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A number of events in recent years have reaffirmed 

the undeniable fact that the European Union (EU) is, 

ultimately, an assembly of sovereign states. For example, 

the UK and the EU have continued to engage in 

negotiations since the UK’s referendum in June 2016 and 

the subsequent decision for the UK to exit the EU 

(Brexit), and even under Prime Minister Boris Johnson, 

who was inaugurated in July 2019, negotiations remain 

uncertain. Elsewhere, compromise between Germany 

and France was evident in the EU leadership negotiations 

from June to July 2019 as well, with the election of 

Ursula von der Leyen as President of the European 

Commission and Christine Lagarde as President of the 

European Central Bank.  

Such facts demonstrate that, within the EU, which 

supposedly aims for supranational integration, there are 

still cases of major countries competing over leadership 

of Europe or having contradictory interests. In particular, 

countries are strongly cognizant of their sovereignty, and 

that is especially pronounced in the security field, where 

there is a high degree of intergovernmental cooperation.  

Since the late 1990s, the EU has promoted the 

Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP).１ However, 

as European security expert Luis Simon explains, an 

examination of the CSDP’s history reveals that European 

security cooperation was forged by the UK, France and 

Germany, who coordinated their respective security 

policies and made concessions, while taking into account 

frameworks for bilateral cooperation and the North 

American Treaty Organization (NATO), which includes 

the United States.２ 

Simon also points out the following general 

characteristics of the UK, France and Germany in the 

security field: (1) the UK coordinates Atlantic relations 

with consideration for relations with the EU but valuing 

those with the US above all else; (2) France seeks 

strategic autonomy for itself and Europe; (3) Germany 

takes a negative stance toward the use of force and values 

military-civilian cooperation during crisis management. 

It follows, therefore, that any interpretation of European 

security needs to take into account the aforementioned 

characteristics and analyze how these three countries are 

making concessions with one another. 

Based on such discussions and taking also into 

consideration a NATO perspective, this paper seeks to 

elucidate how the European security initiatives led by the 

EU, as well as those by the UK, France and Germany, 

relate to each other, a subject that has come under the 

spotlight of late. That is to say, the main objective of this 

paper is to detail the initiatives promoted by the EU on 

the one hand, and those advanced by the UK, France and 

Germany outside the EU on the other hand, thereby 

providing a viewpoint for discussing the future of 

European security. 

The most duplicated area among the initiatives of the 

EU, the UK, Germany and France is operational domains, 

within which there are clear discrepancies in the postures 

of each country. This paper will therefore mainly focus 

on initiatives in operational domains.   
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Prior to examining each initiative, this paper will touch 

upon changes taking place in the European security 

situation in recent years. As the main points, the 

discussion will focus on the US rebalance of the 2010s, 

Russia’s posture after 2014, and the re-emerging debate 

on European autonomy following the UK’s policy of 

exiting the EU since 2016 and the inauguration of the 

Donald Trump administration in the US in 2017. 

First, with declining US commitment to Europe and 

the surrounding region following the clear rebalance 

toward the Asia-Pacific during the Barack Obama 

administration, Europe was forced to deal with the region 

on its own.３ Since 2011 around the same time, the fact 

that Europe needed to deal with the Arab Spring was also 

a major factor. For example, the intervention in Libya 

revealed a stark contrast between the active security 

stances of the UK and France, and the negative ones of 

other European countries. In addition, the US pointed out 

the serious capacity shortfall of Europe.４  Since then, 

discussions about Europe’s burden-sharing within 

NATO, both in terms of responsibility and capacity, have 

gained even greater momentum than before. 

