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Summary: Policy Proposal on EU defence    
EURODEFENCE Working Group 27 was established to “prepare a Policy Proposal to be 

submitted by EURODEFENCE to the security- and defence-related EU institutions such as the 

EU Council, the Commission and the EU Parliament” and formulate a concept for the 

development of the EU defence organisation within the present legal framework and given 

present political realities. Internal EU developments, the COVID-19 pandemic as well as 

geopolitical changes have created a sense of urgency for this mission. “Strategic autonomy” 

requires the EU to defend itself against a wide variety of threats and to develop capabilities 

and capacities complementary to the existing capabilities of Member States and NATO. The 

EU defence organisation must be able to act as a symbol of EU unity and resilience both 

externally and internally. Experience has shown that pooling and sharing of national 

capabilities are not enough for the credibility of EU defence. The European Union should have 

defence capabilities able to fill the gap between answering immediate threats and combined 

operational action by member states. This will require strengthening the current EU defence 

organisation with:    

1. relatively limited, but highly qualified common first response capabilities,  

2. the capacity to define areas where there is a need for common EU capacities     

3. a permanent EU Command structure capable of defence and operational planning and of   

conducting simultaneous operations, including the most demanding (art.42-6 of the Lisbon 

Treaty)    

In this concept Member States voluntarily make available specific national defence capabilities 

through a stand-by commitment and commit to gradually adapt, align and sometimes 

integrate national capabilities to overall EU defence requirements. In order to implement this 

concept, political, legal, organisational and operational aspects will have to be dealt with.  This 

Policy Proposal deals with several of these aspects such as the current constraints of the 

required unanimous decision by the EU Council in Defence matters. It also considers the 

necessary further development of the EU Global Strategy, the Common Foreign and Security 

Policy and the Common Security and Defence Policy as the basis of EU defence action. Defence 

operations will have to be in accordance with an EU military doctrine that has to be 

established. All these steps and the related decision-making processes within the EU will have 

to comply with the articles of the Lisbon Treaties.    

New decision levels will have to be created such as a Defence Council and an EU Security 

Council. In specific areas, new rules will have to be established for a wider use of the Qualified 

Majority Voting (QMV). The present EU defence organisation will have to be adapted and 

modified to organise, command  and supervise both operational defence units and supporting 

units for activities such as planning, recruitment, training, research and development and 

production. The functioning of the EU defence organisation must meet European democratic 

standards of transparency and parliamentary decision making and supervision. This evolution 

should  be conducted under the responsibility of the High Representative/Vice President 

(HR/VP). Although an enormous amount of work has to be done before all aspects of this 

policy paper have been covered, EURODEFENCE is presenting this EU defence concept as a 

realistic basis for a gradually growing EU defence capability on the basis of the voluntary 

cooperation and contributions of the Member States.     
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1 - Introduction for “Recommendations of EWG27 on EU defence”   

This paper is a working document of the EURODEFENCE working Group 27.    

• The first chapter gives an overview of reasons and developments why the EU must 

strengthen its defence organisation at the EU level.   

• Chapter 2 describes the present status of EU foreign, defence and security policy   

• Chapter 3 draws conclusions as basis for recommendations   

• Chapter 4 gives a number of recommendations on procedural, institutional and 

organizational steps to be taken    

• In a second phase EWG27 will elaborate on details and consequences of the first 4 chapters    

   

Introduction   

The EU is a community of states that comprises most of the European countries and 

distinguishes itself from the rest of the world with a set of values that define their common 

identity as a Union. Although the Member States (MS) show considerable cultural and 

historical differences among each other and diversity internally, as a whole there are more 

commonalities binding the Member States than differences dividing them. Examples of 

already successful cooperation with mutual benefits are the single European market, the 

Schengen Agreement and the EU border protection initiative Frontex.      

Most likely during the coming 20-30 years the EU will remain one of several power blocks that 

will increasingly have to compete and defend itself in all domains if it wants to preserve its 

independence and character. This is the main reason why the EU must strive for strategic 

autonomy.  With the globalization-related interconnectivity the European nations are unable 

to compete by themselves in the current multipolar and fragmented world with global powers 

like the Peoples Republic of China, Russia, the USA and others. The EU will have to reposition 

itself as a consequence of rapidly changing spheres of influence in the Middle East, Asia and 

Africa. The USA is rapidly losing its global influence, China gaining global influence and the EU 

is more exposed, but unfortunately, largely unprepared for its enhanced independence.    

