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Abstract
The policy realms of security and defence have long remained largely excluded from the process of
European integration. However, after the publication of the EU Global Strategy in 2016, a fundamental
change took place in the perception of the role of common defence within the Union, which materialised
in EU-funded military R&D, procurement, and capability coordination policies. This thesis seeks to
explain this fundamental change through a historical materialist framework. Using a conjunctural
analysis which looks at the junction of larger structural processes with the social struggle of important
agents for political power, an explanatory narrative is reconstructed which seeks to explain the outcome
while capturing the complexity of the EU policymaking process by including political, institutional,
economic and ideological aspects. The empirical analysis points to an increasing intertwinement of the
organised security and defence sector with EU policymakers, most notably the European Commission,
which enabled this sector to shape the very policies that would benefit them. Together, defence
corporations and EU institutions were able to foster wide support for defence integration policies
through a strong ideational narrative emphasising economic benefits for European citizens as well as
the necessity of a ‘strategically autonomous EU’ able to militarily defend itself and economically
compete globally. Although a well-organised counter-movement emerged from civil society, they were
unable to sufficiently challenge this narrative, and the first pillars of a ‘Defence Union’ were established.
Key words: European Union, Militarisation, Securitisation, Common Security & Defence Policy,
Critical Theory, Historical Materialism
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1. Introduction: From Nobel Peace Prize Winner to European Defence Union
In the last few years, major steps have been taken towards establishing the ‘pillars’ of a European
Defence Union (Koenig, 2018). While some (Grand, 2016; Maull, 2016) contest whether the current
ambitions are adequate to enable the EU to deal with the changed security environment, or whether there
exists sufficient political will to effectively implement the new defence policies (Koenig, 2018), they
nevertheless represent a stark departure from the purely ‘civilian power’ (Duchêne, 1972) which the
European Union represented until around the end of the twentieth century. As ‘civilian power’, the EU
was not involved in the security and defence of its member states. Early attempts to ‘supranationalise’
defence policy in early 1950s, through a European Defence Community with an EU defence budget, EU
army, permanent military cooperation and centralised procurement, had failed due to political sensitivity
of security and defence integration—not in the least due to the traumatic experiences of the two World
Wars (Carayannis, 2018; James, 2018). In reflection of this, the Treaty of Rome which established the
European Economic Community in 1957 provided the possibility for member states to exclude those
activities that were deemed related to the “essential interests of its security” (James, 2018). Similarly,
when the three-pillar structure of the European Union was established, oversight over policy realms such
as the single market was transferred to the supranational European Commission, but the ‘pillar’ of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy and the Common Security and Defence Policy remained firmly
intergovernmental (James, 2018). Defence remained under the supervision of member states and their
agencies, which would cooperate only on a bilateral and multilateral basis, such as through NATO. This
was to make sure that the policy realms of security and defence, including research and development
(R&D), firmly remained excluded from the process of European integration (James, 2018).
Thus, while some steps had been taken since early twentieth century towards intra-EU security
and defence cooperation, most notably the establishment of a Common Security and Defence Policy,
this firmly remained an intergovernmental policy field. In the last few years, however, the EU’s
Common Security and Defence Policy has undergone “major strategic and operational changes” under
the argument that this is necessary to “meet security challenges and popular demand for increased EU
responses” (European Parliament, n.d.a). While High Representative and Vice-President (HR/VP)
Federica Mogherini called adding a security and defence dimension to the European Union “one of the
biggest dreams of [the EU’s] founding fathers and mothers”, instead, the recent steps towards
strengthening the military integration within the European Union represent a strong divergence from the
Union as a civilian peace project. While the idea of further EU security and defence cooperation—or
even a ‘European army’—had been in circulation for a longer period, its proponents had been unable to
materialise these ideas. While deepened security and defence cooperation did not happen from one day
to the next, it was after the publication of the 2016 EU Global Strategy for its external policy (in the
remainder referred to as EUGS) which outlined a vision of a ‘strategic autonomous’ European Union
on the global stage, that the strongest break with the EU’s ‘civilian’ nature has taken place. The EUGS,
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approved by the European Council five days after the Brexit referendum, outlined ambitious policy
proposals for deepened cooperation in security and defence, underpinned by a rhetoric of an EU in a
political, economic and security crisis which must be ‘defended’ (EU External Action Service, 2016).
President of the European Commission Ursula von der Leyen dubbing her Commission the
‘geopolitical Commission’ (Bayer, 2019) and former Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker
calling for a ‘European army’ (Juncker, 2017) are other well-known discursive practices which seek to
normalise deepened security and defence cooperation and of the idea of a strong, strategic Union with
increased ‘hard power’. These ideas are not contained within the discursive realm, but have, since the
publication of the EUGS, increasingly become entrenched in policies which foster defence integration
and defence R&D-spending. While the EU has not moved towards the establishment of a ‘European
army’ just yet, it has nevertheless in the time span of a few years adopted a range of new instruments
for integration, coordination and funding of defence R&D, procurement and capability-building which
have made it an “active subsidizer of security technologies, armaments, and weapon systems” (Larsson,
2021, p. 366).
In the European Defence Action Plan, which puts the security and defence policy proposals
lined out in the EUGS into practice, the Commission states that it is “ready to engage at an
unprecedented level in defence to support Member States. It will exploit the EU instruments, including
EU funding, and the full potential of the Treaties, towards building a Defence Union” (European
Commission, 2016, p. 19, emphasis added). The increasing involvement of a supranational organ such
as the Commission in military R&D is a departure from the EU as purely civilian power without military
competences, as well as a significant change within the broader process of European integration, since
a supranational organ is increasingly taking on traditionally intergovernmental policy tasks
(Karampekios et al., 2018). Since 2017, multiple joint security and defence research programs have
launched, most notably the European Defence Fund (European Commission, DG Growth, 2019). The
joint production and purchase of military capabilities is aided by the Coordinated Annual Review on
Defence (CARD) (European Defence Agency, 2020). The Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO)
enables ‘coalitions of the willing’ to jointly coordinate missions (European Defence Agency, n.d.). Joint
capabilities and deployment are underpinned by the Military Planning and Conduct Capability (MPCC)
for missions such as in the Central African Republic, Mali, and Somalia (Tocci, 2018). As of 2021, the
European Peace Facility, an off-budget €5 billion EU fund, will cover EU external actions with military
or defence implications (European Council, 2021).
This newfound momentum in this field is a break with the past, as historically this has been a
policy field in which integration has been especially slow as it was firmly entrenched in ‘the national’.
With the establishment of the European Defence Fund, funds are not only being allocated to research
and development of arms and military technologies, but also to their procurement (Larsson, 2021). As
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such, while the EU may not be preparing directly for war, it is manifesting itself as “the kind of society
which goes to war” (Larsson, 2021, p. 377). Moreover, with the establishment of the European Peace
Facility, the EU became involved in a form of warfare that is both low cost and low risk, through the
provision of lethal weapons and training to partner countries (Postma, 2019). While the extent of these
policies and the size of the allocated funds are regularly denounced by scholars and political analysts as
insufficient for the EU to overcome its status as military ‘worm’ or ‘dwarf’, the developments towards
‘militarisation’ of the EU budget or ‘Europeanisation’ of defence that the Defence Fund represents,
strongly urges us to rethink the meaning of the European project (Karampekios et al., 2018).
It was not long ago that the EU won the Nobel peace prize in 2012 due to its “stabilising role …
in transforming most of Europe from a continent of war to a continent of peace” (European Union,
2020). A few years later, a fundamental change took place in the perception of the role of common
defence within the Union, which materialised in EU-funded military R&D, procurement, and capability
coordination policies. When it comes to the Common Security and Defence Policy, greater steps have
been taken in the few months after the publication of the EU Global Strategy, than in the ten years
preceding (EU External Action Service, 2017). This raises the research question:

What explains the major steps towards European integration in the traditionally
intergovernmental field of security and defence since the publication of the EU Global Strategy in 2016?

Overall, explanations of the new vision outlined in the EU Global Strategy in security and
defence and Council and Commission documents such as the Defence Action Plan have been explained
as an effort to forge unity after intra-EU financial and political crises (Brzoska, 2018; Cross, 2016;
Mälksoo, 2016); a response to a changed international (security) environment with emerging
‘multipolarity’ (Barbé & Morillas, 2019); the result of increased politicisation of foreign policy within
member states (Barbé & Morillas, 2019); strengthened inter-institutional cooperation in order to
overcome hierarchical bureaucratic structures (Barbé & Morillas, 2019; Mälksoo, 2016) and the
discursive practice of ‘securitisation’ in which the concept of ‘security’ is broadened to include all sort
of new, hybrid ‘security problems’ which fostered a sense of urgency for deepened security and defence
integration (Barbé & Morillas, 2019; Mälksoo, 2016).
As these diverging explanatory factors already reveal, the conjuncture which led to a deepening
of EU-wide security and defence cooperation is a complex and multi-dimensional one. While these
approaches have pointed to various relevant (geo-)political, institutional, and social developments, none
have taken a critical or historical materialist approach, but rather have followed mainstream approaches
in International Relations and/or European Studies. Mainstream approaches to European integration,
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most notably liberal intergovernmental (Moravcsik, 1993; Schimmelfennig, 2003) and neofunctional
approaches (Haas, 1958) already assume who are the central drivers of change—either the member
states or supranational organs. In already having assumed the drivers of continuity and change, these
mainstream approaches to European integration often look at institutional form rather than social
purpose and neglect the role of corporate and societal agents. A critical scholar, however, does not accept
‘institutional form’ as the sole explanatory factor for EU policy outcomes (Fanoulis, 2021).
(Neo-)liberal approaches (Keohane, 1984) explain state relations through a state’s ‘rational’
behaviour, driven by a desire to maximise (economic) ‘gains’. How those ‘gains’ are distributed within
or between societies and how this leads to power asymmetries which may generate social struggle, is
neglected (van Apeldoorn, 2016). Similarly, (neo-)realists (Waltz, 1979) tend to abstract the ‘state’ from
society and hereby disregard the (transnational) private social interests that underlie inter-state relations
(van Apeldoorn, 2016). Moreover, in realist and liberal approaches’, a state’s ‘power’ is seen as simply
as its accumulated material capabilities while its social origins are not the topic of study (van Apeldoorn,
2016). Whereas social constructivist (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998) approaches move beyond traditional
materialist considerations and the ‘institutional’ by looking at the role of norms and ideas, they do no
explain why some ideas are more dominant than others at a given historic moment (Bieler & Morton,
2008).
The EU’s external policies are also often analysed through the ‘mid-range’ theoretical
framework of ‘what-kind-of-power’ the EU represents. With the launch of the European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP) in June 1999, debates surfaced on whether the EU was engaged in a ‘statebuilding project’ and whether the EU as agent was emerging as ‘military power’ rather than ‘civilian
power’ (Manners, 2002). Early attempts at ontologically defining the EU had been undertaken by
Dûchene (1972), Galtung (1973), and Bull (1982), the ‘forefathers’ of contemporary ontological
conceptualisations of Europe as international actor (Orbie, 2006). Whereas Dûchene (1972) described
the predecessors of the European Union as representing ‘civilian power’, Bull declared that a ‘civilian
power’ was a ‘contradictio in terminis’ and that the EU lacked the necessary military power to be
relevant as a power on the international stage (1982). Galtung pointed towards other sources of ‘power’,
as he defined the European Community as an ‘ideological power’, focusing on its ability to shape ‘ideas’
(1973). Ian Manners (2002) sought to move beyond these discussions of the EU’s military capabilities
and developed the notion of EU as ‘normative power’ which acts as ‘force for good’ in the world and is
hereby able to shape conceptions of the ‘normal.’
The idea in academia that the EU works as ‘force for good’ highlights a ‘normative bias’ in
mainstream studies of the European Union and EU integration, which have not sufficiently engaged
critically with the course of EU integration and paid little attention to alternative integration pathways
(Diez, 2021). Indeed, for decades, the loosening of restrictions on the free movement of capital, labour,
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people, goods, and services that the EU represented was deemed inherently welfare enhancing for
European citizens (Jäger & Springler, 2021). Whereas patterns of suppression, domination and
inequality that may come with integration policies in the EU are societally contested, academically, this
is not reflected within mainstream studies of European integration. ‘Security’ is still largely seen as an
answer to threats to the ‘European way of life’, rather than capable of producing power inequalities and
violence (Bigo, 2021). Thus, when we seek to explain ‘militarisation’ and ‘securitisation’ practices in
the European Union, there is an overlooked “elephant in the room”, namely global capitalism and the
social power asymmetries that emerge from it (van Apeldoorn, 2016, p. 149).
A critical or historical materialist approach is uniquely positioned to fill these gaps in the
literature by unravelling the underlying interests, power relations, structures and individuals shaping
European integration processes, while situating them within the social relations of capitalism (Gill,
2016). Critical theorists go beyond a state- and institution-centric approach focused on material ‘power’
to include analyses of private actors, social movements, non-governmental organisations, and political
parties, as well as ideologies and public opinion (Talani, 2016). Lastly, historical materialism includes
the role of ideas while linking them to the material modes of production at a certain point in history,
hereby being able to explain why certain ideas become dominant (Bieler & Morton, 2008). The
contradictions and inequalities in European integration processes in security and defence will be
centralised in this work, hereby inviting the reader “to engage in the envisioning of future European
governance that is as fair, just and peaceful as it is appropriate for a winner of the Nobel Peace Prize”
(Diez, 2021, p. 19).
This is a timely topic. Societal discussions about the possibility of a European Defence Union
are ongoing, and so are debates of how and whether European integration sufficiently serves European
citizens. This thesis seeks to move beyond the ‘daily headlines’ by placing these societal developments
within a robust theoretical framework which recognises key agents within larger structural processes.
However, the aim here is not just to explain and analyse the shape that European integration is taking
by adding a military dimension, but also to critique this path by centralizing the question of: who benefits
at whose expense? Such a critical approach to European integration means looking beyond the
competences of national vis-a-vis supranational agents as outlined in the EU Treaties, to reveal the
underlying rationalities, interests, and power relations that may not be explicitly outlined in the Treaties.
This will be done by unveiling economic, political, and social interests and logics driving the process
towards EU defence research funding and deepened defence cooperation, as well as the counternarrative provided by opposing voices. In doing so, the reader is invited to take a step back and look at
what kind of European Union is being created by instilling some doubt about the common sense that EU
integration, specifically in security and defence, is necessarily a path forward beneficial for all.
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First, in chapter 2, an extensive theoretical framework will be laid out in which the key abstract
concepts and ontological considerations will be foregrounded. In chapter 3, the philosophy of science
(epistemology) and justification and explanation of method (methodology) will be outlined. The
ontology, epistemology and methodology will inform the operationalisation, in which the highly
abstracted concepts of historical materialism will be complemented by more concrete concepts and
which empirical manifestations of those concepts will be looked for. All of the above considerations
provide the theoretical lens through which chapter 4—the empirical chapter—will be analysed. In the
conclusion, the research question will be answered and connected to the theoretical considerations, after
which the limits of this research will be discussed alongside potential further avenues of research.