Next, Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014 resulted 

in re-awareness about not only burden-sharing but also 

the need for collective defense in Europe. Following this, 

at the NATO Wales Summit in the same year, it was 

decided to establish the Very High Readiness Joint Task 

Force (VJTF) for urgent responses to crises of collective 

defense and to achieve the conventional target of 

member countries allocating 2% of GDP to military 

spending by 2024. Since then, the defense spending of 

Europe has been on an upward trend.５ 

As a result of the outcome of the UK’s referendum in 

2016 and the inauguration of the Trump administration 

in 2017, the discussion of burden-sharing and revival of 

collective defense led to controversy over European 

autonomy within Atlantic relations. Immediately after 

the UK’s referendum, the EU released the EU Global 

Strategy (EUGS), its first strategy document in 13 years, 

in which it mentioned European autonomy. ６ 

Discussions of autonomy are nothing new, and there are 

various definitions of autonomy itself. Nathalie Tocci of 

the Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAI), who was involved 

in the draft preparation of EUGS, explained it as being 

“the ability of the Union to decide autonomously and 

have the means to act upon its decisions.”７ Whether or 

not this is emphasized as being autonomy “from the 

United States” depends on the country, leader and 

scholar, but in any case, what is certain is that European 

autonomy implies mitigating EU reliance on the US, and 

the US has been concerned by it. 

However, with the UK, which values its relations with 

the US above all else and had blocked the development 

of the CSDP due to apprehensions about European 

security integration, planning to exit the EU, there was 

growing momentum for advancing the CSDP. Moreover, 

the arrival of the US president who says NATO is 

obsolete and even mentions withdrawal from the 

organization forced Europe to think seriously about its 

own autonomy. In other words, there is an increasing 

need in Europe to strengthen defense and growing 

momentum for achieving greater autonomy. 

In light of this clear departure from the past, the EU 

established the European Defense Fund (EDF) for 

promoting the efficient use of defense spending among 

member countries. Furthermore, an agreement was 

reached on Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) 

among 25 countries excluding Denmark and Malta. 

PESCO is advancing 17 projects covering three areas 

(capability development, operational domains, training 

and exercises) while receiving funding from the EDF, 

with the purpose of coordinating and raising efficiencies 

among the security policies of member countries. 

Although this was stipulated in the Lisbon Treaty of 2009, 

no progress was made because of the UK’s veto power. 

PESCO was finally realized due to the UK’s policy to 

leave the EU. 

With regard to the capability development within 

PESCO, there is little conflict among member countries 

because of the necessity of strengthening the assets and 

Changes in the European Security 

Environment 
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defense industry of European countries. PESCO is still 

in the early stages, and although it does not cover the 

targets for capability development set by the EU, in the 

sense of providing a platform for improving economic 

rationality and interoperability, some praise it as an 

appropriate policy. ８  On the other hand, in terms of 

operational domains, there are projects for crisis 

management using the EU’s Crisis Response Operation 

Core (CROC) unit, but there has been no defined 

direction due to differences in the policies of 

participating countries.９ 

 

 

 次節で具体論に入る前に、全般として指摘すべ 

Initiatives in operational domains concerning European 

security are led not only by the EU, but also individually 

by the UK, France and Germany. The motivations of 

each country are reflected in these initiatives. This 

section will first introduce a framework led by Germany 

that postulates cooperation with NATO. This will be 

followed by an overview of the framework led by the UK 

that was agreed to be established at the same time as the 

Framework Nations Concept (FNC). Lastly, an overview 

will be provided on a framework led by France that has 

drawn much attention in recent years. 

 

(1) [German-led] FNC１０ 

FNC was advocated by Germany in 2013 and was 

adopted at the NATO Wales Summit held the following 

year in 2014. It is worth noting that, with this, Germany, 

which had previously taken a negative posture in the 

security field, noticeably shifted to a proactive one. 

