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STRATEGIC AUTONOMY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION:
ON THE WAY TO “EUROPEAN SOVEREIGNTY”
IN DEFENSE?

2019 marked 20 years since EU Member States decided to create a joint EU approach to security
and defense. The paper raises the question on finding new approaches to provide security and defense
in Europe in the current context, as well as the formation of a new paradigm for research on regional
security in Europe. Traditional approaches to the study of European integration (neofunctionalism and
intergovernmentalism) are of little use for theorizing the development of Furopean defense in conditions of
new challenges and threats to national and regional security, as well as transatlantic solidarity violations.
The article studies European Strategic Autonomy (ESA), which refers to the ability of the European
Union, in conjunction with Member States, to independently determine its own priorities according to
which to take decisions and implement them in the fields of foreign policy, security and defense. ESA is
not synonymous with independence, nor does it deny membership in military-political alliances, since a
more realistic scenario implies positioning itself as a European pillar of NATO. The implementation of the
idea of building a <european sovereignty» in the field of security and defense implies that the Furopean
Union should take bigger responsibility for its own security, the security of its neighbors, and should
strengthen its role in transatlantic relations without opposing NATO. In order to move from rhetoric to
concrete policy steps, the EU needs to develop a plan of measures for political, institutional and industrial
action. It means that achieving real autonomy requires time and joint efforts by EU institutions and
Member State governments. However, political and institutional autonomy can be built exclusively within
the whole Union, while military-industrial autonomy can be initiated and implemented by a group of the
most economically and technologically advanced EU Member States.

Keywords: strategic autonomy; sovereignty; defense; security policy; EU Global Strategy;
European Union; NATO; member state.
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CrpareriuHa aBToHOMis1 €Bponeiicbkoro Coio3y: Ha NIISAXY 10 «€EBPONEHCHKOrO CyBepeHiTeTy»
B 000pOHi?

Y 2019 p. sunosnunocs 20 poxis, idkoau depacasu-unenu €C supiwunu eupobumu cniivruil nioxio
y chepi Gesnexu ma o6oponu. Amopu nopywyoms numanis wooo nowyKy Hosux nioxodie 0o sabes-
neuenns. Oesnexu i 06oponu 6 €8poni 6 CYUACHUX YMOBAX, 4 MAKONC (OpMYEanns HOBOI napaduzmu
docridacenv npobrem sabesneuenns pezionanwnoi 6esnexu ¢ €sponi. Tpaduyiiini nioxoou 0o docuioxncenis
esponeticokoi inmezpauii (HeoPyHKYIOHANIZM Ma Midnypsdosull nioxio) maronpudamui 01 meopemu-
3auii po3sUMKY €8PONELCLKOL 060POHU 8 YMOBAX HOBUX GUKIUKIG 1 3a2p03 HAUIOHANLHIL MA PeZIOHALLHIL
besneyi, a maxoxc NopyuLers MpanHcamianmuuHoi corioapnocmi.
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IIpoananizosana €Eeponelicoka cmpameziuna aeMOHOMIs, N0 KOO POYMIEMbCI MONUCIUBICTIL
Ceponeticvkozo Cor03y CNILHO 3 0EPICABAMU-YUTIEHAMU CAMOCTIIHO GUSHAUATU GIACHT npiopumemu, 6i0-
no6ioHo 00 SKUX npuimamu piuenns i pearizosysamu ix ¢ cgepi 30610l norimuku, 6esnexu i 060-
ponu. €gponeticoka cmpameziuna aAgmMoOHOMIs He € CUHOHIMOM He3ANeHCHOCT, AK 1 He 03HAYAE 8iOMOBY
610 unencmea y BilCLKOBO-NOIIMUUHUX ANbSHCAX, OCKUIbKU OLivw pearicmuunuil cuenapii nepedbauae
il nosuyirosanns sk esponeticokozo cmosna 6 HATO. Peanisayis idei no6yoosu <e8poneticvkozo cysepe-
nimemy»> 6 cepi besnexu i oboponu nepedbauae, wo Esponeticokuii Cor03 mac 63smu na cebe OinvuLy
eionosioanvricms 3a enacuy 6esnexy, 6esnexy ceoix cycidis, a MaxoxIc NOCUIUMU CBOI0 POLb Y MPAH-
camuanmuunux eionocunax, ne npomucmasisiouu cebe HATO. /lns mozo, w06 nepeiimu 6i0 pumopuxu
00 Konkpemuux noimuunux kpokis, €C mae pospobumu nian 3ax00i w000 OLSIbHOCMI 8 NOLMUYHOMY,
IHCMUmMyuiunoMmy i npomuciosomy eumipax. Lle osnauac, wo 0ocsenenns peanvroi asmonHoOMii 6UMazac
uacy i cnizvnux sycuno incmumymie €C ma ypsadie depacas-unenis. Ilpu ypomy norimuuna i incmumy-
yitina asmonomisi modxce Gymu nobydosa uxaOuHO 6 mexcax 6cvozo Cow3y, Mool sk GillCLKOBO-NPOMUC-
JI06a ABMOHOMIsL MOJce Gymu THiyillosana i peanizosana pynor Haubiibul eKOHOMIMHO 1l MEXHOL0ZIUHO
poseunymux depcas-unenie €C.

KirouoBi cioBa: crpareriuna aBTOHOMIs; cyBepeHiTeT; 060poHa; nosithuka Gesneku; [nobanbHa
crparerisg €C; €sponeiicekuii Coto3z; HATO; nep:xaBa-usen.