2. Theoretical Framework: The Building Blocks of a Critical Approach
Critical International Political Economy and International Relations (IPE/IR) developed as Marxist and
neo-Gramscian scholarship—which formed the theoretical compass of the upcoming approach—gained
traction in the 1960s-70s (Cafruny et al., 2016, p. 2). Although, since the 1980s, Marxist and neoGramscian approaches became more marginalised whereas constructivist, post-modernist and feminist
approaches grew in popularity, major real-world changes at the end of the twentieth century highlighted
the relevance and strengths of critical IPE/IR (Cafruny et al., 2016). At the end of the 1990s, the rise of
an anti-globalisation movement and resistance against American imperialism already challenged
neoclassical theories. With the economic crisis of 2008 the strong internal contradictions of
neoliberalism became fully exposed. Mainstream approaches could not sufficiently explain the
Eurozone crisis, the failure of austerity measures, the growth of (economic) inequality and the rise of
new social movements (Cafruny et al., 2016). Critical IPE/IR, on the other hand, had been particularly
engaged with explaining these very phenomena and developed the concepts to explain and critique them
(Cafruny et al., 2016). Whereas historical materialism sees reality as more than a “system of concepts”,
key concepts and structures can aid us in explaining complex, historically specific outcomes (Fine &
Saad-Filho, 2016, p. 6). The key concepts and main theoretical presuppositions employed for the
analysis of the ‘securitisation’ and ‘militarisation’ processes in the European Union will thus be outlined
below.
First and foremost, the interaction of human beings with natural resources is an important
starting point in historical materialism, which postulates that human beings are only able to reproduce
through engagement with nature, such as food and shelter. The specific shape that the interaction
between society and nature takes in order to reproduce is called the mode of production (Jäger, 2021).
The mode of production is underpinned by two important aspects: the productive forces, which are the
‘tools’ used to transform nature, and the social relations of production—how society is organised around
the mode of production (Jäger, 2021). The relations of production are “the historically varying relations
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of effective control over the productive forces—that is, over the elements of production, human labour
power and the material means of production” (Callinicos, 2016, p. 51). It is these relations of production
that define the overall social structure of society—it determines who ‘dominates’—those who own the
means of production—and who is ‘subordinate’—those who do not. Class relations thus emerge out of
the mode of production (Callinicos, 2016; Fine & Saad-Filho, 2016).
Historical materialism or critical IPE/IR postulates that social phenomena can be understood
only in their historical context. Society is flexible and dynamic and thus undergoes changes throughout
history. Only detailed historical analysis can reveal the inner workings of society in a given moment and
reveal its underlying contradictions and limits (Fine & Saad-Filho, 2016). This historical specificity
means that the dominant mode of production shapes society and varies throughout history. The current
mode of production is widely regarded within critical IPE/IR a capitalist system (Jäger, 2021). Capitalist
society is class-based and unequal, because, although labourers in a capitalist system do have control
over their labour power, they do not have access to the means of production or productive forces, which
is in the hand of the capitalist class. In order to survive, they must therefore sell their labour to those
who own the means of production in order to make wages. Because of the unequal power dynamics
between capital and labour, labourers must inevitably accept the conditions laid out by the owners of
the means of production, namely that the surplus value or ‘profit’ generated from their labour is extracted
by the capitalist class (Callinicos, 2016; Jäger, 2021).
Within a capitalist system, social relations are increasingly commodified so that the capital class
can accumulate more capital (Jäger, 2021). This capital accumulation is necessary (imperative) due to
competition between capital which forces the capital class to generate the capital necessary to reinvest
in, for example, new innovative technologies to further increase productivity (Jäger, 2021). Different
capitalist modes of production exist with distinct class power dynamics and compromises (Jäger, 2021).
Whereas, after World War II, the social relations of capitalism were still relatively favourable to labour,
the configuration of society that took form around the 1980s is favourable towards capital, especially
financial capital, and a neoliberal ideology works to underemphasise how only labour produces value,
the surplus of which is absorbed by capital (Jäger, 2021). Stephen Gill (2016), thus, conceptualises the
current specific societal configuration of capitalism as a neoliberal market civilisation, in which society
is individualistic and centred around consumption. In order to generate capital, formerly state-owned or
public-owned corporations are being privatised, while formerly public goods such as natural resources
and public services are commodified (Gill, 2016). Within this capitalist model, social relations are not
just class-based but also based on race and gender. Some privileged social forces, and the main
beneficiaries of the dominant model of capitalist development, are systematically empowered over
others (Gill, 2016). Development within a capitalist system is thus uneven, as it disproportionality serves
a privileged minority as well as countries in the geographical ‘core’, at the cost of human labour and
natural resources (Gill, 2016).
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The social relations (inequalities) that emerge from this unevenly developed (neoliberal)
capitalist system are not uncontested (Gill, 2016). Class struggle emerges under the capitalist social
relations of production, since the promotion of an intensification of production in order to generate
capital, inevitably enters into conflict with the means to do so (Callinicos, 2016). As the concept of
uneven development highlights, capitalist society is characterised by strong power inequalities that
emerge from and maintain the capitalist relations of production (van Apeldoorn, 2016). Inequalities as
expression of the social relations of production also are visible in the way in which wealth and income
is distributed (Jäger, 2021). Since this distribution is not fixed, it may be challenged through social
struggle, not just over income and wealth distribution, but also over the way in which public funds are
spent (Jäger, 2021). By unveiling the power relations and structures, potential change in the present and
future can be analysed (Gill, 2016). Historical materialism, thus, breaks with neoclassical political
economy by defining global capitalism in terms of uneven development, conflict, and crises rather than
stability (Cafruny et al., 2016).
Meta-theoretically, historical materialism postulates that reality is shaped by pre-existing social
structures as well as by historically specific, non-predictable junctures which take shape through agency.
The outcomes of the conjuncture of this pre-existing structure and agency are non-deterministic,
meaning they can be explained retrospectively, but not determined beforehand. Similarly, while the
dominant mode of production can help explain social (class) relations, it does not mechanically
determine how society organises around it (Fine & Saad-Filho, 2016). Agents are inevitably constituted
by historical and social reality, but simultaneously “active, conscious, and (historically relative) free
agents of change” (Blackledge, 2019, p. 4). While human beings determine their own history, they
cannot choose the conditions under which they do so (Gill, 2016). The relationship between agency and
structure across time can be summarised as:
“The structure at the point of time T0 is considered to provide the basis for agency which then
reproduces but also changes the structure at T1. This modified structure then is the basis for
agency again.” (Jäger et al., 2016, p. 111).
Since historical change is not determined by the mode of production and the class relations emerging
from it, we must rather work to understand how the specific structure and dynamics of capitalism may
aid in locating potential sources of class struggle which may lead to change. The outcome is driven by
multiple complex social relationships, and the key characteristics of capitalism may help us explain how
those complex relationships are influenced by the social modes of production and the class relations
emerging from it (Fine & Saad-Filho, 2016). States, markets, institutions, power relations, individuals
and ideas—all are identified as both the site and the catalyst of political contestation, which may lead
to change (Cafruny et al., 2016).
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This centralisation of historical change is not accidental, but rather underpinned by critical
IPE/IR’s normative purpose to promote structural change towards a more egalitarian society (Cafruny
et al., 2016; Wigger & Horn, 2016). At present, this critical purpose inevitably necessitates seeking an
understanding of the deep and structural crises of (neoliberal) capitalism (Gill, 2016). Because of the
contradictory nature of capitalism and class struggle about the way capitalism affects society, a capitalist
system often enters into crisis (Jäger, 2021). This constitutes not just economic crisis, but also crises of
representation which emerge out of the authoritarian and neoliberal forms of governance that seek to
consolidate the uneven global social relations and “unsustainable patterns of consumption and
production, including militarisation and waste” in a capitalist system (Gill, 2016, p. 32). Institutions can
work to temporarily stabilise the capitalist mode of production in times of crisis (Jäger, 2021). The state,
thus, has a role to play within a (neoliberal) capitalist system, which will be outlined in the next section.

2.1 The State as Social Relation and Structurally Inscribed Strategic Selectivity
The particular constellation of the social relations of production shapes not only class relations, but also
the characteristics of the state within a given society (Callinicos, 2016). This is because the state is not
abstracted from society and its public power emerges from social sources (van Apeldoorn, 2016). This
was already emphasised by Antonio Gramsci in his conception of the ‘integral state’, in which he
emphasised the dialectical relation between the state/political society and civil society, which he argued
were “one and the same” (1971, p. 207-208). Nicos Poulantzas developed this theory of the state further
by arguing that the state is not simply an instrument or ‘funnel’ for the interests of a dominant class, but
a social relation in itself. Borrowing from a Gramscian notion of hegemony, Poulantzas emphasised the
necessity for a power bloc to gain consent of not just of the dominant but also the subordinate class, in
which the state functions as the realm within which power struggles could be mediated and support for
the power bloc mobilised (1978). The state is not a unitary bloc, but rather the terrain in which class
struggles exist within each level, as class fractions struggle over achieving political dominance
(Poulantzas, 1978). However, while the state also serves as a power centre in which resistance of the
masses can play out, the state is not neutral, and favours the hegemonic fraction and functions as site of
organisation for this dominant fraction over the subordinate class (Poulantzas, 1978).
Bob Jessop has developed this conception of the state as a social relation into his ‘strategicrelational approach’, in which the state is not simply a super-structural manifestation of the balance of
social forces but is also given a degree of agency as it may employ strategic selectivity, employing
certain ‘strategies’ in exercising its state power (Jessop, 1999). Jessop sees the state as strategic in the
ideational form, material content and operation of its structure. Simultaneously, the state’s actions can
be seen as structured—influenced by the prevailing structure of the social relations of global
capitalism—and structuring—shaping how social forces may assess their strategic-context when
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choosing how to act (Jessop, 1999). The state’s strategic selectivity means that different forms of state
may privilege different actors, strategies, interests, and influence coalition and action possibilities. In
short, the power of a state both influences and is influenced by social forces outside of it (Jessop, 1999).
While providing an important basis for the development of the state as a social relation,
Poulantzas largely overlooked the (possibility of) supranationalisation of state forms, which is an
important aspect of the research question in this thesis. More recent scholarship drawing from
Poulantzas has argued that the political and administrative competences and authority traditionally
associated with the nation-state, have partly transferred to inter- and supranational institutions
(Merlingen, 2021). This process is captured in the concept of “second-order condensations of societal
power relations” (Merlingen, 2021, p. 465) meaning that international institutions have also become a
site of political struggle. This ‘second-order condensation’-theory has been applied mostly to the
European Union, within which European institutions are described as ‘state apparatuses’ (Merlingen,
2021). Transnational capital interests may have become not just internalised within EU member states,
but also within the EU form of state. In strategic-relational terms, the EU can be regarded as neither a
fully supranational state, nor merely a “site of competing intergovernmental and corporate interests”
(Jessop, 2006, p. 26). The capability of the EU to influence global governance depends on its
engagement with other major actors and interests (Jessop, 2006). This means that while the EU should
not be seen as a “rescaled national sovereign state”, it does have certain distinct competences with which
it can act as “co-director in the complex and open process of coordination of European economic and
social policies” (Jessop, 2006, p. 26). Like the traditional nation-state, it can thus exercise structural and
strategic selectivity.
To sum up, from a critical IPE/IR-perspective, the public power of the state can only be
understood in relation to private social powers and capitalist society, and vice versa (van Apeldoorn,
2016). In a capitalist state, there is a structural favouring of capital interests while making small
concessions to subordinate classes and, in the case of foreign policy, geopolitical ‘rivals’ (Cafruny,
2016). The strategic selectivity in a capitalist state is constrained by these structural conditions, and thus
employs structurally inscribed strategic selectivity (Jessop, 1999).

