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ABSTRACT 

This in-depth analysis (IDA) focuses on how to implement the Strategic Compass’s 
partnership dimension in the field of security and defence, and how to maximise the 
potential of the EU’s different strategic partnerships. The report not only provides an 
up-to-date overview of the most important security and defence partnerships, but 
also places them in their wider historical context, and in the context of future 
challenges within a fiercely changing geopolitical landscape. The report maps the 
EU’s different partnerships and their institutional arrangements, as well as the main 
policy fields in the realm of security and defence. It offers an in-depth analysis 
of the core challenges of each major partnership and charts out concrete 
recommendations for gearing each partnership towards a more impactful realisation 
of the Strategic Compass’s goals. It also examines how existing cooperation 
arrangements can be improved, and how new fora can be utilised in a more 
comprehensive manner. Overall, this IDA seeks to examine and assess in detail how 
the Strategic Compass’s emphasis on security and defence partnerships can be 
implemented in practice, and what role the European Parliament can play in this 
process. 
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1 Introduction 
This in-depth analysis provides an overview and comprehensive analysis of the European Union’s core 
bilateral and inter-organisational relations in the context of the Strategic Compass’s emphasis on strategic 
partnerships in security and defence1. 
Ever since the late 1990s, the European Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and Common 
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) have been built on the importance of partnerships. Key amongst the 
EU’s partners in the realm of training, capacity building and actual civilian and military operations on the 
ground have been the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the United Nations (UN), the African 
Union (AU), and a variety of bilateral relationships (e.g., the United States, Canada, Norway, or other third 
countries providing troops or assets to CSDP missions and operations). 

The theme of partnerships already ran through the European Security Strategy of 2003, the 2008 update, 
and the 2016 Global Strategy like a scarlet thread2. In addition, the EU’s prioritisation of international 
partnerships for addressing a wide range of global challenges is also enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty and in 
various strategies related to ‘effective multilateralism’3. It is therefore unsurprising that the theme of 
partnerships also forms an important part of the Strategic Compass document. The partnership dimension 
has been instrumental for the development, implementation and effectiveness of the EU’s CSDP on the 
ground, and continues to become even more important in the years to come. Given the changing and 
more threatening geopolitical rivalries and realities, a strategic approach to the EU’s security and defence 
partnerships also needs to take into consideration the adaptations that bilateral and inter-organisational 
partners will have to undergo. This applies not only to EU-NATO, EU-UN, EU-ASEAN4 and EU-AU relations, 
but also to the EU’s cooperation with core bilateral partners, such as the US, Japan, South Korea, and the 
UK (particularly since Brexit). 

Given Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine, the EU’s security and defence partnership with Ukraine 
and neighbouring countries, such as with certain Eastern Partnership and Western Balkan countries, and 
ways to advance it through bilateral and inter-organisational partnerships have become a core priority for 
the EU. In addition, at the political level, Ukraine’s candidate status and membership process will also 
involve Ukraine’s integration into a variety of EU security and defence initiatives and programmes. At the 
same time, Russia and China are increasingly systemic rivals whose geopolitical impact will significantly 
affect the implementation of the EU’s Strategic Compass for years to come. 

 
1 See European External Action Service (2022), A Strategic Compass for Security and Defence: For a European Union that protects 
its citizens, values and interests and contributes to international peace and security, Brussels, pp. 53-61, available at: 
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/strategic_compass_en3_web.pdf. 
2 Council of the European Union (2003), A Secure Europe in a Better World: European Security Strategy, Brussels, 12 December 
2003; ESS Implementation Report (2008), Report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy: Providing Security in 
a Changing World. Merged and re-published by the Council of the European Union in European Communities (2009), European 
Security Strategy - A Secure Europe in a better world. Accessible online at: 
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/30823/qc7809568enc.pdf. The ESS has a partnership section with the sub-heading 
‘Working with partners’, such as the US, Russia, China, Japan, India and Canada, and introduced the concept of ‘effective 
multilateralism’ with international organisations such as the UN, NATO, AU, OSCE, etc. The Global Strategy of 2016 mentions the 
word ‘partnership’ 35 times and places strong emphasis on partners for ‘global governance’ and cooperative regional orders.  
3 For example, see the general provisions for CFSP in the Treaty of Lisbon (Articles 21) emphasising the objective of building 
partnerships for a stronger multilateral system and ‘good global governance’. European Union (2007), Treaty of Lisbon, available 
at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12007L%2FTXT. 
4 Association of Southeast Asian Nations. 

https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/strategic_compass_en3_web.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/30823/qc7809568enc.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12007L%2FTXT
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Against this backdrop, the Strategic Compass calls for deepened ‘security and defence dialogues, joint 
situational awareness, [and] joint training and exercises’, as well as capacity building5. Objectives include 
not only to increase the effectiveness of CSDP operations and missions, but also to counter hybrid threats, 
disinformation and cyber-attacks. 

The Strategic Compass also calls for complementing existing cooperation formats with new initiatives, 
such as a ‘Biennial Security and Defence Partnerships Forum’ (the so-called ‘Schuman Security and Defence 
Forum’, which took place for the first time from in March 2023). This, in combination with ‘tailored 
approaches’ and new political initiatives (such as the European Political Community6), offers room for 
rethinking new institutional contexts and approaches to reinforce existing cooperation schemes and 
frameworks. 

The European Parliament (EP), and the Subcommittee on Security and Defence (SEDE) in particular, have 
played an increasingly visible role in scrutinising and advancing the EU’s role in security and defence and 
CSDP partnerships7. In addition to influential reports and hearings, the EP can exert certain influence 
through inter-parliamentary fora and initiatives, and play a crucial role in building bridges between the EU 
and various stakeholders in an ever more complex geopolitical context. 

This in-depth analysis (IDA) focuses on providing advice on how to implement the Strategic Compass’s 
partnership dimension in the field of security and defence, and how to maximise the potential of the EU’s 
different strategic partnerships. The report will not only provide an up-to-date overview of the most 
important security and defence partnerships, but also place them in their wider historical context, and in 
the context of future challenges within a changing geopolitical landscape. It will map the different 
partnerships and their institutional arrangements, as well as the main policy fields. It will analyse the core 
challenges of each major partnership and chart out concrete recommendations for how each partnership 
can be geared towards a more impactful realisation of the Strategic Compass’s goals. It will also examine 
how existing cooperation arrangements can be improved, and how new fora can be utilised in a more 
comprehensive manner. Overall, this IDA seeks to examine and assess in detail how the Strategic 
Compass’s emphasis on security and defence partnerships can be implemented in practice, and what role 
the EP can play in this process. 

In terms of methodology, the report is based on the results of extensive desk research (including the 
evaluation of primary documents, think tank reports and scholarly literature), and on a total of 13 
interviews with senior and mid-level EU officials, military and diplomatic representatives from EU Member 
States and strategic partners, as well as senior and mid-level officials from partner organisations (such as 
NATO, the UN and ASEAN). The purpose of these interviews was to gather additional up-to-date views 
related to the EU’s perspective on the partnership dimension in the context of the Strategic Concept, as 
well as the views of the partners themselves. In addition, the authors followed all sessions of the EU’s first 
Schuman Forum on Security and Defence in person (20–21 March 2023) and conducted a variety of 
informal background conversations with diplomats, military leaders and civil society representatives. 

The IDA is structured as follows. The next chapter will provide an overview and background of the Strategic 
Compass’s partnership dimension. Chapter 3 will assess the EU’s bilateral security and defence 
partnerships, while Chapter 4 will delve into the inter-organisational partnerships in security and defence. 
Finally, Chapter 5 will offer concrete policy recommendations emanating from the preceding analysis. 

 
5 European External Action Service (2022), A Strategic Compass for Security and Defence, p. 59. 
6 See Virginie Malingre (2023) The European Political Community looks to find its meaning, Le Monde, 26 May 2023.     
7 See for example more recently European Parliament resolution of 7 July 2021 on EU-NATO cooperation in the context of 
transatlantic relations (available at: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2021-0346_EN.html), European 
Parliament resolution of 18 January 2023 on the implementation of the common security and defence policy – annual report 
2022 (available at: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2023-0010_EN.html). 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2021-0346_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2023-0010_EN.html
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2 The Strategic Compass’s partnership dimension:  
Evolution, state of play and strategic approaches 

2.1 The EU’s approaches to ‘Strategic Partnerships’ in historical context 
The Strategic Compass’s emphasis on security and defence partnerships has not emerged in a historical or 
institutional vacuum. The EU’s approach to peace, security and defence has been marked by inter-
organisational cooperation and the involvement of strategic partners as early as the 1990s. For the EU and 
its institutional predecessors more generally, an early emphasis on ‘partners’ – indicating a discourse on 
close cooperation between equals – was enshrined in the preamble of the 1975 Lomé Convention between 
the European Economic Community and 71 African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries8. Four years 
earlier, the EC’s first explicit foreign policy declaration stressed the importance of ‘constructive’, ‘close’, 
‘harmonious’ and ‘friendly’ ‘ties’, as well as ‘special relations’ and ‘close relationships’ with ‘third countries’ 
and ‘international organisations’ (such as – in order of appearance – the ‘Atlantic Alliance’, the United 
States, the Council of Europe, ‘Mediterranean and African countries’, ‘countries of the Middle East’, Japan, 
Canada, the ‘USSR and East European countries’, China, ‘Asian countries’, and ‘Latin American countries’)9. 
Thus, from the very beginning of the EU’s foreign and security policy discourse, the net of partners was cast 
as widely as possible and included every continent. This broad approach, and the specific countries and 
organisations mentioned, have remained more or less the stable over the last 50 years – even if the 
international context, and thereby the substance of the relations, has clearly changed (particularly during 
the last decade). It is also worth noting that the 1973 declaration made clear that the EC would pursue both 
‘cherished values of their legal, political and moral order’ (such as ‘representative democracy’, ‘the rule of 
law’, ‘social justice’ and ‘respect for human rights’) as well as its common ‘specific interests’10. This 
parallelism, weighing up, and occasional tensions between values and interests are thus nothing new. 

Designated ‘strategic partners’ during the early years of the EU’s CSDP ranged from the United States, 
Canada, Norway, Switzerland, Japan, Mexico, South Korea, Turkey, Brazil, South Africa and India to, indeed, 
China and Russia11. CSDP’s first decade was also accompanied by efforts to build EU strategic partnerships 
with Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa (BRICS)12. In fact, Brazil, Russia and South Africa were three 
countries that actively contributed as ‘third states’ to the EU’s early CSDP operations13. While this seems 
unthinkable in the current geopolitical context – particularly in the case of Russia – it is worth keeping mind 

 
8 The preamble of the 1975 Lomé Convention stressed the need ‘to establish, on the basis of complete equality between 
partners, close and continuing co-operation, in a spirit of international solidarity’ – indicating that by ‘partners’ the EEC alluded 
to – at least in its official discourse – a cooperation mechanism between equals.  
See Secretariat-General Council of the European Communities (1975), ACP-EEC Convention of Lomé and related documents, 
available at: https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/c973175b-9e22-4909-b109-b0ebf1c26328, p. 13. 
9 See European Communities (14 December 1973), ‘Declaration on European Identity’, available at: 
https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/1999/1/1/02798dc9-9c69-4b7d-b2c9-f03a8db7da32/publishable_en.pdf. 
10 Ibid, p.2. 
11 In the 2003 ESS, both China and Russia were explicitly mentioned as part of the EU’s efforts to build strategic partnerships. The 
section ‘Working with Partners’ lists (in this order) the US, Russia, Japan, China, Canada and India as important partners for 
building security and advancing ‘common values’ (see European Security Strategy, pp. 13-14). The 2008 ESS Implementation 
Report emphasised the important partnerships between the EU and, among others, Turkey, Brazil, South Africa, Norway and 
Switzerland. 
12 See Giovanni Grevi and Alvaro de Vasconcelos (eds.) (2008), Partnerships for Effective Multilateralism: EU Relations with China, 
India and Russia, in European Union Institute for Security Studies, Chaillot Paper No. 109, available at: 
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/cp109_01.pdf. 
13 Brazil and South Africa contributed to the EU’s CSDP operation Artemis in the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2003, 
with 41 and 22 troops respectively, and Russia provided strategic airlift to the EU’s CSDP operation in Chad/Central African 
Republic in 2008. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/c973175b-9e22-4909-b109-b0ebf1c26328
https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/1999/1/1/02798dc9-9c69-4b7d-b2c9-f03a8db7da32/publishable_en.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/cp109_01.pdf
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that the EU’s practice of including ‘third states’ in CSDP operations has been part and parcel of the EU’s 
CSDP from the very beginning14. Yet, the case of Russia (and to a lesser extent China) also highlights that 
the EU’s ‘strategic partnerships’ change according to international shifts and therefore also need to be 
revisited conceptually and politically. The conclusions of CSDP Framework Participation Agreements 
(FPAs) with third states and partners continue to be an important security tool for the EU today: since 2003, 
the EU has concluded 23 FPAs with security and defence partners around the globe, which allows the EU 
to not only collaborate concretely with bilateral partners in joint CSDP missions, but also to deepen security 
and defence cooperation more broadly15. As outlined in the overview table in Annex 1, Ukraine was one of 
the first countries which the EU concluded an FPA for cooperation in crisis management operations with 
in as early as 2005, while one of the most recent FPAs has been concluded with Peru, underlining the EU’s 
growing cooperation with Latin American countries. In addition, and complementary to CSDP FPAs, the EU 
is has also opened Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) projects to external partners, particularly 
the US, Canada, Norway and the UK16. This line of cooperation will add an additional layer of ‘security 
partnerships’ with like-minded, preferred partners. 