Introduction. The end of the Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet Union, the
termination of the Warsaw Pact Organization, the entry of the former socialist
countries of Europe into NATO and the EU created a sense of security in the
EU member states due to the absence of a real opponent. However, the tone of
discussions on European security and defense has changed significantly over the
last thirty years. It is due to the fact that instead of the destroyed bipolar balance
around which the European security architecture was built, unipolarity as a new
model of global political order is being set. However, this model did not last long and
ceased to exist in 2008, when the Russian-Georgian conflict testified to the revival
of Russia’s imperial ambitions.

The beginning of the XXI century was marked by new global challenges that
caused doubts on the effectiveness of not only existing international mechanisms of
cooperation and dialogue, but also of the international law order itself. Old conflicts
are “waking up”, new ones are being born, new destabilizing tendencies are being
declared. As a result, the current system of international relations is becoming more
uncertain and less stable. As a consequence, European states are increasingly feeling
their own vulnerability to external pressure, which makes them to strive for the
preservation of sovereignty, which is increasingly becoming an abstract concept in
seventy years of integration.

The need for the European Union to set up its own collective security system
outside NATO is growing, first and foremost, due to the deteriorating security
situation at its borders due to the policy of Russia and other countries that challenge
the EU’s ability to defend its interests and values. Over the last decade, unrest in
Europe’s periphery has risen to the top of the EU security agenda. W. Oosterveld
and B. Torossia note that the conflicts that were set in motion in the Middle East
and North Africa region in late 2010 reverberated across the Mediterranean, leading
to waves of migrants, an increased threat of terrorism, and economic disruption [31].
Recognition of this situation was recorded in Commission President J.-C. Juncker’s
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Political Guidelines [24] in 2014 and stated in his State of the Union Speech [40]
of 14 September 2016. The increasingly unpredictable foreign and security policy
of the United States' ready to exploit the dependence of the European Union and
its neighbors from NATO, and indeed from the United States in order to achieve
short-term geopolitical goals also encourages the EU to formulate its own defense
policy. Without addressing this vulnerability, both at Union level and at individual
Member States level, Europe can cease to be a player of the new world order and
may become a chessboard on which the great powers will compete for power in the
region [27].

Analysis of recent literary studies. Until recently, surprisingly little attention
has been paid in the current scientific literature to the formulation of a European
security and defense policy [22], the creation of a European army and defining of
the role of the USA in security in Europe. The failed attempt to create a European
defense community, the recognition of NATO as a key player in European security
architecture of the Cold War era, the subsequent US-led unipolar world model
setting, led to a lack of intent on the leadership of the European Union to cover the
field of security and defense by integration initiatives.

Changes in international and regional security sphere in the 21st Century
pushed the EU to introduce the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP)
as a new policy direction. CSDP has undergone significant development in recent
years, thanks to the Lisbon Treaty novels®. In December 2013 and June 2015, the
European Council decided to further developing the CSDP, improving the overall
defense capability of the EU Member States, and the need to enhance the global
competitiveness of the European industry and the security and defense market.

Discussions on the strategic autonomy initiative for the EU have caused active
discussions among Europeans and the US on the possibility of establishing a
«european sovereignty» in defense. However, taking into account the non-essentional
time elapsed since the initiation of strategic autonomy and the uncertainty of its
content (it is accepted that there is no more misleading phrase than “European
army”, cause it is traditionally associated with the process of completing the
federalization of Europe) among the researches the predominantly ones are analytical
reviews on this issue [18; 3; 12; 2; 19].

! The post-World War II European collective security system was built on the promise of the US to
protect its allies. In return for such U.S. obligations allies have accepted America’s dominant role in
the international system. The statements of President D. Trump are a cause for concern of European
leaders, as US commitments to Europe are no longer seen as unconditional but determined by the
actions of European governments.

2 The Lisbon Treaty expanded the scope of the EU’s military missions and possible EU CSDP actions,
namely humanitarian and rescue operations, conflict prevention and peace supporting, military
intervention to resolve conflicts, including peacekeeping and post-conflict stabilization including
joint disarmament operations; included reservations on mutual assistance and solidarity (in the event
of a terrorist attack); provided for the possibility of creating within the CSDP groups of interested
countries, which should involve in the process of implementation of joint initiatives of other EU
Member States [8].
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Purpose of the study. The purpose of the study is an analysis of European
defense policy at a stage of closer integration within the EU, which should lead to
the formation of strategic autonomy of the Union without breaking ties with NATO.
The realization of this task will in the future be of decisive importance both for the
further formation of the Common Security and Defense Policy and for its impact
on the EU’s key partners and its environment. The aim of the research done in
that paper is to study the current state of the common foreign and security policy
of the EU and the actual problems of its formation, the solution of which by the
European Union will be decisive for the further formation of the CSDP and for the
nature of the impact of the CSDP on the international environment of the EU and
its international partners.

The main body of the article.

The historical development of defense policy in a united Europe: lessons and
achievements.

The architecture of the defense policy of a united Europe is largely conditioned
by the historical conditions that preceded its formation. At the stage of the prehistory
of the European integration process, the idea of military-political integration was
at the core of the vast majority of unification projects in Europe. This is due to the
fact that, since the Middle Ages, Europe has been forced to fight against outside
enemies, and also to seek ways for securing intra-European peace, which required
the unification of European Christian monarchies [22]. However, despite the obvious
need to create a defense union of European states, it is still that way of integration
that has traditionally been hampered by national governments.

