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Current trends in the military-industrial integration
of the EU countries and implications for Ukraine

Abstract. In the face of common security challenges, the issue of protecting civilised countries from external military
aggression is of utmost importance for the entire European continent. The research aims to analyse the existing integration
processes in Europe and extrapolate them to the military-industrial complex of Ukraine since the Ukrainian state is an
outpost of the European Union, where the entire range of modern military technologies is used. The objectives of the
study are to identify trends in the military industries of the leading European countries and to assess the prospects for
their further integration in the context of the current external military aggression. The key indicators were collected
and analysed using statistical and regression analysis, as well as the longitudinal method. The study provided results on
the development of defence spending in individual countries, data on the participation of EU countries in joint projects,
the scope of sanctions imposed on the aggressor country, indicators of Ukraine's participation in the common customs
area, and the volume of military assistance from partner countries. The analysis of the data led to the conclusion that
the defence capability of both Ukraine and the entire European Union has significantly improved. It was also found that
the replacement of outdated Soviet standards with modern Western ones has led to a significant increase in defence
capabilities. In addition, the study found that the unjustified armed aggression against Ukraine strengthened relations
between the countries of the European Defence Agency and gave them an impetus to develop collective defence capabilities
and conclude joint agreements involving military-industrial complexes. From a practical point of view, the obtained
indicators of changes on the continent made it possible to draw conclusions about the directions of further integration
and to correct the identified shortcomings
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Introduction

For centuries, the concept of common security has been
one of the ideas underpinning the worldview of a united
Europe. After the Second World War, in addition to purely
economic and political factors, the governments and peo-
ples of post-war Europe needed a guarantee to prevent
another war and to some extent to “bind” the countries
together through a series of strong economic, trade, cul-
tural and educational relations, the breakdown of which
would be a much greater loss for the participant than the
potential benefits of new conquests. That is why, along
with the signing of the Treaty on the European Union (EU)
in Maastricht in 1992, the concept of a common foreign
and security policy for the new political entity was also
enshrined (Treaty No. 994 017..., 1992).

However, as of 2023, the issue of security on the Eu-
ropean continent is more urgent than even on the eve of
the Second World War, as the threat from the aggressor

country, russia is no longer potential or possible, but real.
Ukraine has managed to keep the enemy from direct ag-
gression in the EU with great effort, but the risk of terrorist
acts remains high.

Accordingly, the importance of military integration
is growing. In particular, K. Kyzymenko & M. Kravchenko
(2021), analysing the experience of leading European
countries in ensuring efficiency in the field of military-in-
dustrial policy, concluded that for the practical implemen-
tation of security programmes, it is necessary to introduce
innovative technologies in the defence sector, create spe-
cial independent funds for advanced research, and intro-
duce military innovation technological policies.

T.Kim & Yu. Ukrainets (2022) concluded that the mil-
itary-industrial complexes, due to their specificity, should
be artificially restrained from uncontrolled development
and not turn from a deterrent into a threat. The authors
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compared the key economic indicators of several countries
with the dynamics of their militarisation and called for ad-
ditional control over the development of the military-in-
dustrial complex by reputable international organisations.

Participation in the European Defence Agency
(EDA) is an important and relevant aspect of the mutu-
al military-industrial integration of European countries.
To O. Vojtech & K. Vojtech (2022), the urgent need to
strengthen cooperation has become more acute due to the
full-scale invasion of Ukraine. Due to the previous pre-
paratory work towards integration with Ukraine, the EDA,
as an institution that manages the level of logistics in the
defence sector, promptly resumed its coordination and fa-
cilitated further cooperation between the military-indus-
trial enterprises.

The United Kingdom, a country with centuries-old
traditions of military leadership, remains an important
factor in influencing the security of the EU and the en-
tire continent even after its withdrawal from the Europe-
an Union in 2020. As Yu. Stuzhuk (2022), the UK is one of
Ukraine’s key partners in helping to counteract aggression
and taking the most steadfast, uncompromising, and une-
quivocal position. It was the UK that initiated the transfer
of fundamentally new types of weapons to Ukraine several
times, without having to coordinate such decisions with
the rest of the EU after Brexit.

In addition to the purely European dimension of the
issue, consideration should also be given to the impact on
continental security of the world’s largest defence alli-
ance, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (hereinafter
- NATO). K. Kulahin et al. (2022) in their study of the life
cycles of sophisticated weapons in NATO countries found
out the availability and sufficiency of the necessary pre-
requisites for the implementation of these technologies
in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (hereinafter — AFU) and
proposed a corresponding Roadmap, considering NATO
policies and standards.

A somewhat unusual, but no less important dimen-
sion of combining the standards of the defence industry of
different countries is the issue of terminology. O. Kruglii
(2022) studied this issue on the example of problems with
the adaptation of foreign military terms into Ukrainian
and formed three key principles for translating military
terminology into another language: accurate translation
of individual military terms; verification of each term in
terms of the terminology system it is part of in the original
language, as well as taking into account the differences in
terms due to the specifics of each language.

