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The Munich Security Conference (MSC) is the 
world‘s leading forum for debating international 
security policy. It is a venue for diplomatic initiati-
ves to address the world‘s most pressing security 
concerns.

Each February, it brings together the leading 
heads of state and government, senior cabinet 
o�  cials, chief executives, boardroom directors and 
senior experts in foreign and security policy from 
all over the world. 

In 2022, the MSC will continue to discuss current 
and future challenges of international security and 
the multilateral order as traditional certainties are 
crumbling, threats and vulnerabilities are multi-
plying, and the rules-based order is increasingly 
under attack. The need for dialogue has never 
been greater.

The Security Times is a media partner of the MSC
and is published annually to coincide with the 

main conference in February and other important 
international events. The English-language paper, 
which is independent and global in its outlook, 
examines central questions of foreign, economic 
and security policy. Contributors include leading 
journalists and recognized experts working in 
the fi eld of security policy as well as high-ranking 
decision-makers from government and the private 
sector.  

The Security Times has a dedicated and exclusi-
ve readership. In addition to the MSC conference 
edition, the paper will also be published in 
“Der Hauptstadtbrief” as supplement of the 
German Tier-One media magazine “FOCUS” 
and distributed directly to decision-makers as well 
as key institutions all over the world via closed cir-
culation and digital channels. According to a media 
resonance analysis of the MSC, reporting on the 
past Munich conferences regularly reaches more 
than 2.0 billion people worldwide. 



■ Be part of an exclusive community

■ Attract high ranking decision makers
and the media

■ Enjoy global visibility

The Security Times offers corporates and organiza-
tions the attractive opportunity not only to be present 
at the most important international events but also 
target the interest of an exclusive readership through 
its distribution to decision-makers around the globe.

All editions can be downloaded at
www.securityconference.de/
discussion/the-security-times/ 

The Security Times is also available 
online at www.the-security-times.com

twitter.com/sec_times
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“Just like the MSC, which has successfully grown out of its original focus 
on defense, the report takes a broad approach to security. In addition to 
what you might expect to find in such a report, like analyses of Russian 
or Chinese foreign policy or the Syrian war, I was pleased to see that the 
report also looks at issues like refugee flows, health, climate change, and 
cyber warfare” (on the 2016 report)

— Kofi Annan, Former UN Secretary General

The Munich Security Report aims to serve as a companion and impulse for the discus-
sions at the Munich Security Conference (MSC) and as background for participants. 
At the same time, it is also made available to security professionals and the interested 
public. Last year’s report was downloaded more than 30,000 times, with press cover-
age in both German and international media.
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“A truly intriguing and thought-provoking paper” (on the 2015 report)

— Ursula von der Leyen, German Federal Minister of Defence

Britain’s vote to leave the 
EU has added a new layer 
of complexity to the pro-

cess of strengthening European 
security. It coincides with a chill-
ing of the transatlantic relation-
ship following the election of
Donald Trump as US president; 
persistent Russian probing of the 
political and military resilience
of European governments and
societies; and the intensifica-
tion of radical Islamist terrorist 
threats within Europe and a cha-
otic Middle East.

In this sense, Brexit could not
be timed any worse. The deci-
sion has caused understandable
resentment among European
leaders, as evidenced in Michel
Barnier’s remarks in Berlin on
Nov. 29, 2017: “Rather than
stand shoulder to shoulder with
the union, the British chose to be
on their own again.” These are
harsh words that do not reflect
the past, current or planned Brit-
ish contributions to European
security. However, whatever
arrangement the British govern-
ment strikes with the EU27 after
its withdrawal, each side will lose
important levers of diplomatic
influence.

The UK has the largest defense
budget in the EU, one of Europe’s
most skillful and widespread dip-
lomatic services, and a top-tier
secret intelligence service and
communications surveillance
capacity (GCHQ). It is a world
power in development assistance,
a permanent member of the UN

Security Council and a recognized
nuclear power. These attributes
do not automatically translate
into EU capabilities or into Brit-
ish leadership on European secu-
rity. Nonetheless, drawing on
these assets as a non-EU member
will be sub-optimal compared to
its experiences of full integration
in EU arrangements.

And yet, ironically, Britain may 
be able to offer more to European
security in practice after it leaves
the EU than it did in theory when
it was inside.