The explanation of this fact lies in the role that the army plays in state-building
processes. We should agree with F. Gaub, who believes that the army is much more
than just a social agent: the military is effectively a nation and state-builder, a
school for the nation and the cradle of the state. The army has traditionally played
an important role in the formation of national identity and solidarity. The main
feature of sustainable state-building is the monopoly of the use of force. The armed
forces, more than any other institution, represent not only the state, but rather the
connection between the state and its citizens [20, p. 16—17]. Taking into account
such role of the army, national governments are deliberately hampering (obstructing)
the process of military-political integration, as they fear that the creation of a
European army and the formation of a unified defense policy will result in the loss
of sovereignty.

The situation changed somewhat after the Second World War, when the question
on the relation of sovereignty and sovereign rights and the possibility of delegation
of the latter to the supranational level moved from the sphere of scientific discussions
to the sphere of real politics [5; 45]. The first and the closest attempt to launch
military-political integration was the development and signing of a European Defense
Community Treaty (EDC) (such as the European Communities — the ECSC, EEC
and Euratom). This initiative was supported by the USA, which considered EDC as
a tool for reintegrating West Germany [10, p. 73—-79]. However, because of France’s
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position (Paris was frightened by the loss of sovereignty as a result of the delegation
to the supranational level of sovereign rights in the field of security and defense to
the supranational level, the EDC Treaty prevented France from creating its own
nuclear weapon, without which its return to the “Great States Club” was a problem)
the chance of creation a European defense community was lost [44]. For the sake of
fairness, it should be noted that even if the EDC was ratified, the real independence
of the “European Army” would be insignificant, since it had to join NATO troops
and to obey The Supreme Allied Commander Europe.

The need to involve West Germany in Euro-Atlantic cooperation has prompted
the USA and Western European countries to seek a solution to the current situation.
The compromise was reached thanks to the signing on October 23, 1954, of the Paris
Agreements, which provided for the abolition of the occupation regime in FRG; the
creation of the Western European Union by the United Kingdom of Great Britain,
France, Italy, the Benelux and FRG on the basis of the amended Brussels Pact of
1948; ensured FRG's accession to NATO.

Achieving autonomy in the military-technological sphere as a prerequisite
for ensuring European sovereignty in defense.

In R. Kline’s interpretation, “the power of the state = (population + territory +
+ economy + military power) x (strategy + political will) [7]. According to this
formula, “military power” is one of the defining elements of strength. In the Cold
War confrontation conditions, Western Europe’s security was ensured through
NATO'’s collective security system.

It should be noted that from the very beginning of NATO’s functioning there has
been a practice according to which the USA part in the organization’s budget was
the largest!. The disparity in spending, with the U.S. paying more than its allies is
not a bug of the system. This immensely foresighted strategy has ensured the absence
of a major power conflict in Europe. The liberal world order we know today unites
Europe under the U.S.’s protection. American hegemony serves to quell previously
intractable regional rivalries, preventing further world wars. Through the application
of economic, diplomatic and military force majeure, the United States suppressed
Europe’s internal security competition. This is why postwar Europe has become the
world’s leading exporter of violence [16].

As it is well known, arms trade is not only of defensive and economic, but also
of significant geopolitical importance. After the Second World War, the defense
industry of continental Europe countries was virtually destroyed. In the case of
West Germany, the victorious states exported equipment, scientific and technical
personnel, and imposed a ban on arms production. As a result, Western European
countries have ceased to be self-sufficient in the production of weapons and military
equipment and manning their own armies. The European military-industrial complex
has lost its position on the international arms market. It significantly weakened the
economic and geopolitical position of Western European countries in the international
arena. In fact, it was about the threat of these countries losing their “technological

"' In 2019, the US contribution to NATO’s budget was 22%.

228 ISSN 2414-990X. IIpobnemu 3axonnocmi. 2020. Bun. 149



Yakoviyk I. V., Tragniuk O. Y., Boichuk D. S. Strategic autonomy of the European Union: on the way ...

sovereignty” because of too much dependence on outside technology!. In its turn,
exports of weapons, military technology and military and dual-use services in the
conditions of geopolitical instability have gained serious economic effect for the USA,
allowing it to maintain and / or to enlarge its geopolitical influence in Europe. In
fact, the USA has never denied the fact that the production and export of weapons
and military equipment has a significant political component [1].

Exports of weapons and military equipment have anchored for a long period of
time European importers to the United States, since it also included the maintenance
and further modernization of weapons and military equipment, the supply of
ammunition and spare parts. As a result of the collapse of the USSR and the world
socialist system of the Baltic, Eastern and Southern European countries, which opted
for NATO and EU accession, as well as the countries of Western and Central Europe
after World War 11, they chose primarily US military corporations as partners for
rearming their own armies. As a consequence, EU Member States have in fact been
dependent on the US not only in matters of their own security and defense (The US
military was always an integral part of the plan to unite and rebuild Europe from
the rubble [16]), but also in matters of military technical equipment.

Despite some technological dependency, the modern European military-industrial
complex shows rather effective models of development. The main vector for the
development of the defense industry of the EU Member States is the intensification
of integration processes. Creating a European integration defense-industrial complex
that will replace national arms manufacturers — is a distant prospect, since there is
no single military-industrial policy in the EU. However, the European Union will
strive for military-industrial autonomy without which operational and political
autonomy cannot be ensured [18].

