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Franco-German Leadership in the context of EU Defence Policy: from Brexit to the 

Strategic Compass 

 

Abstract 

 

Leadership is crucial for the success of a collective actor in reaching common goals. Its 

relevance is particularly visible in the EU, due to the difficulty in managing and converging a 

wide range of interests, especially in the intergovernmental field of defence. This article 

analyses Franco-German transactional leadership throughout the evolution of the EU’s security 

and defence policy, with a focus on the effects of Brexit. By highlighting the concept of 

leadership in international relations, this study identifies Franco-German actions and strategies 

within the Common Security and Defence Policy, reflecting on how these have shaped 

European defence and how Brexit changed existing dynamics. We conclude that France and 

Germany have led the EU’s security and defence project, albeit with limited success, with a 

shift towards a successful relaunch of EU defence in the aftermath of Brexit, aided by doubts 

over NATO and war in Ukraine. At the core of that limited success and representing the main 

obstacle lay diverging interests and strategies. 
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Many actors influence the European Union (EU) policymaking process, including Member 

States (MS), the Commission or the European External Action Service (EEAS), among others. 

This multiplicity means the ability to lead is paramount when trying to achieve a goal requiring 

the consent of all MS. In this article, we seek to understand how a group of MS can influence 

and lead the EU’s defence policy. We examine the Franco-German leadership and inputs in EU 

defence with a focus on the effects of the United Kingdom’s (UK) exit from the EU (Brexit), 

anchored in an analysis of documents, speeches, and statements produced by these MS (Bowen 

2009: 30) supported by relevant academic literature.  

 

We worked with the level of analysis of the MS because they are the main decision-makers in 

defence policy. We also opted for working with the ‘level of the overall discourse’ (Diez 2014: 

29), as we are looking primarily at the main narratives made public in the name of these MS. 

This focus relates to the overall discourse’s purpose in shaping the collective actor’s identity 

(ibid.), as it makes up the more visible and public aspect thereof. Yet, due to their 

interconnectedness, we also consider different levels of collective and individual discourse, as 

these are difficult to discern when it comes to semiotic production bearing collective authorship 

(Carta and Morin, 2014: 303-5). 

 

We chose the Franco-German axis due to its undeniable impact regarding defence and other 

areas (Ackermann 1994; Feldman 1999). This spans from De Gaulle’s ‘empty chair crisis’ and 

France’s national interests in the European integration process (Troitiño 2008; Martins 2013) 

to the development of the Franco-German partnership amidst German and communitarian 

changes (Baun 1996) as an example of the regularised intergovernmentalism that allowed them 

to find common ground in many issues despite diverging interests (Krotz 2010: 175; Krotz and 

Schild 2013). This impact is mostly visible in instances like the French and British impetus at 
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the 1998 Saint-Malo summit (Shearer 2000) leading to the creation of the European Security 

and Defence Policy (ESDP) (Ricketts 2017: 30). France and Germany’s role in the EU’s 

defence reform was mostly relevant during their Council Presidencies, despite constant 

struggles for a balance of power (Drake 2001; Krotz 2010). The 2007 German Presidency was 

key in finding a solution for the rejection of the 2005 Constitutional Treaty (Konig, Daimer, 

and Finke 2008: 337; Dinan 2008), while Nicolas Sarkozy simultaneously became France’s 

President, marking a shift in the country’s commitment to the EU by declaring that ‘France is 

back in Europe’ (ibid.: 78). Following the start of Russia’s war in Ukraine, the EU’s Strategic 

Compass mimicked this dynamic, as it began with the 2020 German Presidency and concluded 

with the 2022 French Presidency. 

 

Adding to their historical significance, as the largest EU MS, France and Germany’s actions 

inevitably affect the EU, as both have displayed leadership abilities in many EU policies 

(Müller and Van Esch 2020a: 1053). Both may be described as regional powers, as they are 

‘able to stand up against any coalition of other states in the region’, are ‘highly influential in 

regional affairs’, and may even be considered ‘great power[s] on a world scale’ (Nolte 2010: 

889; Destradi 2010) – considering France’s nuclear weapons and Germany’s economic weight. 

This research is relevant due to the historical importance of the case study, its connection to the 

EU’s political process, and contribution to academic debates on EU defence and political 

leadership. 

 

Without forgetting the role played by Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2022 or the temporary 

doubts surrounding the transatlantic alliance and NATO’s role in EU defence around 2016, our 

analysis focuses on the period between the Brexit referendum and the launch of the EU Global 

Strategy (2016) and the launch of the Strategic Compass (2022). This is due to the importance 



 6 

that the UK-FR-DE cooperation had for the advancement of EU defence (Hofmann and 

Mérrand 2020; Krotz and Schild 2018) and to the relevance that Brexit had not only in boosting 

a renewal of EU defence, but also for the Franco-German leadership in this area (Deschaux-

Dutard 2019), despite the hurdle of diverging interests and strategic cultures (Deschaux-Dutard 

2022; Huntley 2022; Krotz and Schramm 2021). 

 

We begin with an overview of the scholarly debate on leadership. We then analyse the Franco-

German leadership in the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), focusing on both 

countries’ ability to deepen European integration and influence the participation of other MS in 

the creation of institutional arrangements and initiatives that have prompted an increment in 

EU defence cooperation following Brexit. Finally, we discuss the results and present 

conclusions. 

 

Conceptualizing Leadership 

 

Political leadership, in the case of the EU’s fragmented and multi-level system, entails a 

‘collective and reciprocal interaction among (multiple) leaders and their followers’ (Müller and 

Van Esch 2020a: 1052), while drawing from several dimensions and concepts (Vu 2017: 2). 

Leadership is connected to power and remains crucial for the success or failure of the 

international system and international cooperation (Young 1991; Blondel 1987). Leadership is 

also connected to legitimacy, mostly regarding its success or failure, depending on the leaders’ 

public perception (Buchanan and Keohane 2006) or on the performance of individuals that 

attempt to lead (Kane and Patapan 2012). Finally, leadership depends on supply, followership 

inclusion, and overall influence over policy outcomes (Bruno and Finzi 2018). 
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Scholarly literature on EU leadership has also grown recently (Chaban et al. 2013; Héritier and 

Prakash 2015; Virkkunen 2018), largely focusing on the EU’s role in the fight against climate 

change (Wurzel and Connelly 2011; Parker and Karlsson 2017; Wurzel et al. 2019; Oberthür 

and Dupont 2021) as well as on the acknowledgement of the complexity of the study of 

leadership in the EU’s ‘leaderful’ and highly interconnected context (Tömmel and Verdun 

2017), which encompasses four theoretical aspects (Müller and Van Esch 2020a). The first is 

leadership as hegemony, characterized by a MS assuming a dominant role, either hesitantly or 

otherwise (which is often the case of Germany, especially when French support is lacking) in 

influencing EU policy making (Otero-Iglesias 2017; Schild 2020).  

 

The second aspect is the difficult to prove relationship between leadership and impact, whereby 

e.g., a systematic process-tracing can show how the achievement of concrete successes set out 

by the purported leader can be an important criterion for the confirmation or reinforcement of 

said leadership (Schoeller 2020), considering the leaders’ specific institutional settings, 

situational factors, and personal qualities (Tömmel 2019). A leader in the international system 

purposefully displays strategic direction towards specific goals, seeking change either in a 

transformational (i.e., to alter the course of history) or transactional manner (i.e., incrementing 

policy changes) (Wurzel and Connelly 2011: 12). Transactional leadership is related to the 

leader’s ability to broker and achieve changes on a step-by-step basis, incrementally. 

Conversely, transformational leadership ‘implies bringing about fundamental changes’ 

(Tömmel 2013). In a collectivity, the leader attempts to foster cooperation and coordinate 

others’ actions to achieve common goals (Keohane 2010 cited in Helms 2014: 265). Leaders’ 

role in institutional bargaining is also relevant, i.e., individual actors’ attempts to establish rules 

and arrangements that manage interactions among themselves (Young 1991). Leaders are thus 

those who, while being supported by others, attempt to direct efforts towards solving common 
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problems. While impact and achievement does not necessarily equate assured success, it 

heightens this possibility.  

 

The third theoretical aspect that prevails in the EU leadership debate is leadership as soft power. 

This aspect can focus on soft purpose, whereby the act of leading goes beyond the purported 

leader’s self-interest (Müller and Van Esch 2020a: 1061), such as in the case of achieving 

common goals through collaborative leadership like in the Franco-German case (Müller and 

Van Esch 2020b). It can also focus on soft resources, which encompasses the 

instrumentalization of informal and non-material resources such as ideas and personality traits 

(Müller and Van Esch 2020a: 1061). Similarly and complementary to soft resources (Tömmel 

2019), soft process is also a possible focus in this regard, entailing appealing to followers 

through persuasion rather than material resources or coercion (Müller and Van Esch 2020a: 

1062). 

 

And finally, the fourth theoretical aspect prevalent in the EU leadership debate is leadership in 

(institutional, zeitgeist, domestic, external, political, or other) context or environment (e.g., 

Schoeller 2020): the system and circumstances in which they operate to take advantage of 

opportunities (Swinkels 2020; Cox 1969). So, timing is crucial for a leader’s success, and events 

like internal or external crises can affect their actions,i representing not only constraints, but 

also opportunities (Blondel 1987: 8). 

 

Concurrently, positional resources, i.e., the available resources and competences that actors 

possess in decision-making established by institutional arrangements (Héritier and Prakash 

2015: 2) are essential in determining the leader’s success and being able to establish a winning 

coalition. Consequently, more or fewer positional resources result in a specific strategy, either 
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unilateral or one that entails negatiation with others (ibid). This connects to situational 

leadership: the leaders’ potential to make a difference depending on the circumstances of their 

actions (Ikenberry 1996).  

 

Leadership is also behavioural, producing different types of leadership models (Young 1991; 

Wiener 1995 cited in Helms 2014: 263). Leadership deriving from hard powerii and material 

(economic, military, capital) resources is often classified as structural (Young 1991) or 

hierarchical (Vu 2017). In functional leadership, leaders stand out through contributions, like 

devising initiatives or setting a strategy to tackle a common issue while attempting to maintain 

order and prosperity (ibid.). Here, the commitment capability towards neighbouring States 

through a regional strategy is crucial due to a leader’s fundamental role in multilateral 

cooperation, as we will see regarding the Franco-German axis in the EU (ibid). Other types 

include symbolic, based on political stances without actual policy implementation; 

entrepreneurial, i.e., the negotiating and bargaining in fostering agreements; and cognitive 

leadership, related to the (re)definition of a group’s interests (Young 1991). 