2.2 Inter-State Relations, Imperialism and Uneven Development
While geopolitics and military power remain largely unexplored topics in critical IPE/IR and left up to
mainstream IR, critical IPE/IR has much to say about questions of inter-state relations and the role of
military power. A historical materialist approach enables us to analyse inter-state relations and rivalry
while, through their philosophy of internal relations, maintaining the connection with the social relations
of production and hereby do justice to the strong interconnections of global capitalism, warfare and
crisis (Bieler & Morton, 2018). Situating global capitalism, war, and crisis in the social relations of
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production enables us to move beyond a conception of inter-state rivalry as driven by the anarchic
structure of the international system as developed by realists (Waltz, 1979). The interconnections
between global capitalism, war and crisis can be captured most adequately through an analysis of the
internalisation of capital through the state, while situating the state in a system of inter-state rivalry,
economic crisis and “uneven and combined [economic] development” (Bieler & Morton, 2018, p. 6).
There are two major developments that highlight the interconnections of global capitalism, warfare and
crisis. First, politically, the systems and technologies employed to exercise social control and potentially
warfare are advocated for by dominant (ruling) classes and are a way of containing dissent from the
working class (Robinson, 2018). Second, economically, the global economy is becoming increasingly
based on what Robinson (2018) calls militarised accumulation: the production and deployment of those
security and defence systems and technologies in order to make profits and accumulate capital in times
of economic crisis.
In describing inter-state relations, a critical IPE/IR approach often centralises the concept of
imperialism as developed in Lenin’s 1917 work Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism (Bieler
& Morton, 2018; Cafruny, 2016). In this work, Lenin argued that imperialism centralised around the
export of capital and conditioned around uneven development between ‘core’ countries and ‘periphery’
(Bieler & Morton, 2018). The concept of capitalist imperialism brings together the (dialectical) logics
of economic competition and geopolitical/territorial competition (Bieler & Morton, 2018). To be
precise, the theory of imperialism postulates that “crises to realise surplus value contribute to a
geographic expansion of capitalism and the inclusion of other (colonial) spaces” (Jäger, 2021, p. 114).
The struggle for power in international competition is thus seen as emerging from the logics of capital
accumulation: inter-state relations are driven by a state’s desire to export capital beyond the borders of
the nation-state (Cafruny, 2016).
The ‘world market’, then, is the result of the accumulation of capital and driven by using labour
as commodity to generate more profit and compete globally (Bieler & Morton, 2018). Today, the
concept of neo-imperialism is often used to describe the expansion of capital from the capitalist ‘core’
countries to peripheral areas (Jäger, 2021). This has also been coined free trade imperialism—the
enforcement of global neoliberal restructuring through pushing countries to open up their markets for
free trade (Bieler & Morton, 2018). What this concept of free trade imperialism captures and makes it
relevant for an analysis of EU foreign policy, is that the capitalist mode of production is overseen by a
neoliberal system of governance supported by systematic and unequal geopolitical arrangements, such
as trade agreements (van Apeldoorn, 2016). These unequal arrangements serve to “secure advantages
for home-based capital over global competitors” and export EU norms, values, and regulations
(Merlingen, 2021, p. 466). Through these arrangements, political economies outside of the EU are
pushed to (partially) let go of local/national norms and regulations and align with those embedded in the
EU single market (Merlingen, 2021). Although, through these processes, capitalism is expanding
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globally and, to an extent, ‘levelling’ the world, there remain large inequalities in the development of
economic conditions between countries (Bieler & Morton, 2018). While the EU’s outward push for
other states to embrace their regulatory regimes reduces costs for both sides, EU-based capital is
structurally selected to receive the most benefits (Merlingen, 2021). Moreover, whereas the EU urges
other states to remove regulatory barriers, it insists on maintaining the ‘European social and regulatory
model’ within the Union (Merlingen, 2021). Through tying countries outside of the EU to its regulatory
regimes, it seeks to compete with the regulatory regimes of the United States and China. This comes
with a greater dependence of weaker non-EU countries on the European Union and limits their ability
to steer their own economic development as the national space for economic maneouvre is transferred
partly to the EU (Merlingen, 2021). These policies are ‘sold’ through a narrative of free trade as
‘developmental tool’ (Merlingen, 2021). The territorial logic inherent in capitalism—that capital seeks
to extend its territory—further strengthens uneven development since it divides the world into
‘territories’, ‘colonies’ or ‘markets’ (Bieler & Morton, 2018).
These forms of economic expansionism and the unequal geopolitical arrangements that emerge
from them are often backed by policing, surveillance, and military strategies (Jäger, 2021; van
Apeldoorn, 2016). These security and defence mechanisms and capacities enabled capitalism, backed
by the military mighty United States, to largely overthrow its main competitor, communism. Imperialism
or inter-state war may thus be a way to protect a mode of production (van Apeldoorn, 2016).
Ideationally, these material practices may be supported by a ‘securitisation’-logic—underpinned by the
idea that ‘security’ is not an ontologically stable concept (Bigo, 2021). However, ‘securitisation’ is more
than a rhetorical device, it is a ‘speech act’ with a material dimension (Bigo, 2021). Waever, who coined
the term in 1993, saw ‘securitisation’ as “the capacity for a spokesperson of a strong institution to
produce a speech act by transforming any object or event into a matter of security just by enunciating
that it was a question of security” (in Bigo, 2021, p. 275, emphasis added). ‘Security’ then gets a
functionalist purpose as ‘answer’ or ‘fix’ for an increasingly complex world and leads to more and rapid
investment in security policies, technologies, and products. Rather than emphasizing security in terms
of “justice, basic needs, development [and] environment” it becomes a way of protecting an (economic)
regime (Bigo, 2021, p. 273). Those who are seen as a ‘threat’ to the (economic) regime, such as migrants
and ‘suspicious individuals’ are branded a ‘security threat’ to gain access to non-normal policy measures
(Bigo, 2021).
As capitalism and militarism are dialectically connected, so are warfare and crisis in a capitalist
system. Investments in military preparedness, even if they are not employed in actual warfare can be
used as an outlet for capital surplus and form a ‘temporary relief’ in times of capital over-accumulation
and crisis (Bieler & Morton, 2018). Imperialist tendencies, which includes investment in military
capacities, thus are interrelated with the social relations of capitalism, since it is a way of opening up
markets so that surplus capital generated can be invested elsewhere during a period of overaccumulation
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or economic crisis (van Apeldoorn, 2016). This may avoid strong social reforms at home by creating a
“spatial fix” by exporting surplus capital to “new investment opportunities”—often in the global
South—created by expansionist measures (van Apeldoorn, 2016, p. 144). The deficits that these military
investments generate are used to justify further dismantling the Keynesian welfare state and secures
neoliberal austerity measures (Bieler & Morton, 2018). These deficits can also be used to further
legitimise—in the name of ‘security’—the policing and surveillance measures to keep in check those
interests seen as threatening the capitalist status quo (Bieler & Morton, 2018). This militarised response
to economic crisis is ‘reactionary’—it is a response to the ‘cracks’ that are becoming visible in neoliberal
capitalism (Robinson, 2018). If the inequalities generated in the current form of capitalism were not
challenged, there would be no need for mechanisms for social control (Robinson, 2018). Similarly, if
capitalism did not inevitably end up in cyclical crises, there would be no need for militarised
accumulation (Robinson, 2018). However, it is important to note that, although the inter-state system
is internally related to global capitalism, inter-state war cannot be fully explained only through a state’s
necessity to accumulate capital—it is not a deterministic relationship (Bieler & Morton, 2018).
To sum up, militarism has been a ‘key dynamic’ underpinning capitalism’s outward expansion
(Bieler & Morton, 2018). As Robinson (2018) puts it: “there is an increasing convergence around
capitalism’s political need for social control and repression and its economic need to perpetuate
accumulation in the face of overaccumulation and stagnation” (p. 846, emphasis added). Through a
critical IPE/IR lens, it can be revealed how geopolitical strategies and (investment in) military power
can be used as a means to expand and reproduce capitalist social relations (van Apeldoorn, 2016; Bieler
& Morton, 2018). Global capitalism is thus a structuring condition for investment in military appliances,
whereas militarism reproduces capitalism. As we have postulated in the meta-theoretical section, within
this structural context of capital accumulation through imperialism, agency takes an important place.
How the security and military arrangements underpinning global capitalism are negotiated between the
ruling class and capital class, is discussed in the next section.

2.3 Foreign Policymaking, Corporate Elites and a Military-Security-Industrial Complex
Economic expansionism in foreign policy is often backed by the capitalist class, which regards foreign
policy as a way to open up new markets through the state—something capital cannot achieve on its own
(van Apeldoorn, 2016). Through personal links with those who draft foreign policy within a state or
‘emerging state apparatus’, the capital class fraction or ‘corporate elite’ can influence foreign policy
(van Apeldoorn & de Graaff, 2016). Influential think tanks and other private institutions may also play
a strong role in influencing foreign policymaking (van Apeldoorn & de Graaff, 2016). As Cafruny puts
it, there exists “an organic and unbreakable link between the state and the capitalist class that sharply
circumscribes the ‘limits of the possible’ in domestic and foreign policy” (2016, p. 11). Especially in
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the field of foreign policy, elite social and cultural networks have strong ties with top bureaucrats and
politicians (Cafruny, 2016). Structurally, bureaucrats are linked with capital interests because they feel
they need to create economically and politically favourable conditions for capital accumulation
(Cafruny, 2016).
The ideology and interests of these influential elite are thus often represented in foreign policy
and grand strategy through policies which seek to maintain a (neo-)liberal world order in which capital
can move freely (van Apeldoorn & de Graaff, 2016). The intertwinement of the American ruling class
with the military capital class has been famously coined by Dwight D. Eisenhower (1961) as a militaryindustrial complex, which Akkerman (2018) applied to the EU. One may even speak of a militaryindustrial-security complex (Robinson, 2018) if the security sector is taken into account. This concept
captures how the interests of the security and military industry have been strongly reflected in policies
through their successful lobby efforts, and, how, overall, the security and military industry has
consolidated a strong position in shaping EU policy (Akkerman, 2018). This takes place within the larger
structures of securitisation and militarisation within the Union, which are both the result and the catalyst
for the military-security-industrial complex (Akkerman, 2018). In order to resolve the problems of
capitalism, militarists form an ‘alliance’ with oil, (re)construction industries and capital (finance) class
fractions (Bieler & Morton, 2018). These alliances can subsequently be used to legitimise the use of
non-military budgets to cover defence costs (Bieler & Morton, 2018).
To conclude, imperialism/expansionism, capitalism and crisis are interrelated, because interstate relations and geo-political strategies are embedded within capitalist social relations. First, because
(forceful) expansionism is a way to protect the hegemonic position of neoliberal, globalised capitalism
as a world system (van Apeldoorn, 2016). Second, because inter-state relations cannot be understood
without looking at the social forces which drive geo-political strategies (van Apeldoorn, 2016).
However, although inter-state rivalry is driven by competition between ‘capital’, the emergence of a
transnational capitalist class adds a nuance to the idea that there is necessarily a rivalry between, for
example, ‘French’ capital and ‘German’ capital (Cafruny, 2016). How globalisation led to the
transnationalisation of capital, and how the European Union fits into this picture, will be discussed in
the next section.

2.4 Globalisation, Transnational Capital and European Integration
Social relations are not contained within ‘national’ boundaries, nor exist only outside of those
boundaries in a distinct ‘international arena’ (Talani, 2016). Social relations exist transnationally as they
transcend the boundaries of the nation-state. A historical materialist analysis thus rejects the
national/international dichotomy (Talani, 2016). Because of the globalisation of financial markets,
national borders have become even less relevant. Capital has become more sensitive to interest rates and
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this has lessened the grip of national governments to control the national economy through macroeconomic policies (Talani, 2016). The loss of national competences over macro-economic policy is
regarded by neo-Gramscians as dangerous, since it enables transnational corporations to move their
production chains to a different geographical location where costs of labour are lower, strengthening the
bargaining power of transnational corporations at the expense of that of national governments, hindering
their ability to resist exploitation (Talani, 2016).
The interests of this transnational capitalist class may be internalised within the state, and,
through the state, aid in the preservation and extension of global capitalism (Bieler & Morton, 2018).
Although a transnational capitalist class has formed due to globalisation’s fading of the importance of
national borders Robinson’s (2005) notion of the formation of a transnational state which secures global
capital accumulation overlooks the still existing relevance of state forms as “nodal points in the global
accumulation of capitalism” as well as its global uneven and combined development (Bieler & Morton,
2018, p. 200). The transnational capital class’s influence still largely works through and within the
nation-state and is conditioned by the social relations within that state (Bieler & Morton, 2018). The
influence of the transnational capitalist class may be hampered, for example, by intra-class struggle
between ‘nationalist’ and ‘globalist’ fractions of the ruling class (Bieler & Morton, 2018). Moreover,
even transnational capital depends on the nation-state for support such as tariffs, subsidies, or even
military power to secure markets (Bieler & Morton, 2018). By organizing collectively to represent the
interest of transnational capital and draft a common strategy, the transnational capitalist class generates
significant ideological power, shaping policy-making discourse around the notion of ‘global
competitiveness’ and its content towards representing their interest of furthering neoliberalisation (van
Apeldoorn, 2000, p. 157).
In the European Union, economic governance has been transferred partly to the supranational
level (Talani, 2016). European integration is regarded by neo-Gramscian scholars as “the progressive
institutionalisation of the neoliberal project” with the support of those forces benefiting from the
consolidation of neoliberal ideology (Talani, 2016, p. 79). The neoliberal nature of European integration
means that there is structural selectivity favourable to capital at the level of EU institutions (Jäger &
Springler, 2021), whereas the opponents of global capital remain marginalised in social struggles at the
domestic and grass-roots level (Merlingen, 2021). The 2007-2008 economic crisis has accelerated the
shift of economic governance from the member states to the ‘macro-regional level’ (Jäger & Springler,
2021) and enabled EU-level institutions to “[diffuse] the neoliberal agenda downwards” and enforce
austerity measures, deregulation and privatisation (Merlingen, 2021, p. 466). These material practices
are underpinned by an ideology which seeks to justify them. The role of the ideational will be discussed
next.
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2.5 Hegemony, Civil Society and Ideology
Gramsci developed a ‘sociology of power’ in which he distinguished between domination—rule
without consent of the subordinate class—and hegemony—rule through “intellectual and moral
leadership” (Talani, 2016, p. 73). Whereas a realist conception of hegemony takes only relative material
power between nation-states into account, Gramsci’s understanding of hegemony is based on socioeconomic factors. This means that the hegemonic power of the dominant class depends on their position
within the relations of production as well as its ability to “exert moral and political leadership” (Talani,
2016, p. 76). De facto, ‘power’ is often a mix between the use of force and the forging of consensus,
which makes the dichotomy between domination and hegemony not as clear-cut as it may seem (Talani,
2016).
The term hegemonic is used to describe the historic moment in which a class fraction seeks to
move beyond its economic-corporate position and acquire a position of socio-political dominance, and
contrasted with the non-hegemonic ‘subordinate’ or ‘subaltern’ classes (Gramsci, 1971, p. xiv). Gaining
a hegemonic position, thus, does not ‘happen’ but has to be forged. An analysis of hegemonic struggle
looks at “the struggle to contest and disorganise an existing political formation and the winning of a
strategic measure of popular consent” (Lehtonen, 2016, p. 77). In his conception of hegemony, Gramsci
drew from his observation that in the countries were capitalism was most entrenched, the hegemonic
position of the bourgeoisie was the strongest (Cox, 1981). In order to acquire this hegemonic position,
concessions were made to subordinate classes which lead to forms of social democracy which
simultaneously institutionally and ideologically entrenched the capitalist system in civil society and
made it seem acceptable to subordinate classes (Cox, 1981).
Civil society, common sense and ideology are other key Gramscian concepts. According to
Gramsci, civil society is the main political realm, as this is the place where corporate interests are
transformed into political demands (Talani, 2016). Within civil society, economic groups or classes form
‘social associations’ underpinned by an ideology with which they identify (Talani, 2016). Ideology
represents the non-material dimension of a hegemonic project (Merlingen, 2021). It is the realm within
which class fractions “gain consciousness of their interests and aspirations and first engage in political
action” (Talani, 2016, p. 73). Achieving hegemony thus depends on a socio-economic group’s ability to
build coalitions. This requires a conscious understanding of said group’s interests, position in the
political economy and aspirations. However, a narrow definition of these interests, position and
aspirations must be overcome in order to build coalitions in the form of a “historical economic-political
bloc” through which hegemony can be acquired (Talani, 2016, p. 76). Instead of a narrow ideology, a
broader narrative must be constructed which becomes regarded as common sense—this happens when
ideas are accepted as “diffuse, uncoordinated features of a generic mode of thought” (Gramsci, 1971, p.
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330). Common sense is what the dominant class employs to create consent for their ideology, seeking
to create hegemony (Cox, 1983).
If class fractions or socio-economic groups form alliances and are able to articulate their
personal interests into more universal interests in the form of an ideology or shared identity, they may
enter into a hegemonic project towards political influence (Talani, 2016). This political influence must
be exercised through the political institutions of the state—either with the use of force or through nonviolent, political means (Talani, 2016). In order to consolidate hegemonic power, support for the
hegemonic must be ensured through stable economic growth and prosperity. This explains why in
capitalist societies, those who enjoy hegemonic power are those agents who can ensure this economic
prosperity through their position within the relations of production (Talani, 2016). A hegemonic project,
then, is the process of articulating the “[material] interests of the leading class into harmony with those
of subordinate classes and incorporat[ing] these other interests into an ideology expressed in universal
terms” (Cox, 1983, p. 168).
Similarly, through common sense, counter-hegemonic forces may seek to mobilise support for
their resistance to the hegemonic position of the dominant class and articulate challenges and strategies
(Cox, 1981). Gramsci did not just theorise hegemonic domination, but also centralised the possibility of
change by politically and ideologically challenging the hegemonic class, through either a slow ‘war of
movement’ or a swift ‘war of position’ (Cox, 1981; Gramsci, 1971, p. 229-230). For the explanandum
in this work, it is not so much these concepts borrowed from military language that are crucial elements
of the theoretical framework. Rather, it is Gramsci’s focus on stability versus change through focusing
on acts of resistance, social movements and the creation of (ideological) consent through the making of
concessions, as is done by the hegemonic class. It will inform the theoretical lens employed in the
explanans, by focusing on how social forces in the broadest sense may organise to either maintain or
challenge the status quo. This means looking beyond the (speech) actions of the ruling class, or the ‘high
politics’ which traditional studies in IR often revolve around, but rather analyse civil society as a whole.

