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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
The case for the development of a robust system of European Defence has become resounding over the 
past few decades. There is little, if any, opposition towards this overarching aim. The main stakeholders in 
Europe and allies across the Atlantic agree that Europeans need to enhance the region’s defence and security 
capacities, currently only partially developed. For the last two years, if not longer, this stance has come to 
constitute mainstream thinking and inform policy formulations in the region. Despite these uniform aspirations, 
the enactment of this vision has, nevertheless, lagged behind in terms of tangible outputs. The devil is not 
simply in the details but rather in the entire implementation process. A structural shortfall in capabilities, in 
particular, continues to hinder European Defence from materializing. Endeavours to narrow this capabilities 
gap, in turn, have encountered other underlying problems. To overcome political and budgetary constraints, 
European Defence needs all the concrete inputs it can get. A number of critical players are involved: the Atlantic 
Alliance, the European Union, individual countries, and the defence industry. It is crucial that all of them “own” 
European defence and become part of the process, as incremental as that might be, of building it. 

The cumulative efforts of these different actors must never lose sight of the ultimate goal: enhancing the European 
role in ensuring security in the Euro-Atlantic space and in its neighbourhood. To this end, the European Union 
needs to bolster its commitment to contribute to European Defence in full synergy and coordination with NATO 
and in close and open cooperation with non-EU European countries and allies, in particular the post-Brexit 
United Kingdom. 

The ultimate goal of European Defence should not be the ‘’DeNATOization of Europe’’ but rather a 
“Europeanization of NATO” that strengthens the Atlantic Alliance. The rationale for moving forward is self-
explanatory: prosperous democracies must be capable of adequately protecting themselves and their citizens 
from external threats. Security cannot be fully subcontracted – even to a staunch and reliable ally. However, 
European Defence needs NATO and will not be credible without NATO at its core. The more European Defence 
in NATO, the more NATO will defend Europeans. 

To achieve this goal, the EU and its allies should adopt the following measures:

1. Keeping in mind strategic framework: not undermining the role of NATO

For most EU member states, NATO represents the primary mechanism of European security and, despite the 
sometimes testy rhetoric employed, EU members are not in practice interested in undermining NATO’s position. 
NATO and the EU are not rivals; they are partners whose roles are in fact complementary. NATO is to remain 
the “cornerstone” of European collective security. 

The unguarded talk of developing a European ‘strategic autonomy’ or a ‘European army’, even if well-intended 
and often misunderstood, serves to antagonize the United States. It, moreover, comes to be immediately 
politicized domestically in EU member states and mobilise sectoral (e.g. defence establishment) scorn and 
opposition to the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP).

2. Enhancing EU-NATO cooperation 

NATO-EU cooperation is the lynchpin of European defence and European defence is larger than the EU. 
In recent years, both NATO and the EU have done much to overcome inter-institutional tensions, as also is 
apparent in the declarations adopted at NATO’s Warsaw summit in 2016. However, problems with the use of the 
Berlin Plus mechanism have not been addressed nor is there any agreement on the different role specializations 
between the two organizations. 

EU leaders should do more to overcome the objections of Cyprus, a country that is not a NATO member or 
strongly involved in CSDP. At the same time, the EU should strive to enhance Turkey’s status in CSDP. Ankara’s 
drift from the western milieu, nevertheless, may hinder Turkey from pursuing greater engagement in EU Security 
and Defence Policy. 
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While the EU should not confine itself to predominantly civilian missions, there is no denying that the EU, rather 
than NATO, is better equipped to perform such tasks. Up to now, the majority of EU operations have been civilian, 
focused on tasks (e.g. border monitoring or election facilitation) that NATO could not perform and operating in 
areas where for various reasons NATO does not operate (RD Congo, Chad, Georgia, Egypt-Gaza border). The 
security problems arising from the South, by no means negligible, involve non-state actors. Solutions cannot 
be found solely in the use of traditional military deterrence; any solution must be able to confront an array of 
complex issues related to state governance, political instability, and economic development. NATO cannot go it 
alone in the South. The European Peace Facility will allow the EU to be actively engaged in geographical areas 
(Africa) where NATO is conspicuously absent. At the same time, it is apparent that NATO’s ability to perform 
military missions is not matched by the EU. In this vein, there is ample space for a greater refining of roles 
specialization between the EU and NATO that would, in fact, buttress inter-institutional synergy. 

3. Augmenting EU security role in light of changing global realities

The EU must come to terms with a changing global political terrain. Looking ahead, European security 
arrangements should heed the world’s rapidly changing strategic context. In a scenario of heightened military 
confrontation between the US and China in the Indo/Pacific arena and a consequent US military pivot to Asia, 
the responsibility for countering Russia in the Atlantic/Arctic area would rest primarily on the shoulders of 
European allies and Canada. This division of labour, fully consistent with the Washington Treaty, can only be 
effectively implemented through the gradual build-up of a credible European Defence system. The EU should 
augment its security role by developing autonomous military capabilities that would enable European countries 
to successfully confront a range of security challenges without NATO support.

4. Moving forward in measured steps and defining the scope of ambition

European strategic autonomy and a Europe more proactive on security can only be achieved by taking 
measured steps to develop defence capabilities. The upcoming EU debate on “strategic autonomy” risks being 
misunderstood and the label has already brought political drawbacks with its use. The concept is misleading 
when used to convey the message that its goal is to make Europe capable of defending itself against any threat, 
including Russia, without non-European (aka American) engagement. It is not a realistic objective and it will not 
happen any time soon.

What “strategic autonomy” should be about is providing Europeans the capabilities that they currently do 
not possess or maintain in only a limited manner. This includes the capability of engaging in high intensity 
operations over an extended period of time. The concept, in other words, should be about underscoring the 
European Union need to develop military capabilities that will allow European countries to address certain 
security challenges without NATO.

5. Holding open the door for non-EU countries

The EU needs to be inclusive and maintain an open door to the participation of non-EU Member States (e.g. the 
UK, Turkey, Norway, and Iceland) in its initiatives (PESCO, EDF). All of these countries bring key strengths and 
regional or topical expertise that the European Union cannot ignore. Concrete platforms and structures need to 
be developed to encourage and facilitate future cooperation with these countries. 

The situation in Turkey, meanwhile, needs to be addressed effectively to maintain the country’s status as a key 
ally on the border between Europe and the Middle East. 

6. Keeping the UK engaged 

Whichever way European Security and Defence evolves, the EU’s military capability will be severely crippled if 
British participation is not secured. Without the United Kingdom, the EU will lose around a quarter of its overall 
military capabilities (not to mention one of its two nuclear powers and Permanent Members of the UN Security 
Council). In light of these facts, full-fledged UK participation should be pursued through either the creation of a 
larger than EU security sphere that would also include countries like Norway and Turkey or an EU-UK bilateral 
agreement. 
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The EU should therefore, in spite of Brexit, propose the continuation of the UK’s strong involvement in CSDP. 
As declared by British Prime Minister Boris Johnson, ‘the UK is leaving the EU not Europe’ and there is no doubt 
that both the EU and the UK would benefit from maintaining British involvement in CSDP. The UK would remain 
engaged in those aspects of European security that do not affect its sovereignty and in the process London’s 
isolation would be curtailed following its withdrawal from the EU. At the same time, the EU would benefit from 
the engagement of one of the two strongest militaries in Europe. 

7. Reassuring Central Europe – reinforcing defence

In order to secure a serious commitment from the 11 Central European Member States, the CSDP must offer 
a credible mutual-defence component. Central European countries approach the CSDP with scepticism - 
to a large degree driven by their histories of subjugation to the interests of larger neighbours. This history 
has taught Central Europeans to be wary of alliances that do not provide them with credible defence. Central 
European countries are now more open to investing in European Defence integration but with the clear 
stipulation that the new mechanisms will not undermine their relations with the US and will not duplicate NATO.

As of today, the CSDP is really about (mostly soft) security for non-EU states – and only minimally about defence 
for member states. The EU should, therefore, consider developing adequate reassurance measures that 
recognise the vulnerability and threat perception of member states located in proximity to Russia.

The complementarity of EU defence initiatives with NATO needs to be repeatedly stressed and proven on 
the ground. The framing of EU defence integration in strategic autonomy terms is counter-productive and 
contributes to unnecessary reticence in Central Europe.

8. Enhancing Central European regional defence integration 

The Visegrad Four (V4: Czechia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia) nations should take their cooperation beyond the 
EU battle group and consider, for example, joint acquisition of ammunition and other equipment. The nations 
of the former Yugoslavia (Croatia, Montenegro, North Macedonia, and Slovenia) should combine forces in 
training, acquisition, and maintenance. Similar practices are already carried out by the Baltic states and by other 
countries in geographically or otherwise defined small groups. In acting as a group or a collection of groups, 
Central European countries can save precious resources and further gain improved opportunities for amplifying 
their voices and influencing the future direction of European Defence Integration. 

9. Providing for a Euro-deterrent

The arms-control regime has reverted back to the Cold War era and Europe is again vulnerable and not sufficiently 
protected in the event of a nuclear conflict. The past years has witnessed the unravelling of the arms-control 
regime - a source of stability and predictability in the post-Cold War world - that had been set up by nuclear 
powers. In 2002, the United States unilaterally withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. Meanwhile, Russia 
violated the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) by deploying the SSC-8, a nuclear-capable missile, 
to which the US responded by withdrawing from the INF Treaty.  

In light of this context and the fact that the EU is unable to impact US decision-making on the arms control 
regime, the need for Europe to decrease its own vulnerability and provide for the continent’s deterrence is 
apparent now but is highly unlikely to be fulfilled by Europe’s own means. Europe will have to find ways to 
continue working with the US on providing the continent with nuclear deterrence. At the same time, there is a 
need for Europe to at least start re-assessing the changed strategic environment and Europe’s needs, tools, and 
possibilities to ensure nuclear deterrence in the longer-run.

10. Calibrating open-ended and flexible instruments of engagement

Open ended/flexible initiatives such as E2I (European Intervention Initiative) can bring substantial contributions 
and serve as useful instruments for binding the UK (and Denmark) to the notion of European defence and are 
to be encouraged. Limiting participation in this initiative may also prove reasonable given the desire to keep 
this structure light and task-oriented. However, by excluding almost all Central European countries (with the 
exception of Estonia) from this initiative, the message was conveyed that this instrument is political rather than 
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pragmatic in nature. None of the most military capable states in the region were invited to join this framework. 
This should be re-evaluated in the future.

11. Focusing on deliverables and implementable initiatives

In order to gauge the European Union’s role in defence and security, the focus must shift away from a teleological 
debate and instead emphasize pragmatic endeavours. This includes identifying the deliverables of an array 
of new initiatives that are moving from the pipeline to implementation with the von der Leyen Commission. The 
Trans-European Transport Network is an example of such an indispensable contribution to European security 
and to NATO’s goals.

12. Translating European commitments into national implementation 

European governments have, in fact, agreed to do quite a few things on defence, witness progress being made 
with the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO). Member States now have to deliver on their commitments 
by embedding those promises, policies, and processes at home in their national defence establishments and 
among their military planners.