 

Ultimately, a leader is an actor who attempts to influence and direct the actions of its 

partners/allies towards specific goals, usually to solve a shared problem or, as is often the case 

in the EU, to deepen and foster integration and cooperation. 

 

Franco-German leadership vs. diverging strategic and defence cultures 

 

When evaluating France and Germany’s strategic path in European integration, it is 

unquestionable that ‘no other bilateral partnership in the EU can combine similar resources, 

capability and industrial capacity’ (Glegerich 2019: 1). They form a dynamic partnership that, 
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with common ground and a course of action, can influence EU policymaking in a certain 

direction. Often, a Franco-German agreement is required for the EU to move forward in a 

particular policy. However, common positions are hard to find due to national characteristics 

or an agreement is reached but fails to produce the intended results (Kempin and Kunz 2017: 

8). So, before reflecting on Franco-German leadership in EU defence, we must understand each 

country’s strategic views and how these affect their attitudes vis-à-vis the other and the EU, as 

this influences the results of bilateral and multilateral cooperation. 

 

The main difference in strategic culture is each country’s tradition regarding its own role and 

that of their armed forces in the international system, largely stemming from Germany’s civilian 

power tradition and pacifism that resulted from its Nazi period, and from France’s nuclear 

power status and colonial past. Political institutions and constitutional law set out distinct rules, 

leading to different approaches. In Germany, the government determines the actions and 

deployment of the Bundeswehr (armed forces), but the Bundestag (Parliament) must approve 

their deployment, according to the constitution. This conveys reluctance towards deployment 

and use of force (Federal Republic of Germany 2016: 109), while the Bundestag adds 

legitimacy to operations. This restraint stems from Germany’s experience in World Wars I and 

II, resulting in participation in military operations only taking place in multilateral frameworks 

(Kunz 2018), as ruled by the German Federal Constitutional Court. Moreover, problematic, 

lengthy, and costly engagements such as that in Afghanistan prompted a review of Germany’s 

troop deployment criteria ahead of the 2021 federal elections (Glucroft 2022). 

 

Conversely, French national security is a Presidential prerogative, according to the constitution. 

The armed forces’ deployment abroad does not (mostly) require parliamentary approval 

(French Republic 2008: 241-242), because ‘the armed forces must be able to engage at very 
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short notice, across the full spectrum of threats and conflict’ (French Republic 2017: 75). This 

is intricately connected with ‘strategic autonomy’, or the ‘preserv[ation of France’s] capability 

to decide and act alone to defend its interests’ (ibid.: 54). This is a vital element for French 

defence policy and highlights the armed forces’ importance (Glegerich 2019: 2). The use of this 

terminology in the Strategic Compass debates reflects the French use of leadership as soft 

power, through soft resources and processes (Müller and Van Esch 2020a: 1061-1062). 

 

This dichotomy is challenging for cooperation because while France is openly willing and able 

to engage in CSDP, Germany oftentimes appears more reluctant. On the other hand, while 

France often deploys forces autonomously, Germany is cautious to rely on multilateral 

deployments in the context of the EU, NATO, or the UN. In fact, both countries’ engagement 

with NATO has also been different, with (West) Germany having had a profound and prolific 

engagement with the Alliance as well as a vital connection since its inception, whereas France 

having withdrawn from NATO’s military structure for several decades starting in the 1960s. 

 

Germany’s reluctance in assuming a hegemonic or leadership role in EU policymaking – 

especially in the economic sphere, where its leadership is oftentimes recognized while being 

politically contested – is well documented (Bulmer and Paterson 2013). Still, several studies 

examining the Franco-German axis in EU policymaking, particularly following Brexit, often 

refer the probability that Germany will remain/become a hegemon (Krotz and Schild 2018; 

Krotz 2014; Siddi 2020), thus reflecting the asymmetric nature of this coalition. 

 

Comparing strategic documents, the 2017 French White Paper distinguishes itself from its 2016 

German counterpart. France emphasises its ability and priority to intervene militarily abroad 

more than Germany (French Republic 2017). However, despite not being as willing to engage 
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militarily, Germany underlines the importance of participating with the EU, NATO, and UN. 

Moreover, the German White Paper (2016) states that Germany ‘must enable the Bundeswehr 

to deliver effects across the entire operational spectrum and ensure that it is ready and capable’ 

(ibid: 89), highlighting a need to play a more prominent role in international security and in the 

EU, where ‘Germany is willing to assume responsibility and leadership as a framework nation 

in alliances and partnerships’ (ibid: 98).  

 

Despite the relevance of strategic autonomy for France, Germany sees it more prudently, 

including in the Strategic Compass. Though Germany’s discourse has changed due to events 

like Russia’s 2014 annexation of Crimea (Major, Mölling, and Höltmann 2018: 5) or its 

subsequent 2022 invasion of Ukraine, its strategy regarding the CSDP remains distinct from 

France’s. France connects its national strategic autonomy to the EU’s, itself idealised by France 

to build a common EU strategic culture, leading to a competent and credible joint military 

capability and ‘common budget tools’ (French Republic 2017: 61). Conversely, Germany’s EU 

defence strategy emphasises greater integration, enhanced defence structures, joint capabilities, 

and the reinforcement of the EU’s defence industry (Federal Republic of Germany 2016: 73). 

While France intends to ambitiously transform the CSDP into efficient military interventions 

and concrete outputs, Germany seeks to heighten integration through capability development. 

 

As stated in the French Senate report on European defence (2019: 71), strategic autonomy 

includes defence and the industrial, commercial, and digital areas. Both countries agree that the 

European defence industry is fragmented, causing drastic competition disadvantages and 

inequalities in the internal market, leading to interoperability gaps among EU MS’ armed 

forces, paramount for effective military operations (Federal Republic of Germany 2016: 129). 
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Despite distinct strategic interests, both emphasise the need for ‘Europeanisation’iii of the 

defence industry to increase cooperation (German Defence Strategy 2015: 2), with France 

already showing high ambitions in 2008, considering that the CSDP was only revised in 2009. 

Nonetheless, Franco-German cooperation is characterised by obstacles stemming from distinct 

industrial landscapes. In France, the main defence firms and companies are State-controlled or 

State-supported (French Ministry of Europe and Foreign Affairs 2018), while Germany’s 

industrial scene is mostly privatised SMEs (Marx 2007: 20). The distinct role of the State in 

each country has thus led to divergent industrial defence systems.  

 

Regardless of their divergent strategic interests, the two countries’ awareness and willingness 

to lead EU defence is noticeable and was further reinforced following the Brexit referendum. 

They understand how vital cooperation with one another is and acknowledge and respect 

cultural differences (French Senate 2019: 65). Despite contrasting strategies, both agree on 

several elements, including NATO’s role in Europe’s security, or ensuring the CSDP does not 

replace nor compete with NATO (e.g., Federal Republic of Germany 2006: 7). 

 

Both MS’ commitment to deepening EU defence industry cooperation and capability 

development represents a strategic convergence. Yet, their recent White Papers and those 

published in the 2000s show divergences. Whereas the 2006 German White Paper displayed 

desire to strengthen the European defence industry and capabilities (Federal Republic of 

Germany 2006), the 2016 version is more critical, acknowledging lack of integration and 

fragmentation (Federal Republic of Germany 2016). Instead, the 2008 French White Paper on 

defence presented a similar level of ambition as the 2017 version, having already mentioned 

the need for an EU autonomous strategic planning capability. The EU defence industry was 
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previously identified as an issue, mostly regarding fragmentation (French Republic 2008: 84-

86), which prevails nowadays.  

 

This reflection on main strategic interests and priorities is key to understanding both MS’ 

actions towards the CSDP to achieve unilateral and/or bilateral objectives. This is pertinent for 

analysing how the two countries have cooperated recently in defence and security, allowing us 

to determine if their interaction has enabled them to both positively surpass their divergences, 

eventually leading to a transactional leadership role, and to have an impact on achieving their 

goals (Schoeller 2020; Tömmel 2019). 

 

Franco-German contributions following Brexit and the EU Global Strategy 

 

The Franco-German axis’ strategic convergence stemming from the 2022 Russo-Ukrainian 

conflict was strengthened. In addition to war to the East, the Euro crisis, the rise of populism, 

and the refugee crisis in the Mediterranean risking further fragmentation, two other events in 

2016 triggered a new push in EU defence cooperation: Donald Trump’s election as US president 

and the Brexit referendum (Daehnhardt 2018: 97). The Trump administration’s demands for 

more defence spending by European NATO members led to a sense of unpredictability in 

transatlantic relations (ibid: 97), though France and Germany acknowledged the US and 

NATO’s role as vital for Europe’s security (Federal Republic of Germany 2016: 49). Moreover, 

one of the expected results of Brexit was that it might provide new impetus in defence, given 

the UK’s track record of limiting advances in this area (Shea 2020).  

 

In fact, Brexit is likely the main enabler of institutional changes that unfolded in subsequent 

years. Despite the strategic importance of the Anglo-Franco partnership (French Republic 2017: 
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59), the 2017 French Strategic Review acknowledges Brexit-induced challenges, including the 

EU’s loss of one of its most powerful military actors and one of the biggest defence spenders. 

Yet, Brexit was also seen as an opportunity for removing the UK’s veto, representing a 

significant change considering the UK’s inclination towards Atlanticism, NATO, and the US 

to the detriment of a stronger and more autonomous EU defence (Koenig and Walter-Franke 

2017: 6). However, Brexit was concomitantly perceived as a threat to the EU, challenging its 

unity and defence capabilities. 

 

In an emerging multipolar system, France and Germany understood that action was required to 

ensure the EU would not further fragment nor abandon its defence ambitions. Following the 

British referendum, France and Germany’s Foreign Affairs Ministers published a document 

stating they recognized their responsibility in reinforcing EU cohesion and highlighting the 

EU’s need to cooperate efficiently to achieve its ambitions (French and German Foreign 

Ministers 2016: 1). Both MS realized that the Brexit referendum represented ‘a unique window 

of opportunity’ (Deschaux-Dutard 2019: 46) and a conducive context or environment for 

leadership, despite their shortcomings in acting on it. 