Finally, in addition to the bilateral partnerships outlined above, since the 1990s the EU’s security and 
defence dimension has relied on extensive inter-organisational partnerships –above all, in the context of 
implementing CSDP missions and operations and via the EU’s inter-organisational approaches to ‘effective 
multilateralism’17. As we will analyse in more depth below, cooperation has been advanced with NATO, in 
particular, as well as with the UN, AU, and to some extent, the ASEAN. The EU’s long-standing relations with 
the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) have become more uncertain due to the 
effect of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. Stronger security and defence cooperation with regional 
organisations, such as the League of Arab States, Gulf Cooperation Council or the Organization of American 
States (OAS), remain more complicated. 

2.2 What kind of ‘strategic approach’ for security and defence 
partnerships 

This brief review of the evolution of the EU’s approaches to strategic partnerships highlights that they are 
based on a variety of different channels, instruments and degrees of institutionalisation. This has led to a 
complex, multi-layered and frequently overlapping network of partners. It is therefore no surprise that EU 
analysts and scholars have remarked in the past that the EU’s ‘strategic’ partnerships often do not appear 
‘strategic’ or prioritised at all. According to this view, the EU has added too many partners unselectively, 

 
14 Thierry Tardy (2014), CSDP: Getting Third States Onboard, EUISS Issue Brief 6/2014, Brussels: European Union Institute for 
Security Studies, available at: https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/182298/Brief_6_CSDP_and_third_states.pdf 
15 See Elena Lazarou with Linda Tothova (March 2022), Third-country participation in EU defence, Brussels: European 
Parliamentary Research Service, available at: 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2022/729348/EPRS_ATA(2022)729348_EN.pdf. 
16 See Permanent Structured Cooperation (2023), Military Mobility, available at: https://www.pesco.europa.eu/project/military-
mobility/. 
17 For some scholarly background on the EU’s inter-organisational relations in security and in the context of ‘effective 
multilateralism’, see Stephen Aris, Aglaya Snetkov, Andreas Wenger (eds.) (2018), Inter-organizational Relations in International 
Security Cooperation and Competition, London: Routledge; and Hanna Ojanen (2019), The EU’s Power in Inter-organisational 
Relations, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/182298/Brief_6_CSDP_and_third_states.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2022/729348/EPRS_ATA(2022)729348_EN.pdf
https://www.pesco.europa.eu/project/military-mobility/
https://www.pesco.europa.eu/project/military-mobility/
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and lacks an overarching ‘grand strategy’18. As a result, the concept of ‘strategic partnerships’ may become 
too vague and too difficult to implement19. It is thus important to first clarify what we mean by ‘strategic’. 

While a full overview of the scholarly and policy literature on ‘strategy and strategic studies’ would go 
beyond the scope of this report , it suffices to state that a ‘strategic approach’ in its most basic form requires 
the ability to formulate goals and priorities, and match them with sufficient resources. Or, as Lawrence 
Freedman argued, ‘strategy remains the best word we have for expressing attempts to think about actions 
in advance, in light of our goals and our capacities’20. In addition, ‘strategy is synergy: combining multiple 
tools, whether arms, money, diplomacy or even ideas, to achieve one’s highest objectives’, and it also 
requires ‘superior orchestrations of alliances’21. Thus, the build-up of strategic partnerships can be seen as 
part of alliance-building to enhance the EU’s multiple tools for reaching its goals and objectives. Strategies 
also must be flexible enough to react to changing circumstances. In this context, the EU’s approach to 
partnerships can certainly be seen to follow a strategic logic. The criticism that the EU has not been 
selective enough in the past when it comes to its partners misses the point that building a wide network 
of partners that serve strategic purposes is an important foreign and security policy tool. The fact that the 
EU has added further partners on different continents and for different issue areas to its original list of ten 
strategic partners is not an abnormality, per se. Major powers, such as the US or China, have also built up a 
list of 35 and 54 strategic partners, respectively, over the years, which serve different purposes in different 
regions at different times22. Similarly, the EU’s selection of partners in the field of security and defence 
depends, in particular, on the regional challenges it wants to tackle and historical circumstances. Russia’s 
attack of Ukraine, China’s rising assertiveness, and the ever-increasing importance of the African continent 
and the Indo-Pacific are all partnership-defining contexts that require the EU to adapt its strategies, existing 
partnerships, and selection of new partners. It also affects what the EU views as ‘strategic’ importance at a 
given moment, and who it defines (or rejects) as a strategic partner. 

In this light, the EU’s approach to building strategic partnerships in security and defence has shifted as a 
result of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and the increasing geopolitical tensions with China. Indeed, in 2019 
the EP adopted a resolution in which it stressed that Russia ‘can no longer be considered a strategic 
partner’23. In relation to China, EU institutions have adopted the position that China is both a partner and 
systemic rival that requires ‘multifaceted engagement’24. In this light, the European Commission president 

 
18 See Laura C. Ferreira-Pereira and Michael Smith (2021), Strategic Partnerships in European Union External Action: Evolution and 
Analysis of a Developing Policy Instrument, in The European Union’s Strategic Partnerships: Global Diplomacy in a Contested 
World, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, p.39. 
19 See for example, Thomas Renard (2011), The Treachery of Strategies: A call for true EU Strategic Partnerships, Egmont paper 45, 
available at: https://www.egmontinstitute.be/app/uploads/2013/09/ep45.pdf?type=pdf.; and Thierry Tardy (2018), Revisiting the 
EU’s security partnerships, EU Institute for Security Studies, Issue Brief 1/2018. 
20 See Lawrence Freedman (2013), Strategy: A History, Oxford University Press, p. X. 
21 See Hal Brands (2023), The New Makers of Modern Strategy: From the Ancient World to the Digital Age, Princeton University 
Press, pp. 9 and 11. 
22 See Thomas Renard (2021), Conclusions: The rise and fall of an idea, in Laura C. Ferreira-Pereira and Michael Smith (2021), 
Strategic Partnerships in European Union External Action, p. 314. 
23 European Parliament resolution of 12 March 2019 on the state of EU-Russia political relations, paragraph 3, available at: 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2019-0157_EN.html. 
24 See for example the EU’s 2021 Indo-Pacific Strategy, which states that 'the EU will also pursue its multifaceted engagement 
with China, engaging bilaterally to promote solutions to common challenges, cooperating on issues of common interest, and 
encouraging China to play its part in a peaceful and thriving Indo-Pacific region. At the same time, and working with 
international partners who share similar concerns, the EU will continue to protect its essential interests and promote its values, 
while pushing back where fundamental disagreements exist with China, such as on human rights’. See also p. 4 of the European 
Commission and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy Joint Communication to the European 
Parliament and the Council (2021), available at: 
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/en_strategy_on_strengthening_the_eus_contribution_to_rules-

https://www.egmontinstitute.be/app/uploads/2013/09/ep45.pdf?type=pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2019-0157_EN.html
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/en_strategy_on_strengthening_the_eus_contribution_to_rules-based_multilateralism.pdf
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has called on numerous occasions for pursuing an approach of ‘de-risking’ rather than ‘de-coupling’ the 
EU’s relationship with China across strategic issues25. 

While cooperation with ‘like-minded’ states that share the EU’s values remains a priority and the preferred 
option, EU senior officials dealing with security and defence partnerships recognise that the EU’s approach 
to building cooperative relationships becomes ‘messier and more complex’26. While value-driven 
rationales remain important, compromises need to be reached more frequently when it comes to securing 
important collaborations with countries that share the EU’s interests or priorities, but are not fully adhering 
to EU values27.  

As such, it has become clear during the last year that many countries that were considered important 
partners have not aligned themselves with the EU when it comes to condemning Russia’s war of aggression 
against Ukraine. Indeed, the Russia-Ukraine war has also been a wake-up call for the European Union 
regarding the importance of strategic dialogues and more extensive exchanges with partners on the 
African continent and in the Middle East, as well as with India. This also became apparent during bilateral 
exchanges at the Schuman Forum in March 2023.  

For some partners, it is important that issues of ‘western hypocrisy’ are openly addressed. Often-cited 
examples relate to the US and West’s invasion of Iraq in 2003 without UN Security Council mandate, the 
EU’s response to migration and refugees (which often violate human rights and UN conventions), as well 
as to what is perceived as the unequitable roll-out of the COVID-19 vaccine programme28. Additional 
concerns relate to compromising the support for civil society actors in pursuit of human rights and 
fundamental values (precisely those values which the EU puts at the heart of its external relations) in 
countries where they are persecuted by governments that have become EU strategic partners due to their 
relevance in supporting core EU interests29. Finally, African partners also voiced concern that due to the 
EU’s overwhelming focus on Ukraine, other security and defence partnerships with non-European partners 
might be neglected30. For the EU, the forging and managing of bilateral strategic partnerships will thus not 
only take place in a more difficult geopolitical environment, but also in a climate where local and historical 
sensitivities must be taken into account. In addition, many countries deliberately choose ‘strategic 
neutrality’, and hence will reject EU overtures and partnership advances out of calculated foreign policies 
and national interests31. Thus, advancing a ‘more tailored approach’ as called for by the Strategic Compass 
will not only depend on the EU’s interests, but also on the reservations, perceptions and actual national 
interests and needs of the partner countries. Placing a stronger emphasis on how partners perceive the EU 
(and how they perceive what is to be gained by partnering with the EU in security and defence) is also an 

 

based_multilateralism.pdf ; and The EU strategy for cooperation in the Indo-Pacific, available at: 
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/jointcommunication_2021_24_1_en.pdf. 
25 See for example European Commission (2023) Speech by President von der Leyen at the European Parliament Plenary on the 
need for a coherent strategy for EU-China relations, Strasbourg, 18 April 2023, available online at 
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/speech_23_2333  
26 Interview with senior EEAS official, 27 February 2023. 
27 Idem. 
28 These were some of the themes and discussion point raised during the Schuman Forum – see in particular the speech by the 
representative of the League of Arab States. 
29 Background conversations during the Schuman Forum with a civil society representative from an African country. On the 
importance of an effective approach to supporting civil society, see also Delina Goxho and Assitan Diallo (2023), Donor Dilemmas 
in the Sahel: How the EU can better support civil society in Mali and Niger, available at: 
https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/publications/1421-donor-dilemmas-in-the-sahel. 
30 Background conversations during the Schuman Forum, Brussels, 21 March 2023. 
31 See Lottaz, Pascal (2023), The Future of Neutrality, GCSP Policy Brief No. 4, Geneva: Geneva Centre for Security Policy, available 
at: https://dam.gcsp.ch/files/doc/policy-brief-4-future-of-neutrality 

https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/en_strategy_on_strengthening_the_eus_contribution_to_rules-based_multilateralism.pdf
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/jointcommunication_2021_24_1_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/speech_23_2333
https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/publications/1421-donor-dilemmas-in-the-sahel
https://dam.gcsp.ch/files/doc/policy-brief-4-future-of-neutrality
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important aspect of ‘strategy’32. It has been noted with interest by the EP, for example, that Japan 
mentioned the EU as a partner in security in its latest national security strategy – the first time it has done 
so in such a document33.  

The EU’s approach to building comprehensive and far-reaching partnerships has become more selective, 
and is often based on the criteria of ‘like-mindedness’. Like-mindedness refers to the extent to which a 
country (or organisation) shares the EU’s eschewed values of democracy, commitment to human rights, 
‘effective multilateralism’, and rules-based order, as outlined in the EU’s treaties and most externally-
focused strategy documents34. It can also refer to the extent to which the domestic political systems are 
similar and adhere to democratic principles35. In this context, it is no surprise that cooperation with ‘like-
minded’ partners such as the US, Canada, Norway, Japan, New Zealand and Australia is set to intensify even 
further. What might emerge is indeed a certain ‘variable geometry’ and a more complex network of 
advanced and ‘close-fit’ partnerships (or ‘strategic partnerships plus’, as one analyst has already referred to 
it36) that can advance far, and on many issues in parallel, while the more complex partnerships will require 
more confidence-building, time, patience and modest short-term goals. Indeed, senior officials in the 
European External Action Service (EEAS) are all too aware of the need for ‘small wins’ and confidence-
building measures, such as joint maritime exercises, information sharing, personnel and expert exchanges, 
and event joint anti-piracy operations with external partners in the context of the EU’s naval operation 
EUNAVFOR Atalanta. In the case of like-minded states, the EU’s strategic approach will also become more 
differentiated by recognising that within this group there are partners that are either more crucial for 
aiding the EU’s security and defence goals (such as the US), or have traditionally cooperated extensively 
with the EU on a variety of security initiatives (such as Norway and Canada). 