13. Amplifying EU capacity for military action 

While the EU should not compete with NATO in taking on tasks that involve military operations, it should attain 
the ability to act when NATO is constrained or unable to act. The setting up of the Military Planning and Conduct 
Capability (MPCC) is certainly a step in the right direction. After years of disputes and controversies (dating back 
to 2003), the EU finally acquired the capacity to plan limited operations. As of today, the MPCC is limited to the 
conduct of operations that require up to 2500 troops (the size of a battle-group) and its mandate is hampered 
by time constraints for operations outside the scope of host nation support. These constraints should be lifted 
and the size and role of the MPCC expanded. 

Since 2007, the EU has maintained a rotating battle-group, a high readiness battalion reinforced with combat 
elements, at standby, ready to be deployed for violence-mitigation purposes in conflict zones. However, as of 
today, not a single battle-group has actually been deployed in a conflict area, largely on account of existing 
political constraints within member states. This situation has led to extensive criticism of the battle-group 
concept, which requires keeping a said number of troops in readiness, in the process sapping national defence 
resources without producing tangible results. The concept of the EU battle-group must be reformed so that 
the units become truly operational and deployable in conflict areas. Moreover, in addition to their role in 
aiding conflict-resolution, the battle-groups should be conferred an expanded mandate that also includes 
defensive tasks. 

14. Standardising equipment

It is imperative that measures are approved to promote and encourage standardisation for economic 
and strategic reasons. Increased defence expenditures will be paramount, especially for countries that lag 
behind the NATO target of 2% of GDP spent on defence. However, it will not be sufficient if issues related to 
defence spending efficiency (procurement, mobility, standardization, coordination, etc...) are not adequately 
addressed and if the EU industrial base is not consolidated and strengthened. Benefiting from economies of 
scales, standardised equipment would be cheaper with a clear benefit for domestic arms industries in member 
states. Standardised equipment would also allow for greater cross-national cooperation, avoiding duplication 
and promoting better use of existing resources. Standardisation would, moreover, ensure better interoperability 
between European and NATO forces.

 ⊲ Europeans need to spend more and better on defence and security.

It will only be sustainable if the European defence industry is a beneficiary and if the EU industrial base is 
consolidated and strengthened, notably through the European Defence Agency’s (EDA’s) current endeavours 
and the financial resources of the new European Defence Fund (EDF). Currently, divergent strategic priorities 
and pressure from domestic interest groups are preventing tangible progress in the standardization process. To 
address these concerns, Member States have to be ensured that their divergent strategic priorities will not be 
affected. In this vein, an advocacy effort tailored towards domestic interest groups should be developed. 
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European consolidation can work and reap significant rewards, as Airbus and MBDA have demonstrated, 
but there needs to be industrial willingness backed up by governmental support and agreement on common 
requirements. European defence needs some quick wins and continued standardization of the Air Tanker Fleet 
would mean that this goal could actually be achieved.

 ⊲ Using European defence modernisation opportunity in Central and Eastern Europe

European defence modernisation (particularly among Central and Eastern European countries) offers an 
opportunity to ‘standardise’ equipment and processes to provide greater economies of scale. However, Europe 
will need to jointly develop mechanisms that can ensure that there is no monopoly of the more technically 
advanced European nations (e.g. France, Germany, the UK) and that these smaller countries too are allowed to 
participate and hence grow their domestic industrial-base.

Central Europeans need to be assured that the integration of the European defence industry will not favour 
large Western European companies to the detriment of small and medium sized Central European companies 
that are unable to compete with their well-established corporate rivals from France and Germany. There is 
especially much scepticism in the region with regard to the lobbying of French industrial interests, perceived as 
self-centred and largely uninterested in Central Europe.

15. European Defence Fund - allowing third party participation and promoting smaller 
companies

The setting up of the European Defence Fund is a potential milestone in the history of CSDP. This move, long 
overdue, should be expanded on in the future.

The EDF should also be open to the participation of third parties, including particularly the UK but also the 
US, Canada, Turkey, and Norway. Absent the UK (and the US) entirely, EDF projects risk delivering suboptimal 
results and contributing to the political alienation of the UK and the US. At the moment, the rules of the EDF 
prevent meaningful collaboration with third parties. The rules of the EDF should be amended to allow for third 
party participation, on a pay-to-play basis, in projects for which genuine mutually favourable partnerships 
with European counterparts can be agreed. Perhaps the model applied by the EDA that allows for Norway’s 
participation on the basis of Administrative Agreement is the right way forward for the UK and other potentially 
interested parties. The move would necessitate the easing of IPR restrictions, synchronisation of expert 
regulations, and collaboration on standards and certification.

• The EDF and defence industry cooperation more generally should be sheltered as much as possible 
from any fallout from trade tensions between the EU and the US and the potential lack of a trade 
agreement between the UK and the EU.

• There is, however, a perception in smaller member states that the EDF is geared towards serving the 
interests of large European defence companies and that it will exacerbate disadvantages faced by 
smaller defence companies. It is therefore imperative that as the EDF expands, it adopts measures 
that promote the participation and sustainability of defence industries from smaller member states. 
Otherwise, the EU risks fomenting domestic interest group opposition to the expansion of the EDF. 

16. Overcoming domestic resistance of the defence establishment 

CSDP is popular with diplomats and academics. It is unpopular with defence establishments in member 
states, including those that have traditionally been perceived as champions of European defence. Defence 
establishments are sceptical for several reasons, most importantly because they are Atlanticist in their 
outlook and because they perceive CSDP as an unwieldy project with many risks and few potential benefits 
for themselves. As long as this remains the case, it is difficult to see how CSDP can grow into a full-fledged 
mechanism of European defence.

The establishment of the EDF could become an important factor in convincing the defence establishment that 
CSDP may offer concrete benefits to the defence industry. At the same time, it is important to tone done the 
“Strategic Autonomy” rhetoric and present the CSDP as a useful ‘second insurance’ policy that conforms to the 
Atlanticist posture of most member states. 
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17. Towards a robust system of European Defence

Three concurring elements will ultimately be essential for European Defence to succeed. These include:

• a common strategic culture among European partners, meaning a common understanding of the security 
threats and challenges Europe is facing in the security field;

• a common institutional framework capable of defining both strategic and operational concepts;

• a common industrial base to build up relevant military capabilities.

European Defence has the potential to bolster the security credentials of the EU while enhancing rather than 
weakening NATO. Achieving these outcomes, nevertheless, will require Europe to pursue relevant partnerships 
and agreements with non-EU countries and NATO alike, bring on board a range of different governments and 
interest groups within the EU by ameliorating domestic concerns towards European Defence, and press forward 
with promising pragmatic initiatives aimed at the development and honing of European military capabilities and 
defence capacities.

GLOBSEC European Security Initiative Steering Committee

4 February 2020
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INTRODUCTION
This report highlights the central findings and recommendations of the GLOBSEC European Security Initiative 
(GESI). GESI aims to critically analyse the current state of development of European Defence capabilities and put 
forward a strategic vision of European Defence in light of this context. 

In the authors’ opinion, the concept of European Defence cannot be confined solely to the EU. The European 
security sphere encompasses all European countries, EU and non-EU Member States alike, and it is tightly 
knitted with transatlantic security.

The aim of European Defence must be to enhance the European role and participation in ensuring security in 
the Euro-Atlantic space and in its neighbourhood. The ulimate goal of European Defence should not be the 
‘’DeNATOization of Europe’’ but rather a “Europeanization of NATO” that strengthens the Atlantic Alliance.

The report first examines the political rationale of emerging European strategic thinking regarding defence, 
situating EU defence and security aspirations within a shifting geopolitical context. It then explores the existing 
European defence structures and their shortfalls and practical steps that need to be taken to enhance European 
military capabilities and support the EU’s security ambitions. 

The initiative also aims to incorporate Central European perspectives into the design of European defence.

The key questions to resolve for the EU defence agenda are the following:

• What are the main external and internal factors confronting the European Union and consequently 
necessitating the development of defence capabilities?

• What are the goals of defence cooperation? What objectives should defence capabilities fulfil? 

• How has the European Union organised thus far in the sphere of defence? What adjustments need to be 
made to ensure coherency between the organizational structure and the goals of European defence?

• What are the main obstacles hindering European defence cooperation? How can Europe deliver tangible 
results?

• What is the Central European approach to the idea of European Defence integration? How can Central 
Europe be better embedded within European security ambitions to both benefit and contribute to the 
project?

This paper should help inform and steer the debate among policy makers, practitioners, and experts from 
European nations and transatlantic allies regarding the direction of the European Defence project in its aim to 
achieve tangible results. 

The report presents a concise compendium of arguments elaborated upon in previous reports published within 
the framework of the GLOBSEC European Security Initiative. The full version of the reports can be accessed at 
https://www.globsec.org/projects/globsec-european-security-initiative/. 
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THE POLITICAL DIMENSION OF 
EUROPEAN DEFENCE1

1 See GLOBSEC European Security Initiative, European Defence at a Crossroads: Political framework paper, June 2019, https://www.globsec.org/publications/
european-defence-at-a-crossroads-gesi-political-framework-paper/

The objective and desired scope of European defence 

Today any debate about European Defence must confront a fundamental question: “why has progress been 
modest and/or tentative despite a large political consensus?” The problem does not lie with the ultimate goal 
on which most players agree, albeit with varying threat assessment priorities, nor with the assessment of 
security – or the lack thereof - in Europe that they share. Progress has been hampered by two main factors: the 
unwillingness or incapacity to clarify what “European Defence” means in terms of scope and capabilities and 
the financial reluctance of European countries to spend more on defence. Traditionally the second explanation 
has been given heightened credence but the main obstacle to building European defence is, in fact, actually 
the first. Defence spending is a hard sell if its objective is clouded in vague rationale and in wishful thinking 
terminology (such as a “European army”).

In order to make the case to their citizens, European governments need to be clear, first to themselves, on what 
they want. They must come to an understanding of what kind and level of defence and security they need and 
to what threats and challenges they intend to be able to respond. There is also an elephant in the room that 
needs to be tamed: the relationship with NATO and with the United States. No “European Defence” will operate 
in a vacuum: owing to the continuing transatlantic link, European Defence is meant to be an addition to not a 
subtraction from the Atlantic Alliance. It actually has the potential to enhance NATO.

European Defence: defining the level of ambition (how far should strategic autonomy go?)

The upcoming EU debate on “strategic autonomy” risks the charge of being misleading if it conveys the message 
that its goal is to make Europe capable of defending itself against any threat, including Russia, without non-
European (aka American) engagement. It is not a realistic objective and it will not happen any time soon. The 
concept needs to be narrowly defined in terms of the acquisition of adequate/sufficient capabilities, the filling of 
existing gaps, and the identification of the challenges and threats Europeans aim to be capable of addressing - if 
need be - without NATO engagement. 