At the same time, despite the extensive study of vari-
ous aspects of the topic of military technology integration,
there is no updated comprehensive data yet, and the study
aims to fill this gap. The research aims to analyse updat-
ed indicators in such areas as defence industry financing,
economic security, and economic diplomacy and to under-
stand current trends in the development of a united Eu-
rope in the realities of a full-scale war.

Materials and Methods

Methods such as statistical analysis and forecasting were
used in the study. The study also analysed the dynamics of
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indicators over a certain period to identify trends, and for
some indicators, the materials allowed the use of a longi-
tudinal method, when the analysis period covered up to 17
years, from 2005 to 2021.

To understand the integration of the EU defence in-
dustries, the statistics of the European Defence Agency
(2021) were used up to 2021, as the last year for which
the final report was compiled. To understand the overall
picture, 12 representative countries were randomly select-
ed from four conventional EU regions — Western Europe,
the Mediterranean, Eastern Europe, and the Baltic States.
These countries were analysed for such key indicators as
total defence spending, total defence investment and de-
fence spending as a percentage of GDP. The Agency’s ag-
gregate statistics were also compiled and visualised in a
line graph format.

To better understand the innovation processes occur-
ring in the EU defence structures, an empirical study was
conducted and the correlation between GDP and defence
spending of the studied countries was estimated using re-
gression analysis. Also, based on the processed data, a the-
oretical model of integration for Ukraine was developed.

The study also examined the integration of countries
in the defence sector within the European Union, where
the European Cooperation Index was used to obtain the
volume of agreements concluded between at least two EU
member states’ ministries of defence-on-defence projects.

As part of the study of the impact of the EU’s military
integration on Ukraine, the amount of assistance received
by the country since the beginning of the full-scale mili-
tary aggression was studied based on data obtained from
open sources. In particular, two areas were analysed - on
the one hand, financial assistance provided by partners to
compensate for military expenditures and purchase nec-
essary military equipment, and on the other hand, direct
transfers of weapons, ammunition, military equipment,
and machinery.

For a more objective understanding of the assistance
processes, statistics for the period from January 2022 to
February 2023 were studied. The amount of aid transferred
for each EU country was also compared with the national
GDP, from which the corresponding percentage was cal-
culated, which made it possible to perceive the support of
partners not only in absolute terms but also following the
actual capabilities of a particular economy. In this way,
the countries whose contribution is the largest in terms of
economic size were identified.

The data obtained were analysed, systematised, and
compared, which allowed us to conclude the degree of mil-
itary integration of Europe, the impact of the beginning of
military aggression against Ukraine on this process, and
changes in aid policy.

Results

To understand the participation of each EU country in the
common defence policy, the contribution of each country
was examined in terms of three key parameters: total di-
rect defence spending in absolute terms (EUR); total de-
fence investment in absolute terms (EUR); and the per-
centage of defence spending as a share of GDP.
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To obtain objective information without having to
reload data from all 27 countries of the European De-
fence Agency, it was decided to randomly select three
representative countries from each conventional EU area.
The powerful economies of Western Europe were repre-
sented by Germany, France and Belgium, the indicators
of Southern Europe were assessed for Greece, Italy and

Spain, Eastern Europe was represented by the defence
spending of the Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary,
and the countries of the former Soviet Union were rep-
resented by Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. Thus, infor-
mation from 12 different economies was processed, and
then the total data of the entire EDA was analysed. The
data for Germany is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Key indicators of German defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Total defence spending, EUR million 40265 42127 46936 51392 52431

Total defence investments, EUR million 4886 5373 7113 8969 9350

Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.23% 1.25% 1.35% 1.53% 1.47%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

As can be seen from Table 1, total defence investment
in Germany has been growing steadily and has doubled in
the last five years. The same can be said for direct defence
spending, although the growth rate is not as intense. As
for the percentage of expenditures relative to the coun-
try’s GDP, there was a slight increase in 2020, although
there were no radical jumps in spending.

Accordingly, such an increase in the relative value
can only be justified by a decline in GDP itself. There is
every reason to believe that in 2020, this economic de-
cline was due to the COVID-19 pandemic, but it did not
affect defence spending. France’s figures are slightly dif-
ferent from the previous ones. They are shown in detail
in Table 2.

Table 2. Key indicators of French defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Total defence spending, EUR million 40852 42748 44361 46000 47900

Total defence investments, EUR million 9873 10116 10846 12200 13300

Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.78% 1.81% 1.82% 2.00% 1.93%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

Despite a slightly lower defence budget, France in-
vests more resources in development, which is a posi-
tive sign in terms of innovation. In terms of percentage,
there was also a slight increase in 2020, with an increase

in spending in euros. As for Belgium, its defence spend-
ing as a share of GDP has remained almost unchanged
over the last two years of data. For more information,
see Table 3.

