns to competition have
occurredeven thoughthey continued to share numerous interests that would have been

better served by cooperation.

As wellas these contradictory aspects existing within the Entente from its inception, the
peculiarity of the relationship has been evident time and again throughout its history. At many
pivotal moments of their relationship, Britain and France have sought talsnmeously
cooperate andundermine each other. Following the First World War they competed for
influence in the Middle East, setting their proxies against one another and fomenting unrest
in each othef @rritories. At the same time they were negotiatiagms reduction treaties in
Washington DC. After the Second World War Britain transported French troops back to
Indochina to reassert French control there, whilst also sending its own troops into the Levant
to force a French withdrawal. In recent times kea has pushed for a hatohe during the
Brexit negotiations whilst also setting up EI2 as a way to maintain defence cooperation with
the UK. Equally, the UK undermined France with the announcement of AUKUS despite
pushing for Western solidarity on issug® China and climate change. Time and again Britain
and France have demonstrated that they are capable of viewing one another as both friends

and rivals.

The history of the Peculiar Relationship continues to influence it today. Their shared history
of conflict hasngrainedcertain perceptions of each other that are hard to unlearn. Within
the UK there are still suspicions of the French as unreliable and only interested in themselves.
When the two countries experience tensions or disagreements cosqasiwith historical
conflicts are often quick to materialise (Mayne et al 2004)France concerns abolies

Anglo{ | E 2agf@®sithe Channel are often reawakened. Governments on both sides often
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find that playing to their respective national audiences by blaming the other can have political
benefits. This further demonstrates why thisai$eculiar Relationship, in no othalliance
are two allies so closely aligned in their values and interests yet able to sustain such high levels

of division

Continuing peculiarity today

There are a number of themes that have been evident within the contemporary Entente that
have been outhed throughout this thesis. These themes are what gives the Entente its
peculiar nature. These themes are outlined below along with how they relate to the cases

consideredwithin this thesis.

Atlantic instincts and continental ambitions

Athemethatisa G Af f SOARSY(l 6AGKAY GKS 9ydSydsS Aa
instinctive Atlanticism and the French desire for strategic autonomy. As discussed previously
this tension characterised the Entente throughout the twentieth century. Since theGiseg

the UK has sought to align itself as closeith the US as it can (Self 2010). Suez convinced
British policy makers that Britain could not rely on its own strength and so the best way to
maintain influence in the world was to cultivate a closktienship with the US (Peden 2012).

To that end it has firmly cemented NATO as the basis of its defence policy and rarely acted
AYRSLISYRSyGfed ¢KNRdzAK2dzi GKS /2ftR 21 N G4KS
to NATO to defend Western Europe frahe USSRDuval 1989). The Falklands War and the
1999 intervention in Sierra Leone are rare instances where the UK has intervened abroad by
itself. Instead oalition has been thelefault of British operations abroad. France in contrast

has gone to greatehgths to maintain its strategic autonomy (Vaisse 1989). It maintained

extensive forces throughout the world and regularly intervened abroad when it has

0
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military command, it repeatedly sought to develop a European alternative, often clashing
with the UK over the influence of America on European defence (Tardy 2008)also
another aspect of theelationshipsenduringpeculiarity that Britairdedicatedthe bulk of its

forces to the defence of Europe, despite its suspicion of continental entanglements, whilst
France the champion of European solidarjtyndermined collective defence efforts by

g AU0KRNI gAYy 3 i dednvandrahddminiiting®s@ many resources to interventions
abroad.Where Britain has accepted its role as the junior partner to an American hegemon,
France has always been uneasy with the preponderance of American power. This dichotomy
has influenced th relationship for decades. As shown throughout this thesis it also remains
a potent force today. The last decade of Anglench relations has been influenced by this
dynamic. What is particularly interesting is that prior to Brexit both governments sééme

have learned how to compromise effectively. Since 2016 this period of understanding has

seemingly come to an end.

The Lancaster House Treaty was in many ways a break from these traditional ways of thinking
(Ostermann 2015). For the UK it marked aogration that more needed to be done to
develop its ability to cooperate with allies outside of traditional NATO structures (Antil et al
2013). This challenged decades of British thinking that it would not operate outside of a
coalition led by the US. Férance it indicated that pure strategic autonomy was not a viable
option (Ostermann 2015). Greater cooperation with its allies was necessary if France was to
maintain its world role. In particular, the agreement that CJEF could be deployed as part of a
NATO mission indicated a show of support for NATO, and a change in Faéitades
towards a more Atlanticist mode of thinking. In many ways Lancaster House was a

compromise between these two positions. The creation of CJEF and a joint carrier group
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allowedfor the possibility of bilateral operations that would promote greater autonomy for
Britain and France, a key French objective (Ostermann 2015). Equally, agreeing that CJEF
could be deployed as part of a NATO operation assuaged British sensibilities about
undermining the centrality of the Alliance. Furthermore, by accepting that CJEF could be
deployed in support of CSDP missions, the UK demonstrated a commitment to EU defence,
satisfying France without having to agree to greater defence integration athle\iel. This
remarkable achievement of having satisfied both British and French objectives is why
Lancaster House is such a seminal event in the development of the Entente. It established the
framework through which they have cooperated for the last dexgdBannier 2020)By
compromising on their longtanding positions an accord was reached, the likes of which had
not been achieved in decaddscould almost be argued that agreeing on such a convergence

of issues was itself peculiar, given the previoasatles of disagreement.