The present COVID-19 pandemic has emphasized even more that the system of unlimited 

global specialization, global monopolization and “just in time logistics” has made us all more 

vulnerable and dependent. Pandemics, natural disasters, trade wars or violent conflicts have 

more impact in this global system. The objective of EU strategic autonomy is not limited to the 

domain of defence but it also has to remedy the EU over-dependence on external sources or 

countries in various strategic domains such as health products and services, pharmaceutics, 

raw materials, food and energy. A lesson already learned from the present crisis is that we 

should reconsider which activities and responsibilities should take place nationally or 

regionally and what should be done at the EU level. The current crisis made it once again clear 

that the EU must be able to act based on solidarity as a “Union solidaire” if the urgency and 

impact of a crisis so requires.    



3   

   

EURODEFENCE Policy Proposal on EU Defence- 28-10-2020  

   

However frightening, this crisis can be an opportunity for the EU to create more cooperation, 

synergy and solidarity among Member States (MS). Although the financial recovery of the EU 

economy will ask sacrifices from all MS, new ambitious forms of EU financing will require 

solidarity to facilitate the recovery. Defence budgets in MS will again be under pressure but 

creative new forms of financing at the EU level may instead facilitate the start of new EU and 

MS defence projects. The fact that national defence budgets once again are probably to be 

curtailed could even stimulate and intensify initiatives and cooperation at the EU level.      

Pandemic or not, the EU will need to develop a combination of soft and hard power to become 

a  global power, capable of acting quickly and in unity and to be considered  as a global actor 

whose authority and credibility will be worldwide recognized. Although the EU is already an 

economic giant and major partner in world trade with standing and influence, this is 

insufficient to be regarded as a global actor. The EU tradition of conducting constructive 

international policies as well as supporting the role of supranational institutions concerning 

security and defence concerning conflict prevention and crisis management, must be 

supported by operational and credible defence capabilities.      

Today the battlefield can be anywhere, including in space or under the oceans, in civil society 

and in one’s mind. The border lines between defence and security have already almost 

disappeared. Defence capabilities must face multi directional and multiform threats, including 

hybrid warfare, cyber-attacks, terrorism and possibly illegal immigration, smuggling and even, 

but not least, pandemics. In reaction MS are generally developing diverse capabilities that are 

not only traditional defence capabilities, but if the MS want the EU to remain one of the major  

players during the 21st century, they must combine and coordinate their efforts to agree on 

common values and strategic interests and on common threat perceptions.    

Furthermore, MS and the Union as a whole should start the improvement of EU defence 

capacities and reinforce the defence organisation including a competitive and innovative 

technological and industrial base. Inherently, EU efforts will also strengthen the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organisation, while improving our common security, as agreed in the Lisbon Treaty 

(ToL) and in joint EU-NATO declarations in 2016 (Warsaw) and 2018 (Brussels).    

How to find answers?     

Si vis pacem, para bellum. If you want peace, prepare for war.    

In MS defence and in general the planning, development and use of national capabilities is a 

governmental responsibility. There is a great diversity with complex and different democratic 

decision-making processes to turn these capacities into combined action. Nevertheless, if we, 

at EU level, will continuously have difficulties to provide together quick and coordinated 

answers and actions in case of an emergency, our credibility will be at stake.    

Today Europeans usually conduct “wars of choice” that allow them to debate in a lengthy 

process to decide whether or not to participate in such combined action.    
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Furthermore, none of the MS is strong enough to prepare for this type of future by itself. At 

the same time, taken today, all together the EU MS already have a sizable force of military 

personnel and equipment.    

According to art. 42 of the ToL (entered into force on December 1st, 2009), the EU  decided to 

further develop a Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) that will lead to a common 

defence if the European Council unanimously so decides.  If we want to achieve that goal we 

must examine what added capabilities and processes (and possibly new structures and 

institutions) the EU needs to develop, in order to become a relevant and credible global actor 

capable of acting decisively with unity of purpose, action and command.   

How to further develop European defence capabilities?   