Table 3. Key indicators of Belgium's defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 3932 4101 4303 4808 5358
Total defence investments, EUR million 263 424 471 550 920
Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 0.88% 0.89% 0.90% 1.05% 1.06%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

As shown in Table 3, investments in the development
of new technologies are growing at a high rate and have
increased 3.5 times in the previous 5 years. At the same
time, in the case of Belgium, it is also possible to observe
an increase in defence spending in 2020 as a percentage of

GDP, while the absolute figure is growing, which is a com-
mon trend in developed European economies. The analy-
sis of countries in the Southern and Mediterranean region
begins with Greece. Its key defence spending indicators
are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Key indicators of Greece's defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Total defence spending, EUR million 4208 4560 4320 4837 6578

Total defence investments, EUR million 485 518 533 535 2542

Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 2.38% 2.54% 2.36% 2.93% 3.60%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)
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Of the data shown in Table 4, the most remarkable
is the significant increase in investment in the coun-
try’s military-industrial complex in 2021 - after sever-
al years of almost unchanged levels. In the same year,
direct defence spending also increased significantly.

Such changes are likely to be due to the intensifica-
tion of the permanent Aegean conflict between Greece
and Turkey, which escalated several times in 2020-
2021. As for Italy, its military indicators are shown in
Table 5.

Table 5. Key indicators of Italy's defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Total defence spending, EUR million 21166 21702 21143 22844 27365

Total defence investments, EUR million 4378 4152 4235 5618 5969

Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.22% 1.23% 1.18% 1.38% 1.54%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

In 2021, there was a significant increase in defence
spending compared to previous years, but not a significant

one. The situation is somewhat different in Spain, whose

key indicators are shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Key indicators of Spain's defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 10528 11172 11281 11240 12546

Total defence investments, EUR million 2218 2545 2443 2252 2882

Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 0.91% 0.93% 0.91% 1.00% 1.04%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

Based on Table 6, the percentage of GDP spent on

defence declined in 2019, before the pandemic. This in-
dicates a certain crisis in the country’s economy that oc-
curred during this period, as in absolute terms, defence
spending in 2018 and 2019 was almost unchanged. The
next block of countries is Eastern Europe, which in the

twentieth century was in the orbit of influence of the So-
viet Union. Consequently, after the collapse of the War-
saw Pact defence bloc, it was particularly difficult for these
countries to transition to the European defence standard.
Nevertheless, as can be seen from Table 7, the Czech Re-
public has managed to accomplish this task.

Table 7. Key indicators of Czech defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 1944 2298 2586 2809 3331
Total defence investments, EUR million 304 302 392 469 667
Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.00% 1.09% 1.15% 1.30% 1.39%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

Although in absolute terms the Czech Republic
still lags behind Old Europe, the percentage of defence
spending as a percentage of GDP is at a decent Europe-
an average. The volume of investment in defence, which

has doubled since 2017, is also worth noting. Another
former socialist country, Poland, is also successfully in-
tegrating into the renewed European defence system, as
shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Key indicators of Poland's defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Total defence spending, EUR million 8821 10047 10559 11724 12765

Total defence investments, EUR million 2002 2764 2651 3436 4405

Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.89% 2.02% 1.98% 2.23% 2.22%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

Particular attention is drawn to the relatively large
investments in the defence sector - unlike other coun-
tries, they reach up to a third of defence spending in Po-
land. This is caused by the fact that during the preparation
of military aggression against Ukraine in 2021, Poland, as
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the country closest to the potential theatre of war, was
also preparing for defence, which is reflected in the indi-
cators. The last Eastern European country analysed, Hun-
gary, also has its defence integration scenario. It is shown
in Table 9.
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Table 9. Key indicators of Hungarian defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 1516 1369 1832 2427 2591
Total defence investments, EUR million 282 174 441 1106 963
Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.19% 1.01% 1.25% 1.77% 1.68%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

When analysing the data in Table 9, the relatively
large investments in the development of the defence in-
dustry that took place in the country in the previous two
years are the first to catch the eye.

The last block of analysis of the military integra-
tion of European countries is the former republics of the

USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), which not
only managed to fully join the common European com-
munity but also demonstrated their readiness to defend
their independence from the revanchism of the aggressor
country. The indicators of the Estonian MIC are shown
in Table 10.

Table 10. Key indicators of Estonian defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 479 514 556 615 647
Total defence investments, EUR million 95 89 81 156 185
Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 2.01% 1.99% 2.01% 2.29% 2.11%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

Comparatively, the euro-denominated figures are
offset by Estonia’s sufficient attention to future challeng-
es and relatively strong investment in technology and

research. The data for Latvia are shown in Table 11 and
demonstrate that the percentage of GDP spent on defence
has remained almost constant over the years.

Table 11. Key indicators of Latvian defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 430 613 634 651 696
Total defence investments, EUR million 65 192 154 136 204
Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.59% 2.10% 2.07% 2.21% 2.12%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

According to Table 11, this Baltic country also pays
sufficient attention to security investments — in 2021,
the volume of investments in innovation reached more

than a third of direct defence spending. The key indi-
cators of Lithuania’s military-industrial complex are
shown in Table 12.