 

Meanwhile, the EU Global Strategy (EUGS) was launched within days of the Brexit referendum 

(likely not by accident) to establish the EU’s strategic direction in response to these security-

related issues, including Russia’s growing assertiveness, unveiling a new stage of CSDP 

development and a more ambitious international security actorness. Despite mentioning NATO 

as the prevailing collective defence provider, the EUGS underscores that ‘Europeans must be 

better equipped, trained and organised to contribute decisively to such collective efforts, as well 

as to act autonomously if and when necessary’ (Council of the EU 2016: 19), stressing the need 

for an EU ‘strategic autonomy’.  
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Despite the EUGS’ constructive contribution, further steps were required (French Republic and 

Federal Republic of Germany 2016: 3). Thus, the Franco-German partnership presented a 

proposal setting a joint vision and plan for defence cooperation that included the Permanent 

Structured Cooperation (PESCO). This mechanism proposed by articles 42.6 and 46 of the EU 

Treaty (TEU 2012) was directed at MS ‘whose military capabilities fulfil higher criteria, and 

which have made more binding commitments to one another in this area with a view to the most 

demanding missions’ (EU 2008). The Franco-German post-Brexit partnership, with the support 

of Italy and Spain, was successful in reviving this tool from the EU treaties and in getting other 

MS aboard (Deschaux-Dutard 2019: 43). The launch of PESCO immediately following the 

Brexit referendum follows the logic that the UK might have been one of its main hurdles, due 

to the UK’s historical hesitancy concerning EU defence integration, with the notable exception 

of the Saint-Malo declaration (Sweeney and Winn 2020: 232). The successful launch of PESCO 

reflects an effective Franco-German transactional leadership, as it expresses their ability to 

broker and achieve changes on a step-by-step basis incrementally, – given that PESCO was 

already on the Treaty –, rather than ‘bringing about fundamental changes’ (Tömmel 2013). This 

impact in effectively achieving goals further reinforces this coalition’s leadership (Schoeller 

2020; Tömmel 2019). 

 

Notwithstanding, the ambition behind ‘demanding missions’ and ‘binding commitments’ 

became a source of disagreement between France and Germany due to their differing strategic 

cultures and aspirations for CSDP and PESCO. France desired a selective PESCO regarding 

the most ambitious and capable participants (French Senate 2019: 38) and saw it as a tool to 

improve the EU’s operative efficiency and strategic autonomy. Conversely, Germany favoured 

an inclusive PESCO, framing it as an opportunity to drive EU integration forward. This contrast 
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exemplifies the challenges stemming from both countries’ differing strategic cultures 

(Glegerich 2019: 3). The result, driven by a Franco-German impetus, was a more modest 

PESCO compared to initial intentions (French Senate 2019: 38), with the adoption of the 

German approach not due to leadership but compromise, while stressing the need to create a 

‘binding commitment allowing for a true step forward in CSDP’ (French and German Defence 

Ministers 2016: 2). Notwithstanding, the impact stemming from actual results, albeit timid, 

corroborates the axis’ leadership. 

 

The Franco-German proposal also cited other initiatives, like the need to improve the launch of 

CSDP military operations, the EUBG, or a permanent EU headquarters for planning and 

conduct of military and civilian CSDP missions (ibid: 2). France and Germany also proposed a 

common EU budget for military research and technology (R&T) development, in line with the 

Commission’s proposal. Alongside increasing equipment procurement among MS, another 

focal point was the need to improve competitiveness and coherence of the European defence 

industry (ibid: 5; Rettman 2016).iv 

 

This process depicts the importance of the context or environment as a potential enabler for 

change (Cox 1969 cited in Helms 2014; Schoeller 2020). The EU’s circumstances – particularly 

Brexit – inspired a reaction by France and Germany to strengthen its defence actorness, thus 

displaying situational leadership (Ikenberry 1996). Here, timing was crucial to the development 

of a successful strategy (Daehnhardt 2018; Blondel 1987). However, the result is incremental 

changes through a successful brokerage, thus supporting the transactional leadership label 

(Tömmel 2013). 
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The Franco-German paper was sent to the other MS before an informal summit in Bratislava to 

discuss and negotiate the proposals (Kornelius 2016) and the summit produced a roadmap for 

stronger EU defence cooperation (Council of the EU 2016: 4). This shows the necessary soft 

resources and processes that even the most powerful bilateral European coalition must 

undertake to devise an EU action plan. For changes to be implemented in the EU, the approval 

of most or all MS is required (Wurzel and Connelly 2011). The transition from a unilateral 

French-German strategy (and lack of action plan) regarding the CSDP’s direction, towards the 

development of a bilateral contribution following the previously mentioned challenges is also 

worth noticing. Here, the idea of functional leadership (Vu 2017) is clearly identified: to propel 

the EU in a certain direction, both countries understood the need to form a coalition and promote 

an institutional debate, leading to the adoption of measures. This is also in line with the overall 

label of transactional leadership, as it reflects their ability to broker and achieve incremental 

rather than fundamental changes (Tömmel 2013). 

 

Thus, the process towards a more efficient and ambitious EU defence followed the initial 

Franco-German plan, reinforcing the coalition’s impact. The effects of this renewed momentum 

were identified in the November and December 2016 European Councils where PESCO was 

discussed and agreed upon (subsequently established in December 2017), as was the 

Coordinated Annual Review on Defence (CARD), the European Defence Fund (EDF), and a 

more integrated and competitive European Defence Technological and Industrial Base 

(EDTIB) (European Council 2016: 9). The sheer number of initiatives pushed by France and 

Germany approved a few months after the Brexit referendum attest to both their transactional 

leadership and the influence of this event in a piecemeal advancement of EU defence. 
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Despite PESCO’s progress, it was not bereft of criticism. PESCO was less ambitious than the 

treaty proposed, and a European Council recommendation encouraged participating MS to 

‘advance the work and focus on the swift and effective implementation of the projects (…) to 

deliver tangible outputs and products’ while stressing the need to ‘develop projects that aim to 

exploit cooperation between existing military capabilities and make these capabilities available 

for missions and operations’ (Council of the EU 2019: 9-10). In line with ongoing criticism 

regarding CSDP and PESCO, this recommendation focuses mostly on developing capabilities 

and not on improving the efficiency of CSDP missions. Here, contrasting strategic ambitions 

are clear and hinder the development of an EU strategic autonomy as swiftly as France desired. 

 

Still, PESCO was not the only initiative developed immediately following the Brexit 

referendum and the launch of the EUGS. The EDF was launched following the Franco-German 

proposal for an increase in EU budget for military R&T (Kornelius 2016). Concurrently 

proposed by the Commission, the EDF was created in 2017 to increase national investments in 

defence research while reducing spending duplications (European Commission 2017: 1). The 

European Council also prompted the creation of the Military Planning and Conduct Capability 

(MPCC) ‘to strengthen the planning and conduct of EU non-executive military missions’ 

(Council of the EU 2017). Its importance had already been mentioned by France in 2003 

(Koenig and Walter-Franke 2017: 9) and in the 2016 Franco-German paper (French and 

German defence ministers 2016: 2). The MPCC is perceived as an important step towards 

France’s ambition of EU strategic autonomy, while also supporting Germany’s EU integration 

focus (Koenig and Walter-Franke 2017: 10). While not as ambitious as France would have 

desired it, reflecting some tensions among both MS’ visions (Deschaux-Dutard 2019: 42), the 

impact of the setting up of the MPCC reinforces the axis’ leadership. 
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CARD, which helps foster capability development by addressing shortfalls and deepening 

defence cooperation (European Defence Agency 2018), is another example of an initiative 

created following France and Germany’s incentive for more coordination and transparency 

regarding MS’ defence budgets and an ‘essential intermediate step in the overall EU capability 

development process’ (ibid). 

 

Finally, among other projects, France and Germany (with Italy, Spain, and Cyprus), have also 

been pursuing the creation of one of PESCO’s cornerstones – a Crisis Response Operation Core 

to ‘contribute to the creation of a coherent full spectrum force package, which could accelerate 

the provision of forces’ (EEAS 2017b) and enhance the readiness and preparation of MS to 

engage in operations and missions (ibid). All these concrete incremental steps towards a 

stronger EU defence attest to the Franco-German transactional leadership (Tömmel 2013). 

 

Complementary Franco-German intergovernmental defence initiatives 

 

Following Brexit, Macron’s election as French President in 2017 brought hope for EU defence 

due to his aspiration of deepening cooperation in this area – including Franco-German bilateral 

cooperation (Kempin 2021). This was seen in Macron’s visit to Germany where, alongside 

Angela Merkel, he stated the need to ‘breathe new dynamism’ into the French-German 

partnership and develop a ‘roadmap’ to strengthen the EU (DN News 2017). In addition to 

Macron’s attempts to galvanize defence cooperation and push for autonomous operating 

capabilities, France also announced the European Intervention initiative (EI2), a ‘flexible, non-

binding forum of European participating states which are able and willing to engage their 

military capabilities and forces when and where necessary to protect European security 
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interests’ (Participating Member States 2018: 1), aimed at developing a shared strategic culture 

(Macron 2017). 

 

According to the 2017 French White Paper, in addition to ‘help develop a shared strategic 

culture for Europeans’, though EI2 takes place outside the EU framework, it was meant to 

‘complement major bilateral defence relationships with Germany and the United Kingdom’ 

(Franch Republic 2017: 3), thus reinforcing the Franco-German partnership but also attempting 

to mitigate Brexit fallout. The focus on military operations outside the EU framework led to 

EI2 not being initially positively seen by Germany (Major and Molling 2019: 13), though 

Germany ended up joining it to avoid a Franco-German disagreement (Daehnhardt 2018: 105). 

Besides, there is a connection between EI2 and the EU through PESCO, as some projects 

regarding military mobility and support to operations benefit from EI2 (Participating Member 

States 2018: 2). If it succeeds in developing a European strategic culture, the benefits for 

PESCO and the EU could be considerable (French Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs 

2017). The individual leaders’ influence and impact as difference makers are evident in these 

cases (Ikenberry 1996). Macron’s election in 2017 (and Hollande before him) provides a 

distinct example of that potential (Pannier 2018), alongside Merkel’s role in the EUGS from 

2016, especially following the doubts cast on the transatlantic partnership by US President 

Trump (Iso-Markku and Müller-Brandeck-Bocquet 2020). 

 

The contrast between a French push for EU strategic autonomy and the efforts of coordination 

between MS defence industries and weapons systems illustrates the diverging strategic interests 

regarding CSDP (Major and Molling 2019: 13; Daehnhardt 2018: 106). Germany’s creation of 

the Enable and Enhance Initiative (E2I) reinforces this contrast. It focuses on supporting third 

countries to deal with domestic security and maintain stability (German Government 2016: 1). 
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E2I was proposed in 2013 to increase the CSDP’s effectiveness, underlining that the EU’s 

training missions are often hampered by lack of equipment among local partners. Despite E2I 

not having been accepted by the EU due to lack of consensus, the German federal government 

proceeded with its implementation by including an item of EUR 100 million in its defence 

budget to support the project (ibid: 2). 