The EU’s partnership approach is sometimes also in apparent conflict with its parallel quest for ‘strategic 
autonomy’, which by definition requires that the EU acquires capabilities that make it less dependent on 
other countries. This concept is nothing new, and can be traced back to the 1973 declaration on European 
Identity and the concept of ‘preserving independence’37. The beginnings of CSDP itself can also be tracked 
back to the Franco-British St Malo Declaration, and the concept of ‘autonomous action’ in the military 
realm38. And yet, there is no automatic contradiction between the objective of building EU capabilities on 
the one hand, and utilising partnerships to increase the impact of the EU’s capabilities even more, on the 
other. However, partnership cannot and must not be a substitute for postponing vital investments in the 

 
32 Lawrence Freedman (2023), Strategy: A History. 
33 Cabinet Secretariat (December 2022), National Security Strategy of Japan, p. 13 – available at: 
https://www.cas.go.jp/jp/siryou/221216anzenhoshou/nss-e.pdf. The European Parliament noted this in its resolution of 18 
January 2023 on the implementation of the common security and defence policy – annual report 2022 – see: 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2023-0010_EN.html. 
34 See Global Strategy of 2016 and Articles 1a, 2 and 10A of the Lisbon Treaty. 
35 See Christian Rieck (2022), Strange New Worlds: The European Union’s Search for Like-Minded Partners in the Indo-Pacific, in 
Christian Echle and Jan Kliem (eds.) European Strategic Approaches to the Indo-Pacific, Singapore: Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung, 
pp. 39-54. 
36 See Jan Joel Andersson (2023) European Defence Partnerships: Stronger Together, EUISS Brief 3, February 2023, Brussels. 
European Union Institute for Security Studies, available at: 
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Brief_3_Defence%20cooperation.pdf 
37 See paragraph 8 of the 1973 European identity declaration: ‘The Nine, one of whose essential aims is to maintain peace, will 
never succeed in doing so if they neglect their own security. Those of them who are members of the Atlantic Alliance consider 
that in present circumstances there is no alternative to the security provided by the nuclear weapons of the United States and by 
the presence of North American forces in Europe: and they agree that in the light of the relative military vulnerability of Europe, 
the Europeans should, if they wish to preserve their independence, hold to their commitments and make constant efforts to 
ensure that they have adequate means of defence at their disposal.’ 
38 See paragraph 2 of the Franco-British St Malo Declaration (4 December 1998), available at: 
https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/2008/3/31/f3cd16fb-fc37-4d52-936f-c8e9bc80f24f/publishable_en.pdf.  

https://www.cas.go.jp/jp/siryou/221216anzenhoshou/nss-e.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2023-0010_EN.html
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/Brief_3_Defence%20cooperation.pdf
https://www.cvce.eu/content/publication/2008/3/31/f3cd16fb-fc37-4d52-936f-c8e9bc80f24f/publishable_en.pdf
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EU’s security and defence capacities39. As the Strategic Compass clearly underlines ‘We need to be able to 
act rapidly and robustly whenever a crisis erupts, with partners if possible and alone when necessary’ 
(emphasis added)40. 

Next to and in addition to its bilateral partnerships, the EU has a strong track record and legacy of 
cooperating with regional and international organisations in the realm of peace, security and defence. 
Since the inception of CSDP in the late 1990s, the EU has fostered close relations with NATO and the UN. 
Both inter-organisational partnerships have matured during the last 20 years, with an impressive level of 
institutionalisation, joint operations on the ground, and an ever-expanding set of common goals and 
priorities. While EU-NATO relations have received particular attention in recent years – particularly since 
February 2022 – EU-UN relations are, in many ways, at a crossroads. After a brief ‘European return to UN 
peacekeeping in 2014 in the case of MINUSMA’, European contributions and UN peacekeeping more 
generally are facing many challenges. The fact that Russia, a permanent UN Security Council member, is 
waging war against a close European ally is consistently violating the most fundamental principles of the 
UN Charter and the Genocide Convention, and by actively seeking to undermine European security, it is 
also affecting EU-UN relations. 

While the UN places some hope in the Strategic Compass’s partnership dimension (particularly in the 
realms of European capacity building with African partners), there is a danger that the UN is drifting from 
the EU’s list of strategic priorities. While the EU’s (and European capitals’) focus on Ukraine is 
understandable, there is nevertheless – as Sweden’s Defence Minister stressed at the Schuman Forum – no 
‘strategic pause button’. The EU must dedicate equal energy and resources on global security issues 
beyond Ukraine41. To this end, a strong focus on EU-UN cooperation, as well as EU-AU and EU-ASEAN 
cooperation, remains an important priority in the context of the Strategic Compass’s partnership approach. 

3 The Strategic Compass and core bilateral partnerships 
The EU has a long list of partners in its immediate vicinity and across the world. The Strategic Compass 
reflects the EU’s global ambitions, encompassing both its own security but also global security challenges 
affecting both the EU and third countries. This lays the groundwork for strengthening cooperation with 
partners, especially those that at least have some shared interests, relevant capabilities to use, and 
(hopefully) a degree of shared values. Considering that the EU’s own capabilities also have their limits (even 
if they are growing), the EU has to be selective when it comes to the partners it can work with in the context 
of the Strategic Compass. Close neighbours plus selected partners across the globe should thus be 
prioritised, without precluding cooperation with a broader set of actors depending on the security issue 
and area of operation. When it comes to bilateral partnerships, the following are the partners that the EU 
should focus on: the United States and Canada, the UK and Norway, Turkey, Ukraine, Japan, South Korea, 
Australia, and India. 

This means that the EU should reassess its approach towards partnerships, and prioritise like-mindedness 
as much as geographic proximity when it comes to choosing which partners to work more closely with in 
the context of the Strategic Compass. To begin with, military and security cooperation requires a degree 
of trust. This is easier to achieve with partners that share its values; Australia, Canada, Japan, Norway, South 
Korea, Ukraine, or the United States clearly fall within this category. In addition, like-mindedness is usually 
associated with similar interests, such as support for the rule of law, democracy or human rights, as well as 

 
39 For a good summary of the debate on Strategic Autonomy, see Mario Damen (July 2022), EU Strategic Autonomy 2013 – 2023: 
From Concept to Capacity, European Parliamentary Research Service, available at: 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/733589/EPRS_BRI(2022)733589_EN.pdf. 
40 Strategic Compass, op.cit., p. 11 
41 Remarks by the Minister of Defence of Sweden at the Schuman Forum, 21 March 2023. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/733589/EPRS_BRI(2022)733589_EN.pdf
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(more generally) the Liberal International Order; again, the seven countries just mentioned fall within this 
category. Furthermore, these countries have strong capabilities. This should matter to the EU, since it will 
help to create a relationship among equals, from which both sides benefit to a similar degree. With regards 
to other countries, such as India or Turkey, they are also democracies which, even if not like-minded, due 
to their size and – in the case of Turkey – geographic location, should be targeted by the EU via the Strategic 
Compass. Since the EU’s military and bureaucratic resources are limited, it is also more realistic to be 
selective and identify key partners to prioritise, rather than spreading these resources too thin. 

Table 1: Potential cooperation with key partners under the Strategic Compass, based on current EU 
and partner official documents and interviews 

Partner EU Rapid 
Deployment 
Capacity 

CSDP  CMP Disarmament  
and non-
proliferation 

Air security 
operations 

Hybrid 
Toolbox 

Cyber 
Diplomatic 
Toolbox 

FIMI 
Toolbox 

EU 
Space 
Strategy 

European 
Peace 
Facility 

US x x x x x x x x x  

Canada x x x x x x x x x  

UK x x x x x x x x x  

Norway x x  x x x x x  x 

Turkey  x   x x x x   

Ukraine x x   x x x x x  

Japan x x x x x x x x x  

South 
Korea 

x x x x x x x x x  

Australia x x x x x x x x   

India x x x x x x x x x  

Source: authors’ own 

In discussions and interviews with partners that the EU could and should strengthen bilateral security 
cooperation with, there has been a general agreement that cybersecurity is a top priority for 
cooperation, with the Cyber Diplomatic Toolbox generally cited as an instrument that partners find very 
promising. Partners located in the EU’s neighbourhood (e.g., the UK, Norway, Ukraine, and Turkey) discuss 
CSDP missions and operations, hybrid threats, and foreign information and manipulation as priority areas 
for cooperation. Partners located in Asia and the Indo-Pacific (e.g., Japan, South Korea, Australia, India) 
highlight maritime security and stress Coordinated Maritime Presences (CMP) – in particular, in the north-
western Indian Ocean – as an instrument they are paying particular attention to. This does not mean that 
partners in the neighbourhood or in Asia and the Indo-Pacific do not see other potential areas for 
cooperation; they are simply aware that the Strategic Compass is a recent development in the EU’s security 
and defence policy, and also that capabilities have their limits, hence their prioritisation of specific interests 
(at least in the short- to mid-term). In the case of the US, it should be noted that it focuses on almost every 
– if not all – of the elements and instruments included in the Strategic Compass. 
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3.1 The EU’s relations with the United States and Canada 
The United States is the EU’s ‘foremost strategic partner’42, with a strategic partnership that can be traced 
back to the early 1990s in the context of the entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty and cooperation 
during the Balkan Wars. Canada, meanwhile, has also been a strategic partner of the EU since the early 
1990s, with a formal Strategic Partnership in place since 201643. In the case of the US, the bilateral Strategic 
Dialogue on Security and Defence launched in 202244 and the EU-US Trade and Technology Council 
established in 202145 already provide a solid basis for security and defence cooperation. Furthermore, the 
EU-US Dialogue on China, launched in October 2020, and the EU-US Dialogue on Russia, launched in March 
2022, have a security component as well. In addition, both the US and Canada have their own Crisis 
Management FPAs, launched in 201146 and 200547, respectively. Both are key partners in the EU’s Cyber 
Direct Initiative48. Canada also has a bilateral Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with the EU, provisionally applied 
since 201749. Furthermore, both the US and Canada are NATO members, as well as members of the G7, 
further reinforcing ties with the EU and its Member States. 

Regarding the EU-US Strategic Dialogue on Security and dialogues on China and Russia, they have proved 
to be valuable tools for the two sides to coordinate and discuss practical aspects of their bilateral 
cooperation. In particular, the the dialogues have served to establish formal links between officials involved 
in policy implementation on both sides, who can see how their specific area of interaction fits within the 
broader bilateral security cooperation. Furthermore, the dialogues also serve to discuss the policy 
differences between the two sides, and therefore to try to find common ground. It seems that the US side 
also gives value to these dialogues because they should serve to maintain cooperation as administrations 
and personnel change. The example of the Dialogue on China, launched towards the end of the Donald 
Trump presidency and continued under the Joe Biden presidency, confirms this point. 

Considering the US’s unrivalled capabilities and shared interests and values, cooperation between the EU 
and the US in the context of the Strategic Compass could easily include almost all areas and instruments 

 
42 European External Action Service (22 July 2021), The European Union and the United States, available at: 
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/united-states-america/european-union-and-united-states_en?s=253. 
43 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Strategic Partnership Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, 
of the one part, and Canada, of the other part’, 5 August 2016, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2016.329.01.0045.01.ENG 
44 European External Action Service (3 December 2021), Joint Statement by the Secretary of State of the United States of America 
and the EU High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy/Vice President of the European Commission, available at: 
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/eu-us-joint-statement-secretary-state-united-states-america-and-eu-high-representative-
foreign_en. 
45 European Commission (2023), EU-US Trade and Technology Council, available at: https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-
policy/priorities-2019-2024/stronger-europe-world/eu-us-trade-and-technology-council_en. 
46 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision 2011/318/CFSP on the signing and conclusion of the Framework 
Agreement between the United States of America and the European Union on the participation of the United States of America 
in European Union crisis management operations’, 31 May 2011, available at: 
https://www.stradalex.eu/en/se_src_publ_leg_eur_jo/document/ojeu_2011.143.01.0001.01 
47 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision 2005/851/CFSP of concerning the conclusion of the Framework 
Agreement between the European Union and Canada establishing a framework for the participation of Canada in European 
Union crisis management operations’, 21 November 2005, available at: 
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eudn/2005/851?view=extent 
48 EU Cyber Direct Initiative (2023), Cyber Diplomacy Atlas, available at: https://eucyberdirect.eu/atlas. 
49 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) between Canada, of the one 
part, and the European Union and its Member States, of the other part’, 14 January 2017, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:22017A0114(01) 

https://www.eeas.europa.eu/united-states-america/european-union-and-united-states_en?s=253
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2016.329.01.0045.01.ENG
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2016.329.01.0045.01.ENG
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/eu-us-joint-statement-secretary-state-united-states-america-and-eu-high-representative-foreign_en
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/eu-us-joint-statement-secretary-state-united-states-america-and-eu-high-representative-foreign_en
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/stronger-europe-world/eu-us-trade-and-technology-council_en
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/stronger-europe-world/eu-us-trade-and-technology-council_en
https://www.stradalex.eu/en/se_src_publ_leg_eur_jo/document/ojeu_2011.143.01.0001.01
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eudn/2005/851?view=extent
https://eucyberdirect.eu/atlas
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:22017A0114(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:22017A0114(01)


Policy Department, Directorate-General for External Policies 
 

14 

included in the initiative, as per the table above50. Thus, there is scope for cooperation via the EU Rapid 
Deployment Capacity, CSDP missions, CMP, disarmament and non-proliferation, air security operations, 
Hybrid Toolbox, Cyber Diplomatic Toolbox, Foreign Manipulation and Interference (FIMI) Toolbox, or EU 
Space Strategy. Furthermore, given the US’s role in global security, and strong alliances and partnerships 
with some of the EU’s partners (e.g., Canada, the UK, Norway, Japan, South Korea, Australia, and now 
Ukraine), security and defence cooperation with the US will include both bilateral and 
trilateral/minilateral/multilateral forms of collaboration. An important further step in EU-US cooperation in 
security and defence has been the decision by the US Department of Defense in April to enter into an 
administrative agreement to participate in the EU’s European Defence Agency (EDA). Thanks to this 
agreement, the US Department of Defense will enter a regular dialogue with the EDA on all topics within 
the agency’s remit, send invitations for both sides to attend each other’s meetings as appropriate, and 
launch consultations on several issues, such as the impact of EU Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and 
Restriction of Chemicals Regulation (REACH), military mobility, supply chain issues, and the impact of 
climate change on defence. Nonetheless, it should be said that there are some concerns about the 
implications of this agreement for the European defence industry if US firms receive funding from the 
European Defence Fund. This is an issue that the EU and EU Member States will need to carefully consider, 
given the potential benefits of closer EDA-US Department of Defense links. 