As it has for centuries, conti-
nental Europe will remain the
frontline of Britain’s national
security. Irrespective of its EU
membership, the UK will remain
engaged in the defense of the
eastern and southern borders
of Europe. Its forces will con-
tinue to be deployed in Estonia
and Poland as part of NATO’s
Enhanced Forward Presence and
will serve in NATO’s Very High
Readiness Joint Task Force. And
Britain will try to help contain the
spread of instability in the Middle
East, whether from the return of
the Islamic State or the collapse of
the Iranian nuclear deal. Britain
will still have a greater interest
than EU member states like Spain
and Portugal in the security of
Central and Eastern Europe, and
a greater interest than countries
like Finland or Poland in the
stability of North Africa and the
Levant.

The problem for the UK has
been that a majority of EU
member states believe that only
by deepening European defense
integration will they make mean-

ingful commitments to strength-
ening their collective security. For
Britain, the instinct has always
been the reverse. Deeper EU
policy integration in security is
seen as leading to lowest-com-
mon-denominator outcomes that
run counter to resolute action,
and also to Britain’s self-percep-
tion as an independent power
with global interests. Moreover,
loose talk of creating a “Euro-
pean Army” has been anathema
to Britain and the ultimate proof
of Brussels overreach.

As a result, after the brief Brit-
ish flirtation with leading Euro-
pean defense integration in the
late 1990s under Tony Blair, the
UK consistently threw sand into
the gears of this process, vetoing
the establishment of a permanent
EU military headquarters and
imposing limits on the budget and
remit of the European Defense
Agency. Furthermore, although
it participated in a number of
CSDP missions, including com-
manding the EU Naval Force
Atalanta from its headquarters
at Northwood, the number of
British forces involved remain
low (roughly 150 in 2017).

More broadly, Britain has been
increasingly absent in EU foreign
policy. It has not been involved
in the Minsk process; it was only
in the background of the clos-
ing stages of the Iran nuclear
deal; and it is struggling to make
an impact in Libya. It was as
if British political leaders could
not muster the sense of political
agency necessary to contribute
to EU strategic decision-making.
In contrast, now that it is pre-

paring to leave the EU, the UK
has returned to the Churchillian
approach of supporting deeper
European defense integration, for
it knows it does not need to be
part of it. France, Germany and
others have seized this opportu-
nity, putting forward a raft of
new proposals.

On the positive side, Britain
is now under added pressure to
deliver on its ambitious $248
billion defense investment pro-
gram and to expand its diplo-
matic presence internationally.
If the tone and content of the
British government’s September
2017 Future Partnership Paper
on Foreign Policy, Defense and
Development is to be believed,
Britain may end up having more
to offer to European defense as a
result of leaving the EU.

However, coordinating its
capabilities with the EU will be
more complicated. Today, there
are few obstacles to Britain con-
tributing to EU missions. But the
launch of Permanent Structured
Cooperation in December 2017
among 25 of 27 EU members
may lead to innovations in force
generation and deployments as
well as in the defense market,
which could make it difficult for
the UK to “dock” with a more
integrated EU defense.

If the EU and NATO can build
on the agreement struck at the

N A T O
s u m m i t
in Warsaw
in 2016,
which aims
to deepen their
in s t i tu t iona l
cooperation, this
will provide one
avenue for the UK
to collaborate with
EU members on their
shared security priori-
ties, irrespective of how 
CSDP develops.

The British government has
also offered to contribute to the
European Defense Agency and
European Defense Fund. In addi-
tion, Britain’s growing number
of bilateral defense treaties with
EU members might serve as a
buttress to its future security
relationship with the EU.

But the precise model for
the UK’s security partner-
ship with the EU will matter
more over time. Will the UK
be “integrated,” i.e. participat-
ing, for example, as an active
“observer” in the Foreign
Affairs Council and Political
and Security Committee and
involved in developing the man-
date and operational planning
for future EU missions? Or will
it merely be “associated,” much
like Norway, aligning itself with
security policies, such as those
on sanctions, and participat-
ing in missions on a case-by-
case basis? Or will it be more
“detached,” privileging its bilat-
eral relations with EU mem-
bers and cooperating principally
through NATO?