 

Despite these differences, there has been a slow but noticeable convergence between France 

and Germany regarding EU defence, largely due to the regularised intergovernmentalism that 

developed between the two through the 1963 Elysée Treaty and the cooperation framework it 

established (Krotz and Schild 2013). This is displayed in Merkel’s 2018 speech to the European 

Parliament where she supported the idea of a European army to complement NATO. Merkel 

stressed the EU’s inefficiency as a security actor due to the proliferation of different defence 

weapon systems among MS and proposed the establishment of a European Security Council to 

make crucial decisions more efficiently (Merkel 2018). 

 

Taking advantage of the strategic alignment, recognising the value of the Franco-German 

partnership for the EU, and in celebration of the Elysée Treaty’s 56th anniversary, the two MS 

established the Aachen Treaty in 2019. It focuses on strengthening foreign policy, defence, and 

internal security cooperation to increase the EU’s ability to act autonomously (French Republic 

and Federal Republic of Germany 2019: 5). The treaty sought to promote competitiveness and 

consolidation of the EU’s industrial and technological defence base, while developing a 

common approach on arms exports (ibid: 6).  

 

That year, France and Germany reached a compromise on arms exports (French Republic 2019; 

French Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs 2019) relevant for EU defence in attempting 
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to coordinate a sensitive area due to MS’ divergent actions and strategies (Finabel 2019). The 

agreement also sought to increase integration between their defence industries and companies, 

including procurement (also a challenge) (European Commission 2016). By reducing 

restrictions and harmonizing standards and procedures it sought to benefit the EU’s defence 

industry and cooperation and contribute to a common position. Still, an EU common stance is 

contingent upon other MS’ agreement on certain security issues and join initiatives like the 

Aachen Treaty (Finabel 2019). Regardless of the non-participation of other MS in this 

framework, the agreement devised in the Aachen Treaty provides an example of commitment 

capability, in which France and Germany display leadership intentions, setting an example that 

may drive others to follow (Vu 2017). 

 

Beyond these agreements, France and Germany have also worked on bilateral projects like 

developing next-generation fighters (DW News 2019) included in the Future Combat Air 

System. Yet, difficulties have emerged regarding leadership in specific parts of the projects and 

compatibility of French and German industries (French Senate 2019: 69). Another example of 

a Franco-German joint project is ‘Eurodrone’, a PESCO initiative in which both participate 

with other MS (EEAS 2020a). Actually, the two have the biggest participation in PESCO, either 

as participants or coordinators. France has also joined all current CSDP missions, while 

Germany has only been absent from ALTHEA in Bosnia and Herzegovina (EEAS 2020b) and 

EUTM CAR.  

 

Individual ad hoc efforts in the Sahel, like French-led Takuba Task Force (part of operation 

Barkane) or German-led Gazelle Mission also converged with the EU’s collective objectives, 

seeking to complement and improve its capacity building, training, and mentoring efforts in 

Mali. The idea that these operations could be integrated into, or work in close coordination with 
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EUTM Mali, highlights their complementarity and contribution to a common European 

strategic culture. 

 

Despite its leading role, the Franco-German partnership has not set a strong example regarding 

defence spending in the past: both countries’ spending on defence as GDP percentage was 

slightly decreasing in recent times, consistently remaining lower than NATO’s two per cent 

threshold (EDA 2018). Several MS invest more on defence in terms of GDP percentage, though 

the volume of investment is far below that of France and Germany. These two MS remain, by 

far, the main spenders and investors in defence within the EU alongside the UK (ibid). 

Regarding participation in CSDP missions, both countries’ commitment is indisputable, as 

mentioned.  

 

The process leading to the adoption of the Strategic Compass shortly after Russia’s 2022 

invasion of Ukraine was heavily influenced by the German and French EU Council 

Presidencies, as the process of the joint threat analysis that preceded it was launched during the 

2020 German Presidency and the final document was adopted during the 2022 French 

Presidency. Although a considerable degree of individual leadership was displayed, the axis 

was not evident during the development of this historic milestone in EU defence, which 

represented one of the most significant post-Brexit opportunities for both MS to show their 

leadership in the CSDP. While both countries effectively ushered the EU’s collective response 

to Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014, as well as the subsequent CSDP development, this 

was not the case with the 2022 invasion (Särkkä and Ålander 2023). Although they individually 

ramped up their support for Ukraine, their leadership abilities regarding the development of EU 

defence, albeit belatedly present and somewhat underwhelming, were displayed separately. 
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German Chancellor Scholz inaugurated a new era of national EU defence expenditure with his 

Zeitenwende announcement (Scholz 2022), although his rhetoric somewhat exceeded 

Germany’s deeds in practice. This constitutes a clear example of the use of soft resources and 

processes in the context of leadership as soft power (Müller and Van Esch 2020a: 1061). It is 

likely that both domestic and external expectations regarding Germany’s role, following 

Merkel’s record of antagonizing Russia and of playing a leadership role in EU defence, played 

a significant role in this attitude (Särkkä and Ålander 2023). Scholz’ claim that ‘step[ping] up 

as one of the main providers of security in Europe’ is Germany’s ‘crucial role’ (Scholz 2023) 

and the fact that the Germany’s move led other NATO allies to increase their defence spending 

reinforce the country’s hegemonic role in this regard (Otero-Iglesias 2017; Schild 2020). 

 

Simultaneously, under President Macron, France during its EU Council Presidency facilitated 

the Versailles Declaration (EU MS 2022) which sought to bolster EU defence capabilities. 

Although this declaration and the tools that it fostered in terms of common procurement and 

ammunition production were collective EU efforts, the French Presidency played an important 

leadership role. On the other hand, Macron also sought unsuccessfully to play the role of 

mediator between Russia and the West. Macron’s limitations stemming from unfavourable 

national elections reinforced his difficulties (and thus France’s) at displaying leadership in this 

matter (Särkkä and Ålander 2023). 

 

Ultimately, the example set the Franco-German partnership for the other MS highlights its 

legitimacy (Deschaux-Dutard 2022), which has allowed the axis to successfully establish 

strategies and mechanisms that have strengthened EU defence cooperation. 

 

CONCLUSION 
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This article sought to analyse France and Germany’s leadership role in the development of the 

EU’s security and defence policy after the Brexit referendum. We sought to understand if Brexit 

could reinvigorate the leadership of the Franco-German axis in EU defence, considering that 

the UK had played a prominent role in this matter primarily as hindering its development. The 

analysis revealed that the Franco-German axis has played a leading role in the EU’s defence 

strategy by enabling it to tackle challenges that threaten its unity, cohesion, and security. They 

have done so by recognising each other’s importance and that of their axis for the EU and for 

defence. We conclude that the Franco-German axis has intentionally displayed a leadership role 

throughout the development of the CSDP, and that this role was further reinforced by the 

opportunities brought by Brexit (Krotz and Schild 2018). It also benefitted from a conducive 

environment marked by multiple crises (Cox 1969), not least Russia’s aggression toward 

Ukraine or the doubts cast over the transatlantic alliance during Trump’s tenure as US President. 

Meanwhile, NATO under US President Biden is thriving, having been significantly reinforced 

in terms of structure/mission with a new Strategic Concept, as well as in terms of MS, with the 

recent enlargement to Finland and the impending Swedish membership. 

 

The Franco-German axis has been at the heart of European integration since its inception in 

1951, when the rapprochement between the two created the European Coal and Steel 

Community. Throughout the history of the European integration project, this partnership has 

sparked some of the main changes that have shaped the EU and its institutions. Not only have 

German and French leaders and strategies influenced the direction of European integration, but 

they were also the main contributors in key moments of defence cooperation, from the EDC to 

the ESDP. That cooperation has often been unexpected, considering their different strategic 
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interests and cultures. Despite those differences, France and Germany have displayed a clear 

leadership in EU defence by acting together bilaterally, or unilaterally. 

 

Notwithstanding the dispersion of power in the EU and the several potential sources of 

leadership, and that only absolute consensus among all MS allows the EU to move forward in 

CSDP, the Franco-German coalition has been decisive to provide the required impetus, mostly 

through soft resources and processes like unilateral or bilateral statements, speeches, proposals, 

and strategies, and by providing stimulus to the institutional debate. Those contributions have 

propelled the EU to adopt strategies and measures that have shaped the CSDP during the period 

of analysis. Thus, despite showing signs of situational and functional leadership (or rather 

because of it), and while taking advantage of its environment and positional resources, the 

Franco-German leadership can be defined as transactional rather than strictly transformational, 

as it has attempted to increment policy changes in a particular direction vis-à-vis a complete 

shift of this area (Nye 2008 cited in Wurzel and Connelly 2011: 12).  

 

Our analysis allowed us to better understand how the European political process functions 

regarding defence and security, how the EU operates, and the importance of joint leaderships 

of MS in these processes. At the EU’s core lies the interaction among MS, which are inevitably 

the main players in driving cooperation. These ‘tactical associations’ between MS (Janning 

2005) make political leadership within the EU distinct and more complex than other strictly 

intergovernmental international settings, and worth studying. That also justifies how, despite 

great success in leading EU defence and strengthening cooperation, the Franco-German 

partnership has not been able to achieve all its goals.  
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The complexity of the EU’s multi-layered system also makes the limitations of joint leadership 

clearer (Müller and Van Esch 2020a). Despite progress in bilateral cooperation, France and 

Germany have distinct defence strategic cultures, interests, and preferences regarding the 

CSDP, and different military capabilities. These discrepancies depict prevailing divergences 

between them, affecting the EU’s possibilities of finding common ground. The Franco-German 

case also provides a valuable example of how those differences can be surpassed and a common 

strategy be agreed upon. The bilateral agreements that stimulated the EU’s defence project, like 

the 2016 agreement that led to PESCO, the Aachen Treaty, or joint-projects for new weapon-

systems show how a compromise can be reached despite normative divergences.  

 

Also, unilateral efforts like EI2, E2I, or the pressure for more efficient funding are other 

examples of how France and Germany have made a difference in the EU’s defence framework. 

While strategic autonomy has not yet been reached, these inputs have provided a key impetus 

for the reinforcement of the EU’s institutional framework, capability development, defence 

industry, and research funding. Despite the success for EU defence cooperation through Franco-

German initiatives, a distinction must be made between capabilities and the actual ability to 

execute military operations.  

 

In that regard, the EU still struggles, as the aforementioned initiatives contribute to the increase 

of defence capabilities, but they still fall short of achieving what they (and the Franco-German 

axis) aim for (Daehnhardt 2018, 106). That is, unquestionably, a point of disunity between 

France and Germany due to the former’s ambition of improving the EU’s capability of carrying 

out military operations, and the latter’s vision of deepening European integration (cf. PESCO) 

(French Senate 2019). Nonetheless, the Strategic Compass might contribute to mitigating this 

disunity. Its development starting during the 2020 German Council Presidency and concluding 
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during the 2022 French Presidency certainly imbued these actors with positional resources 

(Héritier and Prakash 2015: 2), thus boosting their situational leadership (Ikenberry 1996). 