2.6 Conclusion
Only a historical materialist approach can adequately capture the historically situated
intertwinement of capitalism, (investment in) warfare and crisis, while recognizing the dialectical
interplay between agency and structure, as well as the ideational and the material (Bieler & Morton,
2018). Historical materialism recognises that inter-state relations are embedded within capitalist social
relations, as imperialist expansionism is used for capital accumulation, often underpinned by the use of
force which is also used to protect the neoliberal capitalist ideology (van Apeldoorn, 2016). This capital
accumulation, and thus investment in security and defence, works in the interest of the capitalist class,
whose interests are often represented in foreign policy due to their strong relations with the ruling class
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(Cafruny, 2016; van Apeldoorn, 2016). This relationship is conceptualised as a military-industrialsecurity complex (Robinson, 2018). This is not simply the case because the capital class ‘pushes’ for
this, but this is enabled by the EU state form, within which a structural favouring of capital interests
takes place which constrains its strategic selectivity, which is captured by the concept structurally
inscribed strategic selectivity (Jessop, 1999). A Gramscian (1971) analysis focused on the struggle for
hegemony can help us move beyond the material to include the role of ideology, specifically the
dynamics of contestation around security and defence integration, as well as how EU-institutions may
seek to build consensus through concession-making and a common sense-narrative.

3. Epistemology, Methodology and Operationalisation
Epistemology, methodology and method, the three “fundamental facets of research” are inextricably
linked (Carter & Little, 2007, p. 1316). They can be shortly summarised as the justification of
knowledge, the justification of method and the outlining of research action (Carter & Little, 2007).
Epistemology determines method and methodological choices through choices in the relationship
between the researcher and the ‘object’ of study, what is regarded as ‘good’ research, and how it deals
with representation (Carter & Little, 2007). Methodology, in turn, shapes the research objectives,
questions and design and may guide choices of method, be more prominent in certain disciplines, and
may centralise theory to a greater or lesser extent. Method, then, is not only strongly influenced by
choices made in methodology and epistemology, but also brings epistemological and methodological
choices to the surface (Carter & Little, 2007). These three facets will guide how the research is
implemented and its quality evaluated, and thus, it is important to outline the choices that have been
made in this regard.

3.1 Epistemology: A Critical Realist Philosophy of Science
Historical materialism—sometimes called historical and dialectical materialism—forms the intellectual
foundation for a critical approach in IPE and IR. It is called historical materialism, because it takes ‘the
materiality of life’ as central to the shaping of historical reality—a reality that is not fixed, but flexible
(Jäger et al., 2016). For a historical materialist, reality does not consist of fixed mechanisms within a
pre-determined universe, but rather of historical forces. Historical materialism is also dialectical,
because the historical materialist rejects dualisms such as mind/matter and consciousness/materiality by
concerning themselves with processes and “the split of apparent unities into parts” (Jäger et al., 2016,
p. 106). These ‘parts’ and ‘wholes’ are dialectically related, and historical materialism focuses on
“processes, flows and relations” rather than separate elements (Jäger et al., 2016, p. 106).
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A critical approach rejects the philosophy of critical rationalism or what is often known more
broadly as ‘positivist’ science, a philosophy which still strongly influences the dominant way in which
the ‘scientific’ is generally distinguished from the ‘unscientific’ in Western modern structures of
knowledge. Positivism postulates that reality can be observed from a secular “God-like view” through
which the researcher can make ‘objective’, universal and value-free claims about reality (Grosfoguel,
2013). This philosophy of science was challenged by ‘post-positivist’ approaches which questioned the
very possibility of generating scientific knowledge. Critical IPE/IR does not fit neatly within the
positivism/post-positivism divide, but rather has its roots in an ‘intermediate position’ between critical
rationalism and radical subjectivism/relativism (Jäger et al., 2016). Rather, critical realism, developed
out of the philosophy of dialectical materialism that forms the foundation of critical approaches, is
widely regarded as the meta-theoretical and philosophical basis for research with critical purpose.
Contrary to critical rationalism, critical realism regards science as a social practice and thus inevitably
entrenched in all kinds of social interests, as well as in institutions and history. As such, an understanding
of this social context should be central to the process of formulating methodologies and theories (Jäger
et al., 2016). Most critical scholars reject the positivist object-subject distinction, and hereby the notion
that a researcher can be truly ‘objective’ towards social reality (Talani, 2016). Inevitably, one takes on
a scientific position—in the case of critical realism, this position is to emancipate subordinated groups
in society (Jäger et al., 2016). Science, both positivist and post-positivist is thus inherently ‘biased’—
although critical realism is reflective and open about its normative assumptions and emancipatory aims,
it is not more or less ‘biased’ than other approaches (Jäger et al., 2016).
Critical realism postulates that there exists a complex, material world outside of our minds
(Jäger et al., 2016). This does not mean that material reality is a ‘transhistorical fact’—the material is
not ‘fixed’, because neither are human needs and capabilities, which are social concepts rooted in the
material (Blackledge, 2019). Reality is thought of as ‘stratified’—meaning that agents are inevitably
constrained by the social relations of production, but agency is not reducible to these relations. While
the ‘contours’ of social struggles are shaped by the material modes of production, their outcomes are
not predetermined (Blackledge, 2019). Similarly, although ideology is non-material, it can be
‘capitalised’ upon as it can be employed to gain economic and political power (Merlingen, 2020). As
this highlights, critical realism is strongly based in ontology, since a conception of reality is deemed
crucial to a philosophy of science. Within this social reality, social and material relations may produce
regularities, but not necessarily. Outcomes may only develop under certain circumstances, and,
therefore, critical realism mainly concerns itself with the study of tendencies rather than regularities
(Jäger et al., 2016).
Critical theory’s critical purpose is what distinguishes critical theory from ‘problem-solving
theory’ (Cox, 1981). Problem-solving theories, found in traditional IR-approaches such as Realism and
Liberalism, seek to arrive at universal laws, statements or regularities without questioning reflexively
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the role of the theorist and the theorizing in shaping the world order in which it operates (Cox, 1981).
In doing so, they serve the interest of particular groups that benefit from maintaining the status quo.
Critical theory stands apart from problem-solving theory because it does not take for granted the
parameters within which they operate, but rather concerns itself with the “continuing process of
historical change” that may demand to critically call into question such frameworks (Cox, 1981, p. 129).
Thus, although a critical approach works from and with theory, there is always a practical aim underlying
this approach, namely, to aid in the emancipation of those suppressed in a capitalist system (Callinicos,
2016, p. 52). Therefore, Gramsci called Marx’ approach the philosophy of praxis—philosophy is a
conception of the world and theory cannot be separated from practice: “Is it not a confession of the
incapacity of one’s own philosophy to explain the world if one has to turn to an opposite system in order
to find the element necessary for practical life?” (Gramsci, p. 375).

3.2 Methodology: Conjunctural Analysis
Concrete methods need to be understood within the context of their methodology. Methodology is the
justification and explanation of method (Carter & Little, 2007) and underpinned by a philosophy about
what the world consists of (ontology) and how we can generate knowledge about this reality
(epistemology) (Jäger et al., 2016). There is not ‘one’ methodology that emerges from critical realist
philosophy of science, but rather a plurality of possible methodologies. Nevertheless, these share a few
general starting points. A critical methodology works from a ‘ladder’ or ‘dialectical circle’ of
abstraction: one moves from abstract historical materialist concepts, uses them to study concrete
historical phenomena, then modifies the abstract concepts into more concrete concepts that are better
suited to the topic of study, which are used to analyse the concrete and get a better understanding of not
just the concrete constellation of study but also of broader processes. Potentially, this ‘circle’ of
abstraction is never-ending (Jäger et al., 2016). Thus, “even if the facts are always unique and
changeable in the flux of movement of history, the concepts can be theorised” (Gramsci, p. 427). For
example, such a highly abstract concept is mode of production whereas a more concrete concept, adapted
to time and place of study, is capitalism (Jäger et al., 2016).
For this thesis, a conscious choice has been made to employ a conjunctural analysis, as this
methodology is closely related to the ontological and epistemological underpinnings outlined in
previous sections. What makes it highly relevant for this thesis is that a conjunctural analysis enables us
to look at agency by identifying strategic sites of struggle and place them within a context of the wider
structures of inter-state relations (Hammoudi, 2019). Conjunctural analysis in critical IPE/IR works
from the idea that a specific mode of production in a certain space and at a certain time, creates structural
tendencies and mechanisms, which form a specific conjuncture under certain conditions (Jäger et al.,
2016). This combination of broader processes and concrete conditions which produce the conjuncture
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can be analysed with abstractions that are more concrete than those at the highest level of abstraction,
which in turn can help us to explain the concrete conditions within structural processes which have led
to a concrete conjuncture (Jäger et al., 2016). To sum up, a conjunctural analysis looks at the “complex
interplay between social forces, cultural and technological change and ideological currents” within the
historically particular economic structure and the power relations that emerge from it (Jäger et al., 2016,
p. 112). This means that a conjunctural analysis within critical IPE/IR requires both an agency-oriented
analysis as a structural/systemic-oriented analysis. The balance between focusing on either depends on
what is most adequate for the concrete conjuncture (Jäger et al., 2016).
Conjunctural analysis was developed by Hall et al. (1978) who investigated the historical
conjuncture of discourses around crime, race, class and gender et cetera within their historically specific
different structural levels, such as the ideological, economic and social (Hall et al., 1978). Such a
conjunctural analysis draws from Gramsci, mainly his conception of hegemony, to analyse how
“complex field[s] of power and consent” are expressed at different levels, as well as in various forms
(Hall & Massey, 2010, p. 65). The struggle between political forces trying to conserve or challenge a
structure takes place at the “conjunctural terrain” (Gramsci, 1971, p. 178). Similarly, a ‘conjuncture’ in
the definition of Hall constitutes the site where a hegemonic project becomes contested—it is the site of
struggle, the site where attempts to ‘fix’ or challenge the hegemonic project takes place (Hall in Hay &
Grossberg, 2013). Conjunctural analysis thus takes into account the ideational realm by focusing on the
acquisition of hegemonic positions through creating within-class consent and a shared ideology, while
neutralizing social forces of resistance by the making of concessions and creating a common narrative.
While it is important to recognise that conjunctures are not determined by one sphere, it is at the
same time impossible to analyse all spheres at once. Inevitably, then, certain aspects of the conjuncture
will be foregrounded, and a conjunctural analysis is only one part of a larger research effort. What makes
it conjunctural is the recognition that the economic is interconnected with the cultural, the cultural with
the social, and so forth. Irrespective of which aspects of the conjuncture are foregrounded, the “causal
structural impact” of other realms must not be neglected (Hall in Hay & Grossberg, 2013, p. 28).