In order to further develop the European defence capabilities in accordance with article 18.2 

of the ToL, the High Representative/Vice-President (HR/VP) is already mandated by the 

Council to carry out the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the Union and 

contribute through her/his proposals to the development of that policy. To implement this, in 

view of the new challenging security environment, the office of the HR/VP should be further 

reinforced and restructured and coordinate the actions of the EU-Commissioners in charge of 

related portfolios. Within the present legal framework these actions will be limited to 

stimulating, coordinating and financing bi- and multilateral cooperation among MS’s. In 

particular, the ideas of pooling and sharing of existing capabilities, intensifying cooperation in 

re-equipment programs and supporting the development of an independent European 

defence industry have to be stimulated. Budgetary decisions, operational planning, concepts 

and doctrines, recruitment, common training and education facilities, support for defence 

programs by MS and development and acquisition of equipment ought to follow this logic.    

However, the logic of EU strategic autonomy and the urgency to create stronger and more 

effective and complementary EU defence and security capacities, will also require to put a 

focus on the development of complementary common and interoperable EU capabilities. By 

so doing at EU level these capabilities will increase as required, reducing the fragmentation of 

European defence industry while respecting national interests. It has to be determined what 

functions, capabilities and capacities will be required at the EU level. At the same time 

obligations vis-à-vis non-EU allies such as the UK and Norway and NATO should continue to be 

honoured.    

Addressing those issues, it will be possible to get quantitatively limited, but qualitatively 

powerful European capabilities, complementary to national capabilities. These capabilities 

could be common, shared or pooled or just for individual MS. Pooling and sharing of 

capabilities of MS is a concept that has already been implemented for many years at the 

intergovernmental level. Recently, a number of new initiatives for improving interoperability, 

competitiveness, innovation  and defence technological and industrial development have 

been launched.    
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In reply to new challenges and threats specific to Europe and in the spirit of the development 

of a shared European sovereignty, MS could decide in the further future to adapt and 

transform their own capabilities to this evolution and to transfer more defence responsibilities 

to the European Union. To this end, it is necessary to explore new avenues and to determine 

different options at short, medium and long term.   

All the proposals in the following paragraphs aim to contribute to the strengthening of EU’s 

strategic autonomy, and will make it possible in future for the EU to:   

• provide quick and coordinated action in case of an emergency;   

• maintain a balanced EU-Atlantic link;   

• reduce EU dependency in defence and security matters and create a strategic 

interdependency among MS;   

• develop with and among MS solidarity and mutual assistance tools;   

• increase efforts for more and stronger capability projection and external action up to 

coercive action;   

• Keep up and follow up development of relevant latest technologies;   

• Develop links with non-EU countries or organisations to improve defence and security in 

depth.    

   

2 - Without EU foreign policy no EU defence strategy!   
   

2-1 The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)   

Until now, the EU has been unable to take unanimous decisions on most major foreign policy 

issues, which has contributed to the weakening of the Union as a global power. To correct this, 

some are convinced that the MS together will benefit if critical international issues are handled 

by the EU on behalf of MS, as is currently the case for external trade relations. The basis of the 

EU is the Common Market that unifies the EU-internal trade relations on behalf of the MS. Of 

course, internal trade policy appears to be distinct from foreign policy, but in the present 

geopolitical arena external trade policy includes the need to deal with trade wars, sanctions, 

boycotts, international finance, industrial espionage as well as defence strategy.    

It is obvious that a unified EU has a stronger position vis-à-vis global competitors than each of 

the MS individually. Given the dual-use character of most technical innovations, mainly during 

the early stages of their development, EU trade policy is implicitly part of EU-foreign and 

security policy. According to the ToL the HR/VP and the President of the Commission do not 

have a mandate to decide themselves on Foreign Policy. This is the prerogative of the Council 

of Foreign Affairs, and of the European Council in certain matters and unanimity is still 

required for decisions on foreign policy. It is very unlikely that the 27 members of the Council 

will all agree on the critical and sensitive issues of international EU policy, be it regarding 

China, Iran, the USA, human rights, illegal immigration, pandemics, energy or climate change.   
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The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) will remain an empty shell unless the HR/VP, 

the Commission, the Council and preferably also the Parliament will initiate discussions 

resulting in a common denominator of European core values, norms and interests that 

deserve to be internally and externally collectively promoted and protected.    

Once this has been accomplished it could be the basis of a more effective CFSP that will 

enhance EU security. However, this CFSP will not be an EU defence strategy or doctrine; that 

requires a separate Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP).      

      

Although unanimity in the Council is required for decision-making regarding the CFSP, there 

are several ways to stimulate an EU foreign policy that can make the EU to pull its real weight, 

react with speed and efficiency and strengthen the resilience of the EU. The dynamics of 

contemporary conflicts require a swift response so as to prevent initiation or escalation to 

promote human security and to pursue EU strategic interests.   