As background to this, the EU was beginning to share 

the US belief in the need to seriously address the issue of 

burden-sharing and rectify gaps in capabilities between 

the two. In addition, FNC also bears diplomatic 

significance, namely emphasizing a stance in which 

Germany is proactively involved in security. １１  It is 

believed that, in part to demonstrate such a stance, 

Germany, which had devoted itself primarily to the EU’s 

traditional civilian mission, advocated FNC as a NATO 

initiative for collective defense.１２ 

Given this, initially, the main goal of FNC was to 

improve NATO capabilities. NATO also had announced 

the NATO Defense Planning Process (NDPP), which 

coordinates and promotes capability development among 

member countries and European countries. FNC was 

envisioned as an initiative that would resolve the 

capability development issues pointed out in the 

NDPP.１３ In addition, under FNC, provisions are in place 

for capability development over a long-term span, but the 

unique aspect within this provision is the formation of 

clusters centered on framework nations within NATO, 

and incorporating in them the assets of small- and 

medium-sized states. The objective is to compensate for 

deficiencies lacked by each country and streamline 

capability development.１４ 

As the second pillar, since 2014, the operation of a 

multilateral force centered on the German force was 

added to a function of FNC. Since 2014, when Russia’s 

direct threats to Europe emerged, it goes without saying 

that a deterrence framework for NATO on the eastern 

flank would inevitably be controversial. Since then, the 

deterrence framework has been expanded through the 

above-mentioned VJTF and the Enhanced Forward 

Presence (EFP) that deploys forces mainly from the US, 

the UK and Germany to Baltic countries and Poland in 

rotations. Based on this NATO framework, FNC created 

a mixed force mainly comprising German forces, whose 

purpose is to serve as follow-on forces supporting 

NATO’s VJTF and others.１５ This point relates to the 

first pillar of capability development, with the purpose 

believed to be immediate contribution to both NATO’s 

NDPP and deterrence framework. Now, 21 countries 

have participated, including countries in Central Europe, 

in addition to countries around Germany and Northern 

Europe. (The countries participating in each initiative are 

listed in the end notes of this paper.)１６ 

Duplication of Security Initiatives outside the 

EU 
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(2) [UK-led] Joint Expeditionary Force (JEF)１７ 

The UK leads the framework known as JEF. The 

predecessor of JEF was a rapid reaction force for crisis 

management planned in the 1990s, but the plan was 

shelved as there was no surplus capacity due to the war 

in Afghanistan and Iraq in the 2000s. This plan was 

developed into JEF based on the agreement reached at 

the NATO Wales Summit in 2014.    

The UK’s Strategic Defence and Security Review 2010 

explains a need to restructure the capability of British 

forces in order to achieve the goal of maintaining the 

UK’s international influence, and future use of military 

force will be more selective to protect the country’s 

national interest. As part of this, the review indicated the 

need to establish a high readiness force.１８ In 2012, the 

first discussions on the creation of JEF were initiated in 

the UK, which later resulted in its creation at the NATO 

Wales Summit. 

JEF carries strong connotations of establishing a 

framework for rapid response force under the leadership 

of the UK. Between 80 and 90 percent of the troops are 

contributed by the UK, and while JEF can be operated by 

British forces alone, it is expected to be operated jointly 

with 10 countries including the UK, with Northern 

European and Baltic countries being the main 

participants. １９  The UK and these countries have 

experience cooperating in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Libya, 

and the relationships built through such cooperation 

contributed to the creation of JEF. Therefore, the initial 

supposed area for JEF deployment was around Europe, 

including the Middle East. However, since Russia’s 

annexation of Crimea in 2014, collective defense in 

Europe has been incorporated as JEF’s main task.２０ 

In addition, the reason the UK cooperated with other 

countries through JEF is that individual interests aligned 

among the UK, Eastern Europe, and Northern Europe 

(including Baltic nations). For example, in the UK in 

2012, when JEF became a talking point, the issue was 

how to maintain capacity while significantly reducing 

national defense spending as part of austerity measures. 