Table 12. Key indicators of Lithuania's defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 724 895 979 1028 1105
Total defence investments, EUR million 229 331 291 362 248
Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.71% 1.97% 2.00% 2.08% 2.00%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

Lithuania’s indicators in Table 12 are in line with the
trend shared by the other Baltic states, as the proximity
to the aggressor country forces them to keep investments
in defence research and development at a high level. In

general, for the 27 countries of the European Defence
Association, the three key indicators of defence indus-
try development over the previous 5 years are as follows

(Table 13).

Table 13. Key indicators of EDA defence spending in the period from 2017 to 2021

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total defence spending, EUR million 164431 173516 185943 197785 214309
Total defence investments, EUR million 30601 34303 41441 43991 52247
Total defence expenditures as a percentage of GDP, %. 1.29% 1.31% 1.36% 1.51% 1.52%

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 33, No. 4
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As can be seen from Table 13, the overall picture is
generally in line with the trends of the individual coun-
tries studied, which means that military integration in
Europe is proceeding smoothly and harmoniously. Con-

sidering the defence integration of European countries, it
is important to model Ukraine’s place in the continent’s
common security. Table 14 shows the key parameters of
the countries under study.

Table 14. Key country indicators for 2021

Country GDP-2021, million euros Total defence expenditures in 2021,
million euros 197785 214309
Belgium 425009 6278
Germany 3047462 61781
France 2116000 61200
Italy 1507803 33334
Greece 153715 9120
Spain 1021116 15428
Czech Republic 201577 3998
Poland 486059 17170
Hungary 130090 3554
Lithuania 47533 1353
Latvia 28510 900
Estonia 26606 832

Source: compiled by the author based on EDA (Defence data..., 2021) portal and World Bank (2021) research

To calculate the relationship between these in-
dicators and to model Ukraine’s needs, a regression
analysis of the data was conducted, the results of

which are presented in Table 15. The regression vis-
ualisation as a dot plot and a trend line can be seen
in Figure 1.

Table 15. Regression statistics

R multiplier 0.96646484
R-square 0.934054288
Normalized R-square 0.927459717
Standard error 6028.289456
Observations 12
Y-intersection 987.4624531
X 1 variable 0.022096383
Source: compiled by the author
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Figure 1. Dependence of defence spending on GDP
Source: compiled by the author based on EDA (Defence data..., 2021) portal and World Bank (2021) research
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Based on the data obtained and the analysis of the
determination coefficient R?, which is 0.934, it is possible
to assume a strong dependence between the parameters
under study. With a certain margin of error, it can also be
argued that the relationship between the GDP of Europe-
an countries and their defence spending is calculated by
formula (1):

U, =987.46 +0.022 * GDP, 1)

where: U, - the amount of recommended investment
in the defence industry, and GDP is the gross domestic

product of the state. According to this model, to be in line
with the European average, Ukraine’s defence spending in
2021 should be (2):

U, =987.46 +0.022 * 143279 = 4153 million euros. (2)

This calculation approach is relevant for peacetime,
so it should be used as a benchmark after the victory. For
better visualisation, the theoretical model of Ukraine’s in-
tegration into the European military-industrial complex
can be presented in the form of a flowchart (Fig. 2).
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MIC; ammunition
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Figure 2. A theoretical model of Ukraine's military integration

Source: compiled by the author

Defence research and development is also an impor-
tant overall indicator of development and integration. In
2021, the European community allocated more than €3.5
billion to defence research and technology (R&T), a new
record. Compared to the historic low of 2016, defence R&D
spending has almost tripled. See Figure 3 for more infor-
mation on the entire period of research.

However, the most telling indicator of the integra-
tion of the European defence industry is joint contracts
for the purchase of defence equipment. In 2021, this figure
reached a powerful €8 billion, as can be seen in Figure 4.

The graph in Figure 4 is highly non-linear, reflecting
how a period of interest in joint projects in the mid-2000s
gave way to a period of disbelief in the need for a common

defence policy in 2013. However, after the russian annexa-
tion of Crimea in 2014, the threat became real, and Europe
began to prepare for a joint response to the aggressor. This
integration has been given a special impetus by the ene-
my’s apparent preparations for aggression in 2021, which
is also reflected in the timeline.

An analysis of the dynamics of the EU’s defence
spending in 2022, after the outbreak of full-scale aggres-
sion, could be very revealing, but as of 2023, these figures
have not yet been processed and systematised.