3.3 Operationalisation: From Abstract to Concrete Concepts
Because of the epistemological position that we cannot fully grasp the complexity of reality in
our minds, and thus have to take on a ‘perspective’ or ‘theoretical lens’, abstract concepts can help us
to mediate the complex reality to which we do not have direct access, since it is mediated in our minds
(Jäger et al., 2016). Critical realism rejects empiricism, and instead, conceptualisation is regarded as key
in a critical realist methodology: “We can have access to reality only via (theoretical) concepts,
abstractions or perspectives” (Jäger et al., 2016, p. 108). The highly abstract concepts outlined in the
theoretical framework will be complemented with or changed into more concrete concepts, in order to
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make them more adequate for the analysis at hand. Moreover, enriching these theoretical concepts with
historical evidence is needed to do justice to the particularity and complexity of reality in a given historic
moment (Fine & Saad-Filho, 2016).
This means that not the abstract concept mode of production and social relations of production
will be used in the empirical analysis, but rather (neoliberal) capitalism as this concept is more concrete
to the historical specificity of the explanandum. Moreover, the capital class will not be analysed as a
whole, since this class is not heterogeneous, but rather the focus will lie on the European organised
defence capital class fraction. The dialectical processes of capitalism and militarism/imperialism and
the structural selectivity in favour of capital that emerges from it, will be captured with the more concrete
concepts of a military-industrial complex in the case of structural selectivity in favour of the defence
capital class fraction, security-industrial complex in the case of structural selectivity in favour of the
security capital class fraction or military-security-industrial complex to capture their intertwinement.
The empirical evidence to support these concepts may be found in deliberation processes with defence
sector lobbyists and EU institutions, but since these are largely closed off, the focus will lie on how the
interests of the defence sector and are represented in EU policy documents.
Since this thesis will employ a conjunctural analysis, the struggle of different agents in
preserving or challenging hegemony at a specific historical conjuncture will be centralised. Such a neoGramscian analysis focused on the struggle over hegemony is especially well-suited for an analysis of
the role of (transnational) capital in shaping EU policies (Jäger et al., 2016). The hegemonic project,
while part of a larger neoliberal hegemonic project, will be made concrete by calling it a hegemonic
project towards a ‘strategically autonomous European Union’—since this concept is itself emphasised
by those carrying out this hegemonic project, and because it captures their desire to create an EU which
competes both militarily and economically on a global scale. The ideational form within which this is
presented in order to gather support for the hegemonic project, will be analysed by looking at the
‘common sense’-discourse used to present the hegemonic project as universally appealing. The decisionmaking of the state is found in official policy documents (Given, 2008). Primary sources will thus be
collected from EU institutions such as the EU External Action Service, European Commission,
European Council, European Parliament and the European Defence Agency
Inevitably, resistance will emerge against the internally contradictory hegemonic project.. The
opposing agents and their counter-narrative will be analysed by looking at the documents—or ‘texts’ in
the broadest sense—which they themselves produce. In order to gain a full understanding of the actions
and discourses that influence society, we must look beyond the ideas of the dominant and ruling classes
to include how policy decisions are debated, resisted and/or accepted (Given, 2008). The counterhegemonic project will be analysed using sources emerging mainly from civil society, such as Pax, The
European Network Against Arms Trade and Vredesactie. Secondary sources will be employed to place
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the agent analysis within larger structural processes, such as the changed international context. Empirical
material, even if collected from within a mainstream research perspective, can be used if interpreted
following a critical realist methodology, and thus using the concepts emerging from said methodology
(Jäger et al., 2016). This thesis will thus use empirical material collected from within mainstream as
well as critical paradigms, but they will be placed within a conjunctural analysis underpinned by a
critical realist philosophy of science.

4. Explanandum: From ‘Effective Multilateralism’ to ‘Strategic Autonomy’
On 26 June 2015, High Representative and Vice-President (HR/VP) Federica Mogherini was given the
mandate by the European Council to draft an EU Global Strategy for the EU’s Common Foreign and
Security Policy. It was to be prepared in close consultation with the member states and submitted to the
European Council by June 2016. As the Council Conclusions from 25-26 June read, an overarching
global strategy for the EU was deemed necessary in light of an EU External Action Services report
called “The European Union in a changing environment” which was presented to the Council by HR/VP
Federica Mogherini (European Council, 2015, p. 5). In this report, the External Action Service argued
that the previous security strategy—the European Security Strategy adopted by the Council on 12-13
December 2003 and drafted under the authority of the 1999-2009 High Representative and former
NATO Secretary General Javier Solana—was due for a renewal as the EU’s strategic environment had
changed ‘drastically’ since 2003 (EU External Action Service, 2015; European Council, 2003a).
Compared to 2003, the External Action Service gives a much more pessimistic assessment of
the global security context and the position of the EU in it. The global environment has become more
connected, complex and contested and this new complex reality would demand a clearly set out direction
in the form of an EU global strategy, for which further developing security and defence was deemed a
key aspect (EU External Action Service, 2015). This stands in stark contrast with the vision of Javier
Solana ten years earlier, namely that the EU was in the position to act as “a global power [and] force for
good in the world” (Solana, 2006). Similarly, Solana’s European Security Strategy reflected a strong
optimism about the ‘unprecedented peace’ the Union enjoyed, and the Council expressed a desire to
spread beyond the continent the values and measures that it saw as having provided said unprecedented
peace (European Council, 2003b). In that same optimistic context, the Council, through its 2006 Global
Europe strategy, sought to open up global markets and benefit from this openness through liberalisation
of trade (European Council, 2006).
While the title of the EUGS suggests a global scope, the emphasis lies on responsibility for its
immediate neighbourhood. Partnerships beyond “Europe and its surrounding regions” are addressed on
a more targeted base (EU External Action Service, 2016, p. 17). The promotion of democracy and “good
governance” in the European neighbourhood, which was prominent in the European Security Strategy,
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is replaced with the emphasis on building state and societal resilience (EU External Action Service,
2016, p. 23). The “unprecedented peace, prosperity and democracy” that the European project had
brought is now being questioned, hereby threatening the European Union, afflicted by internal political
(legitimacy) crises and finding itself in a deteriorated security situation (EU External Action Service,
2016, p. 7).
The most prominent shift, however, is found in the area of security and defence. Whereas after
the publication of the European Security Strategy, the European Defence Agency was established on 12
July 2004 in order to coordinate defence cooperation and pool R&D efforts, these defence projects
remained strongly intergovernmental. It was not until the publication of the EUGS that “major European
defence initiatives” were launched (European Defence Agency, 2019). While the External Action
Service recognises that the EU was never meant as a military alliance, it argues that the ‘D’ in the CSDP
(Common Security and Defence Policy) cannot be ignored and current ambitions and targets in this field
are not sufficient to deal with the dire security environment (EU External Action Service, 2015). In the
EUGS, the External Action Service frames investment in the fields of security and defence “a matter of
urgency” in which cooperation must become standard (EU External Action Service, 2016, p. 10). While
NATO is to remain the preliminary framework for collective defence for most member states, the EU
needed to take on “greater responsibility” for their own security by investing in better equipment,
capabilities and readiness to respond to external threats—autonomously if necessary (EU External
Action Service, 2016). To sum up, the image that the EUGS sketches of the EU’s new foreign policy
course is one that is more “defensive”—seeking to build defence capabilities in order to defend the
European project that is deemed under “threat.” In order to combat these “threats”, the concept of
“strategic autonomy” is introduced, which reflects stronger ambitions for the EU to be able to act
unilaterally if “necessary”, especially in the realm of security and defence (EU External Action Service,
2016).
The EUGS is not the only document outlining this desire to become ‘strategically
autonomous’—it is part of a larger commitment to further develop the EU in terms of security and
defence. Whereas the EUGS provides the broader political and ideational framework within which to
place increased security and defence cooperation by identifying the ‘threats’ which this new investment
in security and defence should tackle, there have been more concrete security and defence policy
proposals which soon followed the publication of the EUGS. Under that same header of security and
defence, it was concluded in the Council meeting that civilian and military capabilities were to be further
developed and Europe’s defence industry strengthened (European Council, 2015). This would demand
ample funding on defence from member states; allocation of funds from the EU budget for research on
defence and a technology program; more cooperation and allocation of EU funds in the field of European
defence towards delivering ‘key capabilities’; the mobilisation of “EU instruments” necessary to counter
hybrid threats; the intensification of partnerships on security and defence with the United Nations,
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NATO, the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe and the African Union and, lastly,
working with and aiding partners beyond the EU borders in the fields of crisis management and capacity
building (European Council, 2015, p. 5-6). Overall, it was concluded that security and defence policy
was to become a regular part of the European Council’s agenda (European Council, 2015).
A key aspect for acquiring “full spectrum defence capabilities” (EU External Action Service,
2016, p. 10-11) is the creation of a stable and strong European defence industry (EU External Action
Service, 2016). Military R&D, thus constitutes a central element of the “Europeanisation of defence”
(Brzoska, 2018, p. viii). Since the publication of the EUGS, significant steps have been taken by the
European Council and Commission to increase European military R&D funding controlled by the
supranational Commission—most notably the creation of the European Defence Fund which
institutionalised EU-wide defence R&D funding. The Defence Fund coordinates and aims to increase
investment of member states in defence R&D and improve interoperability of national forces (European
Commission, DG Growth, 2019). While there is a security argument underpinning EU-funded defence
R&D (the necessity of stronger military capabilities) it is also presented as an important part of the
Commission’s broader effort to make Europe’s industry more competitive, hereby furthering the EU’s
“strategic autonomy” through economic means (European Commission, 2020a; European Parliament,
2019). Although the fund is still a fraction of the United States’ spending on defence R&D, which is
seven times greater (Gibney, 2019), it is politically significant as it is the first time that EU funds have
been used for significant defence spending (Rankin, 2017). While bi- and trilateral cooperative
initiatives had been in place within the EU, EU-wide defence undertakings are a new phenomenon
(Brzoska, 2018). Moreover, because defence R&D-spending had been falling in most European
countries since after the Cold War (Gibney, 2019), the Defence Fund represents a significant increase
in EU defence spending, making the European Union the third biggest investor in defence research in
Europe (European Commission, 2020c).
In order to support these new proposals, in May 2017, the European Defence Agency was
endorsed as “central operator” for all EU-widely funded defence activities in light of the “more
ambitious tasks and challenges” outlined in the EU Global Strategy (European Defence Agency, 2019).
This enhanced the Agency’s role as central EU forum for cooperation for defence technology and
capability development, especially in research and technology and support for the defence industry
(European Defence Agency, 2019). At the same time, the Commission and the European Defence
Agency agreed to prepare the first significant EU funded defence research program which was to
“demonstrate the added-value of EU-funded [defence] research” and lay the foundations for a ‘fullyfledged’ European Defence Research Programme (European Defence Agency, 2019). This programme
was to be part of the EU’s Multi-annual Financial Framework from 2021-2027—the seven-year
framework for the annual budget of the Union (European Defence Agency, 2019). The Defence
Research Programme is part of the European Defence Fund and complemented by a bi-annual €500
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million European Defence Industrial Development Programme which “aims at supporting the efforts of
the EU defence industry in the development of defence equipment and technologies through cofinancing from the EU budget” (European Commission, n.d.).
Another post-EUGS defence initiative which deepens cooperation is the Coordinated Annual
Review on Defence (CARD), which is to enhance coordination in the traditionally isolated process of
national defence planning and hereby make intra-EU defence cooperation easier through the ability of
cross-national data and coordination (European Defence Agency, 2020). The nexus between the
coordination of defence capabilities and the defence industry becomes evident within CARD as well, as
its 2019-2020 Coordinated Annual Review emphasises the importance of industrial cooperation for
prime contractors, mid-cap corporations and small and medium enterprises in order to enhance
competitiveness of the European Defence Technology and Industrial Base, which was set-up to integrate
the European defence landscape (European Defence Agency, 2020). This strong Defence Technology
and Industrial Base also underpins the new Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO)—the structural
integration of the national armed forces of 25 of the 27 EU member states. It was established on 11
December 2017 through a decision of the European Council and represents a legal framework through
which EU member states can collaboratively plan, develop and invest in projects in which they share
military capabilities (European Defence Agency, n.d.). Through the European Defence Fund, PESCOprojects are eligible for funds from the EU’s budget (European Defence Agency, n.d.).
As of March 2021, another major shift in the EU’s security and defence policy has taken place
as the European Peace Facility replaced the ATHENA mechanism, which had been in place since 2004.
The European Peace Facility is an off-budget €5 billion fund financed by member states and spanning
the period 2021-2027 said to “cover all [the EU’s] external actions that have military or defence
implications under the Common Foreign and Security Policy” (European Council, 2021). The fact that
the European Peace Facility is an off-budget fund is crucial here: because the EU treaties forbid the EU
budget from being used to buy weaponry, a loophole is found by creating an off-budget fund
(Saferworld, 2021). With this replacement of ATHENA, under which the EU could only support peace
operations by the African Union or regional African organisations, both the geographical and financial
scope of its peace interventions capabilities are broadened (European Council, 2021).
While the explanandum in this thesis, thus, represents a major shift from defence as a strictly
intergovernmental affair to one that is meant to be carried out by the supranational Commission and its
executive agencies, this shift has not happened from one day to the next. It is underpinned by structural
processes which have enabled proponents of defence integration to make the case for its necessity. There
are economic, social and (geo-)political logics and interests underlying these decisions, which this thesis
will seek to uncover and through which it will seek to explain these developments. From the moment
the EU decided to strive for a global competitive security industry, a range of national and transnational

31
actors and organisations became involved, which would compete to influence the EU’s defence and
security agenda by ‘selling’ their ideas to the EU institutions involved in the creation of security and
defence (research) policies (Hayes, 2009). It is an important task to disentangle all these involved
interests, as the entanglement of security actors and government may come with a lack of transparency
since the influence of think tanks, lobby groups and security and defence corporations often is exercised
behind closed doors (Transnational Institute, 2021). The analysis is underpinned by the idea that the
new deepened European security and defence integration is “for someone and for something” and it is
up to a researcher with critical purpose to seek to unveil these interests at stake (Karampekios et al.,
2018, p. 380). This means centralizing the question also to who benefits from this development, who
opposes it and how and why has it taken the shape it has?

