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Winter package
• EUCO 12/2013  EUCO 06/2016: °EUGS

• NATO 07/2016:   EU-NATO Joint Declaration

• FAC 09/2016: decision to set up MPCC

• EC 11/2016: European Defence Action Plan

• EUCO 12/2016: timetable implementation

• FAC 05/2017: agreement on modalities CARD

• EUCO 06/2017:   launch European Defence Fund

• EUCO 12/2017: launch of PESCO



3PESCO: Fundamentals

• Unique legal basis?
• Arts. 42(6) & 46 TEU, Protocol No. 10

• Inclusivity vs. level of ambition?
• Entry & withdrawal
• Decision-making: unanimity
• Definition of ‘modular’ projects

• Enforcement?
• Voluntary contributions
• 20 ‘commitments’
• Suspension



4PESCO: Modus operandi



5PESCO: first batch of projects*

* Consolidated version, showing participation after launch of 3rd wave in November 2019



6Military mobility: Schengen for defence?



7PESCO: second batch of projects*

* Consolidated version, showing participation after launch of 3rd wave in November 2019



8PESCO: third batch of projects*

* Consolidated version, showing participation after launch of 3rd wave in November 2019



9Enabling, joint capabilities*

* Consolidated version, showing participation after launch of 3rd wave in November 2019
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Maritime capabilities*

* Consolidated version, showing participation after launch of 3rd wave in November 2019
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Air systems and space capabilities*

* Consolidated version, showing participation after launch of 3rd wave in November 2019
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Bilateral/trilateral PESCO projects

Led by one of the big 4 Led by a smaller Member State

Only with

big 4
•TIGER Mark III (FR, DE, ES)

•European High Atmosphere Airship 

Platform - Persistent ISR Capability 

(IT, FR)

•European Military Space Surveillance 

Awareness Network (IT, FR)

•Electronic Warfare Capability and 

Interoperability Programme for Future 

JISR (CZ, DE)

With smaller 

participating 

states too

•EU Beyond Line of Sight Land 

Battlefield Missile Systems (FR, BE, 

CY)

•European Training Certification 

Centre for European Armies (IT, GR)

•Armoured Infantry Fighting 

Vehicle/Amphibious Assault 

Vehicle/Light Armoured Vehicle (IT, 

GR, SK)

•Counter Unmanned Aerial System 

(IT, CZ)

Indirect Fire Support (EuroArtillery) (SK, 

IT, HU)

Joint EU Intelligence School (GR, CY)

One Deployable Special Operations 

Forces Tactical Command and Control 

Command Post for Small Joint Operations 

(GR, CY)

Helicopter Hot and High Training (GR, IT, 

RO)

Deployable Modular Underwater 

Intervention Capability Package (BL, GR, 

FR)



13Percentage of cooperation between PESCO participating 
states, by number of bilateral collaborations of each state

Lowest % of bilateral collaboration Highest % of bilateral collaboration



14Multi-sectoral and operational defence
cooperation in Europe

Cooperation Countries involved

Lancaster House Treaty France and non-PESCO UK

Élysée/Aachen Treaties France and Germany

Nordic Defence Cooperation 

(NORDEFCO)

Sweden, Finland and non-PESCO Denmark, along 

with non-EU Norway and Iceland

Visegrad 4 Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic and Slovakia

Benelux Defence Cooperation (2012 

Declaration to further defence 

cooperation)

Belgium, Netherlands and Luxembourg

Baltic Defence Cooperation Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania

Central European Defence Cooperation Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Austria, Croatia 

and Slovenia (with Poland as an observer)



15Preliminary conclusions (1)
• https://www.ceps.eu/ceps-publications/differentiated-integration-within-pesco/

• PESCO: a microcosm of differentiated integration

• Factors that unite and divide participants:
• industrial cooperation and integrated supply chains

• foreign policy orientation

• level of ambition in international security policy

• willingness to use military force

• scope of action for the executive branch in military-security 
decision-making

• PESCO frontrunners: FR, IT, GE, ES

• Second tier: PL, HE, NL, BE

https://www.ceps.eu/ceps-publications/differentiated-integration-within-pesco/


16Preliminary conclusions (2)
• Various extra-EU cooperative frameworks could be gold-

plated in the PESCO framework

• Membership and observer status in the projects is in 
flux in at least 3 ways:
• drop in overall numbers of participating states in projects

• differences in participation extend to project clusters and to 
country-pairings within projects belonging to different 
clusters 

• possibility of third country participation is still under 
discussion & may lead to a rise in project participation

• Projects may merge or disappear, depending on the 
level of state commitment



17Preliminary conclusions (3)

• When FR continues to power ahead with its PESCO 
commitments while DE and IT lose appetite and stretch 
their military and administrative resources:
• If political enthusiasm among participating states remains: 

EU defence could be defined along French-industry lines

• If political momentum is lost: Commission’s newly created 
DG Defence Industry and Space should take the lead on less 
ambitious defence matters at a more technical level 

• ‘Positive differentiation’ is not a foregone conclusion:
• Further industrial and operational convergence may lead to 

new siloes around ‘European champions’, thus hampering a 
proper functioning of the envisaged single market of defence
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Thank you for your attention

© infographics: EEAS, Commission
PESCO diagrams & tables: CEPS