The Libyan campaign also displayed this dynamic at work illustrating how it can still cause
friction. As has been explored the initial campaign was marred by controversy as Britain and
France could not agree how to coordinate theperations (Grand 2015). This unfortunate
chain of events embodied their traditional divide. The British preference for coordination with
the United States and for an eventual NATO operation was consistent with their Atlanticist
inclinations. This adheredith established British doctrine that coalition warfare was the
primary domain of NATO. Conversely, the French proposal for a FBaitish operation that
would eventually morph into a coalition of the willing was aligned with their desire to
maintain grategic autonomy. This was consistent with French doctrine of independent
operations outside of formal structures. This dispute brought Afgénch divisions to the

fore and made it clear that despite the rapprochement of Lancaster House, old differences
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still lingered.Crucially in this caskowever, after the initial controversy Britain and France

were able to develop the means to overcome it.

After these difficulties were overcome, it was noticeable that the campaign operated as a
hybrid of the two appoaches. Officially within NATOperation Unified Protect@dhered to

British preferences that coalitions should be conducted through NATO with heavy US
involvement (Goulter 2015). Whilst this was the case initially, as discussed previously the
involvement of several nolNATO members meant thatnified Protectorapidly took on the
appearance of a coalition of the willing, rather than a traditional NATO operation (Grand
2015). This allowed France to promote their vision for an ARgémchled campaign tht

went beyond a purely NATO construct (Heisbourg 20®ddlitionally,the American decision

to withdraw from frontline operations and provide logistical supp@aitowed AngleFrench
leadership to develop. This had the dual function of supporting botiBititssh requirement

for operations to take place within NATO and French desires to take a leading role. Thus, in
Libya it is possible to see that once again a compromise was found between British Atlanticism

and French autonomy.

Two other instances exemplify this brief period of understanding. The first is British support
for the French in MaliOperation Barkhanes ad-hoc coalition under French leadership
intendedto stabilise Mali, a former French colony, and protect Westeantigularly French,
interests. This is consistent with traditional French policy in Africa. According to the Ministere
des Armées, France intervened in Africa twenty four times between 1964 and 2014 (Vallin
2014). The majority of these interventions haveeb unilateral operations, with a minority
conducted through various international organisations but still under French leadership

(Recchia and Tardy 2020hese have almost all been within former French colonies in which
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France sees itself as having &epe of interest (Gegout 2018). The UK in contrast has been
remarkably circumspect when it comes to Africa, even its former colonies. The UK has not
sought to intervene in the continent, maintaining only a minor military presence. British bases
in Kenya a the only major permanent military installations it maintains there. Unlike France
the UK does not consider itself to have a sphere of influence in Africa or major economic
interests (Gegout 2018Pperation Pallisten Sierra Leone is a notable exceptio this but
General David Richards unilateral decision to expand his military mandate is beyond the scope

of this thesis.

This is why the British decision to support France in Mali is so interesting. For France this was
a routine operation, but for th&JK it was a substantial shift in policy. The British decision to
support a coalition outside of NATO, especially one that was led by Faadaeot the US,

was contrary to established British practice. Even in Libya, in a campaign that went beyond
the scoe of NATO, the UK had still insisted that operations be conducted under the NATO
banner (Goulter 2015). In agreeing to suppOperation Barkhanéhe UK was signalling to
France that it was willing to support a more autonomous approach to defence. Winaist t
British contribution has been relatively small in numerical terms; the strategic value has been
significant. The deployment of RARMMG Df 26 SY I & (i S Rdhaewitk b strategilE A RS |
lift capability thatit previously lacked (Heisbourg 2021). Crllgiavhilst the US also provided
France with a similar capability at the onsettbé operation this support was temporary
unlike that offered by the UK. Equally the deployment of Chinook helicopters has supported
the French army in its dap-day operatons, complimenting the deployment of French
medium helicopters in the region. The UK has also provided ISTAR support by deploying an
RAF Sentinel R1 and troops from the Royal Corps of Siytals2019). Whilst the number

of assets deployed has been kephall, their impact has been significant as they have



262

O2YLISyal iSR T2NJ CNBYOK Ol LI oAftAdle OFLADP ¢KAA
autonomous approach to defence whilst demonstrating that it is willing to be more flexible

when it comes to dploying military force abroad.