4.1 Preceding Structure: An Emerging Security-Industrial Complex (2003-2013)
In order to understand the major steps in the Common Security and Defence Policy since the
publication of the EU Global Strategy within the context of an EU military-industrial-security complex,
we must turn to the establishment of a security-industrial complex first, as this was both its temporal
predecessor and structural enabler. This means going back to the context within which the 2003
European Security Strategy was released, as it highlights a shift in the political and economic priorities
in security and defence after the Cold War (Larsson, 2021). After the Cold War, the EU entered a period
of ‘unprecedented peace’, in which successive enlargements further integrated European countries and
stabilised the continent (European Council, 2003b). This unprecedented peace took place within a
broader process of European integration increasingly taking on a neoliberal approach in which capital
is favoured over labour (Jäger & Springler, 2021). Since the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, this EU
‘neoliberal hegemonic project’ has developed which has been market-oriented and competition-oriented
and has reorganised “almost every aspect of social life, the economy and politics” to reflect this
(Merlingen, 2021, p. 466). This neoliberal approach becomes evident most strongly in the European
Commission’s 2006 strategy “Global Europe: Competing the World”, which emphasised the potential
economic gains of further ‘opening up’ the world through trade liberalisation (European Commission,
2006).
As postulated in the theoretical section, neoliberal policies often go hand in hand with security
measures to protect the neoliberal ideology. This explains why, the new emphasis on ‘opening up’ the
world went hand in hand with a Security Strategy which linked the same post-Cold War environment to
new, more complex ‘threats’ (European Council, 2003b). The scope of what ‘national security’ meant
changed fundamentally by arguing that the EU needed to move away from the traditional Cold War
focus on territorial defence, to a new ‘hybrid’ conception of security threats such as terrorism, the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, the weakening of the state system and
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organised crime (European Council, 2003a; European Council, 2003b). Whereas, as a result of the
relative peace after the Cold War, budgets for traditional defence measures such as arms procurement
and production had been cut significantly within Europe, the new post-9/11 focus on counterterrorism
and border control helped legitimise the development of surveillance and policing technologies (Hayes,
2009; Larsson, 2021). This legitimisation formed the basis for the launch of the €1.4 billion EU-funded
Security Research Programme—funds meant for ‘internal’ or ‘civil’ security R&D such as surveillance,
crime control and policing meant to defend against the new ‘complex threats’ through counterterrorism
and border control (Larsson, 2021). Apart from the ‘security’-logic, this Programme was also legitimised
through the economic logics present in the Global Europe-strategy, namely that it would allow European
corporations to compete globally in a home security-industry largely dominated by the United States
(Hayes, 2009). This highlights how in a neoliberal capitalist system, ‘opening up’ the world to spread
‘peace and democracy’ can go hand in hand with conservative and reactionary security logics.

4.1.1

Agents Shaping the Security-Industrial Complex

How the Security-Industrial complex manifested itself through the process leading up to the
€1.4 billion European Security Research Programme (2007-2013) is best demonstrated by the large
influence that the ‘Group of Personalities’ had on the ‘Preparatory Action’—a range of pilot projects to
prepare for a full-fledged research program. While the budget for the Preparatory Action was relatively
small, it is nevertheless significant since it laid the groundwork for the influence of the defence industry
on security research early on (Larsson, 2021; Karampekios & Oikonomou, 2018). Through the Group
of Personalities, consisting of eight representatives from the private sector out of the 29 total (see Figure
4), the security and defence industry was able to exert considerable influence on the scope and content
of the Security Research Programme itself. The Preparatory Action served as strong break with the
traditional ‘taboo’ on EU-funded security and defence research, as it was the first time Parliament
accepted a proposal to designate public funds towards security R&D despite a significant amount of
those funds going to corporations with a core focus on defence technologies (Larsson, 2021).
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Figure 1. Timeline of Progress Towards EU-Funded Security Research

Timeline showing the process through which the European Security Research Programme was set up following
the strategic security culture set out in the European Security Strategy. The sequence highlights the significant
influence of private actors through preceding public-private forums. Source: Larsson, 2021 and European
Council, 2020.

The Group of Personalities recommended the establishment of a European Security Research
Advisory Board, which was set up in 2004 and, once again included representatives from the security
and defence industry (see Figure 4). In the report published by this Advisory Board in 2006, many of
the recommendations of the Group of Personalities are followed, such as following a ‘capability-based
approach’ (Directorate-General for Enterprise and Industry, 2006, p. 6). The Advisory Board expanded
the concept of ‘security’ to include the ambiguous notion of ‘societal security’—ranging from policing
to surveillance and counter-terrorism measures and following the trend after 9/11 of a new emphasis on
migration management and border control measures (Larsson, 2021). The public-private dialogue was
continued after 2006 in the form of the European Security Research and Innovation Forum, within which
16 out of 65 seats were held by private actors. In all of these three public-private forums, civil society
organisations as well as academics within the social sciences were largely denied a seat at the table,
enabling high-level industrialists to significantly shape the security agenda (Larsson, 2021). The
research institutes included in the public-private dialogue (see Figure 2) as well as in the allocation of
security research funds have been research institutes focusing on the development of security
technologies and, thus, indirectly profit from the very policies they are advising. Apart from these
forums, the security and defence lobby was also able to influence policy-making through “high-level
expert groups” in which organisations such as the Aerospace and Defence Industries Association of
Europe and the European Organisation for Security were represented (Larsson, 2021).
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Figure 2. The Security-Industrial Complex in Numbers: Main Beneficiaries of Security Research
Budgets

Source: Transnational Institute, 2017.

A development which is the both result of the security-industrial complex and simultaneously
strengthens the grip of the security and defence sector is the stretching of the concept of ‘security’, the
blurring between the conceptual border of ‘internal’ and ‘external’ security and the merging of civil and
security research (Hayes, 2009). The latter manifests itself most prominently in so-called ‘dual-use’
technologies which can be used for both civilian and military purposes (Larsson, 2021). This notion
enabled the Commission and the organised defence capital fraction to consolidate a role for defence
corporations already within the framework of the European Security Research Programme. As a
consequence, the top-three of multinational defence companies together participated in 165 Security
Research Programme-projects, which comes down to sum of €78,2 million in funding (Jones, 2017).
The involvement of defence companies in the Security Research Programme was no accident, but the
outcome of conscious collaborative efforts by the European Commission and the lobbyists representing
the interests of the defence capital class to save European security and defence companies struggling to
maintain solvent after the Cold War (Larsson, 2021). The European Security Research Programme
represented a ‘back door’ through which the defence industry could be indirectly subsidised despite the
fact that defence R&D fell outside the Commission’s competences (Larsson, 2021). This is not the sole
significance of the Security Research Programme, since it had fundamental influence on the nature of
the European project by allocating EU budget for the development of security technologies that could
be employed for coercive, privacy-infringing and violent measures against the ambiguous target of
‘security threats’ (Larsson, 2021).
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Moreover, the process leading up to the European Security Research Programme formed the
political and institutional ‘blueprint’ for the more recently developed European Defence Research
Programme. As Figure 1 and 3 highlight, a very similar process was followed in the development of
both the Security and the Defence Research Programme. The Security Research Program helped
legitimise a similar program in defence politically by slowly overcoming the political ‘taboos’ around a
supranational role for EU institutions in the Common Security and Defence Policy. It also helped
establish the bureaucratic framework and the supportive structures for the industrial production and
procurement of military products (Larsson, 2021). Both the Security and the Defence Research
Programme were established through preceding negotiations with influential security and defence sector
representatives, and thus both programs strongly came to strongly reflect the interests of the security
and defence capital class. Whereas the European Security Programme enabled funding defence R&D
projects first through the ‘back door’, it later made it this ‘loophole’ redundant as defence R&D funding
became firmly institutionalised (Larsson, 2021).
To conclude, we cannot understand policies towards defence integration of EU member states
without understanding the gradual development of support within EU institutions for funding for
security—and later military—R&D projects that preceded those policies in response to the demands of
the defence capital fraction that vehemently pushed for support. While this started out as funding for
technologies for ‘civil’ security purposes such as surveillance, counterterrorism and migration
management, eventually, the arms industry became one of the largest recipients of funding within the
European Security Research Programme (Larsson, 2021). The Security Research Programme served as
a model for the military R&D-projects to follow, such as the Preparatory Action on Defence Research
and the following European Defence Research Programme under the European Defence Fund (Larsson,
2021). As the next section will highlight, this security-industrial complex forms a structural enabler for
a military-industrial-security complex by creating an institutional blueprint, political willingness and
interpersonal ties, but must be understood within the larger structure of inter-state relations and crisis.

4.2

Structure: A Military-Industrial-Security Complex Emerging in Times of Crisis (20152021)

The agents central to the development of EU-funded security and defence R&D and
procurement as well as defence cooperation have not operated within a vacuum but have been enabled
and constrained by structural conditions. In order to understand the structurally conditioned strategic
selectivity carried out within central institutions in the EU as ‘emerging state apparatus’ we must
understand the context in which they operated. This structure has not only constrained and enabled the
actions of the central agents, but has also shaped the ideational discourse or ‘common sense’-narrative
that legitimised those actions. The assessment of HR/VP Federica Mogherini in the EU Global Strategy
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that the European Project is under ‘threat’ is based on the (geo)political, economic and social ‘crises’
plaguing the Union. These crises form the contextual argument for the policies envisioned in the EU
Global Strategy. This structural international context in which the EU Global Strategy is situated, is the
structure that constrains the strategic selectivity of the EU as state-form.
Paradoxically, it is in times of crisis that many examples can be found of large leaps forward in
terms of European integration. Recently, it was the Brexit referendum which sparked an internal political
crisis and led the twenty-seven states left behind to conclude that the way forward was to unite in order
to survive (Nissen, 2017). This is reflected in the words of HR/VP Federica Mogherini that the Brexit
referendum led to a “recommitment to … unity”, a “relaunch of common projects” and the potential for
enlargement (Mogherini, 2018). When it comes to security and defence, Mogherini also sees the paradox
sketched above, as is this internal political crisis spurred “the first real steps” towards “a European Union
that is based also on defence and security” (Mogherini, 2018).
This spur of integration after arguably the biggest political crisis in the EU’s history is
noteworthy, especially in the area of security and defence, the policy area where integration has been
especially slow, due to it being so historically entrenched in the ‘national’. While, with the UK leaving,
a strong ‘brake’ on further EU integration has been released, it also led to unprecedented insecurity
about the future of the Union (Nissen, 2017). Moreover, without the United Kingdom, EU defence
capabilities have substantially been strained (Nissen, 2017). This seemingly contradictory development
makes more sense if it is put in conjuncture with developments in the ‘security landscape’ in which the
EU operates. To the east, security threats take shape in the form of the Russian annexation of Crimea in
2014 and the ongoing Russo-Ukrainian War, which have led to rising EU-Russian tensions and is
arguably the largest geopolitical crisis in Europe post-Cold War (Masters, 2020). To the south, multiple
conflicts in the Middle East, where the European Union has tried to play an active role since 1973, have
left thousands displaced (Centre for European Reform, 2010; Nissen, 2017). War is now waged both
within and outside of the ‘heartland of capitalism’, most notably through the “War on Terror” (Bieler &
Morton, 2018, p. 4). Meanwhile, the election of Donald Trump in 2016 put into question the role of the
United States as European security guarantor, as well as multilateral cooperation, most notably through
questioning the validity of the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance (Heath, 2021; Pascal, 2019). Moreover,
the rise of the ‘Rest’ raises questions about future possibilities of war between hegemonic rivals, most
notably the US and its economic rival, China (Bieler & Morton, 2018). This context of a “more complex
world of global power shifts and power diffusion” has led the EU External Action Service to conclude
that “the EU must stand united” as “never has our unity been so challenged” (EU External Action
Service, 2016). This ‘unity’ also entails security and defence integration, enabling the EU to act as
stronger bloc through its ‘strategic autonomy’ (EU External Action Service, 2016).
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While the European Project is deemed to be in a state of multiple crises due to the Euro crisis,
the rise of anti-EU political parties as well as the Brexit referendum, the EU has made significant
advances in the area of security policy. While the EU as a project has lost political support, the
development of security policies has gained both political support and resources allocated. The
‘securitisation’ of complex social and ecological issues, which is a precarious development given the
simultaneous rise of authoritarianism, is employed increasingly in order to mobilise support and
resources (Jones, 2017). Meanwhile, the ‘biggest winners’ of this development towards “an ever more
militarised and security-focused Europe” have been the industry which profits from this (Jones, 2017).
In spite of the austerity measures due to the economic crisis, EU investment in security technology has
risen from €4 billion in the period 2007-2013, to almost €8 billion in the period 2014-2020 (Jones, 2017).
Moreover, in 2010, while austerity measures enabled cuts into social security infrastructure, the EU
defence expenditure totalled €194 billion—this is equal to the combined annual deficits of Greece, Italy
and Spain (Slijper, 2013). Some cuts have been made in personnel, wages and pensions, but not in the
purchase of military products and technologies: while personnel costs decreased with 10 percent
between 2006 and 2010, especially after 2008, operational spending stayed relatively constant (Slijper,
2013).
That European integration has strengthened in the area of security and defence in times of
economic crisis, as well as the political crisis of decreasing EU public support, the growth of anti-EU
parties and the Brexit referendum, seems counter-intuitive. It can be explained by the larger development
of investing in ‘security’ as all-encompassing solution for a multitude of complex problems such as
migration, terrorism and climate change. Moreover, as postulated in the theoretical section, investing in
security and defence can be a form of capital accumulation while keeping in check the ‘dissidents’ within
a neoliberal capitalist system. The ‘securitisation’ narrative that works to legitimise these developments
is supported and disseminated by key agents from the organised defence capital class fraction which
benefit from such a bleak view of reality of framing people as ‘suspicious’ and potential ‘threats’ (Jones,
2017). The idea of ‘Europeanisation’ as a positive development has also been employed as ideological
legitimisation for neoliberal policies such as a European single market, fiscal pact and an emphasis on
global competitiveness, since the welfare state was still strongly entrenched in European countries
(Cafruny, 2016). Nevertheless, class struggle will emerge in a system that is as inherently contradictory
as neoliberalism, which explains the political and legitimacy crises currently experienced in the
European Union (Talani, 2016). However, as the next section will show, even in times of austerity, the
strong influence of the security and defence lobby on the EU policy-making process hinders austerity
cuts in military spending (Slijper, 2013).