As prof. S. Kielmansegg, this led to a long-lasting split between military and
political /economic integration in Europe. The European Communities remained
strictly limited to the latter, while military integration was exclusively a matter
of NATO [25]. That is still the reason why in the beginning of the XXI century
the European Union has finally resorted to formulating its own defense policy, and
problems have arisen.

European defense in crisis.

There is a paradox: European Union Member States that won a Cold War
against the USSR as part of NATO are now forced to state a defense deficit
(a similar situation was experienced by the European Communities in early 1990,
which was one of the reasons for the creation of the European Union [29]). This
deficit originates in the fragmentation of European defense between the 27 national
policies in that field, whose qualitative condition does not correspond to the modern
needs of defense and the conduct of an expeditionary war [26].

Forming a common European defense policy in today’s context requires an
answer on number of fundamental questions: is it the time for EU Member States to

! The EU was forced to return to the problem of securing “technological sovereignty” at the beginning
of the 21st century. See: [27].
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relinquish sovereign rights in defense and security to the EU? How should the EU’s
defense policy be in line with NATO’s defense policy in the future? Can the Union’s
policy in this area be autonomous without undermining the integrity of NATO or
duplicating its functions? Will European defense be based on mutual solidarity, on
temporary coalitions or on bilateral cooperation with the USA? Should EU defense
structures be integrated into Euro-Atlantic security structures? The mentioned and
other related issues and are on the agenda of political and scientific discussions, both
within and outside the EU [6; 41].

At the beginning of the XXI century it is obvious that the interpenetration of
European states has created strong incentives for state actors to coordinate their
foreign and defense policies at EU level [28]. In addition, thanks to the Atlantic
Alliance integrated structures and the growth of multinational interventions since
the end of the Cold War, West European armed forces are increasingly looking like
multinational corporations: they operate on a global theater; their manpower is
international in outlook; and their governing structures are often similar [30]. Article
24 (1) of the Treaty on European Union (2009) permits the creation of policies that
could lead to a European Army. In the case of armed aggression against one Member
State (Article 42 (7)) calls for a collective defense where Member States are required
to assist each other by all means in their power [8]. However, NATO remains the
main guarantor of the security of EU Member States.

The fact is that without USA security guarantees, a united Europe could face
the risk of splitting into different camps. This is especially true of those Member
States (above all, the Baltic States and the former post-socialist countries of Eastern
and Southern Europe), who feel the most vulnerable to the threat from Russia and
do not trust the EU’s ability to establish an autonomous effective collective security
system. Consequently, in the case of a transatlantic solidarity weakening, these EU
Member States may be tempted to conclude bilateral treaties with the USA in the
field of security and defense, which will undermine the Union’s efforts to secure its
strategic autonomy.

The European defense crisis has another aspect. According to French President
E. Macron, “European freedom of action, the defense and security of Europe,
cannot be based on a purely military approach. ... We must, at European level,
master our maritime, energy and digital infrastructures” [37]. France, (and it is
supported by many Member States in that case), wants to remain fully sovereign
and «it must guarantee us control of our destiny». At the same time, the assertion
of sovereignty should be complemented by the promotion of multilateralism, the
development of strategic partnerships and the search for European autonomy
[37]. Although the President of France, like the leaders of some other Member
States, believes that maintaining national sovereignty and at the same time
creating of European strategic autonomy is not at all mutually exclusive, it is quite
problematic in fact.

Despite the position of individual Member States, the need for closer integration
of Member States in the defense field is still objective [39]:
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— by pooling resources, individual Member States can achieve greater output
and develop defense technology and equipment (also referred to as “capability”) that
may not be feasible on their own;

— increased collaboration reduces duplications, promotes standardization of
equipment and ensures better interoperability between European armed forces.

The mentioned gives hope that the process of forming EU strategic autonomy
will continue.

A stronger Europe — a global strategy for the European Union’s security
policy.

The characteristics of the development of a common EU defense policy will be
incomplete unless we turn to the analysis of the new EU foreign and security policy,
presented on 28 June 2016 by EU High commissioner for foreign and security policy
F. Mogherini and named as EU Global Strategy “Shared Vision, Common Action:
A Stronger Europe”, EUGS [13]. Before the presentation the EU was guided by
the European Security Strategy, “A Secure Europe in a Better Word” (2003) (after
the Russian-Georgian conflict in 2008, the European Council, although adopted
the Report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy “Providing
Security in a Changing World” [35] but failed to adopt the new strategy).

Wagner W. and Anholt R. note that one of the most striking differences
between the EU Global Strategy of 2016 and the European Security Strategy
of 2003 is the ubiquity of resilience as a new leitmotif. The legislation term was
completely absent in the 2003 document, the EU Global Strategy of 2016 mentions
it no less than 40 times. It puts «resilient/resilience» ahead of «<human rights»
(mentioned 31 times), «democratic/democracy/democratization» (23 times), and
«human security» (4 times) [43]. Such a change in emphasis was primarily caused
by the wave of crises in Ukraine, Syria, Iraq, Libya, and Afghanistan and terrorist
attacks in Europe, which meant the end of a relatively long period of peace and
stability.

There is a link between the two strategies: the Global Strategy develops the
regulations of the European Security Strategy. If the European Security Strategy
stated that «security is a precondition of development», then the EU Global Strategy
conceives of development as a root cause of resilience. At the same, the development
policy to be better “aligned with our strategic priorities”. The “resilience” category
can be understood differently, including as a call for more defense spending. In
any case, “resilience” comes across as “positive”, focusing on solutions rather than
problems, and as forward-looking, rather than backward-looking and negative like
“fragility” [43].