 

The peculiar relationship between the two MS can be framed as institutionalised regularised 

intergovernmentalism (Krotz 2010; Krotz and Schild 2013). Indeed, were it not for the close 

and persistent interaction and dialogue between several French and German political entities, 

inputs provided by the partnership might not have come to fruition. Organs like the Franco-

German Defence and Security Council, aligned with Council meetings, provide vital platforms 

for the two MS to coordinate their actions. As consistently mentioned in official documents 

published by both States, France and Germany recognise each other’s importance and that of 

their cooperation for EU defence. 

 

Nonetheless, Germany’s fragmented and overregulated defence structure, in addition to its 

restraint culture in defence remain obstacles to strengthening the Franco-German axis as a 

leadership coalition in EU defence. In that regard, Scholz’s tenure in Germany will determine 

the country’s strategy for coming years (Major and Mölling 2021). 

 

In terms of leadership supply, both countries often demonstrated the ability to build consensus, 

and promote a common agenda and strategic planning that led to progressive policy changes; 

regarding followership inclusion, the Franco-German axis focused primarily on common rather 

than egoistic goals and managed to work in concert or mutual agreement with each other in the 

process; finally, concerning overall influence and impact over policy outcomes, both were able 

to set the agenda on multiple CSDP developments, either together or separately and displayed 

a significant degree of normative persuasion (Bruno and Finzi 2018). 
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While it is crucial that the two countries’ actions converge in the same direction for their 

strategy to succeed, even if partially, the support of the two biggest EU MS is vital for any EU 

defence endeavour, as shown in our analysis. We therefore conclude by acknowledging the 

existence, importance, and profound complexity of the Franco-German leadership – and by 

acknowledging its frequent asymmetry – in the development of EU defence cooperation. 

 

References 

 

Ackermann, Alice. 1994. “Reconciliation as a Peace-Building Process in Post-war 

Europe: The Franco-German case.” Peace and Change: A Journal of Peace Research, 19(3): 

229-250. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0130.1994.tb00609.x 

Aronsson, Lisa and Keller, Patrick. 2012. “British-German Defence Cooperation in 

NATO: Finding Common Ground on European Security.” Royal United Services Institute and 

Konrad Adenauer Foundation: 1-32. 

Ayrault, Jean-Marc and Steinmeier, Frank-Walter. 2016. “A strong Europe in a world 

of uncertainties.” https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/aussenpolitik/europa/160624-bm-am-

fra-st/281702  

Baun, Michael. 1996. “The Maastricht Treaty as High Politics: Germany, France, and 

European Integration”. Political Science Quarterly, 110(4): 605-624. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2151886 

Blondel, Jean. 1987. Political Leadership: Towards a General Analysis. SAGE 

Publications. 

Bowen, Glenn. 2009. “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method.” 

Qualitative Research Journal, 9(2): 27-40. https://doi.org/10.3316/QRJ0902027 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0130.1994.tb00609.x
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/aussenpolitik/europa/160624-bm-am-fra-st/281702
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/aussenpolitik/europa/160624-bm-am-fra-st/281702
https://doi.org/10.2307/2151886
https://doi.org/10.3316/QRJ0902027


 
 

31 

Bruno, Valerio Alfonzo and Giacomo Finzi. 2018. “Leading through a Decade of 

Crisis – Not Bad, After All: Germany’s Leadership Demand and Followership Inclusion, 

2008-2018.” German Politics and Society, 36(4): 50-77. 

https://doi.org/10.3167/gps.2018.360403 

Brzozowski, Alexandra. 2019. “Macron’s coalition of European militaries grows in 

force.” Euractiv. https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/macrons-

coalition-of-european-militaries-grows-in-force/ 

Buchanan, Allen and Robert Keohane. 2006. “The legitimacy of global governance 

institutions.” Ethics and International Affairs, 20 (4): 405-437. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-

7093.2006.00043.x  

Buller, Jim and Andrew Gamble. 2002. “Conceptualising Europeanisation 

Unpublished.” Public Policy and Administration, 17(2): 4-23. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/095207670201700202 

Bulmer, Simon and Paterson, William E. 2013. “Germany as the EU's reluctant 

hegemon? Of economic strength and political constraints.” Journal of European Public 

Policy, 20(10): 1387-1405. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2013.822824 

Burns, James. 1978. Leadership. New York: Harper. 

Carnegy, Hugh. 2013. “French Seek Permanent EU Defense Fund.” Atlantic Council.  

https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/natosource/french-seek-permanent-eu-defense-fund/  

Carta, Caterina and Jean-Frédéric Morin. 2014. “Struggling over meanings: 

Discourses on the EU’s international presence.” Cooperation and Conflict, 49(3): 295-314. 

Chaban, Natalia; Elgström, Ole; Kelly, Serena and Lai Suet Yi. 2013. “Images of the 

EU beyond its Borders: Issue-Specific and Regional Perceptions of European Union Power 

and Leadership.” JCMS, 51(3): 433-451. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12004 

https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/macrons-coalition-of-european-militaries-grows-in-force/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/defence-and-security/news/macrons-coalition-of-european-militaries-grows-in-force/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7093.2006.00043.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7093.2006.00043.x
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/natosource/french-seek-permanent-eu-defense-fund/


 32 

Cox, Robert. 1969. “The executive head: an essay on leadership in international 

organisation.” International Organisation, 23(2): 205-230. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S002081830003157X  

Daehnhardt, Patrícia. 2018. “European Defence and German Defence Cooperation.” 

Nação e Defesa, 150: 94-114. 

Deschaux-Dutard, Delphine. 2019. “Franco-German military cooperation and 

European defence after Brexit.” Les Champs de Mars, 32(1): 53-76. 

Deschaux-Dutard, Delphine. 2022. “European defence in an interpolar context: 

explaining the limitations of French-German contribution to European strategic autonomy.” 

Defence Studies, 22(4): 591-608. https://doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2022.2110474 

Destradi, Sandra. 2010. “Regional powers and their strategies: empire, hegemony, and 

leadership.” Review of International Studies, 36(4): 903-930. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210510001361 

Dickow, Marcel. 2015. “French and German Defence: The Opportunities of 

Transformation.” French Institute for International and Strategic Affairs: 1-24. 

Didili, Zoe. 2020. “Germany vows to make reviving Normandy format talks key to its 

EU Council presidency.” New Europe. https://www.neweurope.eu/article/germany-vows-to-

make-reviving-normandy-format-talks-key-to-its-eu-council-presidency/  

Diez, Thomas. 2014. “Speaking Europe, Drawing Boundaries: Reflections on the Role 

of Discourse in EU Foreign Policy and Identity.” In EU Foreign Policy through the Lens of 

Discourse Analysis, edited by Carta, C. and Morin, J., 27-41. Ashgate: Farnham. 

Dinan, Desmond. 2008. “Governance and Institutional Developments: Ending the 

Constitutional Impasse.” JCMS, 46(1): 71-90. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-

5965.2008.00812.x 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S002081830003157X
https://www.neweurope.eu/article/germany-vows-to-make-reviving-normandy-format-talks-key-to-its-eu-council-presidency/
https://www.neweurope.eu/article/germany-vows-to-make-reviving-normandy-format-talks-key-to-its-eu-council-presidency/
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1111%2Fj.1468-5965.2008.00812.x
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1111%2Fj.1468-5965.2008.00812.x


 
 

33 

Drake, Helen. 2001. “France on trial? The challenge of change and the French 

presidency of the European Union,” July-December 2000. Modern and Contemporary 

France, 9(4): 453-466. https://doi.org/10.1080/09639480120086671 

DW News. 2017. “French President Emmanuel Macron meets German Chancellor 

Angela Merkel in Berlin.” https://www.dw.com/en/french-president-emmanuel-macron-

meets-german-chancellor-angela-merkel-in-berlin/a-38850514  

DW News. 2019. Germany and France announce next-generation fighter jet project. 

https://www.dw.com/en/germany-and-france-announce-next-generation-fighter-jet-project/a-

47400232  

Featherstone, Kevin. 2003. “Introduction: In the Name of ‘Europe’.” In The Politics of 

Europeanisation, edited by Featherstone, K. and Radaelli, C., 3-26. New York: New York 

University Press. 

Feldman, Lily. 1999. “The Principle and Practice of “Reconciliation” in German 

Foreign Policy: Relations with France, Israel, Poland and the Czech Republic.” Royal 

Institute of International Affairs, 75(2): 333-356. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2346.00075  

Fiott, Daniel. 2020. The CSDP in 2020: The EU’s legacy and Ambition in Security and 

Defence. Paris: EU Institute for Security Studies: 1-157. 

https://www.iss.europa.eu/content/csdp-2020  

Galbert, Simond. 2015. The Impact of the Normandy Format on the Conflict in 

Ukraine: Four Leaders, Three Cease-fires, and Two Summits. 

https://www.csis.org/analysis/impact-normandy-format-conflict-ukraine-four-leaders-three-

cease-fires-and-two-summits  

Giuliani, Jean-Dominique. 2008. “A Successful Presidency – Results of the French 

Presidency of the Council of the European Union.” Robert Schuman Foundation. 

https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1080%2F09639480120086671
https://www.dw.com/en/french-president-emmanuel-macron-meets-german-chancellor-angela-merkel-in-berlin/a-38850514
https://www.dw.com/en/french-president-emmanuel-macron-meets-german-chancellor-angela-merkel-in-berlin/a-38850514
https://www.dw.com/en/germany-and-france-announce-next-generation-fighter-jet-project/a-47400232
https://www.dw.com/en/germany-and-france-announce-next-generation-fighter-jet-project/a-47400232
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2346.00075
https://www.iss.europa.eu/content/csdp-2020
https://www.csis.org/analysis/impact-normandy-format-conflict-ukraine-four-leaders-three-cease-fires-and-two-summits
https://www.csis.org/analysis/impact-normandy-format-conflict-ukraine-four-leaders-three-cease-fires-and-two-summits


 34 

https://www.robert-schuman.eu/en/european-issues/0121-a-successful-presidency-results-of-

the-french-presidency-of-the-council-of-the-european-union  

Glegerich, Bastian. 2019. “Franco-German Security and Defence Cooperation: 

Stepping Stone or Stumbling Block for European Strategic Autonomy?” The International 

Institute for Strategic Studies, London: 1-4. 