Strategic autonomy could be defined not as a disruptive separation or divorce but as a way of finding Europe’s 
own place inside the NATO system or perhaps - in a not too distant future - inside a wider-than-NATO Western 
alliance. This looser configuration could take the shape of the “leading from behind” formulation of former 
President Obama or the concept of “the Europeanisation of NATO” of Hubert Vedrine. However, recent 
developments in Northern Africa have put a spotlight on the gap of capabilities between the two blocs as well 
as the lack of strategies for specific crisis situations in the European neighbourhood. 

Three concurring elements will be required to move European “strategic autonomy” forward: 

• a common strategic culture among European partners, meaning a common understanding of the security 
threats and challenges Europe is facing in the security field;

• a common institutional framework capable of defining both strategic and operational concepts;

• a common industrial base to build up relevant military capabilities.

European Defence and changing alliances

To state the obvious, European Defence needs NATO. It is not credible without NATO at its core. However, it 
cannot be only left to NATO. It also needs the EU and individual countries, especially non-EU countries (e.g. the 
United Kingdom, Norway, and Turkey). The EU has to step up its security role and responsibilities. The simple 
guiding principle is “to pay to play.” In order to play in European defence, Europeans have to pay for it; but, 
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if they pay, they must be allowed to play. As Europeans bolster their commitment to NATO - they are already 
doing so but at an insufficient pace - they should be expected to take over more ownership of the Alliance. 
European defence requires a mixture of a “Europeanized” NATO, a considerably more security proactive EU, the 
development of ad hoc operationally effective coalitions of the willing and able, and European defence industry 
consolidation. 

Increased European defence spending will not be politically sustainable, nevertheless, if the European defence 
industry is not a primary beneficiary of initiatives. In a context of open international cooperation, it is necessary 
to avoid any protectionist drawback.

The EU must take into consideration the current political context framing European Defence. The focus has to 
be broader than just the EU. The European security sphere encompasses all European countries, EU and non-
EU Member States alike, and it is tightly knitted with transatlantic security.

NATO and insufficient European defence spending

At this point in time, no one in Europe doubts that NATO is indispensable to counterbalancing Russian military 
power. It is also recognised as critical for future challenges related to China’s westward reach outside the Asia-
Pacific region, exemplified in the Belt and Road initiative. NATO is to stay in Europe, together with European 
Defence. Period. 

Looking ahead, European security arrangements should heed the world’s rapidly changing strategic context. 
In a scenario of heightened military confrontation between the US and China in the Indo/Pacific arena and a 
consequent US military pivot to Asia, the responsibility for countering Russia in the Atlantic/Arctic area would 
rest primarily on the shoulders of European allies and Canada. This division of labour, fully consistent with the 
Washington Treaty, can only be effectively implemented through the gradual build-up of a credible European 
Defence. 

At the moment, there is a two-way ambiguity in expectations about the role of European Defence. On the 
European side, there is no clarity on the ultimate goal: is the EU to become a “medium range regional crisis 
management force” or a more ambitious military power of global outreach? On the other Atlantic shore, what 
are the Americans really expecting when they call on Europeans to not only “spend more” on defence but also 
to take on more direct responsibility in security matters? Responsibility entails empowerment. How far will and 
could it go?

The scope of European Defence is a fundamental issue – for the long term. It is premature in the present and 
any significant discussion on this issue today would probably lead nowhere. For now, those questions can be 
side-stepped while Europeans and Americans work towards achieving a realistic division of labour and a more 
balanced defence partnership. This is a realistic aim that European Defence should strive to reach in the short 
to medium term. If and when these initial objectives are met, both sides may then want to address the broader 
relationship between a more autonomous European, presumably EU, defence entity and American engagement 
that provides the ultimate European security shield.

Transatlantic defence and security fissures

The issue of “burden sharing” within the Alliance goes back a long way but is taking on a new sense of 
urgency as it becomes entangled with the debate on European defence. This debate is now being shaped 
by a whole host of factors that have coincided with one another: the resurgence of geopolitical competition 
among Great Powers; the emergence of threats emanating from instability and crises in areas, including the 
Mediterranean and the Middle East, where the US is seen to be recoiling or at least partially withdrawing from; 
increased American engagement/pivoting to Asia and the Pacific; heightened engagement with new threats like 
cyberattacks; outspoken pressure by the Trump administration to “spend more” and meet NATO’s 2% of GDP 
spent on defence threshold in national budgets. The 2% of GDP defence spending demand, albeit headline-
grabbing, is, in fact, more a consequence rather than a cause of recent defence endeavors.

The real figure that matters on defence spending in NATO is not the 2% target; it is the 70-30 ratio between the 
US and all other allies combined (Canada included). This gulf in financial committments is simply not sustainable. 
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This is particularly true in a context in which the US must deal with a growing number of security threats other 
than those in the European theatre. The message from Washington has been consistent.

Europeans must come to terms with the existence of competing American security priorities. This fact was 
brought to the foreground recently with the announced reallocation of resources in the Pentagon budget for the 
fiscal year 2020. Funds initially allocated to the European Deterrence Initiative (EDI) were slashed and instead 
diverted to emergency financing for the construction of the US-Mexico wall.2 The Trump administration’s pressure 
must be treated like a wake-up call. For far too long European allies have ignored Washington’s message about 
defence spending. With President Trump, European countries are now confronted with a remarkable shift in 
tone but not in substance. They are belatedly but finally responding – at least some of them. This upward trend 
in resource allocation towards defence has been in the making since the Ukrainian crisis in 2014; commitments 
to spend 2% of GDP on defence were indeed pronounced at NATO’s summit in Wales in 2014. The Trump factor 
is producing a noticeable acceleration towards the 2% target by bringing home the necessity of more European 
defence spending. The message is the same as that of President Obama (or US Defence Secretary Gates) but 
allies are now forced to listen.3 These dynamics will continue to play out after the Trump era, irrespective of 
whether or not he gets a second term.

Pressure from Washington is not falling on deaf ears in Europe this time because President Trump’s unorthodox 
approach to NATO is, in fact, only the second wake-up call to hit the continent in the past few years. A newfound 
European interest in security matters was first mobilized following events in Ukraine in 2014. The awakening 
from the Ukraine crisis, in turn, was reinforced by Russia’s belligerent attitude towards former Soviet republics 
- now independent states - and the European Union. The Maidan crisis in Kiev was itself triggered by Moscow’s 
de facto veto of Ukraine’s association agreement with and potential future membership of the EU (NATO 
was nowhere in the picture). That was not missed in Brussels and in other EU capitals. The recent upsurge in 
military spending in most EU countries, in fact, precedes Trump’s Presidency and has a lot to do with a renewed 
perception of a remaining or resurgent Russian threat to peace and security in Europe. 

The Brexit setback

Brexit adds a complicating variable to the future of European Defence. Without the United Kingdom, the EU 
will lose approximately a quarter of its overall military capabilities (not to mention one of its two nuclear powers 
and Permanent Members of the UN Security Council). In any circumstance, European Defence would have 
been facing an uphill road. If the UK is not on board, any progress towards achieving European Defence goals 
would be further hindered: European Defence would lose credibility and/or need to significantly lower its level 
of ambition.

Brexit notwithstanding, European Defence needs to find room for British inclusion.4

This is the main practical reason why European Defence must be broader and more inclusive than the European 
Union.5 The NATO nexus remains crucial to European security. There is little doubt that if European Defence 
is to develop alongside NATO, a greater share of the Alliance’s burden will necessarily fall on EU Member 
States. Moreover, as already mentioned, the US can be expected to cut back on European security to confront 
growing threats in other parts of the world like Asia. Europeans will actually benefit from these moves. In return, 
European countries must take charge of their own backyard, including the Mediterranean. This necessitates a 
European Defence capability. The challenge of building European Defence, nonetheless, cannot be laid entirely 
on the EU’s shoulders. All European countries must “own” European Defence, as long as they are willing and 
capable. In addition to the United Kingdom, the door should remain open to Norway and to EU candidate 
countries, including Turkey.

2 Aaron Mehta, Jen Judson, New defense budget request: $9 billion in emergency funds, cuts for Europe, DefenseNews, March 2019. https:// www.
defensenews.com/smr/federal-budget/2019/03/09/fy20-budget-details-9-billion-in-emergency-funds-cuts-for-europe/?utm_source=Sailthru&utm_
3 “Partly because of Trump, partly because of Putin.” For the purpose of European Defence what matters is that, as a result, defence spending is up. The issues 
are whether the additional financing is sufficient (and the answer is “no”) and “how” to spend it effectively to maximize impact.
4 Wolfgang Ishinger, Stefano Stefanini, Brexit is about more than just trade, it’s also about security, The Security Times, February 2018. https://www.
europeanleadershipnetwork.org/commentary/brexit-is-about-more-than-just-trade-its-also-about-security/
5 The share of defence spending by EU Member States in NATO, without the UK, amounts to approximately 23%. The UK adds nearly 7%.
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CURRENT THREATS AND 
CHALLENGES TO THE EU6 

6 For the full version, see GLOBSEC European Security Initiative, The EU and Its Defence Dimension, December 2018, https://www.globsec.org/wp-content/
uploads/2018/12/GESI-The-EU-and-its-defence-dimension.pdf 

EU Member States face a number of military threats and challenges that will need to be addressed in the coming 
years. Those threats are tentatively as follows:

1. To the East, a resurgent Russia striving for recognition as a superpower and determined to have substantial 
influence (maybe even veto rights) over what takes place within the EU as well as the Euro-Atlantic Area, 
particularly NATO.

2. To the South and Southeast, a Middle East and North Africa (MENA) in the grip of long-lasting military conflicts 
in Syria, Iraq, Yemen, and potentially other places. Moreover, disparities in wealth, the lack of freedoms, and 
unaccountable governments and other distressing situations have led to substantial migration from Africa 
to Europe, with EU states the destination of choice.

3. To the North and Northwest, increasingly open and ‘global’ Arctic and Atlantic regions that offer new 
economic opportunities and lines of communication. This has led to growing interest by all great powers 
(including China), making both areas ripe for political tension and military confrontation.

Nonetheless, the nature of the above threats, combined with the role conferred to NATO by a substantial 
number of EU states, limits the scope of what is achievable within the EU without duplication of efforts and 
further weakening of restrained defence budgets. The strengthening of European defence at large, without 
duplication or the weakening of NATO, is possible and would lead to European armed forces being more 
capable, interoperable and standardised. Or to quote a former US President: “More bang for the buck!”

First, Russia is a neighbour to most Eastern European countries and, therefore, both part of and the solution to 
the threat that it poses. There is a need to keep up a credible deterrence covering all aspects of military power, 
from nuclear weapons to humanitarian operations in case of indirect approach operations (hybrid warfare). 
This requires an ability to conduct full spectrum operations, including high intensity operations in close 
coordination with all other power dimensions of a modern state, as well as Allies.

Second, Russia is deemed predictable because the tools of power at its disposal are known and can be countered. 
However, Russia is also perceived as unstable because of deep corruption, the lack of accountability of its 
elites, and the potential for the country to misinterpret the resolve of NATO’s European members alongside the 
United States and Canada. This makes NATO the main player and leaves the EU in a supporting role, albeit with 
substantial political and economic capabilities available. This will require closely coordinated political action as 
well as the strengthening of interoperability and standardisation of military capabilities at large.