   

At present Art. 31 (2) of the ToL already enables the Council to decide by qualified majority in 

certain predefined cases. Art. 31 (3) allows the European Council to decide (with unanimity) 

on the areas in which CFSP-decisions may in future be taken through Qualified Majority Voting 

(QMV). It has already been proposed by the Commission to apply QMV to foreign policy areas 

such as Human Rights questions, sanction regimes and civilian missions, which do not have 

military or defence implications to comply with Art. 31 (4).    

   

It is essential that the European Council builds on that experience and decides unanimously 

that in the future most foreign policy decisions by the Council will be taken based on the 

existing QMV definition but It will be extremely difficult to convince all MS to agree on taking 

decisions through QMV. For those MS that have objections to QMV because it will reduce their 

influence and autonomy, an important aspect to keep in mind is that a MS voting against a 

certain proposal will still be allowed to follow their own national foreign policy even if it 

(regrettably) conflicts with the proposed EU position. When the QMV principle will be applied 

it is vital that MS, including those who voted against the decision, should consistently 

demonstrate  solidarity, experience having  shown that QMV decisions are vulnerable to 

challenge; a code of conduct on the use of QMV should be considered. To make the QMV 

procedure more acceptable and accountable, foreign policy decisions resulting from QMV 

could be reviewed in a democratic process by the European Parliament (EP). It should be 

emphasized that the proposed QMV procedures discussed in this paragraph are only related 

to CFSP (foreign policy) issues. Decisions regarding the launching of military operations under 

the CSDP will be discussed separately.     

A rapid decision process is provided through art. 30.2: “In cases requiring a rapid decision the 

HR/VP, of his own motion or at the request of a MS shall convene an extraordinary Council 

meeting within 48 hours or, in an emergency, within a shorter period”.  

Although the procedure facilitates rapid decisions, unanimity is still required and even more 

difficult to obtain.     
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Summarising we conclude that EU foreign policy (CFSP) can only become the basis of an EU  

strategy if it is based on a common understanding of geo-political reality, a shared realistic 

and credible set of EU core values, norms and political principles and a clear policy in case of 

emergencies and external threats to our citizens, territory, values and interests.    

Furthermore, decision making on EU foreign policy should be based as much as possible and 

within the spirit of Art. 31 (2) of ToL, on QMV to avoid a systematic stalemate. Once this has 

been achieved, the CFSP can serve as the foundation and motivation for an improved EU  

Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) regardless of the content of Art.31 (4) of ToL   

Fortunately, the legal basis for QMV in foreign affairs and defence matters already exists; it is 

now a matter of mobilising political will and vision to put it into practise. Once there is 

agreement among MS on CFSP, CSDP and a credible EU defence organisation , a minor change 

that could have a major impact could be to change the title of the HR/VP.   

2-2 A Common Security and Defence Policy   

For an in-depth analysis of the CSDP we refer to a number of publications on CSDP requested 

by the Sub-committee on Security and Defence of the European Parliament. (Policy 

Department for External Relations, January 2020)   

The CSDP is until now an EU’s institutional framework for security and defence issues outside 

the EU, but it should also cover aspects of security and defence inside the EU, especially for 

resilience issues. This should not be seen as a duplication with NATO but rather as a necessary 

complementarity.     

Although defence has always been considered the last bastion of national sovereignty, it is 

unavoidable to reconsider this position and increase our efforts for EU strategic autonomy. 

The existing urgency has been increased by the present pandemic in addition to several 

developments: EU internal political dynamics, fundamental changes in the relations between 

major global actors, threats and risks from the EU neighbourhood (terrorism, instability, illegal 

immigration, failing states, etc.), the gradual withdrawal of US Forces from Europe and 

consequences of Brexit.    

To be more specific: what if the conflict in Ukraine extends to Poland and Romania? What if 

the Northern Sea Route is the area of combat between Nordic countries and Russia? What if 

Turkey invades Cyprus, after serious clashes at sea due to gas exploitation? What if France 

decides to withdraw troops from the Sahelo-Saharan region? What if a huge disaster happens 

inside a MS with security consequences?   