As a result, the UK intended to compensate for declining 

capacity by using cooperation in JEF and increase the 

level of the UK’s leadership through such cooperation. In 

addition, National Security Strategy and Strategic 

Defence and Security Review 2015 stated that the trend 

of reducing defense spending should be reconsidered, 

and clearly indicated a stance of focusing once again on 

security policy.２１ Given this reboot of security policy in 

the UK, it appears that countries participating in JEF 

expect the UK’s commitment to the territorial defense of 

member countries.２２ 

JEF can be a preliminary framework for the invocation 

of NATO’s Article 5, which is the clause on collective 

defense, and it can serve a role as assisting burden-

sharing within NATO. ２３  At the same time, flexible 

cooperation with other organizations, such as the UN, the 

EU, and the coalition of the willing, is also assumed. In 

addition, JEF was established to create a force that 

combines existing military force over a short period of 

time, instead of aiming for new long-term capability 

development. Already, as of July 2018, it had acquired 

full operational capability among participating 

countries.２４ 

 

(3) [French-led] European Intervention Initiative 

(EII/EI2) 

EI2, led by France, fundamentally concerns crisis 

management, which differs on several fronts from the 

initiatives of the UK and Germany, which are mainly 

intended as deterrence against Russia and for territorial 

defense. In addition, EI2 was first announced in 2017, 

and it was established following the result of the UK’s 

referendum and fissures appearing in PESCO. 

EI2 is a framework for an improved system for 

implementing intervention at the necessary place and 

time for European security. The ultimate purpose is to 

foster Europe’s strategic culture２５ and pursue strategic 
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autonomy. Therefore, EI2 involves fostering cooperation 

in four fields as follows: 1) strategic foresight and 

intelligence sharing, 2) scenario development and 

planning, 3) support to operations, and 4) lessons learned 

and doctrine.２６  In addition, EI2 does not entail new 

capability development or creation of a rapid response 

force, but rather a framework for supporting the EU, 

NATO and the UN flexibly in case of a crisis. 

A key characteristic of EI2 is that it accepts only “able 

and willing states” ２７  as participating countries. 

Currently it comprises 10 countries. ２８  France’s 

dissatisfaction with the EU can be read from this wording, 

and this can be viewed as one factor behind the creation 

of EI2. Originally, France had been critical of the EU’s 

lack of support for crisis management in North Africa, 

where France mainly implements crisis management 

operations. The general decision-making process of the 

EU, which France views as too slow, has also caused 

French frustration.２９ Such dissatisfaction could also be 

seen in relation to PESCO, which was initially expected 

to promote advancements in the EU’s security policy, and 

the discord between France and Germany was 

particularly serious. This was because while Germany is 

aiming for a framework that enables more 

comprehensive participation by EU countries without 

setting high criteria for participation in PESCO, France 

has advocated a framework only for willing and able 

states, by establishing strict participating rules 

prioritizing efficiency.３０ Such French frustrations can 

be seen as a factor behind the establishment of EI2. Thus, 

EI2 is placed outside the framework of the EU. 

 

In light of the situation whereby European countries are 

implementing various initiatives concerning a post-

Brexit world, what kind of state will emerge in the future 

of European security? The current issue is how to 

coordinate the policies and initiatives of each country so 

as to ensure that they are not duplicated or untenable, 

including the perspectives of NATO and the EU. 

At such times, the key point is Franco-German 

relations. Certainly, it seemed that EU security policy 

made advancements through collaboration between 

Germany and France after the UK’s referendum. 

However, confrontation between Germany and France 

over PESCO has been observed over time. As a result, it 

would be appropriate to express such differences as a part 

of their long-standing fissure on the fundamental 

strategic level.  

Germany wanted to incorporate EI2 into PESCO, but 

France refused, and in the end Germany compromised 

and participated in EI2.３１  This was for Germany to 

avoid a loss of trustworthiness by refusing again to 

cooperate within a European security initiative, and if 

viewed in a more positive light, it can even be interpreted 

as a contribution to fostering a strategic culture of Europe, 

which is the purpose of EI2.３２  However, under EI2, 

which is considered to have fewer restrictions for 

securing flexible actions, doubts remain as to whether 

Germany would be able to wield influence over France. 

Moreover, Germany presumably believes EI2 is merely 

a tool for France to wield its influence.３３ In addition, it 

is unclear if EI2, an initiative led by France, which is 

aiming for a different direction to Germany in the first 

place, will ultimately be an effective framework with 

Germany having been accepted as a participating 

country.３４  The above fissure is serious, and looking 

ahead it is difficult to believe that the direction of 

Germany and France will converge. 

In addition, Germany and France face their own 

individual problems. Germany has certainly shown a 

proactive stance concerning security and, in particular, 

collective defense in recent years. However, given the 

strict constraints on military force from its population 

and the Bundestag, which may also be considered to be 

its strategic culture, as well as the marked declines in its 

European Security and the Initiatives: 

Problems and Potential 
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capability in recent years, other European countries will 

continue to have doubts about German leadership in 

European security.３５ France, too, has firmly maintained 

a posture of leading the EU’s security, and as its strategic 

culture, it has a very significant interest in the 

Mediterranean and North Africa regions. However, it is 

still questionable whether France is seriously committed 

to a deterrence framework in Eastern and Northern 

Europe including Baltic states.３６  The fact that North 

Africa is considered the main region for EI2’s activities 

illustrates the aforementioned point. Such postures have 

caused Eastern European, Northern European and Baltic 

countries, who are facing the threat of Russia, to place 

less faith in Germany and France. 

The second point is the position of the UK. The UK, 

which left the EU, is not participating in PESCO. As such, 

policy-wise, the UK will be unable to stop the progress 

of the EU’s CSDP and PESCO. As of today, however, the 

power of the UK remains vital to European security, and 

thus, there is an unavoidable fissure between European 

countries that want to include the UK and the EU’s 

PESCO that does not.  

For example, from the standpoint of Eastern European, 

Northern European and Baltic countries, which cannot 

fully rely on the commitment of Germany and France to 

the framework for deterrence, the UK can be a 

trustworthy partner for Europe. For this reason, for those  

countries, the decision of the UK, which has cooperated 

with them for many years on security issues, to exit the 

EU comes as a major shock politically and 

psychologically, as it shares similar values with them 

with regard to the EU. Although it is crystal-clear that 

NATO is the primary actor in collective defense, 

meaning that a majority of countries participating in JEF 

will not be affected by Brexit, the role of JEF in 

connecting these countries with the UK is growing in 

relative importance. Finland and Sweden, which are not 

members of NATO, participated in JEF in 2017, which 

likely indicates the importance of the UK for Northern 

Europe and Baltic states. 

In addition, maintaining cooperative relations with the 

UK is also important from the perspective of the 

initiatives of both Germany and France. For example, in 

terms of Anglo-French relations, some point out the 

differences in relations with the US and policy towards 

Russia,３７  but apart from these differences, there are 

many cases where the basic direction of their security 

policy is the same. This is embodied by the treaties 

signed by the UK and France in 2010 for defense and 

security cooperation, based on which both countries have 

moved forward with cooperation concerning nuclear 

facilities and the Combined Joint Expeditionary Force 

(CJEF).３８ The fact that France places EI2 outside the 

framework of the EU also means that it intends to 

maintain EI2 as a flexible framework for security 

cooperation with the UK post-Brexit.３９ 

There are also many commonalities observed in both 

the EI2 and JEF. Both do not require compulsory 

participation in operations, and swift decision-making 

will be possible, while the platforms for support can be 

determined flexibly. In addition, although the main 

assumed area for deployment of EI2 and JEF differ, 

similar to the UK, in recent years France has also moved 

to forge relations with Northern European and Baltic 

countries through EFP and EI2, albeit not to the same 

extent, and there is unlikely to be a great divide between 

JEF and France. And, for the UK as well, if it aims to be 

a Global Britain after Brexit, namely “a country with the 

self-confidence and the freedom to look beyond the 

continent of Europe and to the economic and diplomatic 

opportunities of the wider world,”４０ nothing negative 

could come from cooperation in crisis management 

through EI2. Therefore, it is natural to think that Anglo-

French security cooperation will continue in the future as 

well. 

As for the UK and Germany, in both cases, their most 

important relations are arguably with the United States 

and with France, with Anglo-German relations coming 
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next.４１ Meanwhile, although the UK, similar to other 

countries, has praised Germany’s posture toward security 

in recent years, it remains skeptical. On the other hand, 

after Brexit, NATO will be the only framework for 

Germany to cooperate with the UK regarding operational 

domains. However, Germany will need to take the lead 

in PESCO, a framework without the UK, as the essential 

leading power of the EU. 

Nevertheless, given the growing importance of 

territorial defense, there is sufficient possibility to 

advance cooperation in this field. For example, regarding 

the UK’s JEF and the second pillar of Germany’s FNC, 

affinity can be identified in the context of contributing to 

NATO’s collective defense. If a NATO member country 

or JEF participating country were invaded, JEF forces 

would serve as a “bridge” until NATO invokes Article 5 

and responds, and later, it can be assumed that FNC 

forces would provide support as a follow-on force. 

Currently, the UK and Germany are major countries that 

deploy their forces to the Baltic countries on a rotation 

basis through NATO’s EFP. This is nothing more than a 

technical scenario in nature, but in the sense of 

compatibility with NATO’s deterrence framework, 

cooperation between the UK’s JEF and Germany’s FNC 

can be anticipated.  

 

 

This paper reviewed the current state of European 

security from the standpoint of initiatives led by the UK, 

France and Germany, identifying points of concordance 

and contradiction between each country’s policies, 

independent of the growing momentum of the EU’s 

security policy in recent years, including PESCO. That is 

to say, the future focus will be how each country’s 

initiatives vis-à-vis the EU and NATO relate to one 

another, and, as will be evident therefrom, Anglo-

Franco-German relations after Brexit. 

For example, PESCO currently includes projects 

related to both collective defense and crisis management, 

leading some to argue that, structurally, FNC and EI2 

could be incorporated into PESCO. ４２  However, the 

problem is not a question of structure, but ultimately one 

regarding whether or not each country would endorse 

such an integration. 

France will likely not give up its leadership position in 

crisis management. Meanwhile, due to domestic 

constraints on security policy, Germany is limited to 

emphasizing involvement in collective defense. It is 

difficult to imagine that France, which wants flexible and 

swift decision-making along with maintaining relations 

with the UK, would want EIS to become part of PESCO. 

As for the German-led FNC, although there is certainly 

some affinity with PESCO, it is originally a NATO 

framework that includes capability development. 

Therefore, transferring it to an EU framework would 

likely result in suspicions from the US, which is the 

leading player in NATO leader and concerned about 

being excluded from European defense industries and 

markets. This would also preclude the option of flexible 

cooperation with the UK, which plans to exit the EU. 

Furthermore, it could result in further discord with 

France, which is skeptical about PESCO. Thus, it is 

likely not a realistic option. 

In other words, as long as Germany and France intend 

to maintain flexible cooperation in operational domains 

with the UK post-Brexit, the more realistic option will be 

ad hoc cooperation through NATO while utilizing the 

affinity with the UK and JEF, rather than incorporating 

EI2 and FNC into PESCO. 

Here it must be noted that the capability development 

aspects of PESCO have also come under the spotlight in 

the debate on European autonomy, but they have not 

been covered in this paper, which focuses only on 

initiatives concerning operational domains. As discussed 

in the introduction, there is little discord between EU 

member countries when it comes to capability 

development, as this leads to the growth of defense 

industries and improves economic rationality as well as 

Conclusion: Future Focus  
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interoperability. Therefore, if the UK opts for a hard 

Brexit, it is certain to face difficulty in accessing 

Europe’s defense industries and markets, which would 

greatly reduce its importance. Furthermore, if its 

economy suffers a serious blow from a hard Brexit, the 

UK would be forced to reduce defense spending, and, as 

a result, its value in operational domains would decline. 

Under such circumstances, it is certainly possible that 

relations between the UK, France and Germany may 

change. 

In other words, looking ahead to European security in 
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