Third, the situation in Middle East and North Africa (MENA) presents a notable contrast. The region is ravaged by 
wars, suffers from a destabilising discrepancy in wealth that causes hopelessness for many millions, and plays 
witness to the use of religion as a tool of oppression and the acquisition of political power. Few governments 
are in any way accountable to their electorates and corruption is the order of the day. The Middle East is also 
witnessing the growing influence of Russia at the expense of declining Western involvement in the region. 
Stability is achieved by oppression and almost limitless violence. This has a profound impact on terrorism, 
the energy supplies of many industrialised states as well as the ability to develop sustainable democratic and 
accountable political institutions. The situation in the Israel-Palestine conflict has been affected by US attitudes 
towards the region as well as the shift in the regional balance of power. Turkey is both the buffer and bridge 
between Europe and the Middle East. Not being part of the EU while being a member of NATO gives the country 
a key position in the region. The situation in Turkey and the current friction with Allies need to be addressed 
effectively to keep the country as a central ally on the border between Europe and Middle East. 
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MENA is thus both unpredictable and unstable and European states must be able to conduct full spectrum 
military operations as required, eventually in the form of intervention. Contrary to the eastern threat, MENA 
requires a much broader approach for dealing with the threat in its various guises, migration being a case 
in point.

Fourth, as things stand, the North and Northwest is a low conflict area. That said, the potential for both regions 
to become high conflict areas should not be downplayed. The increasing importance of the High North is 
closely linked to climatic changes, the accessibility of raw materials and the opening of shipping routes through 
the Northeast and Northwest passages. Russia has by far the longest coastline in the Arctic area, stretching 
from Murmansk to the Bering Strait. It is potentially the major player in the region and maintains outstanding 
differences with other Arctic states regarding zones of economic interest. The North Atlantic is the fundamental 
link between North America and Europe and consequently a vital area for both geographical entities. Owing 
to its geographical location, small population, and lack of military forces, Iceland - a member of NATO but not 
the EU – is also a key state. The North and Northwest are thus predictable and stable. However, this posture 
might change in the near future. Ongoing and future military operations are taking place under extreme 
climatic conditions and will require special capabilities the further North one goes.

…and the cyberspace

In addition to, and coinciding with the twin threats in the East and South, European “insecurity” is increasingly 
being shaped by a range of challenges outside the scope of the traditional military domain: cyberwar, 
interference in democratic elections, the preponderance of fake news and disinformation campaigns, online 
extremist indoctrination, appropriation of critical infrastructures, and violation of intellectual property.

No existing organisation has been adequately prepared to cope with these types of security challenges that 
straddle the conventional military-civilian-economic demarcations. Both NATO and the EU, though, have taken 
significant steps to address some of these emerging challenges, namely in the field of cybersecurity. They 
are also taking steps to combat attacks, including disinformation, fake news, and direct interference against 
democratic institutions and electoral processes. A broader concept of European Defence should also include 
emerging challenges that are not currently being satisfactorily addressed.  
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CENTRAL EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVES 
ON EU DEFENCE INTEGRATION7

7 See Marcin Zaborowski, Central Europe and European Defence Integration, GLOBSEC European Security Initiative, November 2019, https://www.globsec.
org/publications/gesi-central-europe-and-european-defence-integration/
8 See: Sedivy, J. & Zaborowski, M. (2005). Old Europe, New Europe and Transatlantic Relations In K. Longhurst & M. Zaborowski (ed.), Old Europe, New Europe 
and the Transatlantic Security Agenda (pp. 1-27). Oxon: Routledge.
9 Baker, P. (2017, April 13). Trump’s Previous View of NATO Is Now Obsolete. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/13/world/europe/nato-trump.
html
10 See: Ronja Kempin and Barbara Kunz, “France, Germany, and the Quest for European Strategic Autonomy: Franco-German Defence Cooperation in A New 
Era”, Notes du Cerfa, No.141, Ifri, December 2017

Central European countries have not established a coordinated or uniform position on the issue of European 
Defence integration. This comes despite their shared ex-communist legacy and history of Soviet domination and 
despite the fact that all CEE countries are also members of NATO. This is mostly on account of two major factors. 
First, despite their common ex-communist heritage, geography and geopolitics play a role in differentiating 
Central European states. Countries in the region, for example, express varying degrees of apprehension with 
regard to their perceived threat exposure to Russia. Second, some Central European states have not treated 
issues of security and defence with a sense of urgency and priority (although this is changing). This underlying 
context has instrumentally shaped the policies of different Central European countries towards the idea of 
European Defence integration. 

However, the most important factor influencing the positions of Central Europeans is the current, still very loose, 
state of EU defence policy. As long as the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) remains aspirational, it 
is unlikely that a group of states that is still predominantly interested in catching up economically with Western 
Europe, will shift their focus of attention to EU defence ambitions. This is particularly the case in a context in 
which these countries link their security first and foremost to NATO.

Countries in the region can be broadly divided into two groups. The first includes the five states that are the 
most diligent defence spenders (the three Baltic States, Poland, and Romania). These countries stand out in 
the region as the Alliance’s East flank nations and, with the exception of Romania, they directly border Russia 
and consider themselves to be most exposed to potential security threats emanating from Russia. Although 
not directly bordering Russia, Romania also shares this sense of vulnerability. The second group comprises 
the Mitteleuropa (+Bulgaria) countries of Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Hungary, Slovakia, and Slovenia. These 
countries do not share the former group’s self-perception as Eastern flank countries vulnerable to threats from 
Russia. Consequently, the region has not developed an entirely uniform assessment of the threat nor a common 
position towards European defence.

Upon joining the EU, most Central European countries paid little heed to the CSDP, previously the European 
Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). Central Europeans tended to view their NATO and EU membership as 
a part of the same process – often referred to as Euroatlantic integration. In this context, NATO was seen by 
ex-communist countries in security terms and the EU as vehicle for pursuing modernisation and economic 
opportunities. 

The first wave of EU enlargement to Central European states (2004) coincided with a major crisis in transatlantic 
relations over the Iraq War. All countries that were included in this wave of enlargement (with the exception of 
Slovenia) supported the United States and were genuinely surprised to be criticised for it by the majority of EU 
countries.8 Consequently, Central Europeans learned the hard way that Western allies can be divided and that 
there was a drive for strategic autonomy within the EU as a response to the transatlantic crisis. 

However, in subsequent years, the idea of EU strategic autonomy never took off. This concept, nevertheless, 
has started to re-emerge following President Donald Trump’s election in 2016. President Trump has openly 
questioned the usefulness of NATO, once calling it an ‘obsolete alliance’, and has on several occasions put into 
doubt the application of the Alliance’s Article 5, which stipulates the obligation of collective defence.9 The loss 
of certainty regarding the US security guarantee has prompted a shift in favor of European defence integration 
and a renewed call for the development of the EU’s strategic autonomy.10 

As a result, despite their scepticism, all CEE countries joined the first round of projects of the Permanent 
Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and even bolstered their participation in the second round. In the meantime, 
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it has become apparent that PESCO has not developed into a mechanism excluding CEE countries, as once 
expected. The institution, which was envisioned as a forum for promoting deeper integration among select 
member states, has come to encompass almost all EU Member States. Only the UK, Denmark, and Malta have 
opted to stay out. That has prompted France to set up a more exclusive forum – the European Intervention 
Initiative (E2I) – outside the institutional framework of both NATO and the EU.11 The E2I is intended to focus 
on enhancing capabilities and promoting a shared strategic culture - meaning the ability and willingness to 
cooperate on operations. With membership restricted to just 10 states, the E2I has the benefit of including 
the UK and Denmark – both of which opted out of PESCO – in a context in which the UK has now left the EU. 
However, at the same time, the initiative is exclusionary with respect to Central European countries, with Estonia 
being the only representative of the region invited to join.

This evolution of attitudes in Central Europe towards the notion of European Defence integration is not markedly 
different from the rest of the EU. Like other EU Member states, Central European countries have not prioritized 
the European Defence project in the past. Until recently, the countries of the region presumed that their security 
needs were essentially guaranteed by the US and NATO. An element of uncertainty introduced following the 
election of Donald Trump has clearly had a mobilising effect on the level of defence investment in the region. 
Central European countries are also now more open to investing in European Defence integration but only on 
the stipulation that the new mechanisms not undermine their relations with the US and not duplicate NATO.

The following measures could further augment the interest of Central Europeans in European defence initiatives:

• The complementarity of EU defence initiatives with NATO needs to be repeatedly stressed and proven 
on the ground. The framing of EU defence integration in strategic autonomy terms is counter-productive 
and contributes to unnecessary reticence in Central Europe. 

• Central Europeans need to be assured that the integration of the European defence industry will not 
favour large West European companies to the detriment of small and medium sized Central European 
companies that are unable to compete with their well-established corporate rivals from France and 
Germany. There is especially much scepticism in the region with regard to the lobbying of French 
industrial interests, perceived as self-centred and largely uninterested in Central Europe.

• The EU should consider developing adequate reassurance measures that recognize the vulnerability 
and threat perception of member states bordering Russia.

• The European Intervention Initiative (E2I) may prove to be a useful instrument for binding the UK and 
Denmark to the notion of European defence. Limiting participation in this initiative may also prove 
reasonable given the desire to keep this structure light and task-oriented. However, by excluding almost 
all Central Europeans countries (with the exception of Estonia) from this initiative, the message was 
conveyed that this instrument is political rather than pragmatic in nature. None of the most military 
capable states in the region were invited to join this framework. This should be re-evaluated in the 
future.

• Central Europeans should enhance their regional defence integration. The V4 nations should extend 
their cooperation beyond the EU battle group concept and consider, for example, joint acquisition of 
ammunitions and other equipment. The countries of the former Yugloslavia: Croatia, Montenegro, North 
Macedonia, and Slovenia should combine forces in training, acquisition, and maintenance. Similar 
practices are already carried out by the Baltic states. In acting as a group or a collection of groups, 
Central European countries can save precious resources and further gain improved opportunities for 
amplifying their voices and influencing the future direction of European Defence integration. 

11 Witney, N. (2018, May 22). Macron and the European Intervention Initiative: Erasmus for soldiers? Retrieved from https://www.ecfr.eu/article/commentary_
macron_ and_the_european_intervention_initiative_erasmus_for_sold.
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EU’S DEFENCE DIMENSION IN 
PRACTICE12

12 See GLOBSEC European Security Initiative, European Defence: Can the EU Pick Up the Slack?, December 2019, https://www.globsec.org/publications/
european-defence-can-the-eu-pick-up-the-slack/, and GLOBSEC European Security Initiative, The EU and Its Defence Dimenstion, December 2018, https://www.
globsec.org/publications/gesi-the-eu-and-its-defence-dimension/

A two-phased approach for delivering a strengthened European Defence pillar

Given changing global realities, NATO will not assume full responsibility and does not have the necessary toolkit 
to address the full spectrum and depth of threats that Europe is facing. Europe will need to step up its role and 
deliver a strengthened European Defence pillar. This will include an augmented role for the European Union.