Nevertheless, the Annual Report provides general
information on the strengthening of the organisation’s
position in 2022. In particular, it announced a paradigm
shift in security and defence in Europe and an increase

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 33, No. 4
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in defence spending by member states (EDA annual re-
port, 2022). In total, in 2022, the Agency managed 97
joint special projects and programmes in areas such as
research and training with a total estimated value of
€672 million. Also in November 2022, Defence Minis-
ters launched a new EDA project, the Military Comput-
er Emergency Response Network (MICNET), which will

significantly enhance EU defence cooperation in cyber-
space. Another important event in terms of European
defence integration was the strengthening of the coor-
dination of the Defence Joint Procurement Task Force
project, which is responsible for the rapid replenish-
ment of weapons stocks, including for Ukraine (Europe-
an defence in..., 2023).
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€2 000 Mln
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Figure 3. Total spending by EDA member countries on defence research and technology
Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)
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Figure 4. Budgets of joint EU contracts for the purchase of military products
Source: compiled by the author based on EDA portal research (Defence data..., 2021)

In addition to purely military and defence measures,
economic diplomacy plays an important role in the inte-
gration of countries, as it helps to find a compromise faster
and preserve the financial interests of the parties to the
maximum extent possible. It is through economic diplo-
macy that states manage to make foreign markets more
receptive to their products and reduce the influence of
competitors.

At the same time, such diplomacy has another aspect:
if a member of the community violates the rules of peace-
ful coexistence, it is possible to activate sanctions mecha-
nisms and deprive the aggressor of certain goods or tech-
nologies. In particular, since the beginning of full-scale
military operations by russia, 11 packages of economic
sanctions have been applied to the aggressor country in

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 33, No. 4

the banking, defence, energy sectors, etc. In addition to
sectoral restrictions, sanctions were imposed on specific
companies and organisations.

Along with such a powerful lever as economic di-
plomacy, it is worth considering the impact of economic
security. In general, economic security is a guarantee of
the existence of economic sovereignty and national se-
curity of a country, as well as a guarantee of sustainable
development of citizens, but in the context of military
aggression, this concept takes on more fundamental fea-
tures. While economic security is manifested in the form
of an embargo concerning the aggressor country, for
partner countries, on the contrary, it is a source of addi-
tional integration processes. In particular, on 1 October
2022, Ukraine joined the NCTS Common European Transit
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Regime (the so-called “customs visa-free regime”), which
greatly simplifies the transport of goods on the continent
and works on the principle of one transport — one decla-
ration - one guarantee. According to the official portal of
the Ministry of Finance of Ukraine (“Customs visa-free”...,
2023), 4474 declarations were issued under this project in
just 7 months, including 3276 for departure from Ukraine
and 1198 for receipt by Ukraine. Another dimension of
European defence and industrial integration is military

assistance to Ukraine, especially after the start of the large-
scale invasion in February 2022. This assistance should be
viewed in two ways: a) financing the Ukrainian defence
industry and providing it with funds to purchase weapons
and ammunition from private entities, and b) centralised
in-kind transfers of weapons and military equipment on
behalf of states. The total military and financial assistance
to Ukraine from European countries in the period from
January 2022 to February 2023 is shown in Table 16.

Table 16. Total military and financial assistance to Ukraine from European countries

Country Fina&ﬁ;ﬂfiﬂ:(t)znce’ Milgﬁfx) is:ils::srlce, Total, billion euros
Germany 1.30 3.57 4.87
Poland 0.93 2.42 3.36
Great Britain 2.94 6.63 0.58
Netherlands 0.99 2.36 3.35
Czech Republic - 0.57 0.57
France 0.70 0.65 1.35
Spain 0.35 0.32 0.67
Norway 0.96 1.26 2.22
Italy 0.31 0.66 0.97
Sweden 0.17 1.13 1.30
Austria 0.04 - 0.04
Switzerland 0.06 - 0.06
Denmark 0.06 0.80 0.86
Romania - - 0.00
Belgium 0.01 0.24 0.25
Finland 0.08 0.77 0.85
Bulgaria - 0.24 0.24
Slovakia - 0.21 0.21
Lithuania 0.02 0.41 0.43
Portugal 0.25 0.07 0.32
Ireland 0.03 - 0.03
Latvia 0.02 0.37 0.39
Estonia - 0.31 0.31
Greece - 0.19 0.19
Croatia - 0.12 0.12
Luxemburg - 0.09 0.09
Slovenia - 0.06 0.06
Total 9.23 23.45 32.68

Source: compiled by the author based on Kiel Institute of World Economics portal data (Ukraine support tracker, 2023)

To better understand the contribution of each partner
to the common security on the continent through military
support to Ukraine, two separate line charts were creat-
ed - one for financial (Fig. 5) and one for military (Fig. 6)
assistance. The sequence of countries was ranked accord-
ing to the absolute amount of their contributions.

According to the graph above, the leading donors
of military aid to Ukraine are the United Kingdom and
Germany, while the contribution of, for example, Lithu-
ania and Latvia is almost invisible. However, such an as-
sessment is not completely objective, as the size of the
economy of the country that shares the aid should also
be considered. Accordingly, Figure 7 shows the ranking of

countries by the share of their GDP that they were able to
help Ukraine defend itself against the aggressor country
of Russia.