Ideally CFSP, deriving as well as CSDP from the EU Global Strategy (EUGS), should have  

generated a response to these potential challenges, as the basis of an EU defence strategy, 

but this has simply not happened. This is no reason to postpone thinking about strengthening 

the EU defence organisation and its functions, capabilities and capacities; on the contrary.     
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Until now almost all measures taken and programs created by the EU to improve its defence 

capabilities have been based on bi- and multilateral defence cooperation among MS.      

Progress has been supervised by the EP, Committee on Foreign Affairs (AFET), and the Sub 

Committee on Security and Defence (SEDE). The HR/VP is responsible for CFSP and for the 

coordination of all defence related organisations and activities.    

He/she also supervises the External Action Service (EEAS) and within the EEAS which includes 

the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC), the Crisis Management and Planning 

Directorate (CMPD) and the EU military staff (EUMS) including the Military Planning and 

Conduct Capacity (MPCC) and the Joint Support and Coordination Cell (JSCC).   

The EU Global Strategy on Foreign and Security Policy (EUGS-2016) endorsed in June, 2016, 

was intended to reinforce the CSDP. By November 2016 the HR/VP presented the 

Implementation Plan on Security and Defence (IPSD) setting out three policy priorities: 1- 

responding to external conflicts and crises 2- building capacities of partners 3- protecting, the 

EU and its citizens through external actions. The IPSD was supposed to deepen defence 

cooperation, establish and start PESCO, strengthen rapid response planning and conduct of 

missions and enhance CSDP partnerships. Coherently, at that very month of November 2016 

the Commission launched the European Defence Action Plan (EDAP) proposing the 

establishment of the European Defence Fund (EDF) intending to  create a real single, strong, 

competitive and innovative EU defence market with a defence industry that will be able to 

better respond to the needed defence technologies and capabilities in support of EU strategic 

autonomy development.   

All this was intended to assist MS to work together more effectively. The Coordinated Annual   

Review on Defence (2017-CARD) and the Military Planning and Conduct Capability  

(2017MPCC) should have enhanced these efforts.  The synergy of the activities of EDA, CARD, 

Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and the European Defence Fund (EDF) in 

coherence with the Capability Development Plan  (CDP) and NATO Defence Planning Process 

(NDPP), should enhance MS national defence capabilities and achieve better cooperation, 

coordination and interoperability as well as strengthening a competitive and innovative 

European defence technological and industrial base. Expensive programs for capabilities such 

as satellites, drones or transport and logistic facilities could be selected as new 

complementary EU capabilities and EU projects.   

There is an almost endless flow of new initiatives, but there is still no rapid decision-making 

capacity and no developed single capacity for immediate crisis response. The unanimity 

requirement for decisions to launch a CSDP mission as well as the time consuming generation 

conferences is one reason why CSDP initiatives often require complicated and lengthy 

decision-making processes, while divergent interests among MS are another reason.    

According to the referred to “EP In-depth Analysis” there are three challenges to improve EU 

defence:   
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1. to ensure coherence between these EU initiatives, coordination is required of the EU 

strategic objectives, the ambitions and the planned industrial projects; for this reason, the 

EP has recommended an EU Security and Defence White Book to define an overarching 

strategic approach to EU defence; (At present, there are four planning instruments, EUMS, 

EDA/CDP, CARD and PESCO in addition to the foreseen EDF tool)   

2. to prevent compartmentalisation between defence policy and market, strategy and 

industry; and    

3. to translate EU’s ambition level into military requirements and tools.    

  
3 - Conclusions on the present state of the EUGS, CFSP and the CSDP    

These three challenges of the CSDP are all aiming at improving present practices within the 

present legal and organisational framework within the context of the present CFSP and CSDP. 

In our opinion this does not address the fundamental flaws in the EU defence structure:   

1. For the time being, the European Union Global Strategy (EUGS), is not a Strategy in the 

classical sense, because it does not relate means directly to political ends. Nor does it 

ascribe priorities to challenges, risks and threats, nor identify obstacles or antagonists in 

examining possible response options. Some crucial elements of a full-fledged strategy are 

therefore missing. Even if the present document was intended as such, the EUGS cannot be 

considered a strategy in the strict sense, because in the EU the operational decision to 

employ and control military or constabulary force, once the decision in principle has been 

taken is, under the current legal framework,  not up to the EU per se but to the MS.   

2. There is no agreed comprehensive EU foreign security policy as basis of a common defence 

policy and an EU defence doctrine while there are also incompatible national attitudes to 

the use of force. This does, however, not necessarily mean that MS will not support an EU 

defence doctrine that is not completely compatible with each and every MS attitude at a 

given moment in time.   

