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Europeanisation of interstate relations. It is thus distinguished by a strengthening of 
interdependence at a national level, that is, by long-standing, close, and collaborative 
relations between French state and industrial actors. Simultaneously, French actors 
maintain, at an international level, relations that are distant and conflictual with 
European actors. 

Second, the model of exclusive configuration is defined by a weakening of the 
disembedded dynamic and a strengthening of the Europeanisation dynamic. It is 
distinguished from the amalgamated configuration, by strong interdependent bonds 
between state and industrial actors at a national level. Nevertheless, there is a high 
degree of Europeanisation of interstate relations between French and European 
actors. 

Figure 1. The crafting of France’s military transport aircraft policy by four 
configurations

Third, the model of disembedded configuration reflects a two-fold dynamic: of 
French industrial actors becoming autonomous with regard to the state, and of 
Europeanisation of relations between French and European actors. It reflects 
a weakening of interdependence at a national level, between French state and 
industrial actors which maintain distant and conflictual relations. On the other hand, 
French and European actors are connected, at an international level, by collaborative 
connections. 

Fourth, the model of the inclusive configuration corresponds to a dynamic 
of industry becoming autonomous with regard to the state and of a weakening 
of Europeanisation. It is defined, like the disembedded configuration, by a fall in 
interdependence at a national level, which reflects distant and competitive relations 
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A dynamic of disembeddedness: two competing configurations (1980–90)

In 1985, the military chiefs of the six other European states formulated an operational 
need for a new military transport aircraft to replace their Transall (Germany and 
Turkey) and their C-130 (Belgium, Spain, Italy, United Kingdom, and Turkey). 
France’s ATF programme then became the multinational Future Large Aircraft 
(FLA) programme. 

In this context, the officers of the air force, and the armaments engineers of the 
DGA and Aérospatiale maintained their close and continuous relations, which they 
shared with officials in the finance ministry and diplomats in the foreign ministry 
(Joana & Smith 2006: 75, 78). More specifically, the FLA programme was supported 
by the chief of staff of the air force, General Vincent Lanata (1991-4),6 the Délégué 
général de l’armement [general arms delegate] (DGA) Henri Conze (1993-6),7 the 
director of the FLA programme at the DGA [agency], Michel Sancho (1991-01), and 
the CEO of Aérospatiale Louis Gallois (1992-6),8 as well as the defence minister, 
François Léotard (1993-5). These French actors shared two convictions about 
France’s armaments policy in the 1990’s. On the one hand, the decision taken during 
the 1980s to produce the French fighter aircraft Rafale created severe budgetary 
pressures on the finances of the defence ministry: “There was a huge [budgetary] 
spike; we didn’t have the funds to pay for everything.”9 In other words, “Made in 
France” was no longer an option in the 1990s for acquiring a military transport 
aircraft: it was a matter of finding a European compromise, or of “buying off the 
shelf”.10 On the other hand, these actors preferred the option of minilateral Europe 
to the Franco-American option, believing that they could dominate the development 
of the former, but not of the latter.11 However, the military transport aircraft policy 
was not shaped exclusively by the amalgamated configuration that brought together 
French actors through collaborative relations.

At the international level, the amalgamated configuration developed into a 
disembedded configuration that brought together French and European actors starting 
in the mid-1980s. From the start of the FLA programme in 1985, the engineers at 
the DGA, the generals in the air force, and the staff of industrialists at Aérospatiale 
interacted with their European counterparts on a regular basis to jointly carry out the 
development studies for the FLA. Moreover, these exchanges took place within a 
unique institutional setting: the Future Large Aircraft Study Group (FLASG, 1985–
96) in the case of state players, and FIMA (1983–91) and later Euroflag (1991–5) in 
the case of industrial players (table 2). The origin of this relational disembeddedness 
reflects the transition from amalgamated ties exclusive to French actors, to relations 
of interdependence shared by French and European actors.