Cooperation with the US would bring several benefits to the EU’s Strategic Compass. To begin with, the EU 
should be able to gain easier access to US information, intelligence, and technologies in areas such as 
cyber, FIMI, or space that otherwise would be more difficult to access. Furthermore, security cooperation 
with the US should help the EU to use its resources in a more cost-effective manner as it benefits from the 
US’s material capabilities and human resources. In addition, the EU has identified the Indo-Pacific as a key 
area of focus of its foreign and security policy. Thanks to cooperation with the US via the Strategic Compass, 
the EU should also be able to boost links with partners in the region with which the US has long-standing 
alliances and partnerships – most notably, Australia, Japan, and South Korea. 

Certainly, the return of Donald Trump to the presidency of the US, or the election of a president similarly 
sceptical of the EU and other allies and partners, would have a negative impact on EU-US cooperation. In 
this respect, strengthening practical security and defence cooperation between the EU and the US would 
serve to address some of the negative political consequences of this hypothetical development. The main 
reason for this is that there is a broad agreement among US government agencies that the US needs to 
work together with partners, including the EU, as it confronts the threat that it feels from China, Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine, and other threats, such as Iran or North Korea. 

In the case of Canada, the scope of Strategic Compass-cooperation includes almost all areas, as per the 
table above. In particular, CMP and disarmament and non-proliferation cooperation could increase given 
Canada’s growing focus on the Indo-Pacific region, similarly to the case of the EU. Plus, cooperation via the 
Cyber Diplomatic and Foreign Information Manipulation and Interference (FIMI) Toolboxes should also be 
prioritised, considering that Canada shares its concerns about attacks and interference by countries such 
as China, North Korea or Russia with the EU. In light of growing cooperation in the context of supporting 
Ukraine to protect itself against Russia’s aggression, as well as Canada’s October 2022 Indo-Pacific strategy, 
cooperation in both Europe’s neighbourhood and in the Indo-Pacific is poised to grow. 

 
50 With regards to disarmament and non-proliferation, concerns have been raised about whether AUKUS, of which the US is part, 
breaches the Non-Proliferation Treaty. These concerns are not shared by AUKUS members, and their commitment to the NPT 
regime continues unchanged on paper. As for air security operations, the Kabul airlift of August 2021 should serve as an example 
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of existing cooperation in this area. 
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3.2 The EU’s relations with the United Kingdom and Norway 
The United States aside, Norway is arguably the EU’s strongest security partner. The UK should also be, 
even though regrettably it turned down the EU’s offer to set up a partnership during the Brexit agreement 
negotiation process. The UK joining the EU’s Military Mobility agreement in November 2022 suggests, 
however, that it is considering stronger security ties with the EU. Furthermore, Russia’s aggression against 
Ukraine is serving to deepen political and security ties between the EU and its two neighbours. In the case 
of the UK, the Trade and Cooperation Agreement of 2021 lays out the basis for broader cooperation51. 
Furthermore, this February’s Windsor Political Declaration should also open the door for closer cooperation 
by strengthening the Northern Ireland Protocol52. The UK is also a partner in the EU’s Cyber Direct 
Initiative53. As for Norway, the Economic Area Agreement of 1994, plus a series of other bilateral 
agreements, make it one of the EU’s closest partners54. In the specific area of security and defence, Norway’s 
Crisis Management Participation Agreement entered into force in 200555. Also, the EU and Norway 
launched a bilateral Dialogue on Security and Defence in March 2021. 

Accordingly, cooperation between the EU and UK is poised to grow – possibly including within the 
framework of the Strategic Compass, as laid out in the table above. In the case of the UK, potential areas 
for cooperation could include all areas and instruments that are part of the initiative, especially when 
considering that several of them were already in place or designed when the UK was an EU Member State. 
In particular, cooperation with the UK in Europe’s neighbourhood in the areas of CSDP missions and 
disarmament, and non-proliferation, especially in North Africa and the Middle East, should be easier to 
implement than in other regions, given their direct impact on Europe-wide security – including the UK 
itself. Beyond this region, cooperation in the area of CMP in the Indo-Pacific should be possible considering 
the EU’s and the UK’s growing focus on the region. As cases in point, the UK is already working together 
with EU member states in the areas of cyber and maritime security, which opens the door to potential 
cooperation via the Strategic Compass’ Cyber Diplomatic Toolbox and CMP, respectively. The UK also 
shares the EU’s concerns about cyber-attacks and FIMI, which should help boost links via the Cyber 
Diplomatic and FIMI Toolboxes. There is also scope for cooperation beyond the EU’s neighbourhood, for 
example through CSDP operations and missions in Sub-Saharan Africa or CMPs in the Indo-Pacific. The 
growing ties between the EU and NATO should also support closer EU-UK security links, as well as the UK’s 
membership of the G7. For example, EU member states, the EU, and the UK have been able to better discuss 
and coordinate support for Ukraine in its war against Russia thanks to NATO. Meanwhile, the G7 is 
increasingly becoming forum in which security matters are discussed, thus providing a neutral ground for 
EU, selected EU member state, and UK officials to discuss security, along with other partners. 

In the case of Norway, there can be cooperation in almost all areas of action and instruments within the 
remit of the Strategic Compass, as per the table above. In particular, CSDP operations and missions is an 
area in which ongoing cooperation could be expanded in Europe’s neighbourhood, particularly North 

 
51 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Trade and Cooperation Agreement between the European Union and the European 
Atomic Energy Committee, of the one part, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, of the other part’, 30 
April 2021, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.L_.2021.149.01.0010.01.ENG 
52 European Commission, ‘Windsor Political Declaration by the European Commission and the Government of the United 
Kingdom’, 27 February 2023, available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/api/files/attachment/874613/Factsheet.pdf.pdf.  
53 EU Cyber Direct Initiative, ‘Cyber Diplomacy Atlas’. See https://eucyberdirect.eu/atlas 
54 Official Journal of the European Communities, ‘Agreement on the European Economic Area’, 3 January 1994, available at: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=OJ:L:1994:001:FULL&from=ES 
55 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision 2005/191/CFSP of 18 October 2004 concerning the conclusion of 
agreements between the European Union and the Republic of Iceland, the Kingdom of Norway and Romania establishing a 
framework for the participation of the Republic of Iceland, the Kingdom of Norway and Romania in European Union crisis-
management operations’, 18 October 2004. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.L_.2021.149.01.0010.01.ENG
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/api/files/attachment/874613/Factsheet.pdf.pdf
https://eucyberdirect.eu/atlas
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=OJ:L:1994:001:FULL&from=ES
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=OJ:L:1994:001:FULL&from=ES
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Africa and the Middle East. Furthermore, Norway shares the EU’s concerns about cyber-attacks and FIMI. It 
should therefore be possible to boost links with Norway via the Cyber Diplomatic and FIMI Toolboxes. 
Norway is also a contributor to the EPF already, pledging approximately EUR 14.5 million in October 2022 
in support of Ukraine. It should be possible to build on this contribution to boost cooperation with Norway 
within the framework of the EPF. Similarly to the case of the UK, stronger ties between the EU and NATO 
should also benefit security cooperation between the EU and Norway. 

The EU would benefit from security cooperation with the UK and Norway via the Strategic Compass in 
several ways. To begin with, the EU would be able to share information, intelligence, or material resources. 
It would thus have access to assets that otherwise it would not have access to. Furthermore, cooperation 
with the UK and Norway should help the Strategic Compass to operate in a more cost-effective manner. 
The EPF is a case in point, with Norway’s financial pledges already helping the EU in this respect. 

3.3 The EU’s relations with Turkey 
EU-Turkey relations have deteriorated in recent years due to the democratic backsliding of the latter over 
the past two decades,56 tensions over the use of migrant and refugee flows as a bargaining chip by 
Turkey,57 as well as, most recently, Turkey’s balancing act towards Russia following its invasion of Ukraine.58 
Growing tensions between Greece and Cyprus over underwater fossil fuel extraction and more general 
territorial disputes also limit the scope for potential cooperation.59 However, Turkey remains an important 
partner for the EU even if not like-minded. In particular, the Customs Union Agreement that entered into 
force in 1995,60 plus the Crisis Management Framework Participation Agreement launched in 2006,61 
provide a basis for cooperation in the area of security and defence. In addition, the EU’s size, plus Turkey’s 
proximity to it and geographical position between Europe, the Middle East, and Asia, make security 
cooperation with the EU desirable. 

Within the remit of the Strategic Compass, the EU should be able to cooperate with Turkey in several areas, 
as noted in the table above. Having said that, currently CSDP missions may be the area in which 
cooperation could be easier, given shared concerns about instability in North Africa and the Middle East. 
In theory, Turkey’s membership of NATO should also help boost EU-Turkey security cooperation as the EU 
deepens ties with NATO. However, Turkey is seen as an opponent of closer EU-NATO links, more recently 
raising objections to Sweden’s bid to join the organisation.62 Thus, closer EU-NATO links could actually have 

 
56 See, for example, the Democracy Index published by the Economist Intelligence Unit. The 2022 report is available at: 
https://www.eiu.com/n/campaigns/democracy-index-2022/.  
57 Ilke Toygur, Funda Tekin, Eduard Soler i Lecha and Nicholas Danforth, Turkey’s foreign policy and its consequences for the EU 
(European Parliament, February 2022), available at: 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2022/653662/EXPO_IDA(2022)653662_EN.pdf 
58 Yevgeniya Gaber, ‘One year into the war, it’s time for Ukraine to reconsider its Ukraine-Russia balancing act’, Atlantic Council, 1 
March 2023, available at: https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/turkeysource/one-year-into-the-war-its-time-for-turkey-to-
reconsider-its-ukraine-russia-balancing-act/ 
59 Nektaria Stamouli, ‘Cyprus has gas for Europe. A decades-old conflict is keeping it untouched’, 9 June 2022, available at: 
https://www.politico.eu/article/cyprus-gas-europe-decade-old-conflict-untouched/ 
60 Official Journal of the European Communities, ‘Council Decision No 1/95 of the EC-Turkey Association Council of 22 December 
1995’ on implementing the final phase of the Customs Union’, 22 December 1995, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1996:035:0001:0046:EN:PDF. 
61 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision 2006/482/CFSP of 10 April 2006 concerning the conclusion of the 
Agreement between the European Union and the Republic of Turkey establishing a framework for the participation of the 
Republic of Turkey in European Union crisis management operations’, 10 April 2006, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/MT/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32006D0482. 
62 Agence France-Presse, ‘Erdogan says Turkey may accept Finland into NATO without Sweden’, The Guardian, 30 January 2023, 
available at: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/jan/30/erdogan-says-turkey-may-accept-finland-into-nato-without-
sweden. 
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a negative effect on the EU’s security cooperation with Turkey if it becomes a political issue. It should also 
be noted that Turkey has prevented fluid information sharing between the EU’s Operation IRINI and NATO’s 
Operation Sea Guardian, which suggests that it would be better for the EU to take a pragmatic approach 
to security cooperation with Turkey based on modest goals. 

3.4 The EU’s relations with Ukraine 
Ukraine is poised to become an even closer partner for the EU, mainly as a result of rapidly expanding 
cooperation following Russia’s aggression. Furthermore, Ukraine obtaining EU candidate status in June 
2022 will create the framework for, among others, deeper foreign policy and security ties.63 It should be 
noted, in any case, that bilateral EU-Ukraine relations were already taking a positive direction prior to 
Russia’s actions. Indeed, Ukraine has an Association Agreement provisionally applied since 2016,64 a 
Comprehensive Management Framework Participation Agreement in place since 2005,65 and a Deep and 
Comprehensive FTA also provisionally applied since 2016.66 Ukraine is a Cyber Direct partner too.67 

Cooperation between the EU and Ukraine within the framework set up by the Strategic Compass could 
potentially include almost all areas and instruments, as per the table above. Understandably, and as long 
as Russia’s invasion of the country continues, the Cyber Diplomatic Toolbox, the FIMI Toolbox and the 
European Peace Facility will be the main instruments for cooperation between Ukraine and the EU. 