Glucroft, William Noah. 2022. “Germany rethinks its military missions.” dw.com. 

https://www.dw.com/en/after-afghanistan-germany-rethinks-its-military-missions/a-58912418 

Helms, Ludger. 2014. “Global political leadership in the twenty-first century: 

problems and prospects.” Contemporary Politics, 20(3): 261-277. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13569775.2014.911499 

Héritier, Adrienne and Prakash, Aseem. 2015. “A Resource-based View of the EU’s 

Regional and International Leadership.” Global Policy, 6(3): 247-255. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12241 

Hofmann, Stephanie C. and Mérrand, Frédéric. 2020. “In Search of Lost Time: 

Memory-framing, Bilateral Identity-making, and European Security.” JCMS, 58(1): 155-171 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12976 

Howorth, Jolyon. 2000. “Britain, France and the European Defence Initiative.” 

Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, 42(2): 33-55. https://doi.org/10.1093/survival/42.2.33 

Huntley, Matthew David. 2022. “European defence policy at a crossroads: Germany 

preserving the status quo and France seeking change?” European Politics and Society, 23(2): 

173-188. https://doi.org/10.1080/23745118.2020.1855710 

Ikenberry, G. John. 1996. “The future of international leadership.” Political Science 

Quarterly, 111(3): 385-402. https://doi.org/10.2307/2151968  

https://www.robert-schuman.eu/en/european-issues/0121-a-successful-presidency-results-of-the-french-presidency-of-the-council-of-the-european-union
https://www.robert-schuman.eu/en/european-issues/0121-a-successful-presidency-results-of-the-french-presidency-of-the-council-of-the-european-union
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1080%2F13569775.2014.911499
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1111%2F1758-5899.12241
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1093%2Fsurvival%2F42.2.33
https://doi.org/10.2307/2151968


 
 

35 

Iso-Markku, Tuomas and Müller-Brandeck-Bocquet, Gisela. 2020. “Towards German 

leadership? Germany’s Evolving Role and the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy.” 

German Politics, 29(1): 59-78. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644008.2019.1611782 

Janning, Josef. 2005. “Leadership coalitions and change: the role of states in the 

European Union.” International Affairs, 81(4): 821–833. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-

2346.2005.00486.x 

Kane, John and Patapan, Haig. 2012. The democratic leader. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Kempin, Ronja and Kunz, Barbara. 2017. “France, Germany, and the Quest for 

European Strategic Autonomy: Franco-German Defence Cooperation in a New Era.” French 

Institute of International Relations, 141: 1-32. 

Keohane, Nannerl. 2010. Thinking about leadership. Princeton: Princeton University 

Press. 

Koenig, N. and Walter-Franke, M. 2017. “France and Germany: Spearheading a 

European Security and Defence Union?” Jacques Delors Institute, 202: 1-18. 

Kornelius, Stefan. 2016. “Germany and France want to reform the EU’s defence 

policy.” Suddeutsche Zeitung. https://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/vor-gipfeltreffen-

deutschland-und-frankreich-wollen-verteidigungspolitik-der-eu-reformieren-1.3155310  

Krotz, Ulrich and Schild, Joachim. 2013. Shaping Europe: France, Germany, and 

embedded bilateralism from the Elysée Treaty to twenty-first century politics. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Krotz, Ulrich and Schild, Joachim. 2018. “Back to the future? Franco-German 

bilateralism in Europe's post-Brexit union.” Journal of European Public Policy, 25(8): 1174-

1193. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467951 

https://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/vor-gipfeltreffen-deutschland-und-frankreich-wollen-verteidigungspolitik-der-eu-reformieren-1.3155310
https://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/vor-gipfeltreffen-deutschland-und-frankreich-wollen-verteidigungspolitik-der-eu-reformieren-1.3155310


 36 

Krotz, Ulrich and Schramm, Lucas. 2021. “An Old Couple in a New Setting: Franco-

German Leadership in the Post-Brexit EU.” Politics and Governance, 9(1): 48-58. 

https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i1.3645 

Krotz, Ulrich. 2010. “Regularized Intergovernmentalism: France-Germany and 

Beyond (1963-2009).” Foreign Policy Analysis, 6(2): 147-185. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-8594.2010.00106.x 

Krotz, Ulrich. 2014. “Three eras and possible futures: a long-term view on the Franco-

German relationship a century after the First World War.” International Affairs, 90(2): 337-

350. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2346.12112 

Kunz, Barbara. 2018. “Why Franco-German Defence Cooperation is Difficult But 

Without Alternative.” Atlantic Community. https://atlantic-community.org/why-franco-

german-defence-cooperation-is-difficult-but-without-alternative/ 

Lindstrom, Gusta. 2007. “The Headline Goal.” Institute for Security Studies: 1-4. 

Major, Claudia and Mölling, Christian. 2019. “Germany and Defense: The Next Five 

Years.” German Council on Foreign Relations. 

https://dgap.org/en/research/publications/germany-and-defense  

Major, Claudia and Mölling, Christian. 2019. “PESCO: The German Perspective.” 

Armament Industry European Research Group, (36): 1-15. 

Major, Claudia; Mölling, Christian and Höltmann, Gesine. 2018. “The future of the 

French-German axis and its implications for European security and defence.” Swedish 

Institute of International Affairs, UI Brief (2): 1-21. 

Martins, Estevão. 2013. “Intra-European partnership: the 50 years of the Elysée Treaty 

(1963-2013).” Revista Brasileira de Política Internacional, 56(1): 60-84. 

https://doi.org/10.1590/S0034-73292013000100004 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-8594.2010.00106.x
https://atlantic-community.org/why-franco-german-defence-cooperation-is-difficult-but-without-alternative/
https://atlantic-community.org/why-franco-german-defence-cooperation-is-difficult-but-without-alternative/
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0034-73292013000100004


 
 

37 

Marx, Sebastian. 2007. “Privatisation in the European Security Politics – The sector of 

military services.” German Institute for International and Security Affairs: 1-29. 

Maulny, Jean-Pierre. 2016. “The French/UK defence relationship.” Instititute of 

International and Strategic Relations. https://www.iris-france.org/78591-the-frenchuk-

defence-relationship/  

Menon, Anand. 2009. “Empowering Paradise? The ESDP at ten.” International 

Affairs, 85(2): 227-246. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2009.00791.x  

Moravcsik, Andrew. 2000. “De Gaulle Between Grain and Grandeur: The Political 

Economy of French EC Policy, 1958-1970 (Part 2).” Journal of Cold War Studies, 2(3): 4-68. 

https://doi.org/10.1162/15203970051032192 

Müller, Henriette and Van Esch, Femke A. W. J. 2020a. “The contested nature of 

political leadership in the European Union: conceptual and methodological cross-

fertilisation.” West European Politics, 43(5): 1051-1071, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2019.1678951 

Müller, Henriette and Van Esch, Femke A. W. J. 2020b. “Collaborative leadership in 

EMU governance: a matter of cognitive proximity.” West European Politics, 43(5): 1117-

1140. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2019.1678950 

Nolte, Detlef. 2010. “How to compare regional powers: analytical concepts and 

research topics.” Review of International Studies, 36(4): 881-901. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S026021051000135X 

Nye, Joseph. 2008. The Powers to Lead. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Oberthür, Sebastian and Dupont, Claire. 2021. “The European Union’s international 

climate leadership: towards a grand climate strategy?” Journal of European Public Policy, 

28(7): 1095-1114. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1918218 

https://www.iris-france.org/78591-the-frenchuk-defence-relationship/
https://www.iris-france.org/78591-the-frenchuk-defence-relationship/
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1111%2Fj.1468-2346.2009.00791.x
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1162%2F15203970051032192


 38 

Olsen, Wendy. 2004. Triangulation in Social Research: Qualitative and Quantitative 

Methods Can Really Be Mixed. Developments in Sociology. Causeway Press Ltd. 

Otero-Iglesias, Miguel. 2017. “Still waiting for Paris: Germany’s reluctant hegemony 

in pursuing political union in the Euro Area.” Journal of European Integration, 39(3): 349-

364. https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2017.1281265 

Pannier, Alice. 2018. “France's Defense Partnerships and the Dilemmas of Brexit.” 

The German Marshall Fund of the United States. Policy Brief No. 022. 

Pannier, Alice. 2015. “Franco-British defence cooperation on the anniversary of 

Lancaster House: What can a Treaty produce in five years?” Ultima Ratio.  

Parker, Charles F. and Karlsson, Christer. 2017. “The European Union as a global 

climate leader: confronting aspiration with evidence.” Int Environ Agreements 17: 445-461. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-016-9327-8  

Podoljnak, Robert. 2007. “Explaining the Failure of the European Constitution: A 

Constitutional-Making Perspective.” Collected Papers of Zagreb Law Faculty, 57(1): 1-43. 

Rettman, Andrew. 2016. “France and Germany propose EU “defence union”.” 

Euobserver. https://euobserver.com/foreign/135022  

Ricketts, Peter. 2017. “The EU and Defence: The Legacy of Saint-Malo.” The RUSI 

Journal, 162(3): 30-38. https://doi.org/10.1080/03071847.2017.1352375 

Särkkä, Iro and Ålander, Minna. 2023. “Franco-German leadership in European 

security: Engine in reverse gear?” FIIA Briefing Paper 377. 

https://www.fiia.fi/en/publication/franco-german-leadership-in-european-security 

Schild, Joachim. 2020. “The myth of German hegemony in the euro area revisited.” 

West European Politics, 43(5): 1072-1094. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2019.1625013 

https://euobserver.com/foreign/135022
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1080%2F03071847.2017.1352375


 
 

39 

Schoeller, Magnus G. 2020. “Tracing leadership: the ECB’s ‘whatever it takes’ and 

Germany in the Ukraine crisis.” West European Politics, 43(5): 1095-1116, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2019.1635801 

Shea, Jamie. 2020. “European Defence After Brexit: A Plus or a Minus?” European 

View, 19(1): 88-94. https://doi.org/10.1177/1781685820921617 

Shearer, Andrew. 2000. “Britain, France and the Saint-Malo declaration: Tactical 

rapprochement or strategic entente?” Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 13(2): 283-

298. https://doi.org/10.1080/09557570008400316 

Siddi, Marco. 2020. “A Contested Hegemon? Germany’s Leadership in EU Relations 

with Russia.” German Politics, 29(1): 97-114. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09644008.2018.1551485 

Simpson, Benjamin. 1971. “The Rearming of Germany 1950-1954: A Linchpin in the 

Political Evolution of Europe.” Naval War College Review, 23(9): 76-90. 