An additional chal-
lenge lies in future coopera-

tion on counter-terrorism and
the fight against organized crime.
Here, the likely lack of a common
legal framework for sharing data
after Brexit will raise new hurdles.
This may be the reason why The-
resa May, in her speech in Flor-
ence on Sept. 22, 2017, proposed
the idea of a “treaty between the
UK and EU” to enable “future
security, law enforcement and
criminal justice cooperation.”

Given Britain’s and the EU27’s
shared security interests, it would
be logical to integrate Britain as
closely as possible with EU deci-
sion-making and operations in
the fields of security and defense.
Whatever the outcome of the
economic negotiations, it makes
no sense for Britain to treat the
EU more as an object of British
foreign policy than as an institu-
tion to whose security policy it is
intimately connected.

And, for the EU, the idea of 
European “strategic autonomy” 
envisaged in the European Global
Strategy will be significantly less 
feasible if Britain pulls itself, or is 
pushed, to the sidelines of future 
plans for EU security and defense 
integration.

THE WHOLE IS 
LESS THAN THE 
SUM OF

  ITS PARTS

BY ROBIN NIBLETT

Brexit and the future of European society

This is the hour of Europe 
– a unique opportunity to 
unite a divided continent 

by showing that unity is the first 
line of defense in a dangerous 
world. But thus far there is a 
continent-sized gulf between the 
European government’s rhetoric 
on global disorder and the unam-
bitious, technocratic initiatives it 
has launched. There is still much 
time remaining to close it.

A thought experiment: Imag-
ine it was still 2007, and you 
were asked to identify the most 
extreme scenario that would lead 
Europeans to take seriously the 
idea of providing for their own 
security. You might have sug-
gested that they would wake 
up if, say, Russia invaded two 
of its neighbors and annexed 
their territory; or if the European 
neighborhood was afflicted by 
a string of proxy wars, driving 
millions of people from their 
homes, including over a mil-
lion refugees to Germany alone; 
or if many European countries 
would become victims of ter-
rorist attacks; or if cyber war 
had traveled from science fic-
tion novels to the front pages of 
newspapers. And if what foreign 
intelligence agencies were fight-
ing information wars inside the 
EU, and even trying to hack our 
elections? And if one of the EU’s 
two nuclear powers – the one 
with the highest share of the EU’s 
defense spending – chose to leave 
the EU? And then to top it all off 
the United States began retreat-
ing from many theaters and even 

questioning its commitment to 
NATO?

Most people in 2007 would 
have had to suspend their disbe-
lief about any of these fantastic 
developments. Upon doing so, 
they might have predicted that 
European countries would be 
trying intently to tackle their vul-
nerabilities and launch a major 
new initiative to build strategic 
autonomy. And that is actu-
ally what happened – at least in 
speeches. When the horror sce-
narios unfolded, every one from 
Jean-Claude Juncker and Fed-
erica Mogherini to Emmanuel 
Macron and Angela Merkel have 
tried to awaken the “Sleeping 
Beauty of European Defense.” 
Unfortunately, the rhetoric does 
not yet match reality.

There are two dominant para-
digms for pondering European 
defense: promoting integration 
and building capabilities. But 
by trying to pursue both goals 
within its first few steps, the EU 
risks achieving neither.

The launch of Permanent Struc-
tured Cooperation (PESCO) 
triggered a big debate between 
the pro-integration and the pro-
capability camps. PESCO now 
has 25 members, including some 
whose stated goal is to block 
EU integration (such as Hun-
gary) and those whose principle 
goal is to obstruct cooperation 
with NATO (such as Cyprus). 
Maybe countries that fail to 
make progress will be expelled 
at some point – but that seems 
unlikely. As an analogy, imagine 
how much progress would have 
been made if member states had 
been allowed to join the euro 

before making reforms to meet 
the Maastricht convergence cri-
teria. It is clear that the adopted 
model does not build capabilities.

But PESCO is equally unlikely 
to build unity. The development 
of real capabilities could have 
rebuilt solidarity in a union 
divided between north, south, 
east and west by showing how 
Europe can make a difference 
on the matters that most concern 
its citizens, from Russian aggres-
sion and uncontrolled borders 
to terrorism and cyber attacks. 
But the “fake inclusivity” of 
PESCO means that these issues 
will be addressed by small-scale 
technical projects rather than by 
a political initiative that could 
capture imaginations. More sig-
nificantly, putting unity above 
effectiveness forces countries 
that are serious about European 
defense to join coalitions outside 
EU structures, like France with 
its newly launched European 
Intervention Initiative.