A two phased approach should be adopted to further strengthen this European pillar. Phase one should focus 
on: 

1. Standardising European military equipment and thereby making it cheaper to acquire and/or more 
accessible for larger acquisition. In light of the tendency of governments to sub-optimise military equipment 
systems with the aim of cohering to national requirements, notwithstanding the expense to the common 
good incurred by the hindering of common European market forces through these actions, strong political 
leadership will be required to curb these political inclinations. 

2. Developing universal training procedures and maintenance standards for European-produced military 
equipment. This may lead to the use of the “Lead Nation” principle laying out a clear delineation of roles 
and responsibilities in relation to smaller/other states linked to a ‘’Lead Nation’’. A cluster of states is also an 
alternative approach that may be employed to achieve the same results.

3. Organising the common storage of critical munitions, spare parts, and other components, thereby 
lowering prices and creating sufficient “masse critique”.

4. Improving the use of the NATO Command Structure with an “opt out” possibility for non-EU allies as 
well as a funding mechanism from the EU side. This would lead to an enhanced ability to conduct military 
operations, particularly out of area.

5. Keeping the UK - one of Europe’s most powerful countries and one of its two nuclear-armed states - on-
board as a full partner in all security matters.

Phase two would see the development of an expanded political programme. One option would be to build 
on initiatives that are based on the Saint-Malo Declaration. The E2I initiative deserves attention. Another 
variation could comprise a core group of possibly four Lead Nations – France and the UK (signatories of the 
Declaration) joined by Germany and eventually Italy - which would develop and offer a “plug-in system” for 
other potential signatories. Command and control of this new arrangement should rest in the hands of the 
already existing national staffs, so that phase two renders the threat of any force duplication obsolete. Once 
this arrangement is developed, it should then be offered as a tool to both NATO and the EU and, possibly 
further down the line, the United Nations. The focus of this phase should be practical and not rhetorical, with 
time devoted to an increase in armed forces’ interoperability and the development of capabilities to fight full 
spectrum operations under a single command. 

Ongoing defence/security initiatives within Europe

Europeans are not starting from scratch. From the Balkans to Africa, the EU has built a good track record in 
carrying out focused missions like the anti-piracy Atalanta operation and relatively “soft” security missions, 
mixing military input and civilian assistance. France and the United Kingdom, moreover, have effectively 
intervened in African crises (e.g. Sierra Leone and Mali). There have also been precedents in the establishment 
of coalitions-of the willing, namely the 1996 Italian-led Alba operation in Albania. These experiences though 
have also highlighted certain quantitative and qualitative deficiencies in capabilities, structures (the EU must rely 
on national headquarters), and decision-making processes. Here capabilities and decision-making should take 
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precedence. Regarding the overarching structure of the process, the EU should aim for the establishment of a 
“light” option and avoid duplicating the NATO Command Structure. Given resource constraints, any duplication 
of existing structures would limit the EU to the establishment of only two depleted Command Structures.

Permanent Structured Cooperation

Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) is part of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy and involves 
endeavours to pursue structural integration of the defence capabilities of the armed forces of individual member 
states. This cooperation itself was enabled by changes introduced in the Treaty of Lisbon in 2009, namely article 
42.6 and Protocol 10. PESCO, however, was only first initiated in 2017 with its first projects launched in 2018. It 
is part of the intergovernmental component of EU defence cooperation; decision making processes are vested 
in the Member States.

The key principles of PESCO revolve around the binding commitment that member states with better military 
capabilities establish permanent structured cooperation within the EU framework. 

There are several central aspects and criteria of PESCO cooperation. Firstly, criteria is specified for cooperation, 
the harmonisation of requirements, and the pooling of resources related to the funding, research, acquisition, and 
utilisation of defence equipment. This particularly applies to programmes and specific initiatives of the European 
Defence Agency, including, for example, the Code of Conduct on Defence Procurement. Secondly, relevant 
cooperation includes the capacity to supply targeted combat units for planned missions. Lastly, the countries 
should be capable of carrying out, within the given timeframes, the tasks of joint disarmament operations, 
conflict prevention, humanitarian and rescue interventions, peace-keeping, crisis management, peace-making 
and post-conflict stabilisation, and military advice and assistance.13 

Trans-European Transport Network

The Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) is the centrepiece of EU-NATO cooperation. It addresses a 
major European defence vulnerability: logistical and administrative difficulties in moving military assets across 
borders. In this area, the EU can deliver something that NATO needs but cannot deliver by itself. The EU brings 
to the fore money and regulatory power.

TEN-T is not a military/defence project. It is an old EU project aimed at transportation across Europe14 but could 
now also be employed as a vehicle to address the problem of adapting infrastructure to military mobility, a 
major NATO concern. This is possible on account of the fact that railways, bridges, ports, and airports are dual 
use by definition. 

TEN-T would provide a significant contribution to security in making Europe more “defensible” by overcoming 
current logistical and regulatory constraints to moving troops and military assets within Europe. It would be an 
area of informal coordination with NATO.

As military equipment and the armed forces enjoy a special status under EU rules, military mobility is also 
legally bound primarily by the rules of national governments. However, there is considerable space for more 
coordination, even one could say harmonised approaches, optimising cooperation and maximising potential at 
the EU level. This would increase the EU’s added value and provide the foundation for civilian/military synergies 
across the EU. The EC and the High Representative have tried setting the basis for improvements in Europe’s 
military mobility. Based on the Joint Communication, the Council has set up guidance for an action plan, which 
was followed up in March 2018 by the Action plan on military mobility published by the European Commission.15 16

13 Council of the European Union. (2008, April 15). Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty on the functioning of the European 
Union. Retrieved from https://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST 6655 2008 INIT
14 “The Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) is a planned network of roads, railways, airports and water infrastructure in the European Union. The TEN-T 
network is part of a wider system of Trans-European Networks (TENs), including a telecommunications network (eTEN) and a proposed energy network (TEN-E 
or TenEnergy). The European Commission adopted the first action plans on trans-European networks in 1990.[1] TEN-T envisages coordinated improvements to 
primary roads, railways, inland waterways, airports, seaports, inland ports and traffic management systems, providing integrated and intermodal long-distance, 
high-speed routes. A decision to adopt TEN-T was made by the European Parliament and Council in July 1996.[2] The EU works to promote the networks by a 
combination of leadership, coordination, issuance of guidelines and funding aspects of development.” European Commission. (n.d.). Trans-European Transport 
Network (TEN-T). Retrieved from https://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructure/ten-t_en
15 European Commission. (2018, March 28). JOINT COMMUNICATION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND THE COUNCIL on the Action Plan on Military 
Mobility. Retrieved from https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/2018-military_mobility_action_plan.pdf
16 European Parliament. (2019, March). Military mobility. Retrieved from http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2019/635570/EPRS_
ATA(2019)635570_EN.pdf
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The central measures needed to improve the mobility of the European countries’ military capabilities are:

• to establish a common understanding of the needs and requirements, further discussed and agreed by 
EU members;

• to reach a common understanding of what infrastructure needs to be utilised for this purpose and how 
this would impact the current infrastructure standards applied across the Member States;

• to tackle specific regulatory and procedural concerns such as legal barriers, national procedures, 
customs, and dangerous goods.

European Defence Fund

The European Defence Fund (EDF) is allocating € 13 billion in the 2021-2027 EU budget to co-finance industrial 
projects carried out by at least three defence industry companies and three Member States. In tentative planning, 
€ 8.9 billion would be spent to co-finance “collaborative capability development” projects and € 4.1 billion to 
fund “collaborative defence research”. In the Commission’s words, EDF fulfils three objectives related to national 
defence expenditures by having Member States “spending more (co-funding), better (research and development) 
and together (cooperation)”. It should promote projects aimed at standardizing equipment, addressing well 
known European gaps in military capability such as new technology for surveillance and reconnaissance, heavy 
lifting logistics, and air refuelling and supporting European innovative undertakings such as the French-German-
Spanish sixth generation fighter plane.

The EDF will fall under the jurisdiction of the new Directorate General for Defence, Industry and Space under 
the French Commissioner for Industrial Policy and the Digital Single Market, Thierry Breton.17 He, in turn, will be 
under the close scrutiny of the Commission President – herself a long-standing German Defence Minister – who 
has stressed the need to focus on implementation. Breton faces the challenge of managing an area that Member 
States have always regarded as almost exclusively within the national domain and one that has traditionally been 
used to protect national industries, employment, exports, and geopolitical interests in a fiercely competitive 
environment. The most immediate task will be to confront the issue of cooperation with third countries. The US 
is leading the pack in questioning EDF but others will likely follow suit: the UK, Turkey, and Norway.

The EDF stands to be the EU’s main new contribution to European Defence – and it is also meant to strengthen 
NATO, albeit indirectly. The EU maintains that since it “aims to enhance the ability of the European Union to take 
care of its own security, the EDF will contribute to improve transatlantic burden-sharing”. Brussels has a point.

Yet the EDF is a source of tension between the EU and the US. The dispute arises from the Washington complaint 
that EDF will result in protectionism in favour of European defence manufacturers, thereby putting the American 
defence industry at an unfair disadvantage on the European defence market. The issue was raised by the US 
last May.18 After a testy exchange of letters, the two sides have engaged in - still ongoing - negotiations. Given 
the commercial-industrial nature of the dispute, there is a risk that it will become conflated with broader trade 
strains, possibly a trade war, between the US and the EU. This wider context must indeed be taken into account 
because it could, furthermore, impinge on the US-EU defence industry’s cooperative access to the Fund.

Given the high level of internationalisation and cross-border connections within the defence industry, it is not 
surprising that the EDF would immediately run into the issue of third country access. In fact, not only is it a bone 
of contention between the EU and the US, it is also controversial within the EU. Some Member States, led by 
France but also including Germany and Spain, lean towards restricting access of third countries to EDF resources. 
Others (e.g. Italy, Poland, the Netherlands, and Sweden) are more open to the participation of companies from 
the US (and UK) in EDF financed projects through their EU based affiliates. The industrial cleavage runs between 
a tendentially Franco-German bloc that would prefer using the EDF to support an EU-wide “buy European” 
policy and other MS with defence companies that have close links and/or footprints in the US and in the UK – 
and want to preserve those ties in the context of EDF financed projects. The Commission is striving to strike 
a balance but has not been able to reach consensus among all Member States. Its latest proposal19 was not 

17 French “ownership” of the complex portfolio was not missed by President Macron in the Economist interviews.
18 France 24. (2019, May 14). US warns EU over ‘poison pill’ defence plans. Retrieved from https://www.france24.com/en/20190514-us-warns-eu-over-poison-
pill-defence-plans
19 Barigazzi, J. (2019, November 5). UK, US could take part in EU military projects under draft plan. Retrieved from https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-military-
projects-draft-plan-uk-post-brexit-involvement/
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approved by EU COREPER20 largely on account of French reservations.