With Russia’s aggression having seemingly no prospect of ending in the short-term, EU-Ukraine security 
cooperation could grow rapidly. The EU has revised and expanded the mandate of EUAM Ukraine, set up a 
new EUMAM training mission to train Ukrainian military personnel, provided successive rounds of EPF 
funding to provide weapons and ammunition, and set up an EU Military Staff (EUMS) clearing house to 
coordinate supply and demand. Furthermore, Russia’s aggression of Ukraine has opened the path for 
Ukraine to future membership of the EU. Therefore, the Strategic Compass should serve as a gateway for 
Ukraine to initiate a step-by-step integration into the EU’s security framework. 

3.5 The EU’s relations with Japan and South Korea 
Japan and South Korea are the EU’s two closest strategic partners in Asia and the Indo-Pacific, and 
increasingly important partners globally. This close partnership has been reinforced by Japan and South 
Korea’s strong support for Ukraine as its battles Russia’s aggression, as well as by shared concerns about 
the security implications of China’s rise. Japan has had a strategic partnership with the EU since the 1990s, 
formalised in the Strategic Partnership Agreement of 2018.68 South Korea, meanwhile, has had a Strategic 

 
63 Council of the European Union (2023), ‘EU Enlargement Policy – Ukraine’, available at: 
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/enlargement/ukraine/.  
64 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Association Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the 
one part, and Ukraine, of the other part’, 29 May 2014, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:22014A0529(01)&from=EN 
65 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision 2005/495/CFSP of 13 June 2005 concerning the conclusion of an 
Agreement between the European Union and Ukraine establishing a framework for the participation of Ukraine in European 
Union crisis management operations’, 13 June 2005. 
66 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Association Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the 
one part, and Ukraine, of the other part’, 29 May 2014. 
67 EU Cyber Direct Initiative, ‘Cyber Diplomacy Atlas’. 
68 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision (EU) 2018/1197 of 26 June 2018 on the signing, on behalf of the 
European Union, and provisional application of the Strategic Partnership Agreement between the European Union and its 
Member States, of the one part, and Japan, of the other part’, 26 June 2018, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32018D1197 
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Partnership Agreement with the EU since 2010.69 In addition, South Korea has a Crisis Management 
Participation Agreement that entered into force in 2014.70 Both Japan and South Korea also have their 
respective Digital Partnerships with the EU, signed in May 2022 and November 2022,71 respectively. Both 
countries are among the partners that the Enhancing EU Security Cooperation In and With Asia (ESIWA) 
project, funded by the EU, the German Federal Foreign Office and the French Ministry for Europe and 
Foreign Affairs, has been focusing on since 2020,72 and are part of EU Cyber Direct.73 In addition, Japan has 
had an Economic Partnership Agreement with the EU in place since 2019,74 while South Korea has had a 
FTA applied since 2011.75 Security relations between the EU on the one hand, and Japan and South Korea 
on the other, also benefit from growing NATO-Asia-Pacific partners (AP4) cooperation. In the case of Japan, 
its membership of the G7 supports stronger security ties with the EU. 

In the context of the Strategic Compass, cooperation between the EU on the one hand, and Japan and 
South Korea on the other can encompass almost all the areas and instruments included in the document, 
as shown in the table above. Japan’s National Security Strategy and South Korea’s Indo-Pacific Strategy, 
both of them published in December 2022, lay out each country’s security strategy and the basis for 
cooperation with partners – including the EU, which both Japan and South Korea mention by name in their 
respective strategies. Promising areas of cooperation also include CMP, especially if the EU increases its 
presence and actions in the north-western Indian Ocean. In this respect, South Korea is the only Asian 
country with a Crisis Management Participation Agreement in place, as mentioned above, which has 
served EUNAVFOR Atalanta to cooperate with South Korea’s Cheonghae Unit. This could serve as a 
template for cooperation within the framework of CMP missions. As for Japan, EUNAVFOR Atalanta has 
also cooperated with the Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force, paving the way for joint work within the CMF 
framework. In addition, disarmament and non-proliferation in the Indo-Pacific-Middle East nexus will be 
key areas for cooperation. As a case in point, the EU has a long-standing collaboration with both Japan and 
South Korea to prevent North Korea’s proliferation activities via sanctions and also the Proliferation 
Security Initiative (PSI). Also, the Cyber Diplomatic and FIMI Toolboxes should be used to action 
cooperation, given Japan and South Korea’s concerns about China, North Korea and Russia’s actions in 
these areas – concerns shared by the EU. In addition, the EU’s Indo-Pacific Strategy and growing presence 
in the region would be welcomed, and would strengthen security cooperation with Japan and South Korea. 
In particular, Japan and South Korea would look to focus on maritime security and cyber security 
cooperation, including capacity building. Meanwhile, cooperation in the context of CSDP in regions such 
as Africa, or through EUNAVFOR Atalanta, is taking place and poised to continue. 

There would be specific benefits for the EU from boosting cooperation with Japan and South Korea. To 
start with, both Asian countries have strong material capabilities and human resources. Therefore, the EU 

 
69 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Framework Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, on the 
one part, and the Republic of Korea, on the other part’, 23 January 2013, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32013D0040 
70 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision 2014/326/CFSP of 28 January 2014 on the signing and conclusion of 
the Agreement between the European Union and the Republic of Korea establishing a framework for the participation of the 
Republic of Korea in European Union crisis management operations’, 28 January 2014. 
71 European Commission, ‘Digital Partnerships’, 1 February 2023, available at: https://digital-
strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/partnerships 
72 Expertise France, ‘ESIWA – Enhancing the European Union’s Security Cooperation In and With Asia’, 11 February 2022, available 
at: https://www.expertisefrance.fr/en/fiche-projet?id=861449 
73 EU Cyber Direct Initiative, ‘Cyber Diplomacy Atlas’. 
74 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Agreement between the European Union and Japan for Economic Partnership’, 1 
February 2022. 
75 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Free Trade Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the one 
part, and the Republic of Korea, of the other part’, 14 May 2011, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:22011A0514(01) 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32013D0040
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32013D0040
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/partnerships
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/partnerships
https://www.expertisefrance.fr/en/fiche-projet?id=861449
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:22011A0514(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:22011A0514(01)


The Strategic Compass: Implementing the partnership dimension in the area of security and defence 

 

19 

could gain access to information, intelligence, and military equipment. As a case in point, several European 
countries supporting Ukraine have acquired South Korean weapons to replenish their stocks. And both 
Japan and South Korea are developing high-tech weapons projects with European partners, including Italy 
or Poland. Furthermore, Japan and South Korea have strong security networks in the Indo-Pacific region 
via dialogues, equipment transfers and joint projects, or information sharing. Cooperation with Japan and 
South Korea could help the EU to strengthen relations with third countries in the region, and also to 
facilitate its capacity building activities. Also, Japan and South Korea are US allies with increasingly global 
alliances. Thus, the EU could also further strengthen relations with the US, which remains its closest security 
partner, by working together with Japan and South Korea. 

3.6 The EU’s relations with Australia 
Australia is a natural security and defence partner for the EU, despite the setback for cooperation resultant 
from the AUKUS agreement. Mutual interests, in particular in the Indo-Pacific region, mean that relations 
still have plenty of room for improvement. Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and Australia’s strong support for 
Ukraine, together with shared views about the potential security implications of the rise of China, should 
serve to deepen bilateral security links. More formally, Australia has had a Crisis Management Participation 
Agreement in place since 2015,76 and is also part of the EU Cyber Direct project.77 The NATO-AP4 
framework, of which Australia is part, should also serve to enhance security and defence ties with the EU. 

EU-Australia security cooperation in the context of the Strategic Compass could potentially encompass 
almost all of the areas and instruments that are part of it, as per the table above. In particular, CMP and 
disarmament and non-proliferation in the Indo-Pacific, and its links to the Middle East in the case of the 
latter, are areas that the EU should prioritise. In addition, the Cyber Diplomatic and FIMI Toolboxes should 
be used to strengthen ties with Australia, given the concerns that it shares with the EU regarding foreign 
cyber-attacks and interference. More generally, the EU’s Indo-Pacific Strategy, and greater attention to and 
physical presence in the region, should help to deepen ties with Australia. This is particularly the case in 
the areas of maritime security and cyber security, which are of particular importance to Australia – 
including capacity building. 

The EU could benefit from security cooperation with Australia in different ways. To begin with, Australia 
has material capabilities and human resources that can complement those of the EU, thus allowing the EU 
to gain access to information, intelligence, and, potentially, military equipment. For example and in spite 
of the rancour created by AUKUS, its second pillar focusing on critical technologies could open the way for 
Australia to work together with the EU. Also, Australia’s security strategy is focused on the Indo-Pacific 
primarily for geographical reasons. Therefore, the EU could benefit from closer cooperation with Australia 
as it carves its own security presence in the region. 

3.7 The EU’s relations with India 
India could become an important security and defence partner for the EU, particularly given its shared 
concern about the security implications of China’s rise. But it should be noted that India’s stance on Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine has raised strong doubts about the scope for bilateral cooperation, with multiple 
European stakeholders pointing out that India is providing economic support to Russia to continue its 
invasion. Yet, the EU and India have an institutional basis for cooperation. This includes ESIWA’s targeting 

 
76 Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Decision 2015/916/CFSP of 22 July 2013 on the signing and conclusion of the 
Agreement between the European Union and Australia establishing a framework for the participation of Australia in European 
Union crisis management operations’, 22 July 2013. 
77 EU Cyber Direct Initiative, ‘Cyber Diplomacy Atlas’. 
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of India since its launch in 2020,78 India’s partnership with EU Cyber Direct,79 the EU-India Trade and 
Technology Council launched in February 2023,80 and Critical Maritime Routes Indian Ocean’s (CRIMARIO) 
work with India.81 EUNAVOR Atalanta has also been working together with the Indian Navy in the Gulf of 
Aden. 

In theory, India could cooperate with the EU via its Strategic Compass in most areas and instruments, as 
stated above. In particular, CMP in the Indo-Pacific should serve to strengthen links with India, given its 
growing maritime presence in the region. Other than that, the EU’s Indo-Pacific Strategy should help to 
deepen ties with India in areas of cyber security that are of specific concern to India. 

4 The Strategic Compass and core inter-organisational 
partnerships 

4.1 The EU’s relations with NATO 
For EU-NATO relations, 2022 was not only a decisive year due to the far-reaching ramifications of Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine, but also because both the EU and NATO released two important guiding documents 
for their respective security and defence policies. In the case of the EU, 2022 saw the publication of the 
long-awaited Strategic Compass in March 2022, and in the case of NATO, its equally long-awaited new 
Strategic Concept was released in June 2022.82 In addition, in January 2023 both organisations issued their 
third official Joint Declaration, underlining their shared values and commitment to cooperating on a wide 
range of security and defence matters.83 Taken together, these three documents re-affirm the agenda for 
a ‘mutually reinforcing strategic partnership’ in security and defence across seven identified areas.84 This 
‘common set of proposals’ for cooperation was already identified in the 2016 Warsaw EU-NATO 
declaration, and includes:85 

1. Countering hybrid threats (including through cooperation in situational awareness, strategic 
communication, crisis response and bolstering resilience); 

2. Operational cooperation, including on maritime issues; 

3. Cyber security and defence; 

 
78 Expertise France, ‘ESIWA – Enhancing the European Union’s Security Cooperation In and With Asia’. See 
https://www.expertisefrance.fr/en/renforcement-des-systemes-de-
sante?p_p_id=101&p_p_lifecycle=0&p_p_state=maximized&p_p_mode=view&_101_struts_action=%2Fasset_publisher%2Fvie
w_content&_101_assetEntryId=861453&_101_type=content&_101_urlTitle=esiwa-renforcer 
79 EU Cyber Direct Initiative, ‘Cyber Diplomacy Atlas’. 
80 European Commission, ‘EU-India: new Trade and Technology Council to lead on digital transformation, green technologies and 
trade’, 6 February 2023, available at: https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/eu-india-new-trade-and-technology-council-
lead-digital-transformation-green-technologies-and-trade 
81 EU CRIMARIO (2017), ‘Rationale & Objectives’, available at: https://www.crimario.eu/en/the-project/rationale-objectives/ 
82 See North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2022), NATO 2022 Strategic Concept, 29 June 2022, available at: 
https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/2022/6/pdf/290622-strategic-concept.pdf. 
83 See North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2023), ‘Joint Declaration on EU-NATO Cooperation 
by the President of the European Council, the President of the European Commission, and the Secretary General of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization’, 10 January 2023, available at: https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_210549.htm. 
84 Ibid, paragraph 11. 
85 See Council of the European Union (2016) Annex to the Annex of the Council Conclusions on the Implementation of the Joint 
Declaration by the President of the European Council, the President of the European Commission and the Secretary General of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 6 December 2016, pp. 5-10, available at: 
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-15283-2016-INIT/en/pdf. 
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4. Defence capabilities: Coherence, interoperability, complementarity and closer cooperation; 

5. Defence industry and research; 

6. Exercises: Parallel and coordinated exercises, staff-to-staff exercises, reciprocal invitations and 
sharing of lessons learned; 

7. Defence and security capacity building with a variety of partners. 

In addition, and as a cross-cutting goal, both organisations committed to ‘strengthening political dialogue 
between the EU and NATO’.86 In 2016 and 2017, they agreed to advance 74 envisaged ‘partnership actions’ 
across the common set of 7 proposals.87 Annual progress reports provide summary overviews of the status 
of implementation, and provide a glimpse of an ever-growing comprehensive security and defence 
partnership.88 In January 2023, both organisations announced the creation of a Joint Task Force on 
‘resilience of critical infrastructure’, adding another dimension for cooperation (and reinforcing the existing 
resilience approach in the cyber domain) – particularly in the wake of the Baltic Sea oil pipeline sabotage 
incident in September 2022.89 

Both organisations have also increased their cooperation through parallel and coordinated military 
exercises – i.e., involving each other’s military staff and planners in the preparation and implementation of 
military exercises.90 In response to the new security environment, both organisations have identified 
‘military mobility’ as a ‘flagship initiative’, and as a ‘high priority for both organisations’.91 As a result, the 
EU’s PESCO projects on military mobility have also been opened to non-EU NATO members, such as the 
US, Norway and the UK.  