How can EU leaders launch 
a real security initiative to turn 
things around? First, Europe 
must look more carefully at 
removing the barriers to invest-
ment in military capabilities. The 
EU should exclude investment 
in European defense capabilities 
from the Maastricht rules and 
include a defense component in 
the next Multiannual Financial 
Framework (MFF). EU money 
could be used to form a compen-
sation fund for defense industrial 
losses caused by joint procure-
ment as well as for more gener-
ous support of states participat-
ing in EU and non-EU European 
military operations.

We have known for some time 
that the EU could achieve more 
capabilities for the same price by 
pooling and sharing its equip-
ment. The diversity of EU weap-
ons is six times higher than that 
of the US – for every model of US 
destroyer or frigate, the EU has 
seven. But most governments are 
more interested in the job-cre-
ation potential of procurement 
than in capability. Moreover, as 
long as governments or parlia-
ments of member states retain 
veto power over deployment of 
their forces – which I support – 
a complete pooling and sharing 
will not increase capabilities, but 
rather paralyze Europe.

The famous “European army” 
is therefore out of the question 
for now. However, common 
investment and acquisition is 
much easier to push in terms of 
newer technologies such as cyber, 
drones and artificial intelligence 
(AI). As these technologies have 
not existed for long, there are 
fewer national idiosyncrasies to 
overcome. 

The second component should 
be the development of a flex-
ible European security force. 
Macron’s proposal for a Euro-
pean Intervention Initiative is a 
promising start, but it is likely 
to fail if other member states 
perceive it simply as a vehicle 
to rally other nations to fight 
France’s post-colonial wars. This 
initiative should be widened into 
a broader European Security 
Initiative, designed explicitly to 
address other nations’ security 
concerns.

Part of this could include the 
establishment of a combat-ready 
European military force made up 
of soldiers from different Euro-

pean member states who train 
together and use the same equip-
ment. This force should eventu-
ally comprise up to 100,000 sol-
diers and include its own separate 
capability. States wanting to join 
this force should face ambitious 
entry requirements, including a 
minimum contribution of troops 
and minimum defense spending. 
These thresholds must move 
beyond the flaws of PESCO. 

This could be established in par-
allel to a stabilization and civilian 
component – including police, 
border guards and other facilities.

This would not be a European 
army but rather a flexible force, 
and more importantly would leave 
fully functional national military 
forces intact. The gulf between 
the rhetoric of European auton-
omy and the reality of small-scale 
technical projects not only harms 
our security, but also threatens 
the legitimacy of the European 
project and the possibility of re-
establishing solidarity through a 
union that protects. The EU must 
close this gulf now.

BY MARK LEONARD

Defense first
Time for a real European security initiative

MARK LEONARD
is director of the European 
Council on Foreign 
Relations, which is 
launching a New European 
Security Initiative backed 
by several European 
governments and 
companies.

ROBIN NIBLETT
has been director of 
Chatham House since 
2007.
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PESCO aims to improve the European Defense Policy. German Federal Chancellor Angela Merkel, French President 
Emmanuel Macron, various officials and the PESCO commanders met in Brussels on Dec. 14, 2017.
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“Just like the MSC, which has successfully grown out of its original focus 
on defense, the report takes a broad approach to security. In addition to 
what you might expect to find in such a report, like analyses of Russian 
or Chinese foreign policy or the Syrian war, I was pleased to see that the 
report also looks at issues like refugee flows, health, climate change, and 
cyber warfare” (on the 2016 report)

— Kofi Annan, Former UN Secretary General

The Munich Security Report aims to serve as a companion and impulse for the discus-
sions at the Munich Security Conference (MSC) and as background for participants. 
At the same time, it is also made available to security professionals and the interested 
public. Last year’s report was downloaded more than 30,000 times, with press cover-
age in both German and international media.

VISIT THE MUNICH
SECURITY REPORT SITE

www.securityconference.de/en/
discussion/munich-security-report/

“A truly intriguing and thought-provoking paper” (on the 2015 report)

— Ursula von der Leyen, German Federal Minister of Defence

Britain’s vote to leave the 
EU has added a new layer 
of complexity to the pro-

cess of strengthening European 
security. It coincides with a chill-
ing of the transatlantic relation-
ship following the election of
Donald Trump as US president; 
persistent Russian probing of the 
political and military resilience
of European governments and
societies; and the intensifica-
tion of radical Islamist terrorist 
threats within Europe and a cha-
otic Middle East.