In parallel, the Commission is negotiating with the US on the basis of rules for third country companies’ 
participation in EDF-financed projects that were agreed by the European Parliament and the European Council 
last spring.21 They establish that “entities located in the EU but controlled by third country entities or by third 
countries will be eligible for EDF funding” if:

• there is no conflict with “EU security and defence interests”;

• “participation does not hamper security of supply, security of information to deploy and export the 
defence technologies developed within the EDF-financed project in question”. Both conditions have 
to be “guaranteed” by the Member State where the entity is located. The host Member State would 
act as the “sponsor” of an application for EDF funding lodged by a foreign-owned or foreign-controlled 
company based on its territory.22

In practice, the main obstacles, especially with regard to the US, are maintaining intellectual property rights in the 
EU and avoiding export restrictions other than the ones imposed by EU legislation. Washington opposes EDF’s 
intellectual property rules as being too stringent. The EU cannot accept that the export of systems developed 
with EDF funding be submitted to US International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR)23 and Export Administration 
Regulations (EAR).

The EDF has real potential to spur defence spending by Member States and to reduce market fragmentation 
by encouraging cooperation instead of competition between different EU countries. It faces the quandary of 
integrating the defence market across Europe without creating losers, particularly among Member States that 
are not in the top tier of the defence industry. This is why the EDF is expected to “strongly encourage the 
cross-border participation of small and medium sized enterprises”.24 It will require a multi-pronged balancing act 
between cooperation and integration on the one side and respect for national interests on the other, between 
strengthening European innovation and the industrial base and the extent of openness to US and other third 
countries. In spite of these difficulties, at the outset of the new von der Leyen Commission, the EDF is the EU’s 
best bet to play a significant role in building badly needed European military capabilities, in coordination with 
NATO,25 in order to achieve greater transatlantic interoperability.

European Peace Facility

Threats to European security from the “South” include regional instability, terrorism, Jihadist inroads in Africa, 
illegal immigration, etc... The EU has sought to address these issues with its own missions and operations26 
within the CSDP27 and with capacity building support to African States through the African Peace Facility.28

The problem is that because of the limitations of Article 41.2 of the Lisbon Treaty, military expenditures cannot 
be financed by the EU budget. As a result, the financial burden of CSDP missions and operations is almost 
entirely covered by participating Member States, with the ATHENA mechanism29 providing only minimal relief 

20 EU MS meeting at Permanent Representatives’ (Ambassadors) level.
21 “Unlike the US, where decisions on foreign participation are discretionary and can be adapted to each specific project, the institutional nature of the EU 
requires having a prior clear and common understanding of the objective conditions for participation of third country entities”. The devil, of course, is in the 
details.
22 If, for example, Raytheon Deutschland GmbH were to apply for EDF funding, Germany would have to certify that the two conditions are met.
23 Ennis, H., Estevez, A., Mariani , J., Moran , J., & Pauloski, J. (2019, July 12). National security and technology regulation. Retrieved from https://www2.deloitte.
com/us/en/insights/industry/public-sector/national-securitytechnology-regulation.html
24 “The Commission will have to strike a balance between two contradictory goals for the defence market: on the one hand, it is supposed to integrate and 
streamline the sector, which would mean the most globally competitive firms winning out over those that are kept afloat by state subsidies and national demand. 
On the other hand, it is supposed to keep member-states on board. But member-states that are not home to one of the EU’s top defence firms will not want to 
miss out on funds from the common budget. Member-state support for the EU’s defence programmes will hinge on how Breton manages this conundrum, and 
whether he can achieve a degree of regional balance by promoting investment in small and medium-sized defence companies across Europe.” Besch, S. (2019, 
November 18). Can the European Commission Develop Europe’s Defence Industry? Retrieved from https://www.cer.eu/node/8173/
25 By linking the EU Capability Development Plan (CDP) to NATO Defence Planning Process (NDPP).
26 EEAS. (2019, March 5). Military and civilian missions and operations. Retrieved from https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/430/
military-and-civilian-missions-andoperations_nl
27 EEAS. (2019, September 4). The Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). Retrieved from https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/common-security-and-
defence-policy-csdp_en. European Commission. (n.d.). Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). Retrieved from https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-
we-do/networks/european_migration_network/glossary_search/commonsecurity-and-defence-policy_en
28 European Commission. (n.d.). African Peace Facility. Retrieved from https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/regions/africa/continental-cooperation/african-peace-
facility_en
29 European Council. (2019, April 8). Athena - financing security and defence military operations. Retrieved from https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/
athena/ 
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of between 5% and 10% of the overall costs.30 The African Peace Facility is an off-budget fund but has its own 
limitations: at present, the EU “cannot train and equip” African (or other) partners.

The European Peace Facility (EPF) is meant to overcome these difficulties. It would replace ATHENA and the 
African Peace Facility. 

More broadly speaking, the EPF aims to increase European effectiveness in defence and security operations 
by ensuring that funding is available on a permanent basis and facilitating rapid deployment of forces, thereby 
strengthening the EU’s flexibility. Lastly, the EPF has the ambition of making the European Union a more reliable 
and supportive partner to its allies, a partner that is capable of carrying out a much broader range of tasks. 
The main goals are to help the EU become an active player in the fields of peace preservation and conflict 
prevention and a central actor in countering security challenges more generally.31

The compatibility challenge between the EU and NATO

In an ideal world all European initiatives would seamlessly come together; the EU and NATO would simply join 
forces in a single thrust toward European Defence. In the real world though, this does not happen.

The largely overlapping memberships of European countries in the Alliance and in the EU are challenged by the 
different non-members of each organisation (the more so after Brexit). “Corporate cultures” are different. Each 
initiative has its own specific political rationale, constituency, and outreach. Flexibility and “variable geometry”, 
as in the E2I, can more easily accommodate national interests and different security priorities than can a single 
unified structure with lengthy decision-making times.

Moreover, if part of the problem is defence spending (as it is), multiple forces acting on national budgets, ranging 
from American pressure on NATO countries to meet the 2% of GDP defence spending goal to EU incentives 
for PESCO projects, can contribute to the end goal of beefing up overall European defence outlays. European 
Defence can be built on a variety of inputs as long as they do not result in waste and duplications and avoid 
prioritising structure over capabilities and standardization. A hint of competition can even be healthy, if it 
takes place in a context of coordination and division of labour, especially between the two main actors, the EU 
and NATO. The remarkable progress that was made in the last two years by the two organisations under the 
stewardship of, respectively, High Representative Federica Mogherini and Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg, 
is extremely encouraging.

Vive la différence, but on two conditions: compatibility32 and deeds instead of words. Success will be measured 
in capabilities not in military commands.

With regard to the NATO-EU relationship, the greatest testing ground will not be in operations where the 
division of labour is self-evident based on geographical considerations, politics, and capabilities and where 
it can pragmatically be agreed on on an ad hoc basis. It will rather be in the conflictual field of the defence 
industry. Europeans not only need more and better military spending; they need a stronger and wider defence 
industrial base if only to prevent an irreversible technological and economic decline. A certain level of Europe-
America competition is unavoidable. The challenge is to manage it efficiently and to avoid it backsliding into 
protectionism. On the industry side, this will require increasing the willingness for cross-Atlantic cooperation; 
to some extent it is already happening in third country markets. This cooperation should be extended to the 
area of national procurement. On the political side, as mentioned above, the new EDF will inject fresh money 
in the amount of €3 billion annually. The EDF’s primary objective is to strengthen and reinforce the EU defence 
industry and to support Europe’s own interests. Yet it should be accessible on a case by case study to American 
(and British33) corporations for projects in which a genuine and mutually favourable partnership with European 
counterparts can be agreed.

30 Not unlike NATO, “costs lie where they fall”, but even more in the EU’s operations than in NATO’s where there is more scope for common funding.
31 EEAS. (2018, June 13). European Peace Facility - An EU off-budget fund to build peace and strengthen international security. Retrieved from https://eeas.
europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/46285/european-peace- facility-eu-budget-fund-build-peace-and-strengthen-international-security_en 
32 It is explicitly provided in the E2I, especially with regard to PESCO and, in general, to EU Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), but also in reference 
to NATO.
33 With regard to the UK, it should be much further. The post-Brexit EU-UK security and defence partnership should provide for British participation in (and 
contribution to) the EDF.
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OPTIMISING STANDARDISATION: 
THE NEED FOR AND A PATH TO 
COLLABORATION34

34 See GLOBSEC European Security Initiative, Turning Stumbling Blocks into Stepping Stones, On Standardisation of European military equipment, November 
2018, https://www.globsec.org/publications/gesi-turning-stumbling-blocks-into-stepping-stones/

How far has the European Union gone so far? 

The route to developing common defence and security capacities has been a long one and is still far from over. As 
a first step, Europe needs to competently utilize its defence assets that have been honed over previous decades 
of transatlantic defence cooperation. There are already examples where such attempts at standardisation (e.g. 
Smart Defence in NATO) have failed due to the indifference of key actors such as the United States and major 
European countries. Although NATO remains the main player in town for matters of European security, Europe´s 
renewed appetite for defence policy investment constitutes a solid basis for a more present Europe within the 
transatlantic setting. This, however, as GESI foresees, will require closely coordinated political action as well as 
the strengthening of interoperability and standardisation of military capabilities at large. Any move towards the 
creation of duplicity (to NATO) constitutes an unnecessary squandering of potential and precious resources. 

Problems with the current competition environment between national models 

The European Union currently has a generally disjointed approach involving the proliferation of different national 
systems, none of which are actually mass-produced (with the exception of the Leopard 2). These systems often 
even have different life cycles. A representative example of this divergence within Europe is highlighted in the 
discussion over the past two decades regarding Rafale, Gripen, or Typhoon replacing F16s. Even though they 
are all capable aircraft, it is fair to say that in the Air Defence Role they are no more capable than the recently 
launched Block 70 F16s. In addition, the European Union has no coordinated approach with respect to training 
of its forces and maintenance of its machinery. The first necessary step that needs to be taken is the recognition 
of problems associated with the lack of political will by the major national players (France, Germany, Italy, Spain, 
and the UK). From this perspective, smaller countries are not the problem; the real issue remains with the big 
nations.

Standardising military equipment is indeed one of the key challenges facing European defence policy leaders 
and at the same this is also a major source of potential future headway that could lead to a more globally 
competitive (and thus efficient) European defence market. Making European defence equipment more affordable 
and/or eligible for larger acquisitions around the globe would certainly boost the industry both economically and 
politically. The goal of achieving these targets is, moreover, further reinforced by the requirements of our armed 
forces, in reciprocal support with industrial interests, in needing to eliminate the deployment of inadequate or 
overpriced equipment that take their toll on Europe’s capacities.

Protectionist attitudes within public procurement and their direct impact 

However, to achieve its aims, Europe will need to overcome major stumbling blocks that have been stymieing 
any ambition of this kind for decades – national (defence) industrial protectionism and the fragmented 
nature of the European defence industry stemming from nations’ divergent needs and ambitions. Without 
devoted and forward-looking political leadership on the ́ old continent´, the defence industry is unlikely to shift its 
preference from the sub-optimisation of defence systems according to (purely) national requirements towards 
the overarching aim of deepening global market share reach. 