Indeed, the EU-NATO partnership has developed steadily and sturdily since the mid-1990s into one of the 
most densely institutionalised cooperation schemes between two autonomous organisations. While initial 
joint activities focused mostly on military crisis management operations in the Balkans under the so-called 
‘Berlin Plus Agreement’92, more recent initiatives centre, in particular, on countering hybrid threats, 
cybersecurity and defence-related aspects related to the Russian (and, to some extent, Chinese) threat.  

The new geopolitical environment has also clearly affected the strategic orientation of both organisations, 
their respective threat assessments, and their shared cooperation priorities. China’s increasing geopolitical 
assertiveness but – above all – Russia’s brutal war of aggression against Ukraine and the wider security 
implications of Russia’s military involvement in parts of Africa, particularly with the help of the Wagner 
Group, have focused the minds of both EU and NATO officials during the last year. Yet, our interviews have 
also indicated that it is far from clear how both organisations should deal with Russia’s growing threat, 

 
86 Ibid, p. 10. 
87 Sebastian Clapp (2023) The Third Joint EU-NATO Declaration, European Parliamentary Research Service, February 2023, 
available at: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2023/739333/EPRS_ATA(2023)739333_EN.pdf. 
88 For the latest (seventh) progress report, see the website of the Council of the European Union at 
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/57184/eu-nato-progress-report.pdf 
89 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2023) NATO and European Union launch task force on resilience of critical infrastructure, 16 
March 2023, available at: https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_212874.htm. 
90 Such as most recently the participation of NATO staff in the EU’s Military Exercise ‘EU Integrated Resolve’ in 2022 and EU staff 
participation in NATO’s Crisis Management Exercise of 2023. 
91 Council of the European Union (2022), Seventh progress report on the implementation of the common 
set of proposals endorsed by EU and NATO Councils on 6 December 2016 and 5 December 2017, 20 June 2022, p.7., available at: 
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/57184/eu-nato-progress-report.pdf 
92 The Berlin Plus agreement was concluded in 2003 to lay the foundations for inter-organisational cooperation, particularly in 
the field of military crisis management. It provided for modalities under which the EU could ‘borrow’ and ’use’ NATO assets and 
capabilities for conducting EU military operations in the framework of CSDP.  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2023/739333/EPRS_ATA(2023)739333_EN.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/57184/eu-nato-progress-report.pdf
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_212874.htm
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/57184/eu-nato-progress-report.pdf
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both from a collective defence (in the case of the wider implications of the Russia-Ukraine war for Europe’s 
immediate neighbourhood) and comprehensive security (when it comes to Wagner’s growing influence in 
Africa) angle.93 Thus, beyond cooperation potentials, the actual practicalities of cooperation and advancing 
complementarities still require more attention. 

During the Schuman Security and Defence Forum on 21 March, several civil society representatives from 
African partners highlighted the importance of listening more carefully to the security needs of the local 
populations in countries where the EU is now strategically competing with Russia and the Wagner Group 
(see also section below on EU-UN cooperation).94 Here, the EU-NATO partnership should take advantage 
of stronger exchanges when it comes to capacity building in Africa – an area in which NATO has also built 
up some considerable presence and relations with the AU.95 For the EP, opportunities in the area also 
emerge when it comes to coordination and cooperation with NATO’s Parliamentary Assembly 
Subcommittees on NATO Partnerships (PCNP) and on Transition and Development (ESCTD),who 
frequently focus their delegation visits on security and capacity building issues in Africa.96 At the same time, 
NATO faces the challenge of a negative image among some countries on the African continent and among 
non-aligned countries. This tendency has been exacerbated by targeted disinformation advanced by 
Russia in relation to African states. This also points towards further potentials for EU-NATO cooperation in 
tackling disinformation.97 

Despite ongoing political obstacles, such as the well-known Turkey-Cyprus problem, both organisations 
have managed to increase their cooperation and coordination in recent years. Particularly since 2022, ‘staff-
to-staff level contacts, exchanges and cooperation have never been so extensive and frequent’.98 Yet the 
very fact that most of these exchanges have to take place in informal configurations, instead of in the form 
of high-level political initiatives, remains a strategic problem for both organisations. It has not gone 
unnoticed that the EU and NATO managed to meet only once in 2022 in the high-level North Atlantic 
Council – Political Security Committee format. Turkey’s recent ‘unreasonable conditions’ placed on Finland 
and, in particular, Sweden’s accession to NATO have not helped matters. Other, less fundamental hiccups 
include the delay in getting the third EU-NATO declaration over the finishing line (with senior officials from 
both organisations blaming each other for the delays), and continued minor rivalries over visibility, which 
all belong to the usual background noise of inter-organisational relations.99 

Those issues notwithstanding, the EU-NATO partnership is set to grow even further in scope and depth, 
provided the political problems at the intergovernmental level are solved in the near future. The first 

 
93 Interview with senior EU Military Staff official, Brussels, 24 February 2023. 
94 See also Signe Marie Cold-Ravnkilde (2023), EU vs Wagner paramilitaries: a view from the ground in Mali, EUobserver, 15 
February 2023, available at: https://euobserver.com/opinion/156703. 
95 For an overview, see NATO (2022), Cooperation with the African Union, available at: 
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_8191.htm. 
96 See NATO Parliamentary Assembly (2019), Mission Report Addis Ababa Ethiopia (23–2 September 2019) by the PCNP and 
ESCTD, 31 October 2019, available at: https://www.nato-pa.int/download-file?filename=/sites/default/files/2019-
12/209%20JOINT%2019%20E%20-%20Ethiopia%20Mission%20Report%20PCNP%20and%20ESCTD.pdf. 
97 See Mary Blankenship and Aloysius Uche Ordu (2022) Russia’s Disinformation in Africa: What is sticking and what is not? Africa 
In Focus, October 2022, Washington: Brookings Institution, available online at https://www.brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-
focus/2022/10/17/russian-disinformation-in-africa-whats-sticking-and-whats-not/  
98 Interview with senior official in EEAS dealing with NATO relations, 27 February 2023, Brussels. 
99 One such recent rivalry was over which organisation should take the public credit for Europe’s response to the earthquake in 
Turkey/Syria in February 2023. The European Union activated the European Civil Protection Mechanism, committed a total of 6.5 
million euro to the relief efforts, and dispatched over 30 rescue teams. NATO used its Strategic Airlift Capacity to fly in rescue and 
aid equipment, including emergency shelter facilities. In future, cooperation and better coordination between both 
organisations in case of civilian crisis management should be advanced (Interview with senior EEAS official and mid-level NATO 
civilian official). 

https://euobserver.com/opinion/156703
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_8191.htm
https://www.nato-pa.int/download-file?filename=/sites/default/files/2019-12/209%20JOINT%2019%20E%20-%20Ethiopia%20Mission%20Report%20PCNP%20and%20ESCTD.pdf
https://www.nato-pa.int/download-file?filename=/sites/default/files/2019-12/209%20JOINT%2019%20E%20-%20Ethiopia%20Mission%20Report%20PCNP%20and%20ESCTD.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-focus/2022/10/17/russian-disinformation-in-africa-whats-sticking-and-whats-not/
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Annual Progress Report on the Implementation of the Strategic Compass, which announced that both 
organisations ‘will work towards a comprehensive and forward- looking implementation document, 
embracing the full-spectrum of our cooperation agenda’ underlines the level of ambition.100 The mood 
surrounding EU-NATO relations was also buoyant during the Schuman Forum, with unusually high praise 
from the US Permanent Representative to NATO about the EU’s ‘remarkable collection of concrete actions 
in security and defence […] that really is making a difference in security around the world – not just in 
Ukraine’.101 She highlighted, in particular, the impact of the European Peace Facility, the EU training mission 
for the Ukrainian armed forces, and the EU’s more recent actions in the Balkans.102 These views from the US 
are broadly in line with the latest implementation report of the EU-NATO ‘common set of proposals’, which 
stressed that the ‘strategic partnership is more robust and relevant than ever at this critical moment for 
Euro-Atlantic security’.103 

An opportunity for further EU-NATO coordination and mutual reinforcement lies in both organisations’ 
external partnership approaches themselves. While the EU is reinforcing its strategic partnership approach 
in security and defence, NATO has been doing the same through a variety of programmes, activities and 
tools, including a ‘Partnerships 360 Symposium’ not dissimilar to the EU’s new Schuman Forum.104 Given 
NATO’s parallel emphasis on global partnerships beyond the North Atlantic area, both the EU and NATO 
would benefit from a joint partnership approach in areas of common interest and priorities related to 
security and defence. 

Yet, advances at the institutional and staff-to-staff to levels as well as diplomatic niceties should not distract 
from the fact that both organisations have to use the momentum to address fundamental obstacles to 
closer relations in the operational domain. The well-known Turkey-Cyprus-Greece problem continues to 
weigh down on the partnership and on any more ambitious plans to advance cooperation in vital fields. 
The strongest potentials lie in even stronger cooperation in the cyber-domain (where most progress has 
been taking place, including one of the largest joint cyber exercises in April 2023), but also in new areas 
such as security and defence aspects in the space domain. More clarity on where a ‘division of labour’ and 
where ‘cooperation and complementarities’ should be advanced is also necessary – even though these 
discussions have been very difficult in the past. The biggest elephant in the room remains the future 
position of the US administration. Even if the next administration retains a pro-NATO and pro-EU stance, 
the continued American pivot to the Indo-Pacific requires the Europeans to focus with increasing ‘strategic 
autonomy’ on security and defence issues in Europe and the wider region. Yet, the fact that both the EU 
and NATO rely on consensus-based decision-making procedures in core strategic questions also opens the 
partnership up to 'double vulnerabilities’ where a single member state or Ally can block enhanced 
cooperation or joint initiatives. Norway, Finland and -hopefully soon- Sweden can play an important role 
in advancing further complementarities. However, despite much advances, EU-NATO relations remain a 
difficult work in progress. 