9ljdzr fftex CNBYOK Ay@2f @dSYSyd Ay b!¢hQa 9Ct A\
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by the UK since 2017, with Britain andufce making the only meaningful contributions. In

2017 it consisted of 800 British and 300 French soldiers (NATO 2017), whilst in 2022 it
consisted of 828 British and 300 French soldiers with 2 Danes and 1 Icelander (NATO 2021).
Crucially, Francehaspr&/6 R mMH [ SOf SNO {(lyl1a y LC+Qa YR
to support both them and their British counterparts (NATO 2021). This has been particularly
beneficial for two reasons. Firstly, the UK has also deployed armoured vehicles so additional
logistical support is beneficial and supports British leadership of the battlegroup. Secondly, as

the main purpose of EFP is to deter Russian aggression, armoured vehicles are the kind of
assets necessary to fulfil this role. France is therefore providingrucial asset that
complements their British allies, just as the UK has done in Mali. Without French support this
battlegroup would essentially amount to a British deployment as other allied contributions

have been tokenistic at best. In 20D&nmark diddeploy a single infantry company, but this

is not comparable to a French armoured detachment. Therefore, the French contribution has

been vital in ensuring that the Estonian battlegroup is a truly multinational force and not

simply a British operation. Rlnermore, by committing their forces almost continually since

2017 France has demonstrated its willingness to support NATO, a key British objective.

Unfortunately, this newfound spirit of accommodation does not appear to have lasted. The

turning point ha clearly been Brexit. This is to be expected since Brexit represents the biggest
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shift in British foreign policy since the Suez Crisis. Wiaillstwing Lancaster HousBritain

and France had found ways to accommodate their respective defence prefer@nezg has
brought this to an end. In leaving the EU it appeared to France that Britain had turned its back
on the Continent. In the French mind the British had finally made a choice and chosen
Atlanticism. Whilst Paris has always remained open to codjperavith Washington, this has
always been grounded in its belief that an autonomous EU is a necessity. Consequently,
French Ministers have accused the UK of accepting a form of vassalisation to the US (Beaune
HAHMO YR 2F 0SAy3 akiGeign gokicy (LekDrainRkR®@$)fBiexitshds ! Y S
therefore forced both sides to revert to their traditional ways of thinking breaking the pattern

of compromise and cooperation started by Lancaster Holise.in keeping with the history

of the peculiar relabnship that a period of mutually beneficial cooperation has been

overturned bya new era of divisiowith little tangible benefit.

Brexit has driven France to forcefully push for greater EU defence cooperation. As this policy
continues France is being drawn further away from a UK which finds itself unable to influence
the process. Having sat on the sililees while the EEC was creatiba@ UK is now repeating
history. The EU is embarking on a range of new initiatives aimed at deepening defence
cooperation between members in which the UK cannot participate. As France becomes more
involved in EU programmes that exclude roembers, this Wl naturally reduce its
cooperation with the UK. It is also likely that France will face a difficult choice in the future,
having to decide whether to cooperate with the UK or the EU. This would be an unenviable
position as while Britain is obviously a raacredible military partner, France may well feel
compelled to choose EU solidarity instead. The existence of EI2 does leave open the possibility
of continued cooperation in Europe, but as mentioned the lack of detail surrounding it raises

more questionghan answers.
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Brexit has also forced the UK to strengthen its relationship with the US as a means to
compensate for its loss of influence in the EU. Consequently, Britain has already begun to
reorient its defence policy in ways that would ensure it rersaievant to the United States.

This is somewhat ironic as Britain now finds itself more dependent upon the US despite being

a less useful ally outside of the EU. The British tilt to the Pacific is to a certain extent an
attempt to demonstrate to the UShat the UK is capable of operating alongside it across the
globe (Policy Exchange 2021). In a gastxit world it is important for the British government

to demonstrate that it remains a global player (Whitman 2021). The decision to dep&/

Queen Elidzethto the IndoPacific on her maiden voyage to conduct freedom of navigation
RNAf A Ay GKS {2dziK / KAYlI {SI ¢éla AyGdSyRSR
(Patalano 2021). The creation of AUKUS is another consequence of this. Thé&megban

decision to sell nuclear powered submarines to Australia, despite Australia already having a
contract with France, is a clear signal to the world that the UK is putting its alliance with
America first (Niblett 2021). Whilst the French reaction washnNali 2 GSNDbf 246y
gAftftAy3dySaa G2 dzyRSNXYAYS CNIyOSQa O2yiGNI) O
indication that there has already been a reorientation away from the cooperative spirit
created by Lancaster House. This division is likelgaiatinue to grow as EU defence

integration deepens.

Unless remedial action is taken the UK and France are likely to fall victim to a strategic drift
that will pull them further apart. This is particularly unfortunate as the rationale for greater
cooperaton is arguably stronger now than it was a decade ago. As the poles of global power
shift both sides would be better served through cooperation with an equal, rather than
wasteful competition. Both sides have far more to gain from cooperation than from

competition (Chabal 2021). The UK cannot thrive if it is cut off from the defence of Europe.
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and France threatens the foundations of the Atlantic alliance. IfIE8®2a (62 YI 22 NJ Y
powers descend into acrimony it damages all of NATO. Equally, there can be no autonomous
Europe without British involvement. The rest of the EU simply do not have the resources or

the will to make such an outcome possible. If Frathesires greater strategic autonomy then

it must work with its allies, particularly the UK. Their 2@dategic Update recognises that
autonomy does not mean isolatiqMinistére des Arméeg021p 9 ljdzt t £ & (G KS ! Y Q2
that it mustcooperatewith alies (MoD 2021) Once more we can see the peculiarity of the
relationship at work here. Despite both sides regising that they need to work with allies

to maintain their global positions, they have so fafused to acknowledge that this means

each otherBoth nations defence reviews are noticeable for just how little they mention each

other. It is classic AnglBrench peculiarity at work to identify the same solution to their
problems butto be prevented from cooperating becauselfmade bariers andfoolish
disagreementsThis is a situation that needs to be remedidtherefore, they must work to
NBEad2NS GKS ALIANARG 2F O2YLINRBYAAS GKFG SEAaGS
preferences and then accommodating them for their mutual éf@rproduced dividends prior

to 2016 and can do so again. The alternative is to allow their old debate between Atlanticism

and autonomy to divide them furthecausinglamage to both.