A new security strategy emerged when the European Union began to realize
more that Europe’s dependence on US defense, first and foremost on a “nuclear
umbrella”, actually looks absurd. Defense spending by EU member states is second
only to the USA (the EU’s defense budget is almost four times larger than Russia’s).
United Europe ranks second in terms of its defense industry and research base. In
addition, one of the EU members is France as nuclear power (before the Brexit
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there were two them: United Kingdom and France whose combined nuclear arsenals
provide an adequate response to hypothetical external threats).

The EU Global Strategy (EUGS) is a broad and ambitious document in terms
of its geographical scope and thematic priorities. However, the EU cannot devote
equal attention to all aspects of the EUGS [36]. In December 2016, the European
Commission’s developed “The European Defense Action Plan” (EDAP) [38], which
grounds on the EU’s interests, principles and priorities mentioned in the Strategy.

EDAP includes main elements:

— new political goals and ambitious tasks for Europeans to take greater
responsibility for their own security and defense;

— new financial instruments aimed at helping Member States and the European
defense industry strengthen their defense capability;

— concrete measures for the development of the EU-NATO Joint Declaration,
which identify areas of cooperation.

All of these three elements together form a comprehensive package of measures
aimed at strengthening the security of the Union and its citizens [42].

The plan’s developers realize the fact that the European Union is not self-
sufficient in terms of security and defense. Although the EU is the second (after the
United States) consumer of weapons in the world, due to fragmentation of efforts by
Member States, the Union remains dependent on the United States for security and
defense. The decline in European national defense budgets after the end of the Cold
War has had a negative impact on the EU’s ability to act as an effective guarantor
of not only global but even regional security. If the United States, China, Russia and
Saudi Arabia are modernizing their defense industries on an unprecedented scale,
than EU Member States have reduced their defense spending by almost 12% in real
terms over the last decade. Experts stress that the reduction in national defense
spending is not offset by greater European cooperation. Europe suffers from cost
inefficiency through duplication, the lack of interoperability, technological gaps, etc.
[14]. In the absence of its own armed forces, the EU is forced to rely on the resources
of the Member States, whose level of fighting capacity does not allow them to solve
these problems, both individually [17] and jointly in carrying out their respective
security and defense tasks. Pacifism as a basic principle of foreign policy led to the
helplessness of the EU, which in the 21st century faced with the increasing number
of various challenges to the security of the region, which in its turn led to a weak
position of the EU in its relations with big states.

Europeans’ desire to reduce their dependence on the USA in security and
defense is becoming imperative today, primarily because of the unpredictable
policy of the D. Trump Presidential Administration. A key idea of the EU’s Global
Strategy is to realize that a united Europe must take greater responsibility for its
own security. It is not yet about creating a European army, since then defense policy
is being denationalized. Significantly, even within NATO framework, this task was
failed to be solved. The strategies emphasize, firstly, on the need for EU Member
States to provide technological, industrial and military capabilities for security
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insurance in the region and, secondly, to create a stable, innovative and competitive
defense industry as a prerequisite for achieving EU Strategic Autonomy and an
effective Common Security and Defense Policy.

The European Defense Action Plan should not be seen as a step towards the
creation of a European army (although some authors consider such a perspective
[3]), it will not even lead to duplication of command structures, since they exist
solely at Member State and NATO level. EDAP is only aimed at creating the
conditions for greater defense cooperation in order to enlarge the production
amount and efficiency of defense spending, as well as to ensure the increase of
the competitiveness and innovation orientation of the defense industry of the EU
Member States. Such task (“the creation of a powerful European defense industry”)
was set out in Art. 11 of the Global Strategy. The implementation of these plans
would require the Member States of the Union to significantly increase their
defense spending — not at a fraction of a percent, but at times, since it is necessary
to fill up for the gap that has arisen over decades of underfunding of the defense
and security sectors. To protect Europe today, EU Member States must increase
defense spending and «increase their security and defense capabilities» (Article
44 the Global Strategy).

The Global Strategy only mentions in general terms that it is necessary to
invest in the development of intelligence, drones and satellite surveillance, better
border control, enhancing cyber defense capabilities, and «a full range of capabilities
on land, air and sea» (Article 45). The need to increase the interoperability of EU
Member States troops through training, to manage with «procedural, financial
and political obstacles hindering the deployment of combat groups» of the EU is
mentioned (Article 47) [42].

Relations between the European Union and NATO in the context of
discussing the possibility of creating EU strategic autonomy in the field of
security and defense.

The European Union is a secondary security and defense entity in comparison
to NATO. The EU’s common security and defense policy is aimed primarily at
preventing crises outside Europe, not at ensuring the territorial defense of the
Union itself. The thesis about the creation of a pan-European army is considered
in an expert and academic society as “an idea without details”, since the goals of
its creation, command structure, financing mechanisms and a number of other
factors are not defined. In addition, many in Europe believe that even if the old
antagonisms between European states have disappeared, it does not mean that it is
easier for them to agree to leadership in the Union of one of the Member States than
to the leadership of the USA. US hegemony has long been a «sweet slavery», more
acceptable to Europeans thanks to the conditional assumption that Europe will be
hopelessly vulnerable without US military protection. US nuclear safeguards remain
to be the foundation of protecting Europe from the only big military threat from
Russia [4], since the question of the readiness of the United Kingdom and France to
offer other EU Member States their own nuclear umbrella has never been discussed
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in public instead of its US analogue, as well as the issue on other Member States
agreement on such replacement.