Sirikupt, Chonlawit and Lopez, Catalina. 2019. “Towards a common EU arms export 

policy: What to make of the recent Franco-German Councils of Ministers meeting.” Finabel. 

https://finabel.org/towards-a-common-eu-arms-export-policy-what-to-make-of-the-recent-

franco-german-councils-of-ministers-meeting/  

Sprenger, Sebastian. 2018. “German, French defence ministers push for Eurodrone 

progress.” https://www.defensenews.com/global/europe/2020/09/18/german-french-defense-

ministers-push-for-eurodrone-progress/  

Sweeney, Simon and Winn, Neil. 2020. “EU security and defence cooperation in times 

of dissent: analysing PESCO, the European Defence Fund and the European Intervention 

Initiative (EI2) in the shadow of Brexit.” Defence Studies, 20(3): 224-249. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2020.1778472 

https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1080%2F09557570008400316
https://finabel.org/towards-a-common-eu-arms-export-policy-what-to-make-of-the-recent-franco-german-councils-of-ministers-meeting/
https://finabel.org/towards-a-common-eu-arms-export-policy-what-to-make-of-the-recent-franco-german-councils-of-ministers-meeting/
https://www.defensenews.com/global/europe/2020/09/18/german-french-defense-ministers-push-for-eurodrone-progress/
https://www.defensenews.com/global/europe/2020/09/18/german-french-defense-ministers-push-for-eurodrone-progress/


 40 

Swinkels, Marij. 2020. “Beliefs of political leaders: conditions for change in the 

Eurozone crisis.” West European Politics, 43(5): 1163-1186. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2019.1635802 

Tocci, Nathalie. 2018. “Towards a European Security and Defence Union: Was 2017 a 

Watershed?” JCMS, 56(1): 131-141. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12752  

Tömmel, Ingeborg and Verdun, Amy. 2017. “Political leadership in the European 

Union: an introduction.” Journal of European Integration, 39(2): 103-112. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2016.1277714 

Tömmel, Ingeborg. 2013. “The Presidents of the European Commission: Transactional 

or Transforming Leaders?” JCMS, 51(4): 789-805. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12023 

Tömmel, Ingeborg. 2019. “Political Leadership in Times of Crisis: The Commission 

Presidency of Jean-Claude Juncker.” West European Politics, 43(5): 1141-1162. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2019.1646507 

Troitiño, David. 2008. “De Gaulle and the European Communities.” Tallin University 

of Technology: 139-152. 

Virkkunen, Henna. 2018. “Towards an EU leadership role in shaping globalisation.” 

European View, 17(1): 13-20. https://doi.org/10.1177/1781685818767344 

Vu, Truong-Minh. 2017. “International Leadership as a Process: The case of China in 

Southeast Asia.” Revista Brasileira de Política International, 60(1): 1-21. 

https://doi.org/10.1590/0034-7329201600109 

Wiener, Jarrod. 1995. ‘“Hegemonic” leadership: naked emperor or the worship of 

false Gods?’ European Journal of International Relations, 1(2): 219-243. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066195001002004  

https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12752
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066195001002004


 
 

41 

Witte, Bruno. 2001. “Apres Nice: Time for a European Constitution?” ECSA Review 

14(2): 3-11. http://aei.pitt.edu/65/1/NiceTreatyForum.html  

Wurzel, Rudiger and Connelly, James. 2011. The European Union as a Leader in 

International Climate Change Politics. Contemporary European Studies. 

Wurzel, Rudiger; Liefferink, Duncan and Di Lullo, Maurizio. 2019. “The European 

Council, the Council and the Member States: changing environmental leadership dynamics in 

the European Union.” Environmental Politics, 28(2): 248-270. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2019.1549783 

Young, Oran. 1991. “Political leadership and regime formation: on the development of 

institutions in international society.” International Organization, 45: 281-308. Doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300033117 

 

 

Sources 

 

European Union. 2012. Consolidated Version of the Treaty of the European Union. 

C326/13. 

Council of the European Communities and Commission of the European 

Communities. 1992. Treaty on European Union. 

Council of the European Union. November 2016. Council conclusions on 

implementing the EU Global Strategy in the area of Security and Defence – Council 

conclusions. 

http://aei.pitt.edu/65/1/NiceTreatyForum.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300033117


 42 

Council of the European Union. May 2017. Council Conclusions on Security and 

Defence in the context of the EU Global Strategy. Brussels. 

Council of the European Union. 2017, May 18. “Eu remains committed to 

strengthening security and defence”, Council adopts conclusions. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/fr/press/press-releases/2017/05/18/conclusions-security-

defence/  

Council of the European Union. 2017, June 8. EU defence cooperation: Council 

established a Military Planning and Conduct Capability (MPCC). 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2017/06/08/military-mpcc-planning-

conduct-capability/ 

Council of the European Union. March 2018. Council Decision establishing the list of 

projects to be developed under PESCO. 

Council of the European Union. November 2018. Council conclusions on Security and 

Defence in the context of the EU Global Strategy. 

Council of the European Union. 2018, November 19. Defence cooperation: Council 

launches 17 new PESCO projects. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-

releases/2018/11/19/defence-cooperation-council-launches-17-new-pesco-projects/ 

Council of the European Union. May 2019. Council Recommendation assessing the 

progress made by the participating Member States to fulfil commitments undertaken in the 

framework of permanent structured cooperation (PESCO). 

Council of the European Union. 2019, November 12. Defence cooperation: Council 

launches 13 new PESCO projects. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-

releases/2019/11/12/defence-cooperation-council-launches-13-new-pesco-projects/ 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/fr/press/press-releases/2017/05/18/conclusions-security-defence/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/fr/press/press-releases/2017/05/18/conclusions-security-defence/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2017/06/08/military-mpcc-planning-conduct-capability/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2017/06/08/military-mpcc-planning-conduct-capability/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/11/19/defence-cooperation-council-launches-17-new-pesco-projects/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/11/19/defence-cooperation-council-launches-17-new-pesco-projects/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/12/defence-cooperation-council-launches-13-new-pesco-projects/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/12/defence-cooperation-council-launches-13-new-pesco-projects/


 
 

43 

Council of the European Union.2020, October 2. Athena – Financing military 

operations of security and defence. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/pt/policies/athena/ 

CVCE. 2016. The establishment of Western European Union (WEU). 

https://www.cvce.eu/en/education/unit-content/-/unit/803b2430-7d1c-4e7b-9101-

47415702fc8e/6d9db05c-1e8c-487a-a6bc-ff25cf1681e0 

Defence-Aerospace. 2017, July 14. Meeting of the French-German Defence and 

Security Council: conclusions (excerpt). https://www.defense-aerospace.com/articles-

view/verbatim/4/185306/conclusions-of-franco_german-defense-council.html 

European Commission. 2017, June 7. A European Defence Fund: 5.5 billion per year 

to boost Europe’s defence capabilities. Brussels. 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_17_1508  

European Commission. 2020. Defence procurement: Internal Market, Industry, 

Entrepreneurship and SMEs. https://ec.europa.eu/growth/single-market/public-

procurement/rules-implementation/defence_en 

European Council. November 2006. Development of European Military Capabilities: 

The Force Catalogue 2006.  

European Council. December 2013. European Council Conclusions. Brussels. 

European Council. March 2015. European Council Conclusions. Official Journal of 

the European Union. 

European Council. December 2016. European Council conclusions. Brussels. 

European Council. 2017. The EU’s Military Planning and Conduct Capability. 

European Council. June 2017. European Council conclusions. Brussels. 

European Council. December 2017. European Council conclusions. Brussels. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/pt/policies/athena/
https://www.cvce.eu/en/education/unit-content/-/unit/803b2430-7d1c-4e7b-9101-47415702fc8e/6d9db05c-1e8c-487a-a6bc-ff25cf1681e0
https://www.cvce.eu/en/education/unit-content/-/unit/803b2430-7d1c-4e7b-9101-47415702fc8e/6d9db05c-1e8c-487a-a6bc-ff25cf1681e0
https://www.defense-aerospace.com/articles-view/verbatim/4/185306/conclusions-of-franco_german-defense-council.html
https://www.defense-aerospace.com/articles-view/verbatim/4/185306/conclusions-of-franco_german-defense-council.html
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_17_1508
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/single-market/public-procurement/rules-implementation/defence_en
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/single-market/public-procurement/rules-implementation/defence_en


 44 

European Defence Agency. 2011. Defence Data of EDA participating Member States 

in 2009. https://www.eda.europa.eu/docs/documents/national_defence_data_in_2009  

European Defence Agency. 2016. National Defence Data 2013-14 and 2015 (est.) of 

the 27 EDA Member States. https://eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/documents/eda-

national-defence-data-2013-2014-(2015-est)5397973fa4d264cfa776ff000087ef0f.pdf 

European Defence Agency. 2019. EDA Collective and National Defence Data 2017-

2018. 

European Defence Agency. 2020. Coordinated Annual Review on Defence (CARD). 

https://eda.europa.eu/what-we-do/our-current-priorities/coordinated-annual-review-on-

defence-(card) 

European External Action Service. April 2013. Common Security and Defence Policy: 

EU Battlegroups. 

European External Action Service. 2017a. EU Battlegroups. 

https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-Homepage/33557/eu-battlegroups_en  

European External Action Service. 2017b. EUFOR Crisis Response Operation Core 

(EUFOR CROC). https://pesco.europa.eu/project/eufor-crisis-response-operation-core/  

European External Action Service. 2017c. European Medium Altitude Long 

Endurance Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems – Male RPAS (Eurodrone). 

https://pesco.europa.eu/project/european-medium-altitude-long-endurance-remotely-piloted-

aircraft-systems-male-rpas-eurodrone/ 

European External Action Service. 2020a. Military and civilian missions and 

operations. https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/military-and-civilian-missions-and-

operations/430/military-and-civilian-missions-and-operations_en 

https://www.eda.europa.eu/docs/documents/national_defence_data_in_2009
https://eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/documents/eda-national-defence-data-2013-2014-(2015-est)5397973fa4d264cfa776ff000087ef0f.pdf
https://eda.europa.eu/docs/default-source/documents/eda-national-defence-data-2013-2014-(2015-est)5397973fa4d264cfa776ff000087ef0f.pdf
https://eda.europa.eu/what-we-do/our-current-priorities/coordinated-annual-review-on-defence-(card)
https://eda.europa.eu/what-we-do/our-current-priorities/coordinated-annual-review-on-defence-(card)
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-Homepage/33557/eu-battlegroups_en
https://pesco.europa.eu/project/eufor-crisis-response-operation-core/
https://pesco.europa.eu/project/european-medium-altitude-long-endurance-remotely-piloted-aircraft-systems-male-rpas-eurodrone/
https://pesco.europa.eu/project/european-medium-altitude-long-endurance-remotely-piloted-aircraft-systems-male-rpas-eurodrone/
https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/military-and-civilian-missions-and-operations/430/military-and-civilian-missions-and-operations_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/military-and-civilian-missions-and-operations/430/military-and-civilian-missions-and-operations_en


 
 

45 

European External Action Service. 2020b. Operation ALTHEA. 

http://www.euforbih.org/eufor/index.php/about-eufor  

European External Action Service. 2020c. European Union Training Mission Mali. 

https://eutmmali.eu/fr/missioneutmmali/  

European Parliament. 2008, July 10. Presentation of the programme of the French 

Presidency. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-

//EP//TEXT+CRE+20080710+ITEM-008+DOC+XML+V0//ENandlanguage=EN 

European Parliament. May 2019. Council Recommendation. Brussels. 