In this sense, Brexit could not
be timed any worse. The deci-
sion has caused understandable
resentment among European
leaders, as evidenced in Michel
Barnier’s remarks in Berlin on
Nov. 29, 2017: “Rather than
stand shoulder to shoulder with
the union, the British chose to be
on their own again.” These are
harsh words that do not reflect
the past, current or planned Brit-
ish contributions to European
security. However, whatever
arrangement the British govern-
ment strikes with the EU27 after
its withdrawal, each side will lose
important levers of diplomatic
influence.

The UK has the largest defense
budget in the EU, one of Europe’s
most skillful and widespread dip-
lomatic services, and a top-tier
secret intelligence service and
communications surveillance
capacity (GCHQ). It is a world
power in development assistance,
a permanent member of the UN

Security Council and a recognized
nuclear power. These attributes
do not automatically translate
into EU capabilities or into Brit-
ish leadership on European secu-
rity. Nonetheless, drawing on
these assets as a non-EU member
will be sub-optimal compared to
its experiences of full integration
in EU arrangements.

And yet, ironically, Britain may 
be able to offer more to European
security in practice after it leaves
the EU than it did in theory when
it was inside.

As it has for centuries, conti-
nental Europe will remain the
frontline of Britain’s national
security. Irrespective of its EU
membership, the UK will remain
engaged in the defense of the
eastern and southern borders
of Europe. Its forces will con-
tinue to be deployed in Estonia
and Poland as part of NATO’s
Enhanced Forward Presence and
will serve in NATO’s Very High
Readiness Joint Task Force. And
Britain will try to help contain the
spread of instability in the Middle
East, whether from the return of
the Islamic State or the collapse of
the Iranian nuclear deal. Britain
will still have a greater interest
than EU member states like Spain
and Portugal in the security of
Central and Eastern Europe, and
a greater interest than countries
like Finland or Poland in the
stability of North Africa and the
Levant.

The problem for the UK has
been that a majority of EU
member states believe that only
by deepening European defense
integration will they make mean-

ingful commitments to strength-
ening their collective security. For
Britain, the instinct has always
been the reverse. Deeper EU
policy integration in security is
seen as leading to lowest-com-
mon-denominator outcomes that
run counter to resolute action,
and also to Britain’s self-percep-
tion as an independent power
with global interests. Moreover,
loose talk of creating a “Euro-
pean Army” has been anathema
to Britain and the ultimate proof
of Brussels overreach.

As a result, after the brief Brit-
ish flirtation with leading Euro-
pean defense integration in the
late 1990s under Tony Blair, the
UK consistently threw sand into
the gears of this process, vetoing
the establishment of a permanent
EU military headquarters and
imposing limits on the budget and
remit of the European Defense
Agency. Furthermore, although
it participated in a number of
CSDP missions, including com-
manding the EU Naval Force
Atalanta from its headquarters
at Northwood, the number of
British forces involved remain
low (roughly 150 in 2017).

More broadly, Britain has been
increasingly absent in EU foreign
policy. It has not been involved
in the Minsk process; it was only
in the background of the clos-
ing stages of the Iran nuclear
deal; and it is struggling to make
an impact in Libya. It was as
if British political leaders could
not muster the sense of political
agency necessary to contribute
to EU strategic decision-making.
In contrast, now that it is pre-

paring to leave the EU, the UK
has returned to the Churchillian
approach of supporting deeper
European defense integration, for
it knows it does not need to be
part of it. France, Germany and
others have seized this opportu-
nity, putting forward a raft of
new proposals.

On the positive side, Britain
is now under added pressure to
deliver on its ambitious $248
billion defense investment pro-
gram and to expand its diplo-
matic presence internationally.
If the tone and content of the
British government’s September
2017 Future Partnership Paper
on Foreign Policy, Defense and
Development is to be believed,
Britain may end up having more
to offer to European defense as a
result of leaving the EU.

However, coordinating its
capabilities with the EU will be
more complicated. Today, there
are few obstacles to Britain con-
tributing to EU missions. But the
launch of Permanent Structured
Cooperation in December 2017
among 25 of 27 EU members
may lead to innovations in force
generation and deployments as
well as in the defense market,
which could make it difficult for
the UK to “dock” with a more
integrated EU defense.