After analysing the available data, it appears that the
contribution of the Baltic states is much greater than it
seems at first glance, as they have donated about one per
cent of their GDP to Ukraine’s defence. Even though these
amounts are not very large in absolute terms compared to
such giants of the European economy as Germany and the
UK, the Baltic states’ assistance should be valued the most,
as their investment in the security of their neighbouring
country is almost identical to the cost of defending their
own country.
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Figure 5. Financial assistance from European countries
for Ukraine's military needs, billion euros
Source: compiled by the author based on Kiel Institute of World Economics portal data (Ukraine support tracker, 2023)
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Figure 6. European military assistance to Ukraine
with weapons and equipment, billion euros
Source: compiled by the author based on Kiel Institute of World Economics portal data (Ukraine support tracker, 2023)
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Figure 7. Military aid to Ukraine from European countries, % of GDP
Source: compiled by the author based on Kiel Institute of World Economics portal data (Ukraine support tracker, 2023)

Thus, the integration of the military complexes of
European countries — at the level of technology, stand-
ards, and knowledge exchange - is quite high. The armed
aggression against Ukraine gave an additional impetus to
this integration, forcing the EU to unite more closely in
the face of a common challenge.

It is worth mentioning an additional advantage of
joint continental defence, such as the standardisation of
weapons. Although many developed countries in Europe
have their production of, for example, tanks, the many
years of joint work on security policy have led to the fact
that all major tank models have a single and interchangea-
ble standard of shells, which means that different national
defence industries can produce them in the same format
without fear of logistical problems. In practice, this has
helped Ukraine, while receiving assistance from different
countries, not to be distracted by additional control over
the flow of equipment and ammunition.

Discussion

When analysing the results of this studyj, it is worth paying
attention to previous works on assessing the integration
of the European military-industrial complex, as this issue
has been studied before. According to the observations of
B. Martins & J. Mawdsley (2021), back in the 1970s, the
continent developed a common view of collective secu-
rity, which, on the one hand, was driven by transatlantic
military competition with the United States, and on the

other hand, was a guarantor of innovation in the civilian
sphere. This idea was translated into a project of the Eu-
ropean Defence Fund (EDF) in 2017, which manages joint
defence-industrial projects and supports military research
in the EU in an autonomous manner. Accordingly, the au-
thors argued that independent technologies and innova-
tions play a key role in the EU’s vision of its secure future,
which was reflected in such 2020 documents as the updated
cybersecurity strategy and the EU digitalisation strategy.

In 2020, J. Shea (2020), analysing Brexit in terms of
changing security balances, stressed that it is in the prag-
matic mutual interest of the EU and the UK to find ways
to continue working together in the field of security and
defence, as the UK’s exit from the EU in 2020 looked like
an institutional crisis and a blow to collective security.
However, as demonstrated in this paper, such a “split”, on
the contrary, has led to increased security for the UK, its
neighbours, and Ukraine, as the UK has lost its obligations
to coordinate its actions collectively and gained greater
manoeuvrability and independence, including in terms of
transferring its weapons to other countries.

With the outbreak of full-scale military aggression
against Ukraine on 24 February 2022, theoretical issues
of military integration within Europe received a new im-
petus and moved into the practical plane. P. Genschel et
al. (2023) examined the EU’s institutional development
through the prism of the outbreak of war and identified two
main conditions for military integration: the “functional”
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condition refers to increasing the efficiency of central-
isation (no federation without functional benefits), and
the “political” condition refers to the forced alignment
of interests and identities (no federation without public
support). After assessing the realities of the first months
of the war in Ukraine, they concluded that a temporary
“stress” decentralisation of the European military alliance
was necessary.

A similar dynamic of public opinion reactions to the
invasion — from despair at the beginning to confidence over
time — was noted by O. Fernandez et al. (2023), who exam-
ined the sentiments of news sources, reflecting the widely
accepted link between media coverage and public opinion.
The authors conclude that the EU’s contributions to secu-
rity and defence are increasingly perceived favourably by
the public and suggest that “mass politicisation” in this
area could improve the prospects for European defence in-
tegration. Another indicator of the “initial shock” caused
by the attack on Ukraine in 2022 is a survey conducted
among EU students by N. Steiner et al. (2023). It was a co-
incidence that the research team received some of the re-
spondents’ answers before 22 February, and the rest short-
ly after. After analysing the answers to the same questions
regarding deeper integration within the EU, the authors
came up with a clear result: the outbreak of war in Europe
increased students’ interest in EU policies and strength-
ened their commitment to common values. A similar surge
in awareness and rethinking in the spring of 2022, but on
the part of institutions, was identified in the current study.

A crisis of this magnitude, such as military aggres-
sion, affected not only citizens but also the political elite
of European countries. Germany, which had been pursuing
an emphatically inactive military policy after the Second
World War, was forced to break the usual order. V. Handl
et al. (2023) studied the impact of Chancellor O. Scholz’s
declaration of full-scale war a few days after the outbreak
of the war and found that Germany was ready to take a
leading role in the defence of Europe, despite its guilt
complex. The increase in military assistance noted in the
current paper is a confirmation of the new Zeitenwende
policy and a significant contribution to the military inte-
gration of the continent.