Even as of today, the European Commission officially estimates a major waste of financial resources as a result 
of the lack of cooperation (or defence market consolidation) between EU nations. Some of the novel European 
defence initiatives - primarily the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), the European Defence Fund 
(EDF), the European Defence Industrial Development Programme (EDIDP), and even the Coordinated Annual 
Review of Defence (CARD) - are, nevertheless, aimed at encouraging a greater level of synergy-formation 
among European defence and security companies. It is difficult to precisely quantify the size of the boost 
that European industry might potentially gain from greater cooperation (e.g. standardization of the industry 
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outputs at a later stage). The primary share of current losses in efficiency can be attributed to production (and 
product) inefficiencies, lack of competition (due to protections and guaranteed minimal orders from national 
governments), and a lack of economies of scale (due to an inability to match US and Russian competitors 
on various global markets) in the European defence industry. Another stifling factor is the timing of national 
requirements. Although there may be common requirements or shared national needs, there are cases where 
non-alignment of budgets hinders or delays collaborative programmes from working. 

Around four-fifths of the annual value of the overall European defence procurement is executed on a purely 
national basis.35 While this means a direct financial subsidization of major European industrial global players such 
as Airbus, BAE Systems, Leonardo and Thales, it also constitutes the main pillar of a traditional policy approach 
that has led to the costly duplication of military capabilities all around Europe. Unless European leaders engage 
in serious policy course corrections towards greater standardization of equipment across the board – i.e. naval, 
land, and air forces – none of the European defence ambitions will amount to anything but rhetorical posturing.

An urgent need for standardisation

As an illustrative example, Europe lacks standardization of (relatively) simple processes such as ammunition 
certification (resulting in excess annual costs of 0.5€ billion or 0.24 % of the EU member countries’ defence 
budget according to the Eurostat database36) to more sophisticated equipment such as fighter aircraft and “rare” 
capabilities (e.g. tanker aircraft). 

Another example of European defence market fragmentation is illustrated in the example of the battle tanks. 
Currently, while there are 17 different main battle tank systems in Europe, the US aims to achieve all of its 
strategic objectives with a single system. This level of differentiation constitutes a considerable challenge to 
a cost effective modality involving the long-term utilization of tanks; the lack of system uniformity hinders the 
cost-saving potential of joint training, education, and maintenance activities among the armies of Europe. Also, 
a system marked by this extensive degree of fragmentation contributes to an economy that is of insufficient 
scale and not sustainable, with most producers preparing systems for single-buyers (national armed forces 
and occasionally for a third-party outside Europe). The result of this practice has been uncompetitive European 
producers, relative high-costs on the procurement side, and squandered potential with regard to extensive pan-
European military cooperation (in training, education, service, and maintenance). Noticeably, an impetus for the 
initiation of a change of these practices is coming from the industry itself. However, one must recognise that 
Europe is in this position owing to legacy equipment from the Soviet era that is still in use amongst many newer 
European NATO members. Scrapping this legacy Soviet era equipment should be a priority. It must be noted 
that many Central and Eastern European countries have Modernisation Programmes to replace aging Soviet-era 
equipment and meet the NATO 2026 mandate on interoperability. In this vein, Hungary’s recent order of the 
highly capable Leopard 2A7+ at the same specification as the German Army should be viewed as a welcome 
step in the right direction. 

Current initiatives and projects enhancing cooperation 

With regard to the future, the Franco-German KNDS Group has already demonstrated a potential path forward in 
unveiling its first joint project “The European Main Battle Tank (EMBT)”, an initiative based on the utilization of the 
German (Leopard 2A7 MBT) platform fitted with the French (Leclerc MBT) turret. It is worth noting that 15 NATO/
European armies continue to operate or have operated Leopard 1s and 2s in the past and it is almost certain that 
the UK and Italy will not develop replacements for their Challenger and Ariete MBTs. Consequently, answers to 
some of Europe’s problems have clearly availed themselves.

The situation of European Air Force capability development is rather similar. Take the case of the largest European 
defence project, the Future Large Aircraft Project, which involves the design, development, and production of 
the A400M aircraft intended to bridge the gap between tactical and strategic lift. Belgium, France, Germany, 
Luxemburg, Spain, Turkey, & the UK remain members of the consortium but Italy withdrew. Although the project 
has suffered from numerous political interventions, technical challenges, and management-related deficiencies 
(ultimately leading to excess costs of 10 billion euros and significant delays in individual capability certification), 
it is, in fact, an excellent aircraft which is now operationally proven. However, the central question of whether 
support can be sustained remains to be resolved. 

35 European Commission (2016) The European Defence Action Plan – FAQs, European Commission – Fact Sheet, 20th November 2016, at http://europa.eu/ 
rapid/press-release_MEMO-16-4101_en.pdf
36 Eurostat Database (2019) Government Expenditure on Defence, Eurostat, March 2019, at https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/ 
Government_expenditure_on_defence#Expenditure_on_.27defence.27
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The same applies to the development of the Future Combat Air System (FCAS) as there are now 2 FCAS 
Projects in Europe. The Franco-GermanSpanish Project involves Airbus and Dassault, companies that unveiled 
a real size model of their Next Generation Fighter at the Paris Air Show in June 2019. Having been excluded 
from this project, the UK launched their own FCAS solution (Tempest) involving the UK Ministry of Defence, 
BAE Systems, Rolls Royce, Leonardo, and MBDA. In collaboration with the UK, the Swedish Government and 
SAAB are conducting a broader technology study that could lead to SAAB joining the Tempest consortium. Both 
consortiums are discussing the inclusion of start ups and SMEs but it could prove challenging to involve SMEs 
from non-western European nations unless those countries are willing to contribute financially to the project – it 
is always the case that “you need to pay to play.” The question is, “will Europe use the opportunity to enable 
both solutions to compete against one another and subsequently move forward with a single option that can 
compete directly with the US”? Or will the new generation of the European air combat system carry over 
the flaws of past generations and act more as a project-based subsidized platform for (particular) national 
industries rather than a platform for the integration (and consolidation) of the European defence market? 

Of a slightly smaller financial concern, Europe must also confront the lack of compatibility between various 
types of artillery, tanks, and forms of ammunition. Unlike the previously mentioned issues, within this area, the 
EU has been (up to this point) successful in stimulating debates regarding maneuvering out of this conundrum. 
This constructive direction is exemplified through the example of one of the first wave PESCO projects (entitled: 
Indirect Fire Support) aimed at harmonizing ammunition standards for artillery systems along with other technical 
measures to ensure full-interoperability of (11) existing European systems. To date, ten countries have joined the 
framework of the project that should deliver its first fruit in 2025.

It must be recognised though that in order for Europe to effectively deliver globally competitive products such 
as Typhoon, A400M, and Leopard Main Battle Tanks, reform of the Defence Industry is required. As a world 
leader in missile technology and with facilities in France, Germany, Spain, and the UK, MBDA can be cited as 
an emblematic example of what is possible. It must be noted that if Europe aims to compete with the US in 
the defence market, then it will need to invest resources and push the boundaries in developing technology. 
It will, furthermore, need to accept the risks and cost over-runs that will likely be incurred, as demonstrated by 
Typhoon and A400M.

Judging by the example of the aforementioned projects, it is apparent that the lack of inclusion of (non-
Western European) SMEs into major European capability development projects and an inability to secure the 
participation of major NATO allies (the UK and US) in future European projects – executed through the EDF or 
PESCO – will harm attempts to develop a more competitive European defence market. Furthermore, there are 
risks involved in the current Brexit process, events that are destabilising existing partnerships and may bring 
the UK outside of the framework of European defence. Similar fears at the NATO level, with severe implications 
for the European context, concern Turkey. Its position in a complex region may prove to be crucial to making 
initiatives in the Middle East effective and even practically feasible. 

What needs to be done

The ultimate goals of increased European cooperation must focus on achieving increased military efficiency. 
That is the primary goal on the basis of which our success will be judged. Without taking the first steps towards 
necessary standardisation and complete (assured) interoperability, European taxpayers with get “less bang for 
their buck” in the long-run and European Defence will ultimately continue to rely on the US willingness to provide 
critical enabling capabilities. Europe´s declared ambition to achieve greater strategic autonomy (expressed in 
the EU Global Strategy of 2016) can only be achieved if Europe addresses the major stumbling blocks hindering 
achievement of its own legitimate objectives. Here, the referenced EU initiatives constitute a worthwhile avenue 
towards pursuing enhanced standardization and complete interoperability – PESCO through projects aimed 
at developing weapons systems with unified ammunition and radar systems, EDF through support for critical 
defence research and development in the future, EDIDP through the interconnecting of SMEs’ and primes’ 
ventures, and CARD through the setting of goals related to achieving all of the previously mentioned initiatives. 

Today, Europe seems to have already identified (non)standardization as a problem and is now testing different 
measures to address it. This initiative sees this process through the prism of cautious optimism and supports 
achieving this mutually shared goal.
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MOVING THE COMMON SECURITY 
AND DEFENCE POLICY FORWARD
The European Union’s Common Security and Defence Policy has been revitalised since 2016 and it is on the brink 
of acquiring a more strategic meaning for EU member states. Two initiatives have been essential in providing 
the CSDP with this renewed momentum: firstly, the setting up of the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) 
and secondly, the introduction of the European Defence Fund (EDF). The first initiative allows for much needed 
flexibility in a club of - now - 27 very different member states while the EDF provides - still small yet much needed 
- resources to stimulate the development and cooperation of European defence industries. 

While the impetus for the further development of CSDP is undeniable, there is undoubtedly much work that 
remains to be done before the EU defence mechanism can provide Europeans with a genuine sense of 
reassurance and enhanced security. There is probably not a single EU nation that would identify the CSDP as 
their central source of national security. Defence establishments in most EU Member States remain sceptical 
about CSDP and generally see the policy as an unnecessary distraction. 

Yet the need for a stronger and truly strategic CSDP is more apparent today than ever before. Until recently, 
Europe was an island of stability and the CSDP (initially ESDP in 1999) was conceived of as a mechanism for 
exporting EU’s stability, in particular to the EU neighbourhood (EU Security Strategy 2003). 

It was long taken for granted that NATO was the sole mechanism for guaranteeing security and defence in 
Europe and that the transatlantic link constituted the cornerstone of European security. However, the United 
States has been shifting its attention to other regions of the world over the past twenty years and its continuing 
investment in European security is being questioned at the highest levels in Washington. President Trump’s 
transactional attitude to European security has baffled some Europeans. But this reluctance has not bewildered 
the many Americans who resent a perceived subsidization of the security of foreign nations at the expense of 
US taxpayers.

At the same time, a cleavage is still present between countries that identify or don’t identify the central security 
threat in Europe as a resurgent and aggressive Russia (operating in the East and to a lesser extent the Arctic 
North). Countries that do not feel threatened by Moscow (or not directly at least) tend to prioritize an array of 
challenges resulting from instability in Northern Africa and in the Middle East (terrorism, failed states, jihadist 
fundamentalism, mass immigration). In addition to, and coinciding with the twin threats in the East and South, 
European “insecurity” is increasingly shaped by a range of challenges outside the scope of the traditional military 
domain: cyberwar, interference in democratic elections, the preponderance of fake news and disinformation 
campaigns, online extremist indoctrination, appropriation of critical infrastructures, and violation of intellectual 
property. These threats may present problems for military preparedness and political decision-making. 
Furthermore, China’s westward reach outside of the Asia-Pacific region is increasingly looked at with caution.