Unity around a common foe

Just as in the past, the contemporary Engehis often been at its strongest when Britain and
France have been rallying against a common threat. The Entente was transformed from a
simple agreement to full alliance precisely because of the common enemy of Imperial

Germany. This dynamic has also uaficed relations in recent years. Many of the
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improvements in defence cooperation seen over the past two decades have been in response

to a shared threat.

The creation of the CSDP was driven by a recognition that Britain and France faced a common
threat, namely military irrelevance on their own continent. The realisation that they had been
unable to intervene in Yugoslavia to stop the violence taking place there had been a national
embarrassment for both sides (Howorth 2007). The UK was forced to acceptdbpite
dedicating its forces to the defence of Europe it had been unable to prevent a war from
actually occurring, whilst France had to grapple with the reality that it could topple dictators

in Africa but could not stop genocide in Europe. Meanwhih governmentsrecognised
GKFG GKS ' { O2dA R y2i ltgleda o0S NBfASR dzkRy
forced the UK to accept that there had been a divergence of transatlantic interests in which
Britain and America would not always be ore tlame side. Where previously the UK could

rely upon the US to always intervene in conflicts that threatened British interests, it was clear
that the postCold War world no longer conformed to this paradigm. As a result, they moved

to ensure that Europe,pecifically the EU, would not find itself impotent in the face of a
similar crisis. This led to the creation of the CSDP with its associated objectives of creating EU
battlegroups that could intervene abroad. Granted these measures have not achieved
everyting they set out to, and Anglerench perspectives on EU defence cooperation have
diverged over the years (Howorth 2007). However, they were only possible because Britain
and France saw military irrelevance in Europe as a threat to their position ad gtmlars

and sought to counter this threaDnce again here peculiarity emerged, as Britain and France
differed over howtheseEUinitiatives should be structured and what role they should play.
This is discussed more below but it should be noted that even when they agree, pegculiarit

still influences Anglérench defence cooperation.
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As mentioned one of the driving factors betlithe creation of the Lancaster House Treaty
was the fiscal restraints imposed on both governments by the 2008 Financial Crash (Strategic
O02YYSyia HamMmMO® ¢KA& ONARaA& LIASR | ASNR2dza
economies shrinking arttie cost of military development ever increasing, the Financial Crash
posed a real risk to both sides position in the world. As such they were compelled to work
together to overcome these challenges. Sustaining their respective world roles could not be
acheved unilaterally. In order to remain relevant and overcome the financial costs of the
Crash cooperation was essential. That is why they signed the Lancaster House Treaty and
embarked upon a new era of cooperation (Antil et al 2013). As a result, theydwneved
impressive levels of cooperation, politically, militarily and industrially. Indeed, the very nature
of Lancaster House is important. As a Treaty it sets out a binding agreement to improve
cooperation. When considering the contents of Lancasteudd, rarely are such measures
elevated to treaty status. Joint industrial programmes can be undertaken by simple
agreement between governments. The creation of the Eurofighter or AUKUS are two prime
examples. These were complex projects but did not ralg dreaty for their implementation.

Even agreements governing the deployment of troops can be handled through political
agreements. The decision to elevate something to treaty status bestows a certain level of
importance and symbolism which regular agrests do not have. Lancaster House must be
considered a key moment in the development of the modern Entente Cordiale. Prior to
Lancaster Houseghe most recenbilateral defence treaty signed by the UK and France was
the Treaty of Dunkirk in 1947 (Pannidd2®). Its status as a treaty has helped to preserve
Lancaster House when lesser agreements would have withered. It is arguable that without
the impending threat of economic catastrophe they would not have come too such a wide

ranging accord. Therefore, juas the German threat helped transform the Entente from
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agreement to alliance, the financial crash was pivotal in rejuvenating contemporary

cooperation.

The decision to intervene in Libya was also driven by the perception of a joint threat. As with
Yugoslavia, Britain and France considered it to be within their interest to intervene in Libya.
Also like Yugoslavia, there was initially some scepticism agh&ther the US would get
involved (Grand 2015). Consequently, they resolved to intervene in order to protect their
interests. That is why they took the diplomatic lead in pushing for dlynaone and for
international intervention (Chivvis 2015). Whilstey differed over how the intervention
should be managed, there was never any disagreement that the intervention should take
place. The intervention in Libya was an important moment for the Entente. It established that
Britain and France could take the tem military interventions. As this thesis has shown they
conducted the bulk of combat operations, and it was their diplomatic leadership that drove
the UN and NATO towards intervention. Whilst they may have still been dependent upon the
US for logisticaupport Libya proved that when Britain and France are confronted with a joint

threat they are capable of working decisively together to combat it.