If the EU and NATO can build
on the agreement struck at the

N A T O
s u m m i t
in Warsaw
in 2016,
which aims
to deepen their
in s t i tu t iona l
cooperation, this
will provide one
avenue for the UK
to collaborate with
EU members on their
shared security priori-
ties, irrespective of how 
CSDP develops.

The British government has
also offered to contribute to the
European Defense Agency and
European Defense Fund. In addi-
tion, Britain’s growing number
of bilateral defense treaties with
EU members might serve as a
buttress to its future security
relationship with the EU.

But the precise model for
the UK’s security partner-
ship with the EU will matter
more over time. Will the UK
be “integrated,” i.e. participat-
ing, for example, as an active
“observer” in the Foreign
Affairs Council and Political
and Security Committee and
involved in developing the man-
date and operational planning
for future EU missions? Or will
it merely be “associated,” much
like Norway, aligning itself with
security policies, such as those
on sanctions, and participat-
ing in missions on a case-by-
case basis? Or will it be more
“detached,” privileging its bilat-
eral relations with EU mem-
bers and cooperating principally
through NATO?

An additional chal-
lenge lies in future coopera-

tion on counter-terrorism and
the fight against organized crime.
Here, the likely lack of a common
legal framework for sharing data
after Brexit will raise new hurdles.
This may be the reason why The-
resa May, in her speech in Flor-
ence on Sept. 22, 2017, proposed
the idea of a “treaty between the
UK and EU” to enable “future
security, law enforcement and
criminal justice cooperation.”

Given Britain’s and the EU27’s
shared security interests, it would
be logical to integrate Britain as
closely as possible with EU deci-
sion-making and operations in
the fields of security and defense.
Whatever the outcome of the
economic negotiations, it makes
no sense for Britain to treat the
EU more as an object of British
foreign policy than as an institu-
tion to whose security policy it is
intimately connected.

And, for the EU, the idea of 
European “strategic autonomy” 
envisaged in the European Global
Strategy will be significantly less 
feasible if Britain pulls itself, or is 
pushed, to the sidelines of future 
plans for EU security and defense 
integration.

THE WHOLE IS 
LESS THAN THE 
SUM OF
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BY ROBIN NIBLETT

Brexit and the future of European society

This is the hour of Europe 
– a unique opportunity to 
unite a divided continent 

by showing that unity is the first 
line of defense in a dangerous 
world. But thus far there is a 
continent-sized gulf between the 
European government’s rhetoric 
on global disorder and the unam-
bitious, technocratic initiatives it 
has launched. There is still much 
time remaining to close it.

A thought experiment: Imag-
ine it was still 2007, and you 
were asked to identify the most 
extreme scenario that would lead 
Europeans to take seriously the 
idea of providing for their own 
security. You might have sug-
gested that they would wake 
up if, say, Russia invaded two 
of its neighbors and annexed 
their territory; or if the European 
neighborhood was afflicted by 
a string of proxy wars, driving 
millions of people from their 
homes, including over a mil-
lion refugees to Germany alone; 
or if many European countries 
would become victims of ter-
rorist attacks; or if cyber war 
had traveled from science fic-
tion novels to the front pages of 
newspapers. And if what foreign 
intelligence agencies were fight-
ing information wars inside the 
EU, and even trying to hack our 
elections? And if one of the EU’s 
two nuclear powers – the one 
with the highest share of the EU’s 
defense spending – chose to leave 
the EU? And then to top it all off 
the United States began retreat-
ing from many theaters and even 

questioning its commitment to 
NATO?

Most people in 2007 would 
have had to suspend their disbe-
lief about any of these fantastic 
developments. Upon doing so, 
they might have predicted that 
European countries would be 
trying intently to tackle their vul-
nerabilities and launch a major 
new initiative to build strategic 
autonomy. And that is actu-
ally what happened – at least in 
speeches. When the horror sce-
narios unfolded, every one from 
Jean-Claude Juncker and Fed-
erica Mogherini to Emmanuel 
Macron and Angela Merkel have 
tried to awaken the “Sleeping 
Beauty of European Defense.” 
Unfortunately, the rhetoric does 
not yet match reality.