 
100 European External Action Service (2023), Annual Progress Report on the Implementation of the Strategic Compass for Security 
and Defence; Report of the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy to the Council, Brussels: 
March 2023, p. 9., available at: 
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/2023/StrategicCompass_1stYear_Report.pdf 
101 Speech by Julianne Smith, US Permanent Representative to NATO, during the Schuman Forum High-Level Panel Discussion on 
‘Building Security and Defence Together – Leveraging our Partnerships’, European Parliament, 21 March 2023.   
102 Idem. 
103 Council of the European Union (2022), Seventh progress report on the implementation of the common 
set of proposals endorsed by EU and NATO Councils on 6 December 2016 and 5 December 2017, 20 June 2022, p.2. 
104 For a good recent overview, see the ‘Partnership’ chapter of the NATO Secretary General 2022 Annual Report, available at: 
https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/2023/3/pdf/sgar22-en.pdf#page=101. 
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4.2 The EU’s relations with the United Nations 
The EU’s relationship with the UN can be traced back to the beginning of European Political Cooperation 
and Foreign Policy cooperation in the early 1970s.105 Yet, similarly to the EU’s relations with NATO, the EU-
UN partnership in the realm of security only began to develop in earnest in the wake of the first EU military 
operations launched within the framework of CSDP. The year 2003 remains a crucial year in which the EU 
launched its first military operation in support of a UN peacekeeping operation, and when both 
organisations signed their first official Joint Declaration on UN-EU Co-operation in Crisis Management.106 
This document established a ‘joint consultative mechanism’ between both organisations in order to 
‘enhance mutual coordination and compatibility’ in four areas: planning, training, communication and best 
practices.107 

In 2007, both organisations renewed their commitment to far-reaching cooperation mechanisms in 
international security through a second Joint Declaration, and a wide range of consultative mechanisms 
were set up, such as a EU-UN high-level Steering Committee, staff-to-staff consultations, joint training days, 
and a wide range of activities in the area of military and civilian approaches to peacekeeping and 
peacebuilding.108 The EU and the UN cooperated not only in the field of military contributions to 
peacekeeping, but also worked together in terms of EU training missions and conflict prevention, 
particularly on the African continent.109 In recognition of the growing importance of the UN-EU 
partnership, a United Nations Liaison Office for Peace and Security (UNLOPS) was established in Brussels in 
2011 to ‘support institutional dialogue and improved coordination on peace and security policy, 
operations and programmes’.110 Between 2012 and 2022, both organisations signed and agreed on far-
reaching ‘Joint Action Plans’ for enhancing EU CSDP support to UN peacekeeping, as well as a UN-EU 
Framework Agreement on provision of mutual support (2020), and several joint priorities documents.111 In 
2014, a variety of core EU Member States committed to participate directly in the United Nations 
Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA), prompting both organisations and 
a variety of analysts to witness a concerted ‘European return to UN peacekeeping’.112 

 
105 See Joachim A. Koops (2011), The European Union as an Integrative Power? Assessing the EU’s Effective Multilateralism 
towards NATO and the United Nations, Brussels: VUB Press, p. 169. 
106 In June 2003, the EU launched Operation Artemis in support of the UN’s MONUC peacekeeping operation in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo. 
107 See the Council of the European Union (2003) Joint Declaration on UN-EU Co-operation in Crisis Management, 24 September, 
available at: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/PRES_03_266. 
108 For a good overview of the early years of EU-UN cooperation, see Alexandra Novosseloff (2012), United Nations - European 
Union Cooperation in the field of peacekeeping: Challenges and prospects, GGI Analysis Paper No. 4/2012, Brussels: Global 
Governance Institute, available at: https://www.globalgovernance.eu/publications/united-nations-european-union-cooperation-
in-the-field-of-peacekeeping-challenges-and-prospects. 
109 The EU deployed CSDP missions in support of UN peacekeeping in, among others, the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2003 
and 2006, Chad/the Central African Republic in 2008, and again in the Central African Republic in 2014. In addition, various 
security sector reform and police missions where deployed in countries where the UN also had a peacekeeping presence. 
110 See United Nations (2019), The United Nations Liaison Office for Peace and Security - UNLOPS, available at: 
https://unlops.unmissions.org/sites/default/files/unlops_at_a_glance-october_2019_0.pdf . 
111 For the latest document on joint priorities, see the Council Conclusions of 24 January 2022, Council Conclusions on taking the 
UN-EU strategic partnership on peace operations and crisis management to the next level: Priorities 2022–2024, available at: 
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/53958/st05451-en22.pdf. 
112 See, for example, John Karlsrud and Adam C. Smith (2015), Europe’s Return to UN Peacekeeping in Africa? Lessons from Mali, 
Providing for Peacekeeping, no. 11, New York: International Peace Institute; Joachim A. Koops & Giulia Tercovich (2016), A 
European return to United Nations peacekeeping? Opportunities, challenges and ways ahead, International Peacekeeping, no. 
23:5, pp. 597–609. 
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While the EU-UN partnership in global security has not been without inter-organisational tensions during 
the last two decades, it is fair to state that both organisations have developed a highly institutionalised and 
far-reaching relationship, both at the policy and operational levels. The Strategic Compass emphasises the 
EU’s ambition to ‘do more to help reinforce, bridge, substitute or complement UN tasks and missions’, and 
also identifies future plans for more cooperation in the realms of ‘early warning, conflict prevention and 
mediation’.113  

Our interviews with senior UN officials highlight that they welcome the EU’s Strategic Compass and, in 
particular, value the new developments related to the European Peace Facility, which opens – in the UN’s 
view – a wide range of possibilities for equipping and training security partners, particularly on the African 
continent, and potentially far more effectively than the EU’s previous approaches to training missions.114  
Similarly, the UN values the idea of the Schuman Forum as an opportunity to discuss comprehensively how 
the EU’s partnership agenda can be delivered and advanced in concrete terms. For the UN, an ideal follow-
up would be to advance trilateral partnership frameworks between the EU, UN and AU.115 Indeed, the EU 
has been a staunch financial, political and civil-military supporter of the African Union in the field of peace 
and security. The fact that a new financing mechanism for supporting AU-led operations is currently being 
negotiated at the Security Council provides an opportunity for the EU to leverage its multi-layered support 
to the AU in a more systematic UN-EU-AU framework.116 Here, the EU must stand its ground on advancing 
security and defence partnerships that are firmly based on human rights and the protection of civilians – 
an approach that has been receiving stronger opposition from China in the UN context. Building 
partnerships based on this prioritization should not be sacrificed in the EU’s approach. This also requires a 
strong emphasis on these aspects in the EU’s own training missions on the African continent, such as the 
new training mission in Niger. 

It has also become clear that the new geopolitical environment – particularly Russia’s war against Ukraine, 
and the fundamental conflicts between Europe and Russia – have also influenced EU-UN relations. The 
‘European return to UN peacekeeping’ in the wake of the MINUSMA mission in 2014 is ‘now certainly over’. 
European capitals focus most of their security and defence efforts on Ukraine, and large-scale 
commitments to UN peacekeeping are unlikely in the future. This is in line with a general decline in support 
for UN peacekeeping amongst most Western capitals. The UN’s expectations for what the EU can deliver 
have become more modest, and now focus on the possibility for European Troop Contributing Countries 
to train and equip other non-European countries, particularly on the African continent.117  

Apart from a shift in European security and defence priorities, Russia’s aggressive foreign policy has also 
affected UN-EU relations in Africa, where countries such as Mali openly cooperate with the Wagner Group 
and force the EU to the margins, or lead to a full withdrawal. For the UN, the danger posed by Wagner 
should ideally be counter-acted by the European Union, while European decision-makers instead opt 
mostly for withdrawing EU training missions and presence from countries that are cooperating with 
Wagner. Here, a joint EU-UN approach is urgently needed. More generally, the Russia-Ukraine war has also 
led to a new geopolitical situation where the basic fabric of the rules-based order has come under severe 
strain, and basic trust has been undermined both in the UN Security Council, but also between and among 
various regions.  

 
113 See Strategic Compass, p. 54. 
114 Interview with senior UN official, 10 February 2023. 
115 Idem. 
116 See United Nations Security Council (2023) African Union-Led Peace Support Operations Need Predictable, Adequate, 
Sustainable Support, Speakers Stress to Security Council, 25 May 2023, available online at 
https://press.un.org/en/2023/sc15294.doc.htm  
117 Interview with senior UN official, 10 February 2023. 

https://press.un.org/en/2023/sc15294.doc.htm


Policy Department, Directorate-General for External Policies 
 

26 

For the European Union, the challenge lies not only in dealing with the Russia-Ukraine war, but also in how 
to engage with EU-sceptical countries in the so-called ‘global south’. Here, the EU needs to switch from its 
‘outreach and convincing others’ mode towards a more ‘listening’ mode – an approach that was already 
underlined by various senior EU representatives during the Schuman Forum. As various UN General 
Assembly votes on resolutions related to the Russia-Ukraine war have highlighted over the last year, a wide 
range of countries the EU considered strategic partners (such as India, South Africa, and a wide range of 
African countries) have not voted alongside ‘the West’ and the Europeans, posing several fundamental 
questions about how the EU can strengthen its strategic partnership with countries that are sceptical (or 
outright hostile) towards Europeans, and accuse them of hypocrisy. These dynamics also affect EU-UN 
relations more generally. 

The EP can play an important role here through its global network of parliamentary contacts, and dialogue 
with a wide range of civil society stakeholders abroad. Focused ‘parliamentary diplomacy’ efforts could 
reinforce an EU partnership approach that indeed focuses more on ‘listening’ to the concerns and 
perspectives of critical countries. This also means advancing a more focused approach to engaging with 
local civil society actors. One possibility could be to organise an inter-parliamentary forum on security and 
defence partnerships in parallel (or close) to the Schuman Forum. In order to increase the engagement 
with views from civil society actors, such an inter-parliamentary forum should include a wide range of local 
civil society organisations and NGOs and reinforce the human rights and democracy dimensions. 

Strong opportunities for closer UN-EU cooperation also emerge in the context of the EU’s new Civilian 
CSDP Compact. The new compact is a revised approach of the compact that first agreed upon in 2018 and 
takes into consideration the new geopolitical context and the new conflict threats in the EU’s own vicinity. 
The new compact’s 20 commitments to strengthen the civilians dimension of CSDP also include ambitions, 
tools and initiatives in the realms of climate change and conflict, democratic back-sliding and human 
rights.118 Interviews with United Nations officials have confirmed the UN’s interest in leveraging the civilian 
tools of CSDP for enhancing EU-UN cooperation in civilian peacebuilding, security sector reform and cross-
cutting themes, such as Women, Peace and Security and human rights promotion. 

In terms of future priorities, reinforced EU-UN cooperation could take place in the area of fighting 
disinformation. As both the EU and UN are often in the same theatre of operation, they are also often 
exposed to the same tactics of disinformation and cyberthreats by hostile actors that seek to undermine 
the impact and positions of both organisations. UN partners have expressed their appreciation of the 
extent to which the EU has acquired expertise and resources in the area of countering disinformation 
during a short time-span. Thus, reinforced cooperation in this realm between the UN and EU is a promising 
area for enhanced cooperation. Furthermore, reinforcing the gender, peace and security agenda; and 
engaging more broadly in joint approaches to tackling climate change, terrorism, pandemics, and the 
effects of new, disruptive technologies would further strengthen partnership. Finally, enhanced dialogue 
should take place between both organisations in the field of rapid military reaction – a field where the UN 
continues to look for possible contributions from the EU, particularly in the context of the EU Rapid 
Deployment Capacity plans. 

While the EU-UN relationship remains one of the two most important strategic inter-organisational 
partnerships for the EU, it is clear that it faces numerous challenges, and requires recalibrated attention on 
both sides amidst complicated geopolitical contexts. 

  

 
118 See Council of the European Union (2023) Conclusions of the Council and of the Representatives of the Governments of the 
Member States, meeting within the Council, on the establishment of a Civilian CSDP Compact, 22 May 2023. 
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4.3 The EU’s relations with the African Union 
The African Union (AU) is helping to support regional integration and cooperation across the whole of 
Africa, even if the degree of integration does not match ASEAN’s. Yet, The EU has a series of relevant region-
to-sub-region relations across Africa, as well as relations with specific countries. These include the EU’s 
Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear (CBRN) Risk Mitigation Centres of Excellence in North Africa 
and Sahel, hosted by Algeria since 2015, African Atlantic Façade, hosted by Morocco since 2013, and 
Eastern and Central Africa, hosted by Kenya since 2012. The EU also has CSDP peacekeeping missions in 
and with, at the time of writing, the Central African Republic, Libya, Mali, Niger, and Somalia, plus 
EUNAVFOR Atalanta off the coast of Somalia, the Regional Advisory and Coordination Cell for the Sahel/G5, 
and training missions in Central African Republic, Mali, Mozambique, and Somalia. The EU also has CMPs 
in the Gulf of Guinea, and approved in the north-western Indian Ocean, which reaches the west coast of 
Africa. The EPF has launched projects supporting the AU’s Mission Somalia, as well as Mali, Mauritania, 
Mozambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, Somalia, the G5 Sahel Joint Force, the Multinational Joint Task Force 
Against Boko Haram, and the Southern Africa Development Community Mission in Mozambique. In 
addition, Nigeria is a Cyber Direct partner. The EU has also been supporting the African Peace and Security 
Architecture (APSA), and initiative led by the AU to promote conflict prevention, conflict management, and 
peace building. 

As seen above, sometimes it may be possible for the EU to engage in security cooperation with the AU on 
a region-to-region basis. Indeed, the Strategic Compass emphasises CSDP, cyber, hybrid and 
disinformation, the EPF, and areas and instruments to work on together with Asian partners. Yet, it is more 
likely that the EU will have to engage with specific countries or sub-regions across different parts of Africa 
to boost security ties. The EU should also attend to the interests of the region to make good use of the 
Strategic Compass framework in a productive way. This means that the EU should prioritise CSDP missions, 
EPF, and capacity building. With regards to the latter, it could include third parties, such as the US. As 
indicated above, while plans to intensify trilateral EU-AU-UN relations have been discussed for some time 
now, the new geopolitical realities require more urgent and concrete action on this front. Here, the EP 
could play an important role in advancing dialogue between core stakeholders in the three organisations. 

4.4 The EU’s relations with ASEAN 
ASEAN is one of the oldest and most integrated regional organisations worldwide, and in its most recent 
strategy documents, the EU refers to the ‘centrality of ASEAN’ in the Indo-Pacific.119 Yet, its integration in 
the area of trade and investment is not matched by its integration in other areas, including security and 
defence. This is reflected in the EU’s region-to-region relations with ASEAN, including launching a strategic 
partnership in 2020. The EU CBRN Risk Mitigation Centre of Excellence in Southeast Asia, launched in 2013 
and hosted by the Philippines, covers the whole region, but the basis of the institutionalisation of the EU’s 
relationship with ASEAN mainly involves specific countries. Indeed, ESIWA targets Indonesia, Singapore, 
and Vietnam in the region. CRIMARIO covers the waters in the Indian Ocean towards the western part of 
Southeast Asia, but the activities usually focus on specific countries or groups of countries, and not ASEAN 
as a whole. Similarly, EUNAVFOR Atalanta cooperates with the navies of specific Southeast Asian countries 
operating off the coast of Somalia. The EU also has a Digital Partnership with Singapore, which was 
launched in February 2023, as well as a FTA dating back to 2019. Vietnam, meanwhile, has a Crisis 
Management Framework Participation Agreement dating back to 2019, and a FTA that entered into force 
in 2020. 