European Parliament. March 2020. Ukraine: The Minsk agreements five years on. 

European Parliament. 2020, June 24. The era of naïve Europe is over, says 

Commissioner Breton. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/press-

room/20200624IPR81920/the-era-of-naive-europe-is-over-says-commissioner-breton 

European Union Member States. 2016. The Bratislava Declaration. 

European Union Member States. 2022. Versailles Declaration. 

European Union. 2016. A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and 

Security Policy. 

European Union. 2007. Treaty of Lisbon: Amending the Treaty on European Union 

and the Treaty Establishing the European Community C 306/01. 

Federal Republic of Germany. 2007. “Europe – succeeding together” Presidency 

Programme 1 January to 30 June 2007. 

Federal Government of Germany. 2015. Strategy paper of the Federal Government to 

strengthen the defence industry in Germany (8 July 2015). 

http://www.euforbih.org/eufor/index.php/about-eufor
https://eutmmali.eu/fr/missioneutmmali/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+CRE+20080710+ITEM-008+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+CRE+20080710+ITEM-008+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/press-room/20200624IPR81920/the-era-of-naive-europe-is-over-says-commissioner-breton
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/press-room/20200624IPR81920/the-era-of-naive-europe-is-over-says-commissioner-breton


 46 

Federal Republic of Germany and French Republic. 2019. Treaty between the Federal 

Republic of Germany and the French Republic on Franco-German Cooperation and 

Integration. 

French and German Foreign Ministers. 2016. A Strong Europe in a world of 

uncertainties. 

French and German Defence Ministers. 2016. Revitalizing CSDP: towards a 

comprehensive, realistic and credible Defence in the EU. 

French Ministry of Armed Forces. 2020, April 17. European intervention initiative. 

https://www.defense.gouv.fr/english/dgris/international-action/l-iei/l-initiative-europeenne-d-

intervention%20-%20The%20EI2   

French Ministry of the Interior. 2005, May 29. Referendum of May 29, 2005. 

https://www.interieur.gouv.fr/Elections/Les-

resultats/Referendums/elecresult__referendum_2005/(path)/referendum_2005//000/000.html 

French Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs. 2016. Ukraine – Ministerial meeting 

in the Normandy format in Berlin. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-

files/ukraine/news/article/ukraine-ministerial-meeting-in-the-normandy-format-in-berlin-11-

05-16  

French Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs. 2018, March. Defence industries and 

technologies. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/economic-diplomacy-

foreign-trade/supporting-french-businesses-abroad/strategic-sector-support/defence-

industries-and/ 

French Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs. 2019. Franco-German Treaty of 

Aachen. https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/germany/france-and-

germany/franco-german-treaty-of-aachen/ 

https://www.interieur.gouv.fr/Elections/Les-resultats/Referendums/elecresult__referendum_2005/(path)/referendum_2005//000/000.html
https://www.interieur.gouv.fr/Elections/Les-resultats/Referendums/elecresult__referendum_2005/(path)/referendum_2005//000/000.html
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/ukraine/news/article/ukraine-ministerial-meeting-in-the-normandy-format-in-berlin-11-05-16
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/ukraine/news/article/ukraine-ministerial-meeting-in-the-normandy-format-in-berlin-11-05-16
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/ukraine/news/article/ukraine-ministerial-meeting-in-the-normandy-format-in-berlin-11-05-16
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/economic-diplomacy-foreign-trade/supporting-french-businesses-abroad/strategic-sector-support/defence-industries-and/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/economic-diplomacy-foreign-trade/supporting-french-businesses-abroad/strategic-sector-support/defence-industries-and/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/economic-diplomacy-foreign-trade/supporting-french-businesses-abroad/strategic-sector-support/defence-industries-and/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/germany/france-and-germany/franco-german-treaty-of-aachen/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/germany/france-and-germany/franco-german-treaty-of-aachen/


 
 

47 

French Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs. 2019, November 14. Press release – 

Franco-German Agreement on Defence export controls. 

https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/germany/events/article/franco-german-

agreement-on-defence-export-controls-14-nov-19  

French Government. 2020, July 2. Supporting European defence. 

https://www.gouvernement.fr/en/supporting-european-defence 

French Republic and United Kingdom. 1998. Franco-British St. Malo Declaration (4 

December 1998). 

French Republic. 2008. The French White Paper on Defence and National Security. 

French Republic. 2013. French White Paper: Defence and National Security. 

French Republic. 2017. Defence and National Security Strategic Review. 

French Republic. 2019, November 14. Decree nº 2019-1168 of 13 November 2019 

publishing the agreement in the form of an exchange of letters between the Government of the 

French Republic and the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany on the control of 

exports in the field of defence. 

https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/id/JORFTEXT000039373201/ 

French Senate. 2019. Information Report on European Defence (3 July 2019). 

German Federal Academy for Security Policy. 2016. Germany’s Enable and Enhance 

Initiative: what is it about? https://www.baks.bund.de/en/working-papers/2016/germanys-

enable-enhance-initiative-what-is-it-about 

German Federal Foreign Office. n.d. Political conflict resolution: the Minsk 

agreements and Normandy format. https://www.auswaertiges-

https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/germany/events/article/franco-german-agreement-on-defence-export-controls-14-nov-19
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/country-files/germany/events/article/franco-german-agreement-on-defence-export-controls-14-nov-19
https://www.gouvernement.fr/en/supporting-european-defence
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/id/JORFTEXT000039373201/
https://www.baks.bund.de/en/working-papers/2016/germanys-enable-enhance-initiative-what-is-it-about
https://www.baks.bund.de/en/working-papers/2016/germanys-enable-enhance-initiative-what-is-it-about
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/aussenpolitik/laenderinformationen/ukraine-node/supportukraine/politische-konfliktloesung-node


 48 

amt.de/en/aussenpolitik/laenderinformationen/ukraine-node/supportukraine/politische-

konfliktloesung-node 

German Federal Government. 2018, November 13. Speech by Federal Chancellor 

Angela Merkel to the European Parliament, Strasbourg, 13 November 2018. 

https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-en/news/speech-by-federal-chancellor-angela-merkel-

to-the-european-parliament-strasbourg-13-november-2018-1550688 

German Federal Ministry of Defence. 2016. White Paper on German Security Policy 

and the Future of the Bundeswehr (13 July 2016). 

German Federal Ministry of Defence. 2006. White Paper on German Security Policy 

and the Future of the Bundeswehr. 

German Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 2014, February. Declaration by the Council of 

the Franco-German Defence and Security Council (DFVSR). https://www.auswaertiges-

amt.de/de/newsroom/140219-dfvsr-erklaerung/260082 

Kiesraad. 2005, June 1. National Referendum June 1, 2005. 

https://www.verkiezingsuitslagen.nl/verkiezingen/detail/NR20050601 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. 2020, May 26. Nato’s role in Kosovo. 

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_48818.htm 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. 2011. Public Procurement: 

Defence Procurement (September 2011). 

Participating Member States. 2018. Letter of Intent concerning the development of the 

European Intervention Initiative (EI2). 

https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/aussenpolitik/laenderinformationen/ukraine-node/supportukraine/politische-konfliktloesung-node
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/aussenpolitik/laenderinformationen/ukraine-node/supportukraine/politische-konfliktloesung-node
https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-en/news/speech-by-federal-chancellor-angela-merkel-to-the-european-parliament-strasbourg-13-november-2018-1550688
https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-en/news/speech-by-federal-chancellor-angela-merkel-to-the-european-parliament-strasbourg-13-november-2018-1550688
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/de/newsroom/140219-dfvsr-erklaerung/260082
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/de/newsroom/140219-dfvsr-erklaerung/260082
https://www.verkiezingsuitslagen.nl/verkiezingen/detail/NR20050601
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_48818.htm


 
 

49 

Ouest-France. 2017. Sorbonne speech of Emmanuel Macron. 

http://international.blogs.ouest-france.fr/archive/2017/09/29/macron-sorbonne-verbatim-

europe-18583.html  

SEDE Committee. 2020, September 25. Security and Defence Subcommittee: MEPs to 

discuss the Strategic Compass. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/pt/sede/press-

room  

Scholz, Olaf. 2022. Policy statement by Olaf Scholz, Chancellor of the Federal 

Republic of Germany and Member of the German Bundestag, 27 February 2022 in Berlin. 

https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-en/news/policy-statement-by-olaf-scholz-chancellor-of-

the-federal-republic-of-germany-and-member-of-the-german-bundestag-27-february-2022-in-

berlin-2008378 

Scholz, Olaf. 2023. “The Global Zeitenwende: How to avoid a new Cold War in a 

multipolar era.” Foreign Affairs. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/germany/olaf-scholz-global-

zeitenwende-how-avoid-new-cold-war 

United Kingdom Government. 2017. Security and Defence. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/

file/674881/Security_and_Defence.pdf  

United Kingdom Government. 2016, March 3. UK-France Summit 2016: Conclusions. 

Amiens. 

United Kingdom and French Republic. 2010. Treaty between the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the French Republic for Defence and Security 

Cooperation. 

 
i Cf. the negative impact of French domestic policies in the performance of the French Council Presidency in 2000 
(Ross 2001). 

http://international.blogs.ouest-france.fr/archive/2017/09/29/macron-sorbonne-verbatim-europe-18583.html
http://international.blogs.ouest-france.fr/archive/2017/09/29/macron-sorbonne-verbatim-europe-18583.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/pt/sede/press-room
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/pt/sede/press-room
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/674881/Security_and_Defence.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/674881/Security_and_Defence.pdf


 50 

 
ii I.e., an actor’s ability to influence the actions of another through coercion (Nye, 2010 cited in Helms 2014: 264). 
iii The process of ‘domestic adaptation to the pressures emanating directly or indirectly from EU membership’ 
(Featherstone, 2003: 7). 
iv Prior to this proposal, the Franco-German Security and Defence Council had already called for the 
standardization of the European defence industry with the promotion of small and medium-sized enterprises in the 
EDTIB, while pushing for more funding regarding research and development programs (German Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, 2014). 