Europe’s security climate is undoubtedly changing and becoming more precarious. European countries may 
face no choice but to provide for their own security in the years to come. Recent changes to CSDP are making 
some headway in transforming this platform into a stronger security mechanism but more action is needed to 
ensure that CSDP becomes a credible and robust system of European Defence. 

Developed in a meticulous and politically attentive manner, “strategic autonomy” can be a useful political tool 
for the EU to advance its security role and military capabilities. In practice, it depends much on the EU’s capacity 
for reaching out to non-EU countries such as Norway, Turkey, and the UK. NATO may indeed prove instrumental 
in supporting these partnerships.

A common security culture, furthermore, needs to do more than bridge the split between East-firsters versus 
South-firsters. It has to encompass a broader debate on the exact nature of EU power. Indeed, for many EU 
members, the prospect of the EU becoming a hard power and a defence alliance is simply not on the agenda: 
defence is NATO only and should remain so. This view ultimately rejects the concept of European Defence. The 
establishment of a strategic security culture also necessitates conversations and an agreement between EU 
members on their common vision for EU responsibilities in the security sphere. This vision should be one that 
preserves NATO as an indispensable part of European defence but also recognizes an enhanced EU role in 
ensuring security across the continent. 
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The institutional framework has to accommodate what could be in the future the emergence of a more 
differentiated Europe, combining various formats of agencies, ad hoc groups, and traditional EU institutions. In a 
more flexible defence Europe, the institutional framework will be more complex and will require new processes 
and more trust among Member States.

At the roots of European strategic autonomy there needs to be a renewed transatlantic compact. Americans 
and Europeans have to agree on what their partnership means and how it should unfold in the future when 
facing the challenges represented not only by global players like Russia and China but also by new regional 
actors such as Iran, Saudi Arabia, India, and Pakistan. This new agreement should lead to a pragmatic division 
of labour. While the Russian (or other Great Powers’) threat remains a challenge that requires a common and 
joint European-American response, there is scope for a geographical repartition that is to some extent already 
emerging (Africa and Western Mediterranean for Europe, Asia for America, and joint action in the Middle East 
and in the Eastern Mediterranean) and/or a more functional allocation of resources (CSDP could develop as a 
medium-range, regional crisis management autonomous force). 

It will not happen overnight. Strategic autonomy should not be defined as a static objective, but rather a build-
as-we-go roadmap. Considering current deficiencies and the de facto security dependence of Europe on the 
US, European Defence objectives can only be achieved if pursued incrementally. It is not only a matter of 
significantly raising current level of capabilities, but also of overcoming suspicions, divisions, and scepticism 
among Europeans themselves about their capacity and willingness to take responsibility for their own defence. 
It means shifting a process of European integration that was initially premised on a value-first and universal 
approach that prioritised soft-power to incorporate increased deference to the tools of hard power. As 
circumstances change, organizations and individuals must both adapt, but it takes time. Rome wasn’t built in 
one day, nor will European Defence, but working on its foundations must start in earnest.

GLOBSEC European Security Initiatve Steering Committee 

4 February 2019
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BIOS
General Knud Bartels (Ret.) 

General Knud Bartes is a retired Danish general, who served as the Danish Chief of Defence between 2009 
and 2011 and was Chairman of the NATO Military Committee from 2011 to 2015. He joined the army in 1972, 
and went to Royal Danish Military Academy the following year. He went on tour on the UN mission to Cypres. 
in 1980, and became Denmark’s Permanent Representative on NATO’s Military Committee in 2006. He was 
appointed as Danish Chief of Defence on 16 November 2009. As Chief of Defence and Denmark’s former 
Permanent Representative on NATO’s Military Committee, General Bartels was Denmark’s candidate for the 
post as Chairman of NATO’s Military Committee. 

General Wolf-Dieter Langheld (Ret.) 

Wolf-Dieter Langheld is the General a.D. of the German Army. From September 2010 to December 2012 he was 
the Commander of NATO Allied Joint Force Command in Brunssum. General Langheld had 42-year career in 
the military, which he started as a conscript in a German armored brigade in 1971. Prior to assuming the post of 
Commander of JFC Brunssum, General Langheld held numerous high-level positions in the German Army. In 
1999, General Langheld took command of the Armoured Infantry Brigade in Augustdorf, a post he held until 2002. 
Together with part of his Brigade, he was deployed to Kosovo and became Commander of the Multinational 
Brigade South in Prizren, from December 2000 until June 2001, as part of the Kosovo Force (KFOR). In 2002 
General Langheld became Director of Armour and Commandant of the German Armour School at Munster. The 
following year he was appointed Deputy Chief of Staff, Armed Forces Staff VI (Planning) at the Federal Ministry 
of Defence, Bonn. In 2005, he assumed the position of Commander of the 1st Armoured Division, in Hannover. 
Since December 2008 General Langheld has been Commander Response Forces Operations Command Ulm. 
General Wolf Langheld took over the responsibilities as Commander Allied Joint Force Command Brunssum on 
Wednesday, 29 September 2010.

Ambassador Rastislav Káčer 

Ambassador Rastislav Káčer has served as Honorary Chairman and later Chairman of GLOBSEC since 2008, 
after completion of his five-year term in Washington D.C. as Ambassador of Slovakia to the United States. Prior 
to this, Mr Káčer served at different decision-making levels for 16 years. He began his career as a policy analyst 
at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, rising to Head of the Analytical Unit. Between 1994 and 1998, he served at 
NATO headquarters in Brussels and on his return from Brussels became Head of Policy Planning Staff and 
Director General for Security Policy and Multilateral Affairs at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In 2001, he became 
Secretary of State at the Ministry of Defence responsible for the negotiation and accession process of Slovakia 
to NATO. He is widely recognised as an expert on U.S. domestic and foreign policy, transatlantic relations, 
defence and security issues. He has finished as Ambassador of Slovakia to Hungary in July 2018.

Ambassador Stefano Stefanini 

Ambassador Stefanini is the former Permanent Representative of Italy to NATO. In 1990, he was posted to 
Moscow as economic and then political counsellor. Posted to Washington in September 1993, he was initially in 
charge of consular affairs and judicial bilateral U.S.-Italy cooperation. In August 1995, he became Senior Political 
Counselor with responsibility for political and military affairs. He followed U.S. foreign policy and specialized in 
the Balkans, European Security and NATO, and U.S.-Russia relations. In September 1998, he returned to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and was assigned to the General Secretariat where he dealt with the reform of the 
Ministry. In July 1999, he was appointed Deputy Diplomatic Advisor to the President of the Republic of Italy. He 
entered the Senior Foreign Service in June 2000 with the rank of Minister Plenipotentiary. In 2003, he became 
Deputy Chief of Mission at the Embassy of Italy in Washington, and served as Permanent Representative of Italy 
to NATO frm 2007 to 2010. Between 2007 and 2010, as Diplomatic Advisor to the Italian President, he provided 
analysis on international affairs, Transatlantic affairs, and security and defence capabilities. From 2013 to 2014 
he served as Vice Chairman of OTO Melara, Finmeccanica.He currently serves as Senior Advisor to the Podesta 
Group, Washington, non-resident Senior Fellow at the Atlantic Council in Washington, DC and also works as 
Columnist for La Stampa.
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Ambassador Pierre Vimont 

Pierre Vimont is a senior fellow at Carnegie Europe. His research focuses on the European Neighborhood Policy, 
transatlantic relations, and French foreign policy. From March 2016 to January 2017, Ambassador Vimont served 
as the special envoy for the French initiative for a Middle East Peace Conference. Previously, he had been 
nominated the personal envoy of the president of the European Council, Donald Tusk, to lead preparations for 
the Valletta Conference between EU and African countries to tackle the causes of illegal migration and combat 
human smuggling and trafficking. Prior to joining Carnegie, Vimont was the first executive secretary-general of 
the European External Action Service (EEAS), from December 2010 to March 2015. During his thirty-eight-year 
diplomatic career with the French foreign service, he served as ambassador to the United States from 2007 to 
2010, ambassador to the European Union from 1999 to 2002, and chief of staff to three former French foreign 
ministers. He holds the title, Ambassador of France, a dignity bestowed for life to only a few French career 
diplomats. Vimont speaks French, English, and Spanish and is a knight of the French National Order of Merit. 
He holds a degree in law from Pantheon-Sorbonne University, and is a graduate of the Paris Institute of Political 
Studies (Sciences Po) and the National School of Administration (ENA).

Alena Kudzko

Alena Kudzko is Deputy Research Director at the GLOBSEC Policy Institute think tank in Bratislava where she 
oversees policy development work, operations, and research for five Institute programmes – national security, 
defence, strategic communications, the future of Europe, and technology and society. Her current research focus 
is concentrated on European and transatlantic relations and security, including the reform of security institutions 
and the EU, and migration. Alena is also the project lead for the GLOBSEC European Security Initiative and the 
GLOBSEC NATO Adaptation Initiative. Before joining GLOBSEC, she worked at various NGOs and academic 
institutions in Belarus, Estonia, and Hungary, specializing in the area of foreign relations, democratization, and 
community development.

John Barter

John Barter is CEO of GLOBSEC and a seasoned Defence and Security professional with 17 years experience 
in the Royal Air Force followed by 21 years in the Defence Industry. The last 5 years in the RAF were in the 
rank of Squadron Leader responsible for the negotiation and successful delivery of modernisation projects 
to the Kuwait Armed Forces. As the Regional Director for BAE Systems based in Bratislava for over 10 years, 
John Barter focussed on delivering major campaigns in Austria, Hungary Poland and Slovakia which resulted in 
hundreds of millions of euros of business.

Marcin Zaborowski 

Marcin Zaborowski is a Lecturer in International Relations as Lazarski Univeristy in Warsaw, Poland and a Senior 
Associate at Visegrad Insight. Formerly Marcin served as Vice-President at the Centre for European Policy 
Analysis (CEPA) and the Executive Director of the Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM) between 2010-
2015.  Between 2005 and 2010 Marcin worked as a Senior Research Fellow at the European Union Institute 
for Security Studies in Paris. Marcin is the author of Germany, Poland and Europe (Manchester University Press 
2004), Bush Legacy and American Foreign Policy (EUISS 2008) and the co-author (with Kerry Longhurst) of New 
Atlanticist: Poland’s Foreign and Security Policy Priorities (Blackwells 2007). Marcin completed his PhD at the 
University of Birmingham. 

Martin Reguli

Martin Reguli is Associate Fellow at GLOBSEC. He is also an analyst at the F. A. Hayek Foundation, focusing 
primarily on the areas of economics, social policy and foreign affairs. His professional experience focused 
not only on the analysis of current policies and their impact but also on the policy proposals for changes in 
these areas. He participated on the formation of education and information portals and lectures. He has direct 
experience with work in the legislative chamber and with the research projects in the areas of foreign policy and 
the political development in the CEE countries.
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