 
119 See the EU Strategy for Cooperation in the Indo-Pacific, 2021, p. 5. 
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Considering the above, it would probably be better to frame EU-ASEAN security cooperation within the 
context of the Strategic Compass as cooperation between the EU and specific Southeast Asian countries. 
Indeed, the EU singles out Indonesia and Vietnam as partners to deepen ties within the region, as well as 
CBRN and capacity building in the context of ASEAN as a whole. Specific areas and instruments included 
in the Strategic Compass that the EU could focus on with partners in the region include CMP, disarmament 
and non-proliferation, Hybrid Toolbox, and Cyber Diplomatic Toolbox. In particular, maritime security and 
cyber security are top concerns in the region, and the EU is welcomed both because of its assets and 
expertise, as well as because of its potential role in capacity building, including together with other actors 
such as Japan, South Korea and the United States. More generally, the EU is welcomed in the region as a 
potential balancer to US-China competition, and the Strategic Compass could serve the EU to fulfil this role. 

5 Recommendations 
Recommendations addressed to EU institutions and actors 

● Prioritise bilateral partners with strong capabilities and unambiguously shared values and interests 
(i.e., the US, Canada, UK, Norway, Japan, South Korea, and, more incipiently, Australia). Brexit aside 
in the case of the UK, these are partners with which the EU has no major frictions in the area of 
security and cooperation. Furthermore, these partners have strong capabilities which function as 
multipliers of the EU’s own, including in areas such as CSDP missions in third countries, Hybrid 
Toolbox, Cyber Diplomatic Toolbox, Foreign Information Manipulation and Interference Toolbox, 
CMPs, EPF, and capacity building of third parties. 

● Engage in close consultation with partners to tailor cooperation to their needs as well as the EU’s. 
The EU is moving away from a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to security and defence cooperation, a 
point noted and welcomed by partners. Without abandoning its own core interests and priorities, 
the EU has the expertise and capabilities to take this approach and boost cooperation with partners, 
while targeting the use of limited resources more effectively. The approach taken by Cyber Direct or 
ESIWA is a good example of this. Both involve regular dialogue with partners to decide on which 
actions to engage in, and the actions are of mutual interest to the EU and its partner, rather than 
only one of the two parties. This approach would work particularly well for the Hybrid Toolbox, Cyber 
Diplomatic Toolbox and cyber security in general, Foreign Information Manipulation and 
Interference Toolbox, and CMPs and maritime security in general. 

● The Schuman Forum on Security and Defence was a good first step for providing a regular, high-
level platform for discussing the EU’s strategic partnerships in security and defence. However, its 
potential can be exploited even further by more focused discussions with specific strategic partners 
and concrete follow-up actions. This means that more time should be dedicated to more granular 
discussions with representatives from international organisations (in particular the UN, NATO, and 
African Union) and concrete pledges should be advanced. 

● Consider coordination between the EU and NATO partnership approaches (e.g., leveraging 
synergies between the Schuman Forum and the NATO 360 Partnership Symposium) and focus on 
the operationalisation of concrete joint actions and initiatives, in particular in areas in which both 
parties have strong interests such as hybrid threats, cyber security, foreign information manipulation 
and interference, and space security and defence. 

● Enhance EU-NATO cooperation as a means to, among other things, boost ties with the US, Canada, 
the UK, Norway, Japan, South Korea, and Australia. The EU should note that the further from the EU 
partners are, the more they perceive the EU, its Member States, and NATO as a closely-linked trio in 
the area of security and defence. While this can create confusion among partner countries, it also 
opens the possibility for strengthening the EU’s partnerships in areas in which specific Member 
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States and/or NATO also have strong interests, including hybrid threats, cyber security, foreign 
policy manipulation and interference, space security and defence, and maritime security. 

● Press for more frequent high-level consultations between the NATO North Atlantic Council (NAC) 
and the EU’s Political and Security Committee (PSC), in particular in areas in which both of them have 
strong interests such as hybrid threats, cyber security, foreign information manipulation and 
interference, and space security and defence. This would allow to share information and best 
practices and facilitate the alignment of strategies and policies, as well as potentially avoiding 
duplication. 

● Leverage the momentum created by Finland’s full membership of NATO, and reinforce EU-NATO 
military cooperation in the field of Nordic security and defence cooperation, in particular in areas of 
strong interest to countries in the region, including hybrid threats, cyber security, foreign 
information manipulation and interference, and maritime security. This would help to share 
information and best practices and facilitate the alignment of strategies and policies, as well as 
potentially avoiding duplication. 

● Enhance the EU’s physical presence in the regions which the Union wants to prioritise. This includes 
CSDP missions, CMPs, live exercises, EPF transfers, port calls, freedom of navigation missions, joint 
training, table-top exercises, (joint) capacity building, public diplomacy, and dialogues, among 
others. While partners appreciate dialogue and public diplomacy, as just noted, increasingly they 
prefer practical cooperation facilitating information sharing, burden sharing, and strategic 
alignment.  

● In the area of maritime security, focus on a permanent presence via CMPs, whenever possible. While 
appreciating post calls and freedom of navigation missions, partners express a preference for CMPs 
that can lead to better integration and coordination. The example of EUNAVFOR Atalanta is 
instructive, in this respect. As a case in point, the CMP in the North Western Indian Ocean has elicited 
great interest among partners in Asia and the Indo-Pacific. A permanent presence allows for 
information sharing, burden sharing, and strategic alignment. Furthermore, the EU’s presence is 
welcome because it is generally seen as a less controversial actor than the United States and, 
certainly, China. 

● In the case of Asian and Indo-Pacific bilateral and regional partners, the partners unanimously agree 
that maritime security and cyber security are two areas that the EU should prioritise. The EU should 
prioritise the activation of Strategic Compass instruments related to these two areas when 
implementing its policy towards the region, especially the Cyber Diplomatic Toolbox, CMPs, ESIWA, 
CRIMARIO, and capacity-building in third parties – in particular South and Southeast Asia. Partners 
increasingly welcome practical cooperation to supplement dialogue and public diplomacy, as a 
means of information sharing, burden sharing, and strategic alignment. 

● In the case of the UN, reinforce the EU-UN partnership in the framework of the current EU-UN 
priorities 2022–2025. Focus on high-end capacity building with African partners and leverage the 
EPF for supporting AU and African peace and security initiatives. Develop a clear strategy – together 
with the UN and UN peacekeeping missions – to counter the influence of the Wagner Group and 
other hostile groups and governments in several African countries. Increase cooperation and 
exchange of best practices in the field of countering disinformation. 

● In the case of the AU, contribute further to the advancement of the African Peace and Security 
Architecture, and reinforce capacity building support to military and counter-terrorism capabilities. 
Initiate closer EU-AU-UN cooperation by leveraging current ongoing debates on financing AU-led 
peace operations.  
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Recommendations addressed to the Subcommittee on Security and Defence (SEDE)   

● Boost the number of inter-parliamentary discussions specifically focusing on security and defence by 
enhancing coordination and information sharing between country-specific delegations and SEDE. 
Particularly, the important role of Parliament in countries such as the United States, Canada, the UK, 
Norway, Japan, South Korea, or Australia warrants this type of intra-European Parliament 
coordination to present coherent messaging and coordination. This will help to support and achieve 
strategic alignment between the EU and its partners. 

● There is currently no single EU institution or unit that keeps track of the more than 40 EU Strategy 
documents in the realm of security and defence – leading often to confusion, duplication, and lack 
of coherence in the strategic realm and in the partnership dimension. This has been noted by 
partners. Consider the development of an ‘EU Strategy Observatory and Implementation Monitor’ 
that allows for an inventory and mapping of all EU Strategies with a security and defence component, 
assess annually their progress and also their mutual reinforcement, and identify inter-strategy 
contradictions and obstacles. Given the ‘strategic document’ overload in the EU realm, SEDE is well-
placed to keep track of the EU’s full range of strategy documents and regularly assess the 
implementation and obstacles to it, as well as issues of convergence. This can also include an annual 
review of partnership implementations. The Strategic Compass and its instruments would be 
covered by this monitoring mechanism. 

● Consider the creation of an EP-focused event alongside Schuman Forum, with a particular focus on 
inter-parliamentary partners and effective support for civil society representatives to achieve the 
goals of the Strategic Compass by advancing EU security and defence interests, without 
compromising its core values. Among others, this would support strategic alignment, as well as long-
term continuity in collaboration with partners within the context of the Strategic Compass as 
executive power changes hands in both the EU and partners. 

● Utilise the inter-organisational Parliament exchanges with, among others, the NATO Parliamentary 
Assembly and the Pan-African Parliament to advance strategic peace and security dialogues, with a 
particular emphasis on engaging the ‘new neutrals’ in the context of the geopolitical tensions 
between Europe, Russia, and China. This would open an important avenue to share and 
communicate the EU’s message. In the particular case of the Strategic Compass, this would help to 
explain the value-added of this initiative as well as better understand the instruments of most 
interest to regional partners. 

● Facilitate UN-EU-AU cooperation through regular inter-parliamentary consultations and high-level 
civil society for a with SEDE taking a lead on security and defence discussions. This would help to put 
the Strategic Compass in a global context (i.e., the UN) while supporting the tailored use of its 
instruments in a regional context as discussed and agreed with partners (i.e., the AU). This would be 
particularly helpful for CSDP missions and the EPF. 

● Intensify dialogues with the parliaments of partner countries that have signed, or will sign in the near 
future, CSDP FPAs to further enhance strategic dialogues beyond CSDP. These dialogues should 
specifically focus on the needs and interests of both the EU and its partners in the specific area of 
CSDP missions and other instruments, as described above with specific reference to each partner, 
rather than focusing on security and defence in general. In addition, include dialogues and capacity-
building on parliamentary oversight of the security sector in third states. This should also involve 
closer cooperation between SEDE and the Democracy Support and Election Coordination Group as 
part of Election Observation activities with a view to strengthen democracy.  
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Recommendations addressed to SEDE and the Committee on Foreign Affairs (AFET) 

● Apart from organising joint missions and dialogues, organise civil society events, not only in Brussels, 
but also in partner countries. Several partners noted that the EU’s public diplomacy in the area of 
defence and security is subpar, and that a better understanding among civil society groups would 
help governments promote cooperation with the EU at the domestic level. In the specific case of the 
Strategic Compass, it would make sense to present it to civil society both as part of the EU’s broader 
CSDP and also with specific reference to the instruments that partners and the EU agree there should 
be cooperation on. 

● Engage actively in outreach and ‘finding common ground’ approaches to partner countries that are 
currently sceptical towards the EU and not aligned with the EU’s stance on Russia (e.g., ASEAN, AU, 
and India). While ideally AFET and the EU more broadly would like these partner countries to align 
with the EU’s position, ‘finding common ground’ would allow to promote cooperation in areas of the 
Strategic Compass and via instruments in which they would like to cooperate with the EU (see 
sections 3 and 4). 

• Organise annual hearings on strategic partnership progress reports, focusing in particular on 
advancing global dialogues with both like-minded and sceptical partners. Monitoring progress made 
in the implementation of the Strategic Compass in general, and specific instruments in particular, 
would help in the process of reviewing and improving the strategy. Monitoring would also help to 
better understand existing and potential areas for cooperation with each partner in a way that serves 
the interests of both the EU and the partner. 
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7 Annex: Overview of all 23 concluded EU Agreements with 
partner countries establishing a framework for participation 
in EU crisis management operations 

 

Partner country  Framework Participation Agreements  

Signed In force since  

Peru 14/10/2022 -  

Vietnam 17/10/2019 01/05/2020 

Jordan  17/06/2019 -  

Bosnia and Herzegovina  15/09/2015 01/08/2016 

Australia 22/04/2015 01/10/2015  

Colombia 05/08/2014 01/03/2020 

Republic of Korea  23/05/2014 01/12/2016 

Chile 30/01/2014 01/10/2015 

Georgia 29/11/2013 01/03/2014 

Moldova 13/12/2012 01/07/2013 

North Macedonia 29/10/2012 01/04/2013 

Albania 05/06/2012 01/02/2013 

New Zealand 18/04/2012 01/05/2012 

Serbia 08/06/2011 01/08/2012 

United States 17/05/2011 01/06/2011 

Montenegro 22/02/2011 01/04/2012 

Turkey  29/06/2006 01/08/2007 

Canada 24/11/2005 01/12/2005 

Ukraine 13/06/2005 01/05/2008 

Iceland 21/02/2005 01/04/2005 

Bulgaria 24/01/2005 01/08/2006 

Norway  03/12/2004 01/01/2005 

Romania 22/11/2004 01/12/2004 
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