One of the main goals of Global Strategy is to obtain strategic autonomy
on security issues by the European Union. Although the debate on EU strategic
autonomy began in the late twentieth century'. neither in the Union itself, nor in
the US do not fully understand its significance. In discussing this category, the
emphasis has traditionally been made on the need to strengthen the EU’s position
in relation to the ever-increasing US hegemonic role within NATO, as well as due
to Brexit and the uncertainty of US security guarantees in the current context [21].

The Global Strategy focuses on the need to strengthen the EU’s role as a “global
security provider” (Article 3), to increase the EU’s contribution to the security of
the region insurance and the world at large (Article 5), and to be more responsible
for developments in the world (Article 18). It is obvious that only by uniting forces
EU members would have sufficient weight and potential to ensure their own security
and make a significant contribution to the world (Article 16).

To achieve these EU objectives, a comprehensive approach to security and defense
needs to be maintained: diplomatic, humanitarian, trade and other tools, apart from
purely security and defense, need to be mobilized to manage with security concerns.
The EU must also ensure coordination between internal and external instruments, as
internal and external security borders are being increasingly blurred [42].

The implementation of the EU’s strategic autonomy idea in the field of security
and defense is quite a difficult challenge. It is due to the fact that there are quite
different national models of strategic autonomy of EU Member States in relation
with the USA, as well as a model of strategic partnership with the United States.
Thus, France, within the framework of a defense policy that wants to be autonomous
within the framework of the Atlantic Alliance, seeks to not depend on the American
ally at least for some of its defense supplies. As a result, France has developed its
Defense Technological and Industrial Base (DTIB) with the objective of developing
its strategic autonomy. The United Kingdom, by contrast, works within a framework
of strategic partnership with the United States. The models of Ttaly and Germany
strategic autonomy set both cooperation with the USA and cooperation with other
leading EU Member States [9]. The need for the introduction of a national model
of strategic autonomy is caused by the fact that the US DTIB and EU DTIB link
has an impact that is contradictory: the more the United States and the European
Union countries will share the same foreign policy goals, the more favourable the
outcome will be. In the event of a disagreement between the United States and the
European Union, the record will become negative and it will be necessary not to
depend on the military capabilities of the United States [9].

It should be noted that not only the US but also individual EU Member States
have been restrained from considering the creation of an autonomous EU defense

! Even at the Franco-British summit in St Malo (1998), London and Paris agreed that the EU “must
have the capacity to act autonomously, with reliance on the armed forces and the means to use them,
or be prepared to use them in response to international crises”.
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capability. Traditionally, the United Kingdom, Denmark, the Baltic States and
Poland show a negative attitude towards this idea. They believe that transatlantic
relations are the foundation which European regional and global security should be
built on. We should admit that in general, vision of US priorities for the presidency
of D. Trump and a united Europe for the European army and defense is diverging.

The problem of strategic autonomy achieving by European Union in Brexit
conditions.

Brexit seems to solve some problems — after the referendum, official London
does not block Brussels’ integration initiatives in the security and defense sphere.
At the same time, Brexit makes new challenges for the Union to achieve strategic
autonomy in the security and defense sphere. The fact is that the United Kingdom
was one of the few EU Member States with full military and defense-industrial
capabilities. As a result of Brexit, the EU is losing up to 20% of its military and 40%
of its defense and industrial capabilities, which will significantly undermine its ability
to influence security and defense, not only in Europe itself but also in neighboring
regions. There are, therefore, well-founded fears that Brexit will seriously harm
inter-sectoral defense research and industrial cooperation, which means that the EU
is seeking to strengthen its position in these areas. It also remains unclear on what
legal basis the Union’s cooperation in the sphere of European security and defense
with the United Kingdom and Norway may in the future.

Differentiated integration within PESCO — convergence in EU defense.

The EU Treaty provides for the possibility of introducing permanent structural
cooperation, which is a form of advanced cooperation of the EU Member States
in the field of defense. The Treaty on European Union (Article 46) outlines the
legal framework for such cooperation. In June 2017, the EU Council decided to
create a Military Planning and Conduct Capability (in fact, it is about creating a
permanent headquarters for EU overseas missions) as part of EU Military Staff —
EUMS. On November 13, 2017, the Foreign Ministers of twenty-three EU Member
States signed a declaration of intent to join the Permanent Structured Cooperation
(PESCO) in the defense sphere!. Thus, the opportunities provided for in the Lisbon
Treaty were put into practice for the first time. At the same time, European leaders
have once again stressed that European defense must be developed in a way that
does not compete with NATO, but complement it.

PESCO is an ambitious, binding and inclusive legal framework for joint
investment in security and defense sphere. Initiatives that are mandatory for the
participants include regular increases in defense spending in real terms. The first 17
PESCO projects were adopted by the EU Council on 6 March 2018 [32].

On 6 March 2018, the EU Council approved the PESCO implementation
roadmap, which sets out the strategic direction of further joint work in the field
of security and defense, and provides for a compulsory procedure for national

! This was the first formal step towards the official launch of PESCO. As a result, 25 of the 28 EU
Member States have joined this format of defense cooperation. The UK, Denmark and Malta did not
support the initiative [33].

ISSN 2414-990X. Problems of legality. 2020. Issue 149 235



MIXXHAPOJHE INPABO

implementation plans evaluating by EU Member States and timelines for possible
future projects.