The intervention in Mali is also an example of Britain and France responding to a shared
threat. As mentioed above the British decision to support France in Mali indicated a
willingness to embrace a more autonomous approach to defence pokiowever,
AYUGSNBSYyAy3a Ay GKS { I KSt gl a Ftaz2 Ay . NAGE
invasion was laurieed to prevent the disintegration of Mali and to ensure that Islamic
extremists where not able to establish a base of operations to strike western targets. This
instability also threatened to spill over into neighbouring countries, potentially triggering

similar state disintegration. Having the Sahel transformed into an ungovernable space and a
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present an obvious threat to European security. Furthermore, France veasrly major
nation willing to commit the resources necessary to stabilise the region and thus represented
an opportunity to eliminate the threat at a low cost to the UK. As such the intervention in
Mali can be viewed both as Britain supporting Frenchrasipns for a more autonomous

defence policy and as an Angtoench response to a shared threat on the doorstep of Europe.

The COVIR9 pandemic has the potential to be another external threat that pushes Britain
and France into closer cooperation. Vhilelations have been strained by Brexit, COVID
offers a chancéor a diplomaticreset. The threat posed by the pandemic is arguably greater
than the Financial Crash in 2008. Not only is it a health crisis but a financial one as well. The
economic impacbf the pandemic will be felt by both nations for years to come. If they wish
to preserve their ambitious military objectives then they will need to work together.
Collaboration bore fruit when faced with financial hardship in 2010 and it can do so again
now. The pandemic has also come at a time when both nations are striving to be more
engaged with the Ind®acific. Both governments announced ambitious, and expensive, plans
to increase their military and diplomatic presence in the region (Ministére des ég12@21,

MoD 2021). With the increasing rise of Chinese influence in the region both governments are
becoming more aware of the threat China poses to their interests there (Morcos 2022).
Cooperation is essential if either nation is to play a major roteerindo-Pacific, especially in

the wake of the pandemic. Projecting power half a world away would have been difficult
enough before COVID, now with increased financial constraints it will be even more
challenging. That is why greater cooperation is neagsdn order to face the twin threats of
financial peril and a rising China Britain and France must restore their relationship-to pre

Brexit levels.
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Confusion, competition and miscommunication

Another feature of the Peculiar Relationship Hasen constant miscommunication and
misinterpretation. This thesis has already outlined in great detail how Britain and France have
wildly different interpretations of the original Entente €iger 2006). This problem has
resurfaced in the modern relationghas well. A perfect example is in Libya. The confusion
over how the Libyan campaign should be coordinated is emblematic of #Anghch
miscommunicatiorand speaks to the wider Peculiar Relationsfiipis also links to laroader

issue around whathe Lancaster House Treaty actually meant to both sides. For the British
Lancaster house was a sign of intent to build up bilateral cooperation and readjust both of
their defence postures to a more cooperative disposition. Whilst it signalled a significant
departure from established thinking it was not intended to be an instantaneous shift. For the
French Lancaster House was the beginning of a realignment that would begin immediately
(Heisbourg 2021). This in part explains why there was debate over whather should be a
NATO or independent operation. Whilst the UK was willing to develop bilateral structures that
could be utilised outside of NATO, it wanted to do so gradually. In contrast France believed
that these structures should be deployed immedigtellhis illustrates that there was
ambiguity over how these structures should be implemented. Whilst Lancaster House
survived this initial stress test, uncertainty still lingers over how CJEF would be deployed. This
needs to be resolved so that a similantroversy can be avoided in the futuréhis kind of
ambiguity has been a continuous feature of the Peculiar Relationshipm its initial
conception, the staff talkboth before and after the Great War, and the formation of ESDP
Britain and France have regularly alledvambiguity in their intentions tdinder defence
cooperation. Quite often both sides are willing to read into an agreement what they want

without truly appreciating the views of the other sidEhis isas frustratng as it is common.
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Thisrepeated confusion and miscommunication has often created a sense that Britain and
France are simultaneously competitors and allies. The Brexit process offers a clear example
of this, standing athe modern example gbeculiarity made manifesfFrance has been widely
perceived as taking a hardline on the UK throughout the Brexit process (Reuters 2018). This
is to be expected given the importance France places on thec&tbined withPresident

all ONRyYy Qa | Y och laaiiesyigwitfirethelUgddHowever, whilst taking a hardline
approach in the trade negotiations, France has also extended an olive branch in the form of
El2 with the intention of keeping the UK engaged in European def&umelly, the UK has
stressel that it is keen to maintain bilateral cooperation whilst seeghly remaining wilfully
ignorant of low Brexit has made thahuch more difficultBritish claims thathe UKwantsto
continue cooperation with France wst simultaneouslyagreeing toAUKUS is another
example of thisThis kind of peculiaritis reminiscent of the contradictiorseen in the past

when France sought to build the Channel Tunnel whilst also funding rebels in British colonies
or when Britain forcd the French out of Syria lilst helping them retake Indochinin 2010

it could have been hoped that thiend of situation had been relegated to the past. Brexit has
proved thatit remairs a fact of life for the peculiar relationship. reality of their geopolitical
situation is hat France needs Britain if there is to be any meaningful European defence
capability. This point has been made repeatedly throughout this thesis. France and Britain are
equals in ways that no other nation can match. Thus even though France may wanttthe EU
adopt a hard stance on the implementation of the Brexit agreement it knows that it still needs
the UK. This is a dilemma seen in the peculiar relationship time and again, Britain and France
may be rivals in one area, but they need each other in othEns is a reality that Brexit has

not changed evethoughit has made cooperation more difficult.
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The same means to different ends