6	 Interview 33, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 4 March 2014. 
7	 Interview 7, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 12 December 2013. 
8	 Interview 44, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 24 March 2014. 
9	 Interview 49, General (Air Force), Ministry of Defence, April 1, 2014. 
10	 Interview 62, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 20 April 2014.
11	 Interview 11, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 16 December 2013. 
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Table 2. International organisations in charge of negotiations for the FLA programme12

State 
actors

1985-93 1993-6 1996-00 2000-

 FLASG 
(GEIP)

 FLASG 
(GAEO) FLAEG (GAEO ) OCCAR

Industrial 
actors 

1983-91 1991-5 1995-99 1999-01 2001-3 2003-9 2009-13 2014-6 2017-

FIMA Euroflag Airbus 
Military 
(AM 
SAS)

Airbus 
Military 
(AMC)

Airbus 
Military 
(AM 
SAS)

AMSL 
(EADS)

Airbus 
Military 
(EADS)

Airbus 
Defence 
and 
Space 
(Airbus 
Group)

Airbus 
Defence 
(Airbus)

At the national level, the amalgamated configuration faced competition from a 
“counter-configuration”, which opposed the option of European minilateralism. 

During the 1980s certain French actors maintained distant and conflictual 
working relations. This was the case with the defence minister André Giraud (1996-
8) and Dassault Aviation. The result was the importation of the American C-130 
aircraft, a decision taken by Giraud in 1987, even though “Dassault tried to block 
this decision through strong lobbying work.”13 

During the 1990s certain French actors opposed the development of the FLA 
programme. The defence minister Charles Millon (1995-7) significantly reduced the 
budgetary funds allocated to the European programme in 1996. The DGA [delegate] 
Yves Sillard (1989-93) did not consider the FLA a “priority” programme,14  and 
championed instead the option of Franco-American bilateralism, to meet the needs 
of the armed forces while also limiting budgetary costs. Within the DGA [agency], he 
was not the only one to express reservations about the FLA: “There were many who 
did not believe in the FLA for a single second!”15 Within the air force, General Alain 
Bernier (1991-4), who was in charge of the Commandement du transport aérien 
militaire [military air transport command] (COTAM), was openly critical of the 
European minilateralism option.16 Finally, the CEO of the Société nationale d’étude 
et de construction de moteurs d’aviation [state owned company for developing and 
constructing aircraft engines] (Snecma), Bernard Dufour (1994-6) took a position 
against the FLA.17 The conflictual relations between the disembedded configuration 
and the “counter-configuration” weakened the possibility that the European 
minilateralism option might succeed. 

For all that, the Franco-American bilateralism option did not prevail over that of 
minilateral Europe, because actors who opposed it were isolated from each other. At 
the national level, General Bernier, the DGA [delegate] Sillard and the CEO Dufour 
did not constitute – even though they championed the same position in favour of 

12	 �GEIP for Independent European Programme Group [Groupe européen indépendant de programme]; GAEO 
for Western European Armaments Group [Groupement armement de l’Europe occidentale] (deVore 2012: 439, 
table 1). 

13	 Interview 5, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 29 July 2013.
14	 Interview 49, General (Air Force), Ministry of Defence, 18 February 2014. 
15	 Interview 10, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 16 December 2013. 
16	 Interview 35, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 4 March 2014. 
17	 Interview 3, Senior Official, Ministry of Defence, 21 July 2013. 
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Finally, if in this instance our configuration argument has been validated by France’s 
choice of minilateral Europe, does it explain other decision-making processes? It 
would be useful to continue this research in two directions in order to test the validity 
of the configuration argument. On the one hand, does the configuration argument 
work in the case of another type of decision taken by France: was the choice of the 
Rafale jetfighter or the Leclerc tank the result of an amalgamated configuration? 
Did an exclusive configuration determine France’s decision to acquire the Franco-
British Jaguar aircraft or the Franco-German Tiger helicopter? Was the importing of 
the military UAV Reaper conditioned by the inclusive configuration? On the other 
hand, it is also important to verify whether the configuration argument captures 
decision-making possibilities in other national contexts – Spanish, Polish, German, 
British, etc. – in Europe, and if so, are the same structures of configuration present 
in each case? Indeed, many questions arise as to whether, beyond the A400M case, 
the configuration argument is heuristic for the development of a political economy 
of European defence and, moreover, if it is capable of explaining the dynamics of 
differentiated integration beyond the EU (Faure, Lebrou, 2019). 
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