Each Member State participating in PESCO shall provide a plan of national
contributions and efforts agreed upon. These national implementation plans are
subject to regular evaluation by the European Defense Agency and the High
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. The latter
is substantially different from the voluntary approach that is currently the rule
under the EU Common Security and Defense Policy. Such an approach is aimed
at strengthening the EU’s strategic autonomy. The military capabilities created in
PESCO framework remain at the disposal of EU Member States, which can also
use them in cooperation with NATO or the UN. In that way, national sovereignty
in the field of defense remains intact and, at the same time, must serve as the basis
for joint efforts by States in the sphere of defense and security.

While assessing PESCO, we can conclude that the introduction of such a format
for EU Member States cooperation is an example of the idea of creating a partially
independent from NATO collective security system within the Union, which should
enhance the role of integration in the pan-European security architecture.

In June 2018, the European Parliament and the Council adopted a regulation
initiated by the Commission establishing the European Defense Industrial
Development Program (EDIDP). The program envisages an investment of —
500 million over two years to co-finance the support of the EU’s competitiveness
and innovation potential in the defense industry [34].

Providing co-operation in the field of armaments within the EU is not an easy
task. Cooperation in armament programs can face divergent corporate industrial
interests if it does not lead to industrial mergers. In addition, for sovereign and
security-related reasons, states are hesitant on sharing defense technologies that have
been developed with national resources. It took the European Commission, together
with EU member states, for almost twenty years to create a harmonized legal
framework within which defense companies would evolve, industrial consolidation
would take place, and a European defense equipment market would be created [9].

However, it is still that step by the EU that has received a negative assessment
from the D. Trump administration. The USA believes that the Union’s defense plans
are threatening decades of integration of the transatlantic defense industry and
military cooperation within NATO, and could potentially revive the confrontational
discussions on European defense initiatives that dominated in US-European relations
15 years ago.

In May 2019, the United States sent a letter to Federica Mogherini containing
veiled threats about the possibility of applying political and economic sanctions to
Brussels if it did not abandon its intention to develop its own weapons projects.
Washington welcomes increased defense spending, but strongly opposes the EU’s
strategic independence [11].

The US opposes the creation of the European Defense Fund and the allocation
of EUR 13 000 million for the period 2021-2027, as well as against PESCO, within
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which the EU Member States began developing 34 weapons projects. Washington
criticized provisions which allow non-EU companies to participate in defense
projects, but demanding that the intellectual property of the project is exclusively
European and those norms which do not allow third countries, especially the United
States, to control exports of the weapons created. The rule that participation in
PESCO projects is subject to unanimous approval by EU Member States is also
criticized, cause it could hypothetically prevent US companies from participating in
them. In fact, the US is considering the first steps in European defense policy as a
potential threat to its dominance in both the European and third-country markets.

It is obvious, that the EU’s ability to act as an independent subject which is
able to influencing peace and security insurance in the region and in the world as
a whole depends on its ability to act independently, regardless of the capabilities
of third parties, primarily the United States. That, in turn, depends on the ability
to develop European defense industrial policy. This task cannot be accomplished
without reaching a state where the links between US DTIB and EU DTIB are
mutually beneficial. It requires the fulfillment of two conditions [9]:

— That the rules governing relations between the US and EU DTIBs are based
on the principle of reciprocity and the equivalent regulations on US and EU DTIB's.

— That the rules governing relations between the US and EU DTIB are defined
in the context of a dialogue between the European Union and the United States and
not bilaterally between each European country and the United States.

The High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and
Security Policy, with the support of the Commission, has initiated the creation of
the European Peace Facility — a new extrabudgetary fund aimed at significantly
strengthening the Union’s ability to finance operational activities under the Common
Foreign and Security Policy which have military or defense consequences, that
means they cannot be funded from the EU budget. The European Peace Fund
will allow the EU to be much more effective in deploying military missions and to
support Union partners in resolving common security problems.

In 2018, summarizing the work on the implementation of the Global Security
and Defense Strategy, the President of the European Council, the President of
the European Commission and the Secretary-General of NATO signed a Joint
Declaration giving a high mark to the EU’s security and defense efforts, which were
not only NATQ’s alternative, but only complements its activities [23]. Appreciating
the current state of relations (emphasis is placed on stepping up cooperation, in
particular on maritime security, combating hybrid threats and counter-terrorism, as
well as the European refugee and migrant crisis), the EU and NATO at the same
time stressed the need to give new impetus and new essence to the partnership
between organizations whose security is interconnected. Only together they are able
to effectively provide security both within Europe and beyond. Such partnership
should be based on shared values in a spirit of complete mutual openness and in
accordance with the decision-making autonomy of each organization and without
damage to the specificity of the security and defense policies of any of its members.
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Conclusions. For almost seventy years, Europeans have become accustomed to
the fact that the US has provided European security with its “nuclear umbrella” and
unrivalled global army. However, at the beginning of the XXI century, Europeans
whose policies after the Cold War led to gradually dismantled of their armies and
to the lack of a capable security strategy are increasingly concerned about their
own security because of doubts about NATO’s commitment to the transatlantic
partnership. It is pushing the European Union and its Member States to rethink
the current collective security mechanism and to develop new additional defense
programs aimed at enhancing their strategic autonomy. It should be borne in mind
that the development of European Defense is a symptom, but not a cause, of the
transformation of the state and of the European Union as a whole.