Another recurring aspect of the Peculiar Relationship is that Britain and France often
approach the same means in the hope of achieving different ends. This is true today as it was
when the Entente was first created. The signing of the Lancaster Houdy iBraa excellent
example of this. Whilst both sides understood the financial imperative for greater
cooperation and accepted that their traditional approaches to defence had not always
succeeded, they also saw the Treaty as a means to influence thetotkards their way of
thinking. France saw Lancaster House as a tool with which to convince the UK to embrace
greater strategic autonomy and move away from its over reliance on the US (Heisbourg 2021).
By building up their bilateral capacity France wagdblincrease the likelihood that the UK
would be willing to support it independently of the US. Equally, the UK used Lancaster House
as a means to move France in a more Atlanticist direction (Fox 2021). Through the integration
of their defence industrieand by putting CJEF at the disposal of NATO, Britain was binding
France closer to NATO and thus making it more Atlanticist by stealth. Signing a Treaty with
the intention of achieving two fundamentally different aims is a quintessential example of the
Pecdiar Relationship. The success of Lancaster House lies in the fact that it has manged to
reconcile these conflicting aims. Britain has become more flexible in its military deployments,
as evidenced by its commitment to Mali, whilst France has become siagig committed

to NATO with its ongoing deployment to Estonia.

The same can be said for the creation of CSDP. Britain and France agreed that the EU needed
to develop its own military capability, but they differed as to why (Howorth 2007). For Britain
the EU needed to be able to act independently so that it could better support NATO (Whitman

2016). EU assistance developing individuammembers capabilities was a means to make
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NATO stronger. France however wished to build up EU military capacity tosaah a
alternative option to NATO (Howorth 2017). France saw NATO as being too dependent upon
the US and so sought an EU alternative in case the US refused to act again. This again
highlights how Britain and France have approached similar means with diffietientions.

Whilst they may both have wanted to develop EU military capacity, their reasons for doing
so, to strengthen NATO but also offer an alternative could not have been more different.
Unlike with Lancaster House, Britain and France could not oedaheir conflicting aimbere

which caused EU defence architecture to stagnate until 201§.an ironic consequence of

the Peculiar Relationship that Brexit has caused a rejuvenation of EU defence initidie/es
groundwork for which was laid by théK and=rancewhich maywell be detrimental toAnglo

French defence cooperation in the long run.

Libya offers a third example of this dynamic at work. Once it was agreed that the campaign
should be overseen by NATO they again differed over how NATQldbwulked. For the UK

it was important that NATO should retain the right of first refusal for any intervention (Goulter
2015). British policy makers were happy for the US to step back from combat operations and
provide logistical support because it wadl §teing done within NATO. Equally, the integration

of nonNATO allies was achieved using NATO architecture and so preserved the primacy of
NATO. For France, whilst it may have begrudgingly accepted the necessity of NATO it did so
in a way that fundamentd differed from the UK. Libya proved that NATO could be
transformed into a norAmerican tool (Heisbourg 2021)Vhilst the campaign remained
under the NATO umbrella, the withdrawal of American combat forces and the inclusion of
non-NATO allies transformetlinto a much wider coalition. This allowed France to take the
military lead within NATO, thus transforming it into an operation that went beyond NATO.

This again is an example of contrasting objectives being pursued through common means. In
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Libya both gles again achieved their objective, the UK was able to retain the primacy of NATO
within Western defence policy whilst France was ablguide the operation into becoming

a de facto coalition beyond the realm of NATO.

Areas of future research

Having identified the current state of the Anglsench relationship, the questidhat must

now be askedswhat other areas of research should be considered in the future? This thesis
has outlined how the relationship functions and explained its pecul@&ure. It has also
outlined numerous ways in which the relationship can be improved. Consequently, it is
important to consider what research would further our understanding of the Entente

Cordiale.