O. Ditrych & T. Kucera (2022) also devoted their
study to the general situation with the balance of power
in Europe and the world. Their analysis shows that eco-
nomic rather than political factors remain the key driver
of defence integration, as traced by social network analysis
(SNA), and for a long time, before the emergence of formal
institutions, they ensured European military balances.

The topic of economic sanctions against the aggres-
sor, mentioned in this study, was also studied by A. Gaur et
al. (2023). Their conclusion at this stage is the lack of ef-
fectiveness and the need for greater control over sanctions
circumvention. Another topic that was investigated in this
paper in the context of economic integration - “customs
visa-free travel” - was studied by D.T. Unal (2023). Hav-
ing analysed the effect of the introduction of electronic
customs using the method of fuzzy analytical hierarchy,
he concluded that the most important factor in the NCTS
system is the time factor.
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Discussing European security, NATO cannot be ig-
nored, as the North Atlantic Alliance is the most powerful
defence bloc in the world. Accordingly, European policy-
makers need to constantly maintain a balance between
pursuing their interests and working together as a team
with the defence industries of the United States, Cana-
da, and Turkey. L. Ratti and A. Leonardi (2023) traced the
relationship between NATO and European defence coop-
eration from the end of World War II to the beginning of
the war in Ukraine and noted that while Western Europe-
an defence initiatives during the Cold War were aimed at
securing US support, in the twenty-first century the Alli-
ance began to lose its role. Paradoxically, it was the war in
Ukraine that drove NATO’s expansion and strengthening.
The expansion of the defence capabilities of European
countries, which has been documented in this paper, also
illustrates this observation.

At the same time, the impact on a country after join-
ing NATO is not only in the military sphere - according to
A. Mayberry (2022), even obtaining a Membership Action
Plan (MAP) has a positive impact on the country’s eco-
nomic situation. Bypassing the methodological difficul-
ties caused by the heterogeneity of countries, the author
proved that in each of the NATO countries, without North
Atlantic defence integration, per capita income would
be, on average, about 15% lower than it is now. Given the
prospects of Ukraine’s membership, which follows from
the results of this paper, this statement is a relevant ad-
ditional argument.

R. Alcaro (2022) suggests considering the current
crisis in European security from the perspective of new
opportunities. After analysing the state of EU defence
integration and how supranational and intergovernmen-
tal institutions have responded to the current crisis, the
author concludes that EU countries have received an ad-
ditional incentive to further military and economic inte-
gration to jointly counter the economic consequences of
the war, finance Ukraine’s reconstruction and support the
enlargement process.

However, the war in Ukraine is still ongoing and the
future of the continent remains unpredictable. The more
casualties the aggressor suffers on the battlefield, the
more conventional weapons it loses, and the more often
concerns are raised about the use of nuclear weapons in
Europe. Having examined this possibility, A. Bollfrass &
S. Herzog (2022), M. Smetana & M. Onderco (2023) state
that a hypothetical victory of the aggressor would adver-
tise the coercive power of nuclear weapons and the vul-
nerability of non-nuclear-weapon states, which would
significantly affect military integration within the EU. Ac-
cordingly, the strengthening of integration processes re-
flected in the results of this paper aimed at preventing the
aggressor’s victory gains additional motivation.

Conclusions

The idea of a united Europe, known since the Middle Ages,
is being finalised in the twenty-first century with the crea-
tion of the EU as a new full-fledged subject of internation-
al relations. Although with the development of technolo-
gy, each country and each nation have more opportunities
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to exist autonomously, only by combining their efforts and
resources, using the mental characteristics of different
peoples, will the European continent be able to achieve
sustainable development. A special aspect of such an as-
sociation is common security. This study has shown that
each European country makes its contribution to the de-
velopment of a common defence system.

Every year not only are the overall budgets for military
needs increasing but also investments in the development
of innovative products that also strengthen common Eu-
ropean security. Another important indicator of military
integration is the volume of contracts concluded jointly
by the Ministries of Defence. In 2021, it reached a record

Europe in 2014 demonstrated the reality of war, and before
the outbreak of full-scale aggression in 2022, the Europe-
an Defence Agency managed to regain its potential and
strengthen the military integration of its member states.
Another marker of the increased interaction of Euro-
pean defence complexes is assistance to Ukraine. This study
has provided convincing evidence of strong support, both
in terms of financing military needs and in terms of the
transfer of modern weapons, equipment, and ammunition.
It would be even more informative to understand the
coordination of military assistance to Ukraine between
Europe, the United States and Canada. Such a study could
form the basis for further work on military integration.

high, almost tripling the value of 2013.
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Cy4acHi TeHAeHIIIl BiHChbKOBO-IIPOMHUCIOBOI iHTerpairii kpain 6C
Ta HACIIAKHY IS YKpaiHu

