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Mister Chair, 

Excellencies, dear colleagues, 

 Let me first add my voice to the colleagues (or to Suzanne Baumann) who have thanked the 

Belgian Chairmanship for its impressive work in steering the structured dialogue process in 2018. We 

welcome the continuation of the expert level workshop, as the third one has just started. France was 

among the delegations defending this initiative and we reiterate our support for this process, which 

fits perfectly our understanding of the Hamburg mandate.  

Focusing your work on Risk reduction related to military incidents or exercises and on threat 

perception can do nothing but help the FSC going deeper in transparency, confidence and dialogue. 

The structured dialogue on itself is a Confidence-building measure. 

 As France, we continue to believe, as stated in the FFT we issued together with Germany, 

that the enduring aim of the structured dialogue is to foster a greater understanding on current and 

future security challenges and risks. This IWG process needs to leave aside all our unchanged pre-

positions to go into a meaningful dialogue with, as it is the case today, commitment from Capitals at 

senior level and with participation of military experts. Without leaving our security architecture, we 

have to adapt our structure to better face today’s strategic landscape and this IWG is a first step to 

this aim. 

 Regarding modern warfare and the associated evolution of the threat perception, I see a few 

points that increase the risk of misperception. Modern armies can do much more than older ones in 

terms of capabilities. Thus, obviously, from the side of a country that doesn’t have modern 

capabilities; the threat becomes more difficult to evaluate: 

 A fighter jet doesn’t need to cross a boarder anymore but it’s presence in the vicinity of the 
border, still in its country, can remain a threat because country that doesn’t have modern 
radars is blind to such presence.  



 Otherwise, servants of modern vessels can identify that they are targeted whereas it was not 
possible decades ago. In other words, targeting vessel crews are not even necessarily aware 
that their targeting is visible.  

 In terms of troops, due to modern capabilities and the appearance of eternal peace in 
Europe, States have strongly reduced the size of their forces. Therefore Military exercises 
have decreased in terms of frequencies and volume. As a consequence, fewer exercises are 
notified under the VD, does it mean that there are no concerns? Not so simple. Better 
transparency would be to reduce the level of the threshold for notification.  

 

To go back to the excellent Belgian idea to take into account both the intention and the 

capabilities to assess the threat, I’d say that States that have had/taken the opportunity to invest in 

modern capabilities do not need to be seen to make action and thus it can be harder to get the 

intention of this last State. It would have been a mistake focusing only on capabilities. 

 I would like to support and encourage the Belgian chairmanship and Ps for the mapping 

exercise, a very useful mil-to-mil process. This is probably the best answer to tackle modern warfare 

and combined to the “OSCE Information Management and Reporting System” the IT tool developed 

by the Secretariat; we will upgrade the quality of the military and defense information exchange.. 

 Once again, I would like to stress that working together specifically on Risk reduction and 

threat perception in the structured dialogue will allow in the medium term to reinforce our common 

European security environment. 

Thank you.  

  

 