3. There is insufficient decision-making capability to respond adequately and immediately to 

an external security crisis; there are not enough effective decision tools to assume solidarity 

and mutual assistance between MS; there is no satisfying procedure for democratic control 

of CSDP operations by the EP and MS.   

4. There is no substantial financial incentive for MS to participate in EU military operations, 

particularly in the MS-Battlegroups.   

5. There is insufficient operational EU defence capability for immediate deployment to fill the 

gap between a possible crisis and the mobilisation of MS capabilities (gap between early 

warning and early action).    

6. Despite the merits of CARD, at present there is no alignment of the planning of national 

capacities and capabilities of individual MS. Clearly defined CFSP and CSDP are required as 

well as one central authority to plan, coordinate and supervise national defence efforts, 

that will be pooled on a voluntary basis.   
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7. Conflicting interests of MS can hamper the effectiveness of combined EU operations 

outside EU borders if there is no EU identity and command.   

8. There is no EU defence doctrine that can clarify the position, the relationship and 

responsibilities between MS among each other, among MS vis a vis the EU and of the EU 

itself.  What can ‘partners in defence’ expect of each other?  Are MS prepared to voluntarily 

commit in advance capabilities for EU operations within the context of the agreed CFSP and 

the CSDP?   

9. Finally: notwithstanding all the present programs, organisations and capabilities, the EU as 

a Union does not have enough immediate effective military answers towards immediate 

threats in order to protect its citizens, territory and interests.   

 

4- A proposal for strengthening EU security and defence capabilities   

What do we need? In this chapter we present a number of recommendations.   

1. Decisions by the EU Council: The European Council will have to decide unanimously on at 

least two fundamental issues:    

     Strengthening the EU defence organisation complementary to MS defence organisations. - 

Defining what  CFSP and CSDP issues will be executed on the basis of QMV and no longer 

on consensus basis. In view of the urgency of these decisions a “what if not” strategy should 

also be considered, to allow for a later decision by the European Council to this effect.    

2. A fully completed CSFP/CSDP suited to develop all the instruments proposed in the ToL, 

especially in the Title V, art. 31, 42.7, and 44 and, in the Treaty on the Functioning of the 

EU Title 7, art.222.   

3. A pro-active CFSP explaining in detail what the EU stands for and what is its policy in case 

of internal or external emergencies and threats for our citizens, territory, values and 

interests.    

4. An EU defence doctrine- A military doctrine explaining how the MS capabilities together 

with the EU capabilities under one command structure can operate effectively while 

respecting the sovereignty of the MS and within the context of the CFSP and the CSDP. The 

EU defence doctrine shall specify how to protect and defend EU territory, its citizens and 

its interests. The doctrine shall explain the responsibilities of the EU defence organisation 

and how the MS will commit voluntarily a part of their capabilities  at the EU level on a 

stand-by but committed basis for future EU missions. The doctrine shall include the role of 

NATO in EU defence and explain how both organisations can be of mutual benefit and how 

they can strengthen each other.     

5. Control- Adequate parliamentary “posteriori” control on decisions taken and their 

execution.    

6. Wider use of QMV-  It is a procedural requirement that the European Council first 

unanimously decides to apply QMV to matters of EU foreign policy and defence and 

security, because the EU cannot conduct a serious foreign policy if any MS has the right to 
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veto and block decisions. At present the Commission has already proposed to apply the 

“passerelle clause” of the CFSP in Art. 31.3 of the Treaty, and in compliance with Art. 31.4, 

to extend QMV to matters of human rights questions, establishing sanction regimes, launch 

or implement civilian missions in response to external crises. A further extension of QMV 

will be required. The creation of an European Security Council (ESC) will bring focus. For a 

start QMV could be applied to selected matters such as: a request by a MS for EU assistance 

against a foreign aggressor: a request by a MS for assistance against a foreign threat outside 

the EU; enforcing EU sanctions.       

7. Establishment of an European Security Council, ESC- The European Council of government 

leaders has responsibility for all aspects of the EU. These leaders meet periodically. The EU 

Council should mandate an European Security Council to continuously follow the EU 

security and defence situation, to take immediate decisions in case of an emergency and to 

provide permanent political guidance. Various proposals for a permanent ESC have already 

been made (e.g. Franco-German declaration Meseberg, June 2018). The ESC derives its 

authority from its mandate from the European Council. The European Council will have to 

endorse the CFSP, the CSDP and the Defence doctrine, thus constituting the complete 

framework for the Union to navigate in security matters vital for its existence.    