AHorTanisa. Y yac crifibHMX 6e3MeKOBUX BUKINKIB, IJIs YChOTO €BPOTECHKOTO KOHTUMHEHTY HailaKTyaIbHIIIMM MTOCTAEe
MATAaHHS 3aXUCTy IMBiMi30BaHMX KpaiH Bif 30BHIlTHBbOI BilicbKOBOI arpecii. Meta po60OTH — MpoaHaIi3yBaTH iCHYIOUi
iHTerpalliifHi mpoiecu B EBPOIIi Ta eKCTPAIIONIOBATH iX Ha BiliCbKOBO-ITPOMMCIOBHIT KOMIUIEKC YKpaiHM, OCKiIbKYM came
BOHA 3apa3 € aBaHIIOCTOM EBPOCOI03Y, [le BUKOPUCTOBYETHCS BECh CIIEKTP CyYaCHUX BiliCbKOBUX TEXHOJIOTiN. 3aBAaHHIMU
IOCHTiJIKeHHSI, Y CBOI0 uepry, € BM3HAUeHHS! TeHIeHIiii, 10 BinbyBamuch y BiliCbKOBiii MPOMMCIOBOCTI MepemsoBUX
KpaiH €Bpony, Ta OL[iHKa IepCIIeKTMB IX MOAAIbIIO] iHTerpalil y KOHTeKCTi HasiBHOI 30BHILIHbOI BiliCbKOBOi arpecii.
3a JOTIOMOTOI0 METOiB CTaTMCTUYHOTO Ta PErpecMBHOTO aHai3y, a TaKOX JIOHTITIOAHOTO MeTonma Oyau 3i6paHi Ta
MPOaHaJTi30BaHi KIIOUOBi MOKAa3HMKN. Y TIPOIEeCi JOCTiIKeHHS Oy OTpUMaHi pe3yabTaTy MO0 PO3BUTKY 060POHHUX
BUTpAT OKpeMMx KpaiH, JaHi 1momo yuyacti Kpaid €C y CIJIBHUX MpOeKTax, 00CAT CaHKIIil, 3aCTOCOBaHMX N0 KpaiHu-
arpecopa, TOKasHMKM y4acTi YKpaiHu y CIiJIbLHOMY MUTHOMY ITPOCTOPI, & TAKOX 00CSTM BiiiChKOBOI TOITOMOTIM BiJl KpaiH-
napTHepiB. AHaI3 OTPMMAHUX JaHUX MIPUBIB 0 BUCHOBKIB PO CYTTEBE MOKPAIlleHHSI 060POHO34ATHOCTI SIK YKpaiHu, Tak
i ycboro €Bporeiicbkoro Coto3y. Takosk 6y/10 BUSIBIIEHO, IO 3aMiHa 3aCTapiinMx pafsiHChbKUX CTAHAAPTIB HA CydacHi 3axigHi
TIPU3BEIM IO CYTTEBOTO 36ibIIeHHS] 060POHHOTO MOTeHIliany. KpiMm Toro, y mpoiieci ocTimKeHHs BAAIOCS 3’ICyBaTH,
10 HeBUIIpaBAaHa 30poiiHa arpecist mpoTu YKpainu sMillHWIa BiZHOCKHY i MiK KpaiHamyu €BporeiicbKoro 060poOHHOTO
areHTCTBA Ta AAJIa iM MOIITOBX I[OJ0 PO3BUTKY KOJIEKTUBHMUX 000POHHUX CITPOMOKHOCTEN Ta YKIaAeHHS CITIIbHUX YO
3a YJacTI0 BiliCbKOBO-IIPOMMCIOBUX KOMIIJIEKCIB. 3 MPaKTUYHOI TOYKM 30pY, OTPMMaHi iHAMKATOPY 3MiH Ha KOHTMHEHTI
JIanyM 3MOTY 3pOOUTM BUCHOBKM IIONO HANPSMKIB MOZAIBINOI iHTErpaiii, a Takoxk BUIIPABUTU BUSIBJIEHI HEIOMiKU

KirouoBi cjioBa: 30posi; BifiHa; cTaHgapTy 036POEHHS; TepeocHaleHHs ; 060pOHHI TeXHOJIOri1; 6e31eKoBa CTpaTeris

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 33, No. 4



https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1781685820921617
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1781685820921617
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/00220027221118815
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/00220027221118815
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/jcms.13449
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/jcms.13449
http://znp-cvsd.nuou.org.ua/article/view/267500
http://znp-cvsd.nuou.org.ua/article/view/267500
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD
https://www.ifw-kiel.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/
https://www.ifw-kiel.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/369535360_Evaluation_of_the_positive_impacts_of_e-customs_implementations_on_foreign_trade_by_fuzzy_AHP_method
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/369535360_Evaluation_of_the_positive_impacts_of_e-customs_implementations_on_foreign_trade_by_fuzzy_AHP_method
http://znp-cvsd.nuou.org.ua/article/view/275166
http://znp-cvsd.nuou.org.ua/article/view/275166