One area that should be researched further is the caltuelationship between the British

and French militaries. Whilst outside the scope of this thesis, this is a topic that was touched
upon during the research process. This thesis has mentioned the concept of the perfidious
Albion and ancestral French misst of the UK. Equally it has also discussed how this history
colours British perceptions of France. However, there is little scholarship that pays particular
attention to how this cultural context influences the relationship between their respective
militaries. How do historic stereotypes impact contemporary thinking? How insulated are
military personnel from the cut and thrust of diplomacy? How do British and French officers
view each other on a personal basis? These are intriguing questions that slkecutd\wered

in future research. Whilst researching this thesis it was suggested to the author that there still
SEAaGE + fSOSt 2F LINB2dzRAOS 2y 020K aARSa
Y 2 ¥y 1 $Mhéngmou2021)was bandied about as a way that some British officers view the

French. Equally it was suggested that certain French officers still view their British
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counterparts through the lens of theerfide Albiorwho cannot be trusted. This is made more
complicated ly the complex nature of British national identity. It was intimated during the
interview process that these Francophobic sentiments were predominantly held by English
officers, whilst their Scottish, Welsh and Northern Irish colleagues were more positive
towards the French. Equally the more Anglophobic views of the French tended to be aimed
at the English specifically with French officers more positively inclined towards those from the
rest of the UK. This is an interesting dynamic that is worth explourtgdr. Interpersonal
relationships are essential for a military alliance to function effectively. Of course, this may
not be a representative sample, and is so far based on anecdotal evidence. These sentiments
could simply be amongst a small minority amat representative of wider feeling. Certainly,

on an operational level both militaries work well together, despite what tensions may or may
not exist. However, the possibility that they do exist is worth exploring. If such sentiments
continue to linger tlen it is important that scholars identify them, and to see how widespread
such sentiments are, so that our understanding of the Entente can be expanded, and defence

cooperation improved.

Another area worthy of further study is intelligence cooperatids mentioned at the outset

of this thesis intelligence cooperation was largely outside its parameters. However, it remains
a relevant field of study that should be developed further. The relationship between Anglo
French intelligence agencies has noebeatrticularly well studied in the UK. In large part this

is because there is limited intelligence sharing between the UK and Fraheach of the
summits discussed in this thesis, the main focus was defence and security. Intelligence was
granted a teriary mention at best, if it was even mentioned at all. This is thus an area where
academia should focus its attention. Why has Adglench intelligence cooperation been

understudied? Why do the UK and France lack a formal framework for sharing inted’génc
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the nuclear taboo can be broken with the Teutates Treaty then surely there can be agreement
on some form of intelligence cooperation. These are questions which could not be answered
by this thesis but are undoubtedly relevant. Defence and intelligeme related, even if they

are separate fields. Chapter 6 discussed the lack of ISTAR capabilities held by the UK and
France during operations in Libyehich demonstratel the difficulties inthe defence and
intelligence relationship Whilst this thesis h& developed a comprehensive look at the
defence relationship between the UK and France, this would be complemented by further

research intantelligencecooperation between the two.

Further research should also lbenductedinto the strategic cultureof both sides and how

they relate to each other. There is already a thriving body of wBrky1999) that considers
strategic culture and this would be improved by considering things from an /mgiach
angle. This thesis has discussed strategltu@iin brief and mentioned how Britain and
France have often differed from each other. However, there is room to study this in greater
depth. As strategic culture is a subfield in its own rigthtvas only discussed in this thesis
when relevant and so could be developed further. There is room to consider how Britain and
France have developed such differing strategic cultures. This history was outlined in brief by
this thesis but it could be expded upon with additional research. Questions surrounding
K2¢g . NAGFIAY YR CNIyOS KIF@S AyFftdzZSyOSR SI OK
have influenced wider European strategic culture should all be answered as these would

provide a deeper ungrstanding of the Entente Cordiale.

The Entente in a changing World

So what is the current state of Angfwench defence cooperation? It is clear that the Entente

has experienced a period of growth unseen in recent times. The Lancaster House Treaty
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heralded a spirit of cooperation that had not been seen in decades. Despite its flaws Lancaster
House will be known to history as a seminal moment in the Entente Cordiale.-Amgloh
defence cooperation is definitely in a better plawaw than it was at he start of the century.

Both operationally and industrially there has been tangible proof of the benefits of greater
cooperation. The institutions created and experience gained have formed a solid foundation

upon which the Entente now rests.

That is notto say the relationship is without its probleni3eculiarity is never far away and

the past decade has seen many failures as well as successes. It is also imperilled by the current
negativity surrounding Angibrench relations as a whole. Despite its fdations being

strong, Brexit poses a clear risk to the Entente. It is the greatest challenge to defence
cooperation in decades. Without a renewed focus there is a real risk of cooperative
backsliding. The traditional modus operandi of AAgienchdefencecooperation has been
periods of cooperation followed by periods of antagonidihis is at the heart of theeculiar

nature of the relationshipThe Entente clearly finds itself in a period of antagonism. Whilst

this cycle has played out for over a centtingre is no need to prolong the current state of
division. It is time for th&JKand France to make peace and set fezuliarRelationship to

rights.