4.3 Agency: The Organised Defence Capital Class Fraction Shaping Defence Policy
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Figure 3. Timeline of Progress Towards EU-Funded Defence Research

Timeline showing the process through which the European Defence Research Programme was set up
following the strategic security culture set out in the EUGS. The sequence highlights the significant
influence of private actors through preceding public-private forums, following a similar pattern as in
Figure 1. Sources: Larsson, 2021 and European Council, 2020.

A central agent that needs to be investigated when explaining an steps towards a Defence Union,
as envisioned in the EUGS and following defence integration policies, is the security and defence
industry as transnational or pan-European capital class fraction. There are two major Brussels-based
lobby organisations for the EU defence industry which have been influential in setting the EU defence
and security agenda, namely the Aerospace and Defence Industries Association of Europe (ASD) and
the European Organisation for Security (EOS). As this section will highlight, the defence lobby has a
strong foothold in Commission ‘expert groups’, enabling these security and defence lobby organisations
to shape the very policy proposals that will benefit them. These ‘expert groups’ aid the Commission in
preparing policy and legislative proposals, as well as assisting in its implementation (European
Commission, n.d.). Through these informal political structures, public-private dialogue takes place
between the Commission and stakeholders in the development of EU defence research programs
(Transnational Institute, 2021).
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Figure 4. Presence of Private Sector in Forums on EU Security and Defence Programmes

Source: Transnational Institute & Statewatch, 2017.

Until recently, one of the most influential groups within which public-private dialogue on
security and defence took place is the ‘Group of Personalities on the Preparatory Action on Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) related research’—an advisory group similar to the earlier Group
of Personalities on Security Research. Similar to its predecessor, this 2015-2016 Group of Personalities
advised the European Commission on the Preparatory Action on Defence Research—the €90 million
funding for military research projects in a three-year time span until 2020 (European Commission,
2019a). It was established in March 2015 after the Commission endorsed it in December 2013, in order
to improve EU defence cooperation and capability-building, including in the field of technology
development and support for the ‘European Defence Technological and Industrial Base’ (Statewatch,
2017). This working group had considerable influence on the Defence Action Plan which included the
creation of the European Defence Fund (Teffer, 2018). An analysis from peace organisation Vredesactie
of the policy proposals in the Defence Action Plan concluded that they were almost entirely based on
the recommendations given by the Group of Personalities (Lobbywatch, 2017). Many of the largest
profiteers of the Industrial Development Programme, which was to complement the Defence Research
Programme, were also part of the Group of Personalities which shaped the Preparatory Action for the
Defence Research Programme. Eight corporations which were part of the Group of Personalities, took
part in the EU-funded projects which received 12 percent of the funding while only constituting 6
percent of the total participants (see Figure 5).
Membership of this Group of Personalities included HR/VP Federica Mogherini, CEOs of
defence corporations and high-level politicians from member states (Statewatch, 2017). Membership
was skewed heavily towards representatives from the defence industry and lacked independent or critical
voices such as those from peace and human rights movements (Teffer, 2017). Out of the sixteen
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members, ten were at least linked to the arms industry—seven of those were representatives from
defence companies and two from private research institutions that could potentially benefit from a
European military research program. There was also one Member of European Parliament present,
Michael Gahler—a member of a lobby group that brings MPs together with the defence industry
(Lobbywatch, 2017). The European arms industry left a significant footprint on the proposal for the
Action Plan, while civil society, academia and European Parliament were almost entirely excluded
(Lobbywatch, 2017; Teffer, 2017). According to information obtained on the basis of European law on
open government, the European Commission convened with the arms industry at least 36 times in a
period of three years to discuss the Preparatory Action on Defence Research (Lobbywatch, 2017). The
report concluded that “supporting the defence industry has become a goal in itself” (Lobbywatch, 2017;
Teffer, 2017).
A militarised approach to migration management has further enabled the organised security and
defence capital class fraction to gain profits by opening up markets through a broader process of ‘border
externalisation’ in which the ‘borders’ of Europe are extended as far as Senegal and Azerbaijan in order
to curb migration (Akkerman, 2018). This is a million-euro industry which profits mainly the European
defence and security industry which produces the products and technologies deemed necessary for
border control (Akkerman, 2018). Lobby organisations such as the Aerospace and Defence Industries
Association of Europe, as well as large defence companies such as Airbus and Thales, recognise the
potential of the markets this opens up in Africa and the Middle East, and have started to focus on border
externalisation as well (Akkerman, 2018). Such a militarised approach to migration management does
not only endanger the lives of (forcibly) displaced individuals, but also has increased funding and
political pressure on third countries to engage in a similar process. 48 percent of those countries
prioritised by the EU for its border externalisation have authoritarian governments (Akkerman, 2018).
Moreover, much of the border control-funding comes out of humanitarian aid budgets such as the
European Development Fund (Akkerman, 2018).
Since the Group of Personalities has been abolished after the Preparatory Action launched, the
current major expert group is the Protection and Security Advisory Group which gives advice to the
Commission on the implementation of the ‘Secure Societies’ program—the program for security and
defence within the €80 billion Horizon 2020 Fund Research and Innovation (European Commission,
2017a). Out of the thirty members of the Protection and Security Advisory Group, seven are working
with corporations affiliated with lobby organisation the European Organisation for Security (Boros,
2016). Apart from members of Commission ‘expert groups’ having to sign a declaration of any conflict
of interest that could be present, there are currently no regulations which restrict the companies which
send representatives to the Commission from bidding for the projects funded by the EU budget (Boros,
2016). Multiple studies in the years 2014-2015 have concluded that industry lobbying organisations
have a strong influence on shaping defence policy by being actively involved in the deliberations around
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strategic policy documents (Boros, 2016). A 2015 report from European Ombudsman O’Reilly
concluded that the categorisation of organisations who are part of expert groups is inconsistent, that
certain expert groups are balanced in favour of corporate interests, and that there are potential conflicts
of interest within the membership of expert groups (European Ombudsman, 2015).
To conclude, through the Group of Personalities on Defence Research and other ‘expert groups’
“the arms industry [was] advising if and how the EU should subsidise the arms industry” (European
Network Against Arms Trade, n.d.). Processes of militarisation and border externalisation within a
neoliberal system further enable the security and defence sector to profit from the opening up of new
‘markets’. It is important to note that it was not the security and defence industry which exerted a oneway pressure on the European Commission, which acted as a mere ‘funnel’ through which their interests
could materialise. As the next section will show, the corporate influence over security and defence
policy-making was a conscious choice from the European Commission which presented “a competitive
EU security industry” as a “conditio sine qua non” of not just security and defence policy, but also of
overall economic growth (European Commission, 2012, p. 4).

4.3.1 The European Commission’s Structurally Inscribed Strategic Selectivity
The defence capital class fraction is able to articulate its interests more strongly than other class
fractions and thus able to form a hegemonic project. However, it is important to note that EU institutions
are not simply hollow shells through which corporate interests are furthered. The EU as an emergent
state apparatus has agency by favouring certain forces more over others in the policymaking process.
The European Commission can be seen here as a ‘state actor' here because of its supranational function.
This agency is rooted in structure, namely the social relations of production and more specifically the
military-industrial-security complex through which the EU structurally selects the defence capital class
fraction. Thus, the EU being a state-form, officials in its institutions employ strategic selectivity while
constrained by the structural selectivity of broader economic, political, social and cultural factors
(Hayes, 2009; Jessop, 1999).
The developments sketched out in the explanandum did not happen from one day to the other,
but took place through a gradual, long-term process of policy entrepreneurship of the European
Commission, which gathered institutional support and funding for first security and later defence R&D
and procurement, while employing structurally inscribed strategic selectivity in favour of the organised
defence capital class fraction. Whereas, previously the European Commission as ‘guardian’ of the EU
treaties was unwilling to become involved in defence, especially from the Juncker-Commission
onwards, it became strongly committed to strengthening EU security and defence (Tocci, 2018). In
November 2016, it presented its Defence Action Plan and launched the Defence Research Programme,
followed by the Defence Fund and Defence Industrial Development Programme a year later (Tocci,
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2018). With the support of the External Action Service, the Commission worked as of ‘interest broker’—
a strategic position that allows an institution to control the policy formulation process (James, 2018).
Such an interest broker seeks to link policies to technocratic expertise as well as normative
underpinnings—or a ‘common sense’-narrative (James, 2018). An important aspect of such an interest
broker-strategy is setting up expert groups, sponsoring studies and enabling stakeholder discussions
(James, 2018). As interest broker or ‘policy entrepreneur’ the Commission was able to favour the
defence capital class fraction in the drafting of defence research programs and policies, which it had
already been doing through the ‘back door’ of the earlier Security Research Programme.
Especially in the field of industrial cooperation, the Commission took on a prominent role that
is a strong break with the past, since according to the EU Treaties, it is not allowed to draft legislative
proposals or approve funding related to the Common Defence and Security Policy, since this is an
intergovernmental policy field (European Network Against Arms Trade, 2019). In order to overcome
this bureaucratic structure, the Commission presented its proposals for EU-wide funded defence R&D
as part of EU industrial policy, for which it does have competences (European Network Against Arms
Trade, 2019). This link with industrial policy was not only crucial for the Commission to overcome
bureaucratic limitations, but was also crucial to serve the interests of the organised capital defence
fraction. Whereas industrial policy was being normalised by linking it to the European Green Deal, to
‘competitiveness’ or ‘strategic autonomy’, defence policy was being normalised by linking it to
industrial policy. This common sense narrative which linked defence policy to industrial policy, and
linked both to ‘strategic autonomy’ was forged in close cooperation with the External Action Service.
The idea was presented that a competitive EU industrial policy and strengthened security and defence
cooperation were interdependent. Jean-Claude Juncker, Commission President from 2014-2019, argued
in 2017 that in order for the EU to become a stronger global actor, it needed to dedicate itself more to
defence matters and form a Defence Union by 2025 and have a stronger and more competitive European
industry (Juncker, 2017).
Similarly, defence is one of the sector-specific focal point of the Commission’s renewed
industrial policy which the Commission deemed necessary to bring the ‘weight’ of industry back in its
GDP and manage the lingering effects of the 2008 financial crisis in 2014 (European Commission,
2017b; Wigger, 2019). The Commission’s 2020 “New Industrial Strategy for Europe” has also been
clearly drafted with the broader foreign policy goals of the EUGS in mind, as investment in Europe’s
industry is connected with the goal of enhancing the EU’s ‘strategic autonomy’—one of the core new
concepts in the EU Global Strategy (European Commission, 2020a). Europe’s defence and space sectors
are designated as essential for the EU’s future, its strategic sovereignty and its ability to act as stable
security provider, but the current fragmentation of the defence industry is regarded as an obstacle
(European Commission, 2020a). The European Defence Fund is seen as an important measure towards
overcoming this obstacle by building towards a strong EU-wide industrial base through investment in
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value chains and dynamic supply-chains in this sector, while facilitating EU-wide cooperation in the
defence industry (European Commission, 2020a). Similarly, in its European Defence Action Plan, the
Commission argues that the European defence market is disadvantaged by the fragmentation and
insufficiency of industrial collaboration and therefore investment in the EU defence industry is
necessary in order to increase its competitiveness (European Commission, 2016). The connection with
investment in the defence industry in order to enhance the EU’s ‘strategic autonomy’ is made multiple
times in the document, further emphasizing how the goals set out in the EU Global Strategy and the
Commission’s revival of (defence) industrial policy are interwoven (European Commission, 2016, p.
3). Through this strong narrative that is interwoven into multiple policy documents and normalised the
idea of investing in security and defence in order to forge a ‘strategic autonomous’ Union that competes
globally with its strong industrial policy, the Commission and External Action Service were able to
legitimise the structurally inscribed strategic selectivity in favour of defence capital.
In order to facilitate the inter-institutional cooperation that enabled a strong common sensenarrative, in 2014, HR/VP Federica Mogherini moved her office to the Berlaymont building in which
the Commission resides (Juncker, 2014). Moreover, in 2019, the newly appointed president of the
European Commission, Ursula von der Leyen announced that she would lead a ‘geopolitical
commission’ which would better coordinate internal and external policy by having weekly meetings on
external action in the College of Commissioners and setting up a new ‘External Coordination body’
(Bayer, 2019). The wish to cooperate more is pronounced clearly in the EU Global Strategy, a well,
which aims to make full use of the ‘double hat’ worn by the High Representative—being both Vice
President of the European Commission and President of the EU External Action Service. A strong
External Action Service working closely together with other EU institutions is deemed “at the heart of
a coherent EU role in the world” (EU External Action Service, 2016, p. 49). Another move which shows
the explicit intention of the Commission for a stronger involvement in security and defence, is moving
defence research from the competences of the Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry,
Entrepreneurship and SMEs to a separate Directorate-General Defence Industry and Space (Copernicus,
2020).
It is important to note that, while the European Commission and EU External Action Service
have played important roles as entrepreneurs of a ‘strategically autonomous’ European Union and the
policies necessary to achieve this, the idea that this has merely been decided ‘by Brussels’ is overly
simplified. While the Commission has a lot of room for manoeuvre, member states have supported and
even called for these measures (Jones, 2017). Fears of terrorism and ‘mass migration’ have fuelled
wishes of national governments to invest in security technologies, often at the expense of individual
rights and parliamentary oversight as executive agencies are given new competences to act in the interest
of security through, for example, surveillance measures (Jones, 2017). Indeed, Parliament transferred
significant oversight on military R&D to the Commission and a majority of members of Parliament
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waivered their parliamentary scrutiny over how the Fund would be designed (The Greens/EFA, 2019a).
Overall, at the early stages of EU defence planning, there is little space for the Parliament to exert
influence, as policies such as PESCO and CARD fall within the realm of the European Defence Agency,
the Council and the External Action Service (Fiott, 2019).
Why the European Parliament and national member states have been largely supportive of
investment in European security and defence R&D alongside political integration in this field can be
explained, at least in part, by the successful common sense-narrative that seeks to legitimise the
hegemonic project towards a ‘strategically autonomous’ European Union and the security and defence
competences to achieve this. The content of this narrative will be, therefore, explored in the next section.