8. Establishment of a Defence Council. A separate Defence Council has to be established 

composed of the ministers of defence under the authority of the HR/VP, going beyond the 

present hybrid Foreign Affairs/defence format. Although the Foreign Affairs Council is 

already functioning as Defence Council, this Defence Council should focus especially on the 

military aspects of the European Council decisions, on budgetary aspects of operations, on 

equipment programs and on the development of the permanent defence organisation 

within the EU. The Defence Council will coordinate its supervision with the Commission, in 

particular regarding decisions related to the European Defence Fund (EDF) and PESCO 

projects benefitting from the EDF.   

9. Introduction of an EU Security and Defence White Book. The European Parliament has 

already requested this in 2018 to define an “overarching strategic approach to EU defence”. 

Within the context of our proposals the purpose of the White Book should be to identify 

the implications of the EU Grand Strategy, the CSDP and the EU military doctrine vis a vis 

the efforts of the MS. To be more specific:   

a. A common understanding of the current and future challenges and threats to Europe 

and a common agreement on how to address them, including timetables.   

b. What capabilities are needed at the EU level in order to be able to fill the time- and 

capability-gap between immediate crisis and a combined MS response.   

c. What capabilities are now and will in the future become available in MS and to what 

extent are MS prepared to (pre-) commit these capabilities for combined EU operations.    

d. What defence capabilities for the EU will have to be developed either in one or more or 

combined MS or at the EU level?    

e. The role of NATO in the framework of EU defence   
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10. Creating a more robust defence structure under the HR/VP. The HR/VP should organise                   

his/her department(s) in such a way that:    

a. there is one permanent single military/civilian operational HQ, including the so-called   

EU-OHQ, to plan and conduct simultaneous EU operations;   

b. It can provide dedicated military command for EU operations, including executive 

operations with the mandate to plan, coordinate, stimulate and supervise MS defence 

efforts devoted to EU operations;    

c. It has the authority and ability to give a warning order to stand-by MS-battlegroups in 

case of an emergency; it is understood that the required national procedures have been 

completed in advance of the pre-commitment of national capabilities.   

d. In order to enable the HR/VP financially to create and operate the proposed defence 

structure a new finance system for the EU defence organisation will have to be 

established.   

e. this department/organisation can align, coordinate, plan, stimulate and supervise MS 

defence capabilities and programs, educate and train personnel and conduct combined 

civ/mil exercises on crisis management;   

f. EU military command is responsible for common EU capabilities as well as for the (pre) 

committed MS capabilities at the instant these have been transferred to EU command 

for a specific action and deployment; the permanent EU capabilities will not have ties 

with national governments; its personnel will wear EU blue badges; all this will have to 

be based, decided and organised in accordance with art.42 of the ToL.   

g. it can define areas where there is a need for common EU capacities, in close relationship 

with the Pesco initiatives (which should moreover include common military operations), 

such as expensive programs for satellites, drones, logistic facilities and laser technology 

as well as traditional military equipment.  

11. Financial aspects:  

a. Creating EU capabilities complementary to MS capabilities will require an important 

increase in the EU security and defence budget as part of the MFF . As a consequence of 

the present Covic-19 crisis this will be hard to accept by MS. However, relatively small 

contributions by all MS for this purpose can compensate for (likely)reductions in their 

national defence budgets in the coming years. Investment in EU capabilities is expected 

to be more effective and efficient than investments in each individual MS defence 

program, and it will also stimulate the continued defence-related cooperation and 

defence industry efforts within the EU.        

b. More EU-funding will be required for current and new project-proposals through the 

European Defence Fund, EDF joint research and industrial development projects.    

c. Additional common funding will be required for funding for the preparation and the 

projection of MS-battlegroups. The ATHENA finance mechanism should be adapted or 

replaced accordingly   

d. EU operations should be funded by the EPF, as was proposed by the HR/VP in 2018.    
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e. EDF can finance and facilitate the development of a more efficient and less dependent 

European Defence Technological and Industrial Base (EDTIB) and increase the level of 

cooperation between MS and NATO in armament programmes (currently 20%). EDF can 

also facilitate the reduction of redundancies, useless duplication and the development 

of EU  defence capacities and capabilities.   
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