This should be hastened by the fact that the rationale for defence cooperation is stronger
than ever. Thd.ancaster House rapprochement was undertaken by two states striving to
maintain great power status in the midst of an economic collapse and uncertain world. In
2022 the covidl9 pandemic has sparked an economic crisis that both states are still

recoveringfrom. Meanwhile Russia is upending peace and stability in Europe (Wallace 2022).

wdza aAlF Qa Ay@lFaizy 2F | INAYyS Ay CSOoNXzZ NBE Hn
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revisionist states posed a threat in 2010, then an imperialist one is an even gthetat
G2RFe® Ly NBalLlRyasS (2 wdzaail Qa Ay@dlFaiazy GKS
significantly increased its troops deployed in NATO counNéd3 O 2022)Equally France has

also increased its commitment to NATO, deploying additionalhyassand aircraft to defend

NATO partneréNATO 2022)However there has seemingly been little coordination between

GKS (g2 'a 9dzNRLISQA G662 YIFAY YAfAGENE LJ2gSN
if they had aligned their responseBhey coul have pintly suppled weapons to Ukraine or
coordinaked their troop increases, they are already deployed to Estonia together so it would

have been logical for them to coordinate there. Concentrating their forces in one area,
particularly the region of NFO most likely to be subjected to a Russian attack, would have

been a more efficient use of their respective resources. They could also, for example, have
offered to put CJEF at NATO disposal to reinforce the eastern flank. The Ukrainian Crisis has
shown tat NATO solidarity remains strong and tNéance is capable of adapting to face

new challenges. It remains to be seen if the Peculiar Relationship will demonstrate similar

resilience.

Russian aggression, whilst threatening to bgth (i Asgcyir@ly should not distract from the

fact that China is seeking hegemony in the Fat Bdsydarian 2020). The United States is
undergoing a major strategic reorientation away from Europe and towards Asia (Swverdrup
Thygeson 2016All this indicates that great power competition has returned to the World
stage (Wright 2018). In this increagiy uncertain world Britain and France are striving to
carve out a place for themselves. They remain great powers, but their place in that ranking is
increasingly ambiguous. China has risen to be a clear competitor to the US for global
leadership. The Ruis&m economy may be half the size of Britain or France (IMF 2022), but it

retains a formidable military might. Meanwhile India has now overtaken France as the sixth
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largest economy in the world (IMF 2022 the balance of world power shifts to the Indo
Pacific it is Asian powers like in India, Japan and China that will have an ever increasing say
over the global agendaRa@chman 2016)Alone Britain and France can attempt to adapt to
these changes. The British tilt to the pacific has been discussed alraadyfrance still
maintains territorial holdings in the region. Individually they can play a role in this new Indo
Pacific centric world, but it will be a small one. They have both recognised the need to
mobilise allies to augment their global influenceit&@n in the IR (MoD 2021) and France in

its 2021 Strategic Updatéfnistere des Armée2021). Yet they have failed to appreciate
that they should be trying to mobilise each oth&heir relationship may be peculiar, but it is
also essential. The tensisncreated by Brexit cannot be allowed thstract from this
fundamentalprinciple. They need to work together to maintain their positions in this new
world. Neither state has allies that can match the resources of the other. Wasting time and
energy on pety feuds over fishing or diplomatic etiquette damages them both as they risk

being left behind imew era of great power competition.

Britain and France have the resources to play an outsiakdif they work together. They

now have the experience necesgdo deploy forces together for prolonged periods of time.

In a world where the ability to undertake force projection is becoming ever more essential
their combined resources can make a real difference. The burden of sustaining forces in a
theatre two corinents away is a heavy one. Deploying forces together, like the proposed
joint carrier group, would allow them to project strength for longer periods and in greater
numbers. Ships flying the Union Jack or Tricolour individually may be impressive, but a
taskforce flying both would send a clear message of intefNlS Queen Elizabeis an
impressive platform and her maiden voyage to the hitbific was a useful display of British

naval power, but it was her multinational taskforce that signalled a Britisimgness to lead
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in the region. Britain and France should learn from this and replicate its success. Given the
age of theCharles de Gaulla joint carrier group arounddHMS Queen Elizabethould
demonstrate the seriousness of their commitment to the megiMore military exercises are
needed so let them be conducted in the InBacific. Britain and France should be leveraging
GKSANI NBAaLISOUABS ySGg2Nla Ay GKS NBIA2y G2
interests to cooperate to the fldst extent possible.

If new industrial programmes can be agreed then they could further improve their influence
in the region by arming their regional allies. Greater cooperation could eliminate competition
and boost profits for both. Whilst Britain mayp longer be in the EU, France cannot rely upon

it to project strength in the Indé’acific. Most EU members have little strategic interest in the
region, or indeed any other region beyond their own. They are the only two European nations
capable of playig a global role, but they must work together to achieve their full potential.
Tilting to the IndePacific whilst keeping one eye across the Channel out of paranoia is not
only counterproductive but actively damaging. They must utilise the lessons learhéaya,

Mali and beyond to play a role in this new multipolar world.

With the tensions caused by Brexit and the British tilt away from Europe, it is increasingly
likely that defence cooperation will decrease in importance for France and the UK. Thils woul

be a mistakeas defence cooperation with Francecigearly of vital relevance to the URhis

thesis has outlined numerous ways to avoid such a damaging scenario. Periods of enhanced
cooperation have often been driven by an external threat that needed to be confronted,
GKSOGKSN) GKFG 06S DSNX¥YIFye@Z bl aasSNDRBpddicdi 2 NJ

should be seen as such a crisis. Brexit may have damaged relations but as the world begins to
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recover Britain and France should take this opportunity to reset their relations and

reinvigorate the spirit of the Entente Cordiale.
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