4.4 The Ideational Narrative Underpinning the Hegemonic Project towards ‘Strategic
Autonomy’
The defence capital class fraction cannot create a hegemonic project just by emphasizing their
own interest but must form alliances and make concessions, while at the same time discursively
formulating a compromise that can gain a wide support without completely losing its content. Economic
expansionism through geo-political strategies such as investing in military capacities may be backed by
a hegemonic ideology which seeks to transfer into a widely accepted ‘common-sense narrative’ in order
to ‘universalise’ the appeal of these expansionist projects beyond the organised capital class fraction
which directly profits (van Apeldoorn, 2016). In creating consensus around the idea of defence
integration and EU-wide investment in defence research, mobilizing intra-EU support is key. This may
be done by framing an issue, in this case security and defence integration, as linked to the ‘normative
core’ of the EU and by supporting it with ‘expert’ evidence and evidence-based discourse (James, 2018,
p. 20). In seeking to mobilise support, policy issues are often deliberately framed ambiguously so that
they are open to multiple interpretations, hereby enabling coalition-building (James, 2018). Support may
also be gathered through more explicit means, by emphasizing security necessity and economic benefits.
All of these have been employed by the classes in favour of the hegemonic project towards a
‘strategically autonomous’ EU—most notably the Commission, the External Action Service and the
organised defence capital class fraction.
The EU Global Strategy can be seen as an integral part of the common sense-discourse which
seeks to legitimise the hegemonic defence integration project. It provides the legitimisation for the
developments towards a deepened EU defence dimension by emphasizing how the development of
integrated security and defence capabilities is essential for the EU’s ‘strategic autonomy’ in times of
newly emerged complex threats, while the legitimacy of the EU itself is being questioned. It is said to
provide stable job opportunities, aid small and medium-sised enterprises, and help EU companies
compete globally, as well as representing a significant message about the EU’s political will to ‘unite’
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after the Brexit referendum has put this unity into question. Apart from the overall discourse, the writers
of the EU Global Strategy employed two ‘tools’ to rally support: instrumental ambivalence, in order to
enable coalition-building, and a securitisation discourse to emphasise the ‘necessity’ to defend itself and
become a global security provider.
There is a strong ambivalence in the EUGS, most notably in the notion of ‘strategic autonomy’ which
is used to legitimise security and defence spending and cooperation:
“We, as the European Union, do not aspire – never - to impose our policies on our partners. … And
at the same time, we are autonomous in our decisions, and we cherish our strategic autonomy. Our
partners do not have a seat at the table when we take decisions, but we do value and appreciate having
their views and their advice - and obviously having them joining us, once we take the decisions.”
(Mogherini, 2018)
This paradoxical simultaneous ‘retreat’ from the global stage as imposer of European values in the name
of ‘resilience’ and a multilateral approach, while increasing “strategic autonomy” through defence
integration is a strong tool for creating consensus, as it creates ambiguity for how the European Union
may act in a certain situation, and thus may be able to foster a wider range of support.
Moreover, the EUGS helps legitimise increased EU integration of security and defence
capabilities and investments in the Industrial Base deemed necessary to support this by emphasizing the
necessity for the ‘security’ of its citizens. The word ‘security’ appears 150 times and ‘defence’ 57 times
in the Strategy (EU External Action Service, 2016). Similarly, the “Priorities of our External Action” as
outlined in the EU Global Strategy are first and foremost “The Security of our Union” (EU External
Action Services, 2016). ‘Global Governance’, once the main pillar of an EU foreign policy guided
mainly by ‘effective multilateralism’, is now listed at the bottom of the five-point list of priorities (EU
External Action Services, 2016). Moreover, internal and external security are deemed “ever more
intertwined” and thus “our security at home entails a parallel interest in peace in our neighbouring and
surrounding regions” (European Commission, 2016, p. 14).
How the purposeful blurring of ‘civil’ and ‘military’ security works as a catalyst for investment
in defence R&D projects becomes evident in the European Defence Action Plan, which the Commission
presented in November 2016 to put to action the Implementation Plan on Security and Defence in the
EUGS (European Commission, 2016). In order to support the skills deemed necessary for the
maintaining of the European defence industry, civilian research programs (COSME and Erasmus+) will
run ‘pilot projects’ related to defence (European Commission, 2016, p. 13). The merging of civilian and
military research is explicitly stated as goal in the Action Plan as “the Commission will promote civil /
military synergies within EU policies, wherever appropriate” (European Commission, 2016, p. 5). It is
argued that, as defence technologies may also serve a civilian purpose, “synergies should be encouraged
to boost innovation for the wider civil economy” (European Commission, 2016, p. 8). This also works
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vice versa, as civilian research may be used ‘to support the defence industry’ and programs such as the
Horizon2020 fund may be employed for this purpose and “[promote] a cross-fertilisation effect”
(European Commission, 2016, p. 8). The Commission states it will encourage ‘spill-overs’ by bringing
together defence and civilian industries under Horizon2020 as of 2017 (European Commission, 2016,
p. 8). All of these statements work to further ‘normalise’ the idea of EU-funded defence.
The broadening of the meaning of what constitutes a ‘security threat’ is also clear in the Defence
Action Plan, which states that defence policy needs to be strengthened because the EU has a
responsibility to protect its “interests, values and the European way of life” (European Commission,
2016). Under this vaguely defined umbrella of what it is that must be protected, it is ambiguous what
falls under “security” and what does not. This conceptual stretching of the meaning of security,
alongside European integration in security and defence is a long-term trend which maintains the EU
security-industrial complex. In the process of EU integration and increasingly overlapping mandates,
available instruments and competences, it becomes even more unclear what falls under the ‘civilian’
and ‘military’ policy realms (Hayes, 2009). This is a potentially dangerous development for the
protection of civil liberties, as it may lead to “the rule of law being eclipsed by the logic of security”
(Hayes, 2009, p. 29). When ‘external’ or military security measures are employed for ‘internal’ security
purposes, this sets in motion a process of ‘militarisation’ of civil security—the use of military actors and
logics for internal policing, law enforcement and border control at the expense of the rule of law and
human rights (Bossong & Rhinard, 2021; Hayes, 2009).
The argument made by the Group of Personalities which shaped the Preparatory Action on
Common Security and Defence Policy-research has strong synergies with the EU Global Strategy (EU
Institute for Security Studies, 2016). In short, the argument for the necessity of EU-funded defence
research is that the new security environment threatens EU citizens on the European continent, which
necessitates the development of military capabilities in order to protect them. Investing in EU-funded
defence research programs is ‘crucial’ for the development of those capabilities (European Defence
Agency, 2015). The economic crisis, it is argued, has negatively impacted defence spending from
member states, and the new, complex security threats demand international cooperation since no
member state can tackle them on their own. Moreover, the EU needs ‘strategic autonomy’ which
demands a competitive defence industry supported by a strong European Defence Technological and
Industrial Base, which the EU should help facilitate through an EU-funded Defence Research
Programme. Investing in the defence industry will generate positive spillover effects as defence
companies are large employers of skilled labour, and because the products and knowledge developed in
the defence sector may spill over to civilian sectors (EU Institute for Security Studies, 2016).
Noteworthy is the fact that the word ‘strategic autonomy’ appears 25 times in the document, while this
report was published about five months before the EU Global Strategy (EU Institute for Security Studies,
2016). This, together with the overall narrative which is almost identical to that in the EU Global
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Strategy, suggests that the common sense-narrative of the necessity of strategic autonomy was forged
in close cooperation with the Group of Personalities, and thus in cooperation with representatives from
the European defence industry.

Figure 5. Companies Profiting the Most from EU-Funded Defence R&D

Main beneficiaries of the Preparatory Action for the Defence Research Programme and the European Defence
Industrial Development Programme. Source: European Network Against Arms Trade, 2020.

Another important means of gathering support for the security R&D-policies has been the
inclusion of small- and medium-sized enterprises in the security research programs. While large
transnational corporations gained a large chunk of the funds, smaller security technology corporations
also benefited from the programs, as the security technologies demanded very specific technological
expertise (Larsson, 2021). This, together with the argument of job opportunities, industrial
competitiveness and the stretching of the concept of security, may help explain why European
Parliament has not opposed, but sometimes even pushed for security R&D measures (Larsson, 2021).
The economic argument may also explain why labour organisations at the European level have largely
been supportive of EU policies towards fostering security and defence research, as this industry is seen
as a large employer with long-term job prospects (Oikonomou, 2009).
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The discourse around the necessity of defence cooperation and research investment which is
found in the report of the Group of Personalities and the EU Global Strategy is embraced by those
companies profiting from such developments. Airbus, one of the biggest profiteers (see Figure 5 and 6)
of an increased EU defence R&D which employs language similar to that in the EUGS by emphasizing
the European Defence Fund as a step towards ‘a stronger Europe’ and “secur[ing] Europe’s strategic
autonomy” (Airbus, n.d.a). Initiatives such as the European Defence Fund are “fully support[ed]” by
“Airbus and the European aerospace and defence industry” and they “wholeheartedly agree” with the
European Commission’s assessment that “enhancing European security is a must” (Airbus, n.d.c).
Moreover, Airbus emphasises the advantages for an increased dedication to EU defence for both capital
and labour. The European Defence Fund is described as “catalyst for innovation” and more investment
in the defence sector as creating positive spill-over effects into skilled employment, research &
innovation as well as export (Airbus, n.d.a; Airbus, n.d.b). EU defence initiatives would create ‘jobs and
growth’ and safeguard the jobs of about 1.4 million highly-skilled defence sector employees (Airbus,
n.d.b).

Figure 6. Major beneficiaries of EU-funded Security and Defence R&D (2004-2015)

Source: Boros, C. for EUobserver
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To conclude, as neoliberalism consolidates, other global governance systems are discredited
within the capitalist world as an unviable option, whereas neoliberal reforms such as trade liberalisation,
deregulation and privatisation are normalised (Talani, 2016). In this specific case, these neoliberal
reforms are both legitimised and legitimising investments in defence, which further protects the
neoliberal ideology. However, ‘cracks’ will inevitably appear in a (militarised) neoliberal capitalist
system, which is inherently contradictory and does not benefit all equally. These contradictions, and the
social struggle against them, will be discussed below.

4.5 The Contradictory Logics of a Militarised Neoliberal Capitalism and Counter-Hegemonic
Struggle
The inherent contradictions in a neoliberal capitalist system come to the surface in the contradictory
logics and discourses underpinning the hegemonic project towards a security and defence union.
Whereas, economically, the Commission wants to ‘open up the world’, militarisation and securitisation
practices have fuelled a “conservative and reactionary” (Hayes, 2009, p. 7) politics in the fields
immigration, criminal justice and counterterrorism where a broadening of the notion of ‘security’
enables authoritarian politics fuelled by “insecurity, paranoia and moral panic” (Hayes, 2009, p. 8).
Indeed, security and military logics have underpinned trade liberalisation, and were advocated by the
idea that a strong ‘industrial base’ is necessary to ‘compete globally’ with technologically dominant
countries such as the United States. This neoliberal logic has gained shape in policies towards
liberalisation of the internal defence through two 2007 directives: the ‘procurement Directive’ and
‘transfer Directive’ (European Network Against Arms Trade, n.d.). These directives sought to counter
the privileging of national industries by member states’ governments, as well as simplify licenses to
internally transfer arms (European Network Against Arms Trade, n.d.). The desire for a globally
competitive “Defence Industrial Base” is used by the defence sector to push for further deregulation of
arms export (European Network Against Arms Trade, n.d.).
Moreover, the broadened concept of ‘security’ has gained traction alongside neoliberal austerity
measures which have made cutbacks in socio-economic security, despite income, employment and
financial security being perceived as more conducive to one’s feeling of ‘security’ than traditional
“hard” security measures such as border control (Jones, 2017). The global economic crisis of 2007-2008
has led to further liberalisation of economies in Europe, supposedly in the name of combating the high
debts and unemployment the Eurozone struggled with after the crisis (Bieler & Morton, 2018). This
capital accumulation is facilitated by ‘the state’ in this case the European Commission, which gained a
new role at the outbreak of the financial crisis in pushing member states in the enforcement of austerity
measures. At the same time, funding for traditional security measures and technologies rose (Jones,
2017). As the Corporate Europe Observatory concludes, in order to combat the economic crisis:
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“harsh austerity measures were imposed, and policies were adopted to attack social rights, including
pensions and labour laws across Europe – perfectly in line with neoliberal policy, that tends to serve
the interests of corporations, finance, and elites.” (Corporate Europe Observatory, 2014, p. 2)
Besides harming social security, these austerity measures combined with investment in the defence
industry fosters uneven and combined economic development within the European Union. Increased
defence spending benefits large European arms producers, smaller companies may at the same time be
hurt by more open European competition (Brzoska, 2018). It may also benefit especially major industrial
countries, while smaller member states may lose some core industrial competences in the field of
defence (Brzoska, 2018). Similarly, it is the “Southern periphery” in Europe that is hit hardest by the
austerity measures following the economic crisis (Corporate Europe Observatory, 2014).
While the defence industry is seen as a stable supplier of jobs and this is a strongly emphasised
part of the narrative that lobbyists employ, the defence sector employs less than one percent of the total
EU work force (European Network Against Arms trade, 2019). Additionally, studies have shown that
investments in education, health, green economy or public transport generates more jobs than the
defence sector, mainly because the defence sector requires large sums of public funding to generate such
jobs, because defence sector-jobs have a lower labour intensity, because the defence industry relies
heavily on imports and because it requires expensive mechanical industrial inputs (European Network
Against Arms trade, 2019; Slijper, 2013). While the creation of jobs for ‘highly skilled workers’ within
the defence sector is emphasised as beneficial, there is already a shortage of those workers in civilian
research and technology (European Network Against Arms trade, