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SUMMARY

The United States' 2026 National Defense Strategy (NDS) continues the foreign-policy reorientation
set out in the 2025 National Security Strategy (NSS). It frames the United States (US) as confronting
intensified threats at home and abroad and sets four lines of effort: defending the homeland,
deterring China in the Indo-Pacific, increasing allied burden-sharing, and 'supercharging' the United
States' defence industrial base. Russia is portrayed as a persistent yet 'manageable' threat, mostly
to NATO's eastern members, and the strategy argues that European allies should assume primary
responsibility for their conventional defence with 'critical but more limited' US support. It presents
this approach as 'flexible realism', and a deliberate shift away from earlier US strategy.

The NDS has prompted divergent expert opinions. While some argue that it introduces more focused
prioritisation and seeks to prevent 'strategic overstretch', others warn that its approach to alliances
could actually increase strategic risks. Other concerns include the lack of clarity on implementation,
the emphasis on burden-sharing without specifying consequences for shortfalls, and the possibility
that a stronger focus on the Western Hemisphere could detract from preparing for major conflict
contingencies relevant to allies and partners.

The European Parliament views the evolving US posture as reinforcing the need for Europe to
assume greater responsibility for its own security. This includes taking concrete steps to build a
stronger and more credible European pillar within NATO. It reaffirms NATO's central role in
collective defence, and calls for deeper EU-NATO cooperation, enhanced European capabilities, and
contingency planning in case of a reduced US military presence in Europe.

ﬂ IN THIS BRIEFING
== v o

Introduction
e Context and narrative of the strategy
e Homeland-first posture and focus on the
Western Hemisphere
Deterring China
How Washington views Europe and Russia
Burden-sharing beyond Europe
The US Defense Industrial Base
European Parliament position

EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service

Author: Sebastian Clapp with Darius Engel
Members' Research Service
PE 785.720 — April 2026

EN



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service

Introduction

Published in January 2026, the United States' (US) National Defense Strategy (NDS) marks a decisive
recalibration of 'the country's long-term strategic priorities. Building on the reorientation set out in
the 2025 National Security Strategy (NSS), it advances a homeland-first posture, emphasises the
importance of deterring China in the Indo-Pacific, and reframes alliance management with a focus
on stricter burden-sharing and conditional support. The strategy portrays the United States as
confronting intensifying threats both at home and abroad, ranging from border insecurity and cartel-
linked violence in the Western Hemisphere to China's growing military power. Europe is portrayed
as capable of assuming primary responsibility for its conventional defence, with US involvement
described as critical but more limited. At the same time, the document calls for a revitalisation of
the defence industrial base and a more transactional approach to partnerships, with allies being
rewarded for meeting spending and capability expectations.

Context and narrative of the strategy

The National Defense Strategy is the principal document of the US Department of Defense (DoD)
for translating presidential security priorities outlined in the National Security Strategy into defence
policy and military guidance. In the 2026 NDS, the DoD refers to itself as the Department of War
(DoW), which was authorised as its secondary title by an executive order in September 2025.
Published every four years, the NDS generally identifies the specific adversaries and geographic
regions that require special attention and outlines how the armed forces will cooperate with
international partners. The document is usually issued in two versions: a public version outlining the
main strategic themes and a classified version that provides detailed guidance for departmental
implementation and Congressional decisions on resourcing.

The 2025 NSS already represented a significant reorientation of US foreign policy, assigning greater
importance to domestic security priorities such as border security, reshaping the framing of allies
and adversaries, and highlighting President Donald Trump's political priorities.

The 2026 NDS carries this reorientation forward. It states that when President Trump began his
second term in January 2025, the US was on the 'precipice of a world war', facing worsening threats
on multiple fronts. At home, the strategy portrays the US as facing severe pressure due to incidents
at its borders and growing cartel-linked threats across the Western Hemisphere. It also mentions
growing uncertainty over US access to 'key terrain' such as the Panama Canal and Greenland, which
an expert from the Atlantic Council (a US-based think-tank) argues is 'not true'. Additionally, the
NDS warns that China's expanding military power in the Indo-Pacific increasingly threatens
American security, freedom and prosperity. Regarding Europe, it argues that allies have been overly
reliant on US protection and should assume primary responsibility in responding to Russia's war
against Ukraine 'with critical but more limited US support'. It further asserts that 'our NATO allies are
substantially more powerful than Russia'. In the Middle East, the NDS identifies Iran as the primary
regional threat and criticises prior US policy towards Israel as unnecessarily restrictive. The NDS
briefly addresses North Korea , describing it as a direct military threat to US allies South Korea and
Japan and warning of its nuclear capabilities.

Closely mirroring its assessment of the security environment, the NDS establishes four lines of effort
as its key priorities: defending the 'American homeland', deterring China, increasing allied burden-
sharing, and 'supercharging' the US defence industrial base (DIB). The NDS frames this as an
approach of 'flexible realism' that aims to 'restore the warrior ethos' instead of pledging to uphold
'cloud-castle abstractions like the rules-based international order'.

An expert from the Stimson Center, a Washington DC-based think-tank, argues that the NDS risks
undermining its own promise of prioritisation by ranking threats by importance but still implying that
the US can address those of higher and lower priority simultaneously. The expert also cautions
against leaning heavily on allied burden-sharing without specifying consequences if allies fall short
of required investments.


https://media.defense.gov/2026/Jan/23/2003864773/-1/-1/0/2026-NATIONAL-DEFENSE-STRATEGY.PDF
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2025-National-Security-Strategy.pdf
https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/4295826/trump-renames-dod-to-department-of-war/#:%7E:text=Copy%20Link,released%20by%20the%20White%20House.
https://www.ussc.edu.au/what-is-in-trumps-new-national-defense-strategy
https://epthinktank.eu/2025/10/08/greenland-caught-in-the-arctic-geopolitical-contest/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/content-series/scorecard/scowcroft-strategy-scorecard-grading-trumps-second-national-defense-strategy/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2025)777967
https://www.stimson.org/2026/national-defense-strategy-has-the-right-principles-but-fails-to-follow-them/
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An expert affiliated with the Atlantic Council challenges this critique, arguing that the value of the
strategy lies precisely in its ambition to impose hard prioritisation and abandon past 'strategic
overstretch'. Another affiliated expert contends that the NDS remains strategically underdeveloped,
warning that it lacks clarity on how priorities translate into actionable plans, and that the strategy's
transactional approach to alliances and focus on 'strength at range' may ultimately increase strategic
risk rather than reduce it.

Experts from the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) argue that the NDS
represents a marked departure in tone from previous US strategy documents, including President
Trump's first 2018 NDS. Rather than adopting an analytical voice typical for such documents, the
experts argue that the 2026 NDS is 'populist and partisan' and president-focused in style. A key
indicator highlighted by the experts is the frequency with which the document directly attributes
ideas to President Trump or mentions him by name, with 47 such references, compared to zero in
the 2018 NDS.

Homeland-first posture and focus on the Western
Hemisphere

The NDS designates homeland defence as the DoW's foremost priority, and explicitly links this
mission to the broader requirement to defend US interests throughout the Western Hemisphere. —
including North America, Central America, South America, and the Caribbean - It argues that US
leaders have underinvested in the defence of the homeland for decades, associating this neglect
with relaxed border controls. According to the strategy, this has enabled large-scale illegal migration
and the cross-border flow of drugs. It instructs the DoW to prioritise support for border security
efforts — specifically to 'seal our borders, repel forms of invasion, and deport illegal aliens' — in
coordination with the Department of Homeland Security.

Compared to the 2018 NDS, the current NDS broadens the scope of homeland defence to cover the
Western Hemisphere by explicitly invoking the Monroe Doctrine and the Roosevelt Corollary. These
two historical policies rejected European interference in Latin America and asserted a right of US
intervention, serving as precedents for renewed US leadership across the Americas. The NDS points
out that the Monroe Doctrine will be upheld, and introduces a 'Trump Corollary to the Monroe
Doctrine', stating that the DoW will reassert US military dominance in the Western Hemisphere to
protect the homeland. The strategy directs the DoW to secure American 'military and commercial
access' to key terrain, specifically naming Greenland, the Gulf of Mexico (here called the 'Gulf of
America', a term coined in January 2025), and the Panama Canal.

With regard to drug trafficking, the NDS addresses border threats that are also present 'deeper in
the hemisphere'. The strategy highlights Operation Southern Spear — a military campaign targeting
drug trafficking networks that was launched in September 2025 and involved controversial air strikes
on alleged drug-smuggling vessels. It also mentions Operation Absolute Resolve, which led to the
capture of Venezuelan President Nicolds Maduro on 3 January 2026, as evidence of President
Trump's assertive posture, concluding that ‘all narco-terrorists should take note'. The DoW is
therefore directed to assist partner countries in degrading such organisations while retaining the
US's ability to take unilateral action as demonstrated by its military intervention in Venezuela.

Beyond this, the NDS stresses that direct military threats to the homeland have intensified, citing
nuclear coercion and the growing ability of adversaries to employ conventional long-range strikes
as well as space, cyber and electromagnetic capabilities. Aerospace defence is therefore outlined as
another priority of investment and planning. The DoW is directed to develop the Golden Dome
missile defence system to 'cost-effectively' defend against aerial attacks, alongside counter-drone
capabilities. This is followed by a focus on the modernisation and adaptation of the US nuclear
arsenal, with attention to 'deterrence and escalation management' and the shielding of the US
against nuclear blackmail.


https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/content-series/scorecard/scowcroft-strategy-scorecard-grading-trumps-second-national-defense-strategy/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/content-series/scorecard/scowcroft-strategy-scorecard-grading-trumps-second-national-defense-strategy/
https://www.csis.org/analysis/2026-national-defense-strategy-numbers-radical-changes-moderate-changes-and-some
https://media.defense.gov/2020/May/18/2002302061/-1/-1/1/2018-NATIONAL-DEFENSE-STRATEGY-SUMMARY.PDF
https://www.worldhistory.org/Monroe_Doctrine/
https://www.archives.gov/milestone-documents/roosevelt-corollary
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/restoring-names-that-honor-american-greatness/
https://apnews.com/article/trump-boat-strikes-caribbean-military-venezuela-timeline-2dd9d16f4f74d9dfa4aca76d3123678d
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2026)782616
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/IF13115
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As regards cyber threats, the strategy calls for developing additional options to deter or degrade
cyber threats to both military and key civilian targets. As opposed to the 2018 NDS, which put
considerable emphasis on technological advancements and their impact on the nature of modern
conflicts, the 2026 NDS mentions such factors only briefly, in connection with the US defence
industrial base.

The strategy further maintains that although groups such as al Qaeda and ISIS have been degraded,
they continue to adapt and pose credible risks. Thus, it directs a 'resource-sustainable' approach to
counter Islamic terrorists, focused narrowly on organisations that pose a threat to the US homeland.

An expert from the German Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF) argues that prioritising border
security and other domestic operations will require changes in the training and resourcing of US
military forces. Given limited time and resources, the expert warns that the US military's 'increasingly
narrow' focus on the Western Hemisphere could divert attention and resources away from
preparation for major conflicts relevant to the US allies and partners, such as deterrence vis-a-vis
Russia and China.

Deterring China

The NDS identifies China as the most consequential long-term strategic challenge facing the United
States. It notes that China's overall power — currently second only to that of the US — continues to
grow. The strategy points out the scale, speed and effectiveness of China's sustained military build-
up, highlighting the heavy investment in the People's Liberation Army (PLA) and the development
of forces capable of operations in the Western Pacific and striking targets at far greater distances.
It warns that Chinese dominance in the Indo-Pacific — a region it describes as the 'world's [emerging]
economic centre of gravity' — could enable Beijing to restrict US access to global markets and
undermine its long-term economic prospects, including its ‘ability to reindustrialize'.

The strategy frames deterrence of China in the Indo-Pacific as an effort to preserve 'peace through
strength' and to advance deconfliction and de-escalation. It reiterates President Trump's aim of
achieving a 'decent peace' under terms acceptable to Beijing, with open and fair trade flows, shared
prosperity and respect for US interests. The strategy directs the DoW to maintain a favourable
balance of military power in the Indo-Pacific without 'dominating, humiliating or strangling' China,
but to prevent it or any other actor from dominating the US or its allies. The NDS frames this as 'the
wise premise of President Trump's visionary and realistic approach to diplomacy with Beijing'.

In line with the NSS, the NDS commits the DoW to building a strong 'denial defense' along the First
Island Chain (a strategic arc of islands from Japan through Taiwan to the Philippines that forms a
natural barrier between East Asia and the Pacific). It emphasises that allies and partners in the region
should be incentivised to contribute more to collective defence. The strategy also directs the DoW
to expand 'military-to-military communications' with China's PLA to support strategic stability. At
the same time, it specifies that the US military must retain the ability to conduct 'devastating strikes
and operations' worldwide, including directly from the US. The NDS does not mention Taiwan or
territorial disputes in the South China Sea explicitly.

An expert analysis from the CSIS notes that the NDS is careful in how it describes China, using
'neutral and value-free' language and emphasising its goal of reducing friction through expanded
communication with the PLA. The experts note that the NDS also includes explicit reassurances (e.g.
no intent to pursue regime change), which they read as a deliberate signal of US strategic intentions
and a departure from the more confrontational policy towards China witnessed under the first
Trump administration. At the same time, they point out that even though the strategy does not
mention Taiwan or other potential areas of conflict, the focus of denial defence around the First
Island Chain suggests continued support to allies and partners in the region.

A different line of analysis questions whether Beijing will interpret — or reciprocate — those signals
as intended. A GMF expert argues that the strategy's 'decent peace' concept relies on a 'misguided'
assumption that Beijing shares Washington's interest in reducing operational risk through military-


https://www.gmfus.org/news/us-national-defense-strategy
https://www.960cyber.afrc.af.mil/News/Photos/igphoto/2002873877/
https://www.960cyber.afrc.af.mil/News/Photos/igphoto/2002873877/
https://www.cfr.org/global-conflict-tracker/conflict/confrontation-over-taiwan
https://www.cfr.org/global-conflict-tracker/conflict/territorial-disputes-south-china-sea
https://www.csis.org/analysis/what-does-trump-administrations-new-national-defense-strategy-say-about-china
https://www.gmfus.org/news/us-national-defense-strategy
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to-military communications. The expert contends that recent PLA behaviour suggests China sees
advantages in greater operational risk and is more likely to push for constraints on US military
operations near China than to negotiate meaningful crisis management. In this view, US reassurances
to China will not resolve the tensions created by a denial-defence posture along the First Island
Chain, but deterrence in the Indo-Pacific will hold if Washington successfully implements it.

How Washington views Europe and Russia

In the European theatre, the organising logic of the NDS demands that European allies assume
primary responsibility for their conventional defence, with the US remaining involved but
providing critical and limited support. It argues that decades of underinvestment by US allies and
partners who favoured domestic priorities over defence have heightened US concerns about the
possibility of being forced to confront multiple major conflicts simultaneously. For this reason, the
NDS frames increased burden-sharing among allies as a core pillar of its approach. It also emphasises
that the US will conduct its alliance policy — not only in Europe but also beyond — through incentives.
'‘Model allies' that contribute more and meet spending expectations will receive prioritised
cooperation through arms sales, defence-industrial collaboration, intelligence sharing, and other
engagements.

In this context, an Atlantic Council expert argues that the strategy's main long-term risk lies less in
naming burden-sharing as a principle than in operationalising it through a reward-and-punishment
model. Explicitly prioritising cooperation with 'model allies' — points out the expert— may create
structural alliance risks that ultimately reduce the DoW's ability to deter adversaries, because the
strategy largely ignores factors such as 'unity of purpose, trust, cohesion, and reliability' that make
alliances durable.

The NDS portrays Russia as a 'persistent but manageable threat to NATO's eastern members'. The
strategy contends that European NATO members collectively far outweigh Russia's economic and
demographic power, and that Moscow lacks the capacity to pursue European hegemony, even if it
is able to 'sustain a protracted war in its near abroad'. It argues that if allies met the new spending
benchmarks adopted at the 2025 The Hague Summit (5 % of GDP for defence and security by 2035,
including 3.5 % for core military capabilities), they would be 'strongly positioned to take primary
responsibility for Europe's conventional defense'. It further recalls President Trump's view that 'the
war in Ukraine must end' but qualifies the task of supporting Ukraine and securing and sustaining
any end to the war as 'first and foremost' a European responsibility.

While the NDS describes the conventional threat as primarily concentrated in eastern Europe, it also
highlights Russia's ability to threaten the US through its vast nuclear arsenal, which it keeps
modernising, alongside its undersea, space and cyber capabilities. The strategy also notes that, while
Europe remains important and far outweighs Russia in 'latent military power, it also has a declining
share of global economic power. The NDS concludes that the US will prioritise the defence of the US
and deterrence of China, although with a premise to remain a vital part of NATO and continue its
involvement in Europe.

One expert from the European Policy Centre (EPC) describes the NDS as a clear reordering of
priorities in which Europe becomes explicitly secondary. Accordingly, the alliance model would shift
from reassurance to a partnership in which US support — including nuclear deterrence — remains,
but presence in Europe is 'likely to become thinner, more rotational, and more conditional'. This, the
EPC expert argues, requires the formation of a stronger European pillar inside NATO that matches
Europe's economic strength with sufficient military capability and overcomes the problem of
fragmented defence industries.

In a similar vein, an expert from the European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) warns that the
strategy's 'internal contradictions' — such as treating Russia as a threat limited to NATO's eastern
members while arguing that the US must control Greenland to defend against it — make limited US
support hard to rely on in a crisis. Rather than waiting for Washington to resolve these tensions, the



https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/content-series/scorecard/scowcroft-strategy-scorecard-grading-trumps-second-national-defense-strategy/
https://www.nato.int/en/about-us/official-texts-and-resources/official-texts/2025/06/25/the-hague-summit-declaration
https://www.epc.eu/publication/americas-new-defence-strategy-and-europes-moment-of-truth/
https://ecfr.eu/article/disintegrated-deterrence-what-trumps-national-defense-strategy-means-for-europe/
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ECFR expert recommends that Europeans organise to execute NATO defence plans, including
critical components, even if US support may not materialise. Specifically, this includes replacing key
US contributions, such as intelligence gathering and long-range strike capabilities where possible,
building European command arrangements and coalitions that can operate with NATO but also
independently, and beginning to adapt British and French nuclear forces toward a more explicitly
European deterrence. A policy brief from the Egmont Institute (a Brussels-based think-tank on
international relations) agrees that Europe should plan for a reduced US conventional role and
argues that this should be handled as a practical renegotiation of the 'transatlantic bargain' The
expert recommends first stabilising EU-US relations through ‘ideological coexistence' while
simultaneously deterring political interference by imposing credible political and economic costs.
Second, the expert calls for a planned and gradual substitution of the United States' conventional
presence in Europe, including the ability to operate alone if ‘critical' US support becomes unreliable.
Third, while Europe should explore how the British and French nuclear capabilities could be adapted
and strengthened, the US nuclear deterrence pillar within NATO should be preserved to avoid
friendly proliferation.

Burden-sharing beyond Europe

Beyond Europe, the strategy implements its burden-sharing agenda through region-specific role
assignments while maintaining the ability of the US to act decisively when necessary.

In the Western Hemisphere, the NDS identifies Canada and Mexico as key contributors to
hemispheric defence. This includes collaboration to prevent illegal migration and 'narco-terrorists'
from reaching US borders, as well as Canada's increased involvement in defences against air, missile,
and undersea threats. The strategy also outlines expectations for partners throughout the
hemisphere to take greater action against illegal migration and narco-terror networks, and to
prevent adversaries from exerting undue influence over 'key terrain', such as Greenland, the Gulf of
Mexico and the Panama Canal.

In the Middle East, the strategy outlines a US objective of creating a more peaceful and prosperous
region but insists that defending against Iran and its proxies is the primary responsibility of regional
actors. It claims (then) recent US and Israeli operations against Iran — including attacks on Iranian
nuclear facilities in June 2025 — left the regime and its 'Axis of Resistance' significantly weaker. At
the same time, it cautions that Iran may seek to rebuild its conventional forces, renew its nuclear
pursuit, and encourage proxies such as Hezbollah, Hamas and Houthis to reconstitute their
capabilities. The strategy commits to further empower Israel to defend itself with critical but limited
US support, and to promote greater willingness and cooperation among Gulf partners to invest in
their own defence, including through the procurement of US military systems. At the same time, the
NDS underscores that the US will retain the ability to take decisive action to defend its interests if
needed, presenting this as a way to set conditions for 'peace through strength'. It also supports
further integration between Israel and the Arabian Gulf nations, building on the Abraham Accords —
a set of US-brokered agreements concluded under the first Trump administration in 2020.

In his analysis, the President of the US Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), Michael Froman, argues
that Iran is likely to become the real-world test of whether the strategy's structured prioritisation
can co-exist with President Trump's inclination toward forceful intervention. He warns that rhetoric
and actions associated with threat-based bargaining can suggest the option of regime change but
emphasises that Iran is not comparable to cases like Venezuela, and that regime change could
produce precisely the kind of long-term entanglement the strategy aims to avoid. He claims that, if
the strategy's logic is to hold, US policy toward Iran should be designed first and foremost to avoid
such a scenario.

The NDS provides a clear conceptual framework that helps explain the February 2026 US-Israeli
strikes on Iran. It defines Iran as a continuing threat even after major setbacks, explicitly justifies
decisive military action against its nuclear programme, and highlights the need to degrade its proxy
network. The 2026 war has followed this script closely. Initial strikes targeted nuclear and military


https://www.egmontinstitute.be/app/uploads/2026/02/Wannes-Verstraete_Policy_Brief_401.pdf?type=pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2025)777928
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_ATA(2020)659328#:%7E:text=On%2015%20September%202020%2C%20in,benefits%20for%20the%20participating%20states.
https://www.cfr.org/articles/iran-is-a-test-of-trumps-national-defense-strategy
https://www.csis.org/analysis/who-winning-iran-war
https://www.csis.org/analysis/who-winning-iran-war
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infrastructure, with Israel operating as the primary regional partner, consistent with the strategy's
emphasis on burden-sharing and 'model allies." At the same time, the fact that the conflict is
spreading across the region reflects the document's view of Iran as a networked threat rather than
a purely state-based one.

On the Korean Peninsula, the NDS argues that South Korea, given its strong military capabilities,
can and should assume primary responsibility for deterring North Korea, with critical but limited US
support. Although it acknowledges the age and poor maintenance of much of North Korea's
conventional forces, it argues that South Korea must remain alert to the risk of invasion. It also
stresses that targets in South Korea and Japan can be hit by North Korea's missile units, with both
conventional and nuclear warheads, as well as other weapons of mass destruction. The NDS warns
that North Korea's nuclear capabilities pose an increasingly credible threat to the US, expanding in
both scale and sophistication and creating a 'clear and present danger'. The NDS states that an
updated US force posture on the peninsula, including critical but limited US support to South Korea,
would be mutually beneficial and aligned with US defence priorities.

CSIS experts argue that the NDS most clearly applies Indo-Pacific burden-sharing to the Korean
Peninsula in order to have the flexibility to redeploy forces tied to Korea towards contingencies
related to China. They believe this underscores that China, not North Korea, is driving US priorities
in the Indo-Pacific.

In Africa, the strategy narrows the DoW's priority to preventing Islamic terrorists from using safe
havens to attack the US homeland. Consistent with its general 'resource-sustainable approach to
counter-terrorism', the DoW commits to being ready for direct action against groups it considers
capable of attacking US territory, while also aiming to empower partners to take the lead against
other terrorist organisations. One expert affiliated with the Atlantic Council criticises the NDS for
downplaying the threat of Russia in Africa and argues that focusing exclusively on Islamist militants
overlooks the roles China and Russia play in backing regimes across the continent.

The US defence industrial base

The global defence industry is largely dominated by US companies. In 2024, the 39 US-based companies
in the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute's (SIPRI) Top 100 increased their combined arms
revenues by 3.8 % to US$334 billion, accounting for almost half of the Top 100 total (US$679 billion). In
2023, their combined arms revenues rose by 2.5 %, but fell by 7.9 % in 2022. In comparison, the combined
arms revenues of the 26 European companies increased by 13 % to US$151 billion in 2024 (22 % of the
total), while that of the 23 companies based in Asia and Oceania decreased by 1.2 % to US$130 billion (19 %
of the total), largely due to a 10 % decline in Chinese firms' revenues following corruption allegations. For
Russia, data for only two firms were available, indicating an increase of 23 % to US$31.2 billion (4.6 % of
the total). According to SIPRI data for 2024, four of the five largest global defence companies by revenue
were headquartered in the United States. Lockheed Martin Corp. ranked first worldwide, generating
US$64.650 billion in defence revenues. RTX followed in second place with US$43.6 billion. Northrop
Grumman Corp. occupied the third position, recording almost US$37.86 billion in defence revenue.
General Dynamics Corp. completed the US presence in the top five, ranking fifth globally with revenues
of US$33.6 billion. The US is also the world's largest arms exporter. In 2024, US military equipment sales
to foreign governments amounted to a record US$318.7 billion. In 2020-2024, the US supplied major arms
to 107 states, and its exports to Europe more than tripled (+233 %). Ukraine was the single largest
European recipient, accounting for 26 % of US exports to the region, alongside the UK, the Netherlands,
and Norway in the top 10.

The US defence industrial base

The National Defense Strategy positions the US defence industrial base (DIB) as the enabling
foundation of the DoD's military ambitions and as the backbone of credible deterrence. It presents
industrial capacity not simply as a supporting function, but as the decisive factor shaping the scope,
speed and sustainability of US military action. In this framing, the ability to generate readiness,



https://www.csis.org/analysis/what-does-trump-administrations-new-national-defense-strategy-say-about-china
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/content-series/scorecard/scowcroft-strategy-scorecard-grading-trumps-second-national-defense-strategy/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2025)777967
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2025)777967
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/fs_2512_top_100_2024.pdf
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2024-11/fs_2412_top_100_2023_0.pdf
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2023-11/fs_2312_top_100_2022.pdf
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/fs_2512_top_100_2024.pdf
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2025-11/fs_2512_top_100_2024.pdf
https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/ukraine-related-demand-sends-us-arms-exports-record-2024-2025-01-24/
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lethality, range and survivability is inseparable from the DIB's capacity to securely design, produce,
field, sustain, resupply and transport critical munitions, systems and platforms at scale. The strategy
credits President Trump with driving a 'once-in-a-century' ramp-up of industry and defence
investment, portraying this effort as a generational revitalisation of US manufacturing undertaken in
close cooperation with the US Congress. At the same time, it underscores that stewardship of these
resources is essential to ensure that US forces retain qualitative and quantitative advantages across
domains. The document further recognises the need to arm allies and partners as they increase their
burden-sharing in collective defence and address lower-tier threats, thereby linking domestic
industrial strength to the credibility and cohesion of alliance structures.

To operationalise this priority, the strategy calls for urgent action to mobilise, renew and secure the
industrial base. It emphasises that the DIB must be postured to respond not only to peacetime
demand but also to surge requirements in protracted high-intensity conflicts. According to the
strategy, this includes strengthening 'organic sustainment' capabilities in order to reduce
dependence on fragile supply chains and enhance in-house maintenance, repair and overhaul
functions. Expanding the role of non-traditional vendors is presented as a means to inject agility,
technological dynamism and competitive pressure into defence procurement ecosystems that have
often been characterised by consolidation. At the same time, the strategy stresses intensified
collaboration with traditional vendors, Congress, allies and partners, and other federal departments
and agencies to restore industrial capacity and accelerate innovation. This whole-of-government
and allied approach is designed to address bottlenecks in munitions production, reinforce secure
access to critical minerals and components, and improve transportation and distribution networks
that underpin operational endurance.

As the DIB underwrites the strategy's other pillars, the NDS emphasises that making the DIB 'great
again' requires 'nothing short of a national mobilization' comparable to the 20th century's industrial
expansion that supported US success in both World Wars and the Cold War. The invocation of
historical mobilisation serves to frame contemporary strategic competition as a systemic challenge
requiring coordinated political leadership, industrial planning and societal commitment. In this
context, the strategy links defence industrial renewal to broader economic resilience and
technological competitiveness, suggesting that acquisition reform, investment incentives and
regulatory adjustments must align with strategic objectives. Finally, the strategy also seeks to
expand transatlantic defence industrial cooperation and reduce defence trade barriers, signalling an
intention to deepen co-development and co-production arrangements with trusted allies. By
embedding domestic industrial revitalisation within a wider network of allied production and
innovation, the NDS seeks to strengthen both US strategic flexibility and the collective capacity of
the transatlantic community to deter and, if necessary, prevail in a major conflict.

European Parliament position

In its resolution of 12 March 2025 on the white paper on the future of European defence, Parliament
argued that the EU must act urgently to ensure its own autonomous security by significantly
reducing dependencies on non-EU countries. It urged the European Commission and the Council to
put forward concrete short- and long-term measures to raise defence readiness and called for a
'true European Defence Union' and a European pillar within NATO able to act autonomously
whenever necessary. In a subsequent resolution of 17 December 2025 on European Defence
Readiness 2030, Parliament — noting a €800 billion defence capability investment gap to be closed
by 2030 under the ReArm Europe Plan — called for Member States to boost defence spending in line
with the outcomes of the 2025 NATO Summit in The Hague, where allies committed to investing 5 %
of GDP annually by 2035.

In its resolution of 21 January 2026 on the implementation of the EU's common security and defence
policy, Parliament argued that the United States' evolving strategic posture reinforces the need for
Europe to take urgent responsibility for its own security. It expressed dismay at the 2026 US National
Security Strategy, warning that growing unpredictability in US foreign policy could translate into a
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sharp reduction in US military posture in Europe, and called for contingency planning to ensure
European deterrence and the capacity to act autonomously while still fostering close EU-US
cooperation. Parliament also reaffirmed that NATO remains a crucial component of collective
transatlantic territorial defence, and called for further progress in EU-NATO cooperation, including
increased intelligence- and information-sharing and cooperation on command-and-control
systems. It underlined the need for European allies to take swift, concrete action to build a stronger
and more credible European contribution to the Alliance, based on effective interoperability and
equitable burden-sharing. In this context, Parliament expressed concern over reports that US
officials had demanded that Europe assume responsibility for the majority of NATO's conventional
defence capabilities in Europe by 2027. Parliament also expressed concern regarding 'explicit
threats' by the US against Greenland's sovereignty. It called for the EU and its Member States to
respond jointly, stressing such threats pose a risk to European security interests and the
transatlantic alliance.
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