Searching and developing new approaches to military cooperation between EU
Member States is useful as it helps to shape a new, more effective regional model
of collective security. However, its implementation will be problematic as long as
EU Member States seek to retain their maximum autonomy in decision-making in
the field of security and defense. Therefore, new approaches, such as the idea of EU
strategic autonomy, will be implemented only in the case if national governments
agree to take steps that will provide a higher degree of political integration in
security and defense, leading to European Sovereignty in defense. The evidence of
the EU’s transition from discussion to concrete actions is the creation of a European
Defense Fund, Permanent Structured Cooperation and the launch of a Coordinated
Annual Review on Defense.

The idea of creating the European Defense Union (EDU), supported by the
European Council, the European Commission, and the European Parliament, has
the potential to become a real one and therefore it gives new momentum to the
discussions on ways to ensure global and regional (European) security. In such a
context, the question arises whether the implementation of the idea of European
strategic autonomy (as one of the important steps towards the creation of an EDU)
could mean the end of NATO, which we have known for seventy years, or whether
it symbolizes the beginning of a new model of the relationship between the EU and
NATO, in which EDU will work within NATO complementing it?

In today’s conditions, the European Union must strengthen its security and
defense capabilities, as it can only use its full potential as a global power build the
resilience of its members state and protect Europe if it combines its soft power with
hard power as part of the comprehensive approach.
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TeTy» B 000poHe?

B 2019 2. ucnomunoce 20 nem, xax zocyoapcmsa-uienvt EC pewunu evipabomamsv obuuii noo-
200 6 chepe Gesonacnocmu u 060POHLL. AGMOPLL PACCMAMPUBAIOM BONPOC O NOUCKE HOBLIX NOOX0008 K
obecnevenuto 6esonacrnocmu u 060ponsvl 6 Eepone 6 co8PEeMEHHbIX YCIOBUSX, A MAKICE POPMUPOBAHUSL
10601 napaduzmot uccredosanuil npobaem obecneuenus pezuonaivioll besonacnocmu 6 Eepone. Tpaou-
YuoHHbIe N00X00bL K UCCICO08AHUI0 eBPONEICKOU UHmezpauu (HeOYYHKYUOHATUSM U MENCNPAGUMETb-
cmeennwlil no0xo0) Maronpuzooivl 0N MeoPeMmuUauul PA3BUMUSL eBPONECKOl 060POHbL 8 YCIOBUAX
HOBLIX BbI30606 U Y2ZPO3 HAUUOHALLHOU U PEZUOHANLHOU Oe30NACHOCMU, 4 MAKI e HAPYULEHUS. MPAHC-
amaanmuyeckoi conudapnocmu. B cmamve uccaedyemcs Esponetickas cmpamezuueckas agmoHoMust,
100 KOmopoil nonumaemcst 603moxcnocmv Eeponetickozo Corsa coemecmo ¢ 20cyoapcmeamu-uieHamu
CAMOCTOAMENBHO ONPedeLsimb COOCMEeHHble NPUOPUMENDL, 8 COOMEEMCMEUU € KOMOPLIMU NPUHUMATND
pewenust U peanusosuieams ux 6 cepe euewnell noiumuky, besonacrnocmu u 0boponvt. Eeponeiickas
cmpamezuneckas: A8MOHOMUSL He S8NSeMCst CUHOHUMOM He3ABUCUMOCTIU, KAK U He 03HaYaem Omxas om
UIEHCMBA 68 BOEHHO-NOJUMUYECKUX ATbIHCAX, NOCKOIbKY 00ee PealucCmudtbli CUeHapuil npeonoiazaem
ee no3uuuonuposanus kax esponetickozo cmonoa ¢ HATO. Peanusayus udeu nocmpoenust <e8ponetickozo
cysepenumema» 6 chepe bezonacrocmu u 060porsL npedycmampusaem, wmo Esponetickuii Coo3 doxcen
63smv Ha cedsi GONLUYI0 OMEEMCMBEHHOCL 3a COOCMEEHNYI0 6e30NACHOCIb, 6E30NACHOCTML CBOUX COCE-
Oetl, a maxjce YcuIumy 0w Poib 6 MPAHCAMIAHMUUCCKUX OMHOUEHUSX, NPOMUBONOCMABILSs CeOs.
HATO. YmoGot nepeiimu om pumopuxu x KOHKpemuvim noumudeckum wazam, EC donxcen paspabo-
mamo nian Meponpusmull no 0essmesbHOCmU 68 NOIUMUUECKOM, UHCTIUMYUUOHATOHOM U NPOMOIULICHHOM
usmepenuu. Imo osHavaem, umo JOCMUNCEHUE PeavHOL ABMOHOMUL MpPebyem 6PeMeHl U COBMECTIHBIX
ycunuil uncmumymos EC u npasumenvcme zocydapcme-unenos. Ilpu smom noaumuueckas u uHCmumy-
UUOHATLHASL ABMOHOMUSL MOJICEM OblMb NOCMPOEHA UCKTIOUUMeIbHO 6 npederax scezo Coosa, mozoa Kax
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BOCHHO-NPOMBIULICHHAS ABTMOHOMUS MOJCEm Obib UHUYUUPOBAHA U PEanu306ana epynnoi Haubonee
IKOHOMUYECKU U MEXHON0ZUMECKU Pa3sUmvix zocyoapcme-unenog EC.

KoueBsie c10Ba: cTpaTernieckast aBTOHOMIST; CYBEPEHHUTET; 060POHA; MOMUTHKA Ge30MaCHOCTH;
TnoGambhast crpaterust EC; Esporneiickuii Coioz; HATO; rocynapeTBo-usieH.
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