There are two dominant para-
digms for pondering European 
defense: promoting integration 
and building capabilities. But 
by trying to pursue both goals 
within its first few steps, the EU 
risks achieving neither.

The launch of Permanent Struc-
tured Cooperation (PESCO) 
triggered a big debate between 
the pro-integration and the pro-
capability camps. PESCO now 
has 25 members, including some 
whose stated goal is to block 
EU integration (such as Hun-
gary) and those whose principle 
goal is to obstruct cooperation 
with NATO (such as Cyprus). 
Maybe countries that fail to 
make progress will be expelled 
at some point – but that seems 
unlikely. As an analogy, imagine 
how much progress would have 
been made if member states had 
been allowed to join the euro 

before making reforms to meet 
the Maastricht convergence cri-
teria. It is clear that the adopted 
model does not build capabilities.

But PESCO is equally unlikely 
to build unity. The development 
of real capabilities could have 
rebuilt solidarity in a union 
divided between north, south, 
east and west by showing how 
Europe can make a difference 
on the matters that most concern 
its citizens, from Russian aggres-
sion and uncontrolled borders 
to terrorism and cyber attacks. 
But the “fake inclusivity” of 
PESCO means that these issues 
will be addressed by small-scale 
technical projects rather than by 
a political initiative that could 
capture imaginations. More sig-
nificantly, putting unity above 
effectiveness forces countries 
that are serious about European 
defense to join coalitions outside 
EU structures, like France with 
its newly launched European 
Intervention Initiative.

How can EU leaders launch 
a real security initiative to turn 
things around? First, Europe 
must look more carefully at 
removing the barriers to invest-
ment in military capabilities. The 
EU should exclude investment 
in European defense capabilities 
from the Maastricht rules and 
include a defense component in 
the next Multiannual Financial 
Framework (MFF). EU money 
could be used to form a compen-
sation fund for defense industrial 
losses caused by joint procure-
ment as well as for more gener-
ous support of states participat-
ing in EU and non-EU European 
military operations.

We have known for some time 
that the EU could achieve more 
capabilities for the same price by 
pooling and sharing its equip-
ment. The diversity of EU weap-
ons is six times higher than that 
of the US – for every model of US 
destroyer or frigate, the EU has 
seven. But most governments are 
more interested in the job-cre-
ation potential of procurement 
than in capability. Moreover, as 
long as governments or parlia-
ments of member states retain 
veto power over deployment of 
their forces – which I support – 
a complete pooling and sharing 
will not increase capabilities, but 
rather paralyze Europe.

The famous “European army” 
is therefore out of the question 
for now. However, common 
investment and acquisition is 
much easier to push in terms of 
newer technologies such as cyber, 
drones and artificial intelligence 
(AI). As these technologies have 
not existed for long, there are 
fewer national idiosyncrasies to 
overcome. 

The second component should 
be the development of a flex-
ible European security force. 
Macron’s proposal for a Euro-
pean Intervention Initiative is a 
promising start, but it is likely 
to fail if other member states 
perceive it simply as a vehicle 
to rally other nations to fight 
France’s post-colonial wars. This 
initiative should be widened into 
a broader European Security 
Initiative, designed explicitly to 
address other nations’ security 
concerns.

Part of this could include the 
establishment of a combat-ready 
European military force made up 
of soldiers from different Euro-

pean member states who train 
together and use the same equip-
ment. This force should eventu-
ally comprise up to 100,000 sol-
diers and include its own separate 
capability. States wanting to join 
this force should face ambitious 
entry requirements, including a 
minimum contribution of troops 
and minimum defense spending. 
These thresholds must move 
beyond the flaws of PESCO. 

This could be established in par-
allel to a stabilization and civilian 
component – including police, 
border guards and other facilities.

This would not be a European 
army but rather a flexible force, 
and more importantly would leave 
fully functional national military 
forces intact. The gulf between 
the rhetoric of European auton-
omy and the reality of small-scale 
technical projects not only harms 
our security, but also threatens 
the legitimacy of the European 
project and the possibility of re-
establishing solidarity through a 
union that protects. The EU must 
close this gulf now.

BY MARK LEONARD
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Time for a real European security initiative
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PESCO aims to improve the European Defense Policy. German Federal Chancellor Angela Merkel, French President 
Emmanuel Macron, various officials and the PESCO commanders met in Brussels on Dec. 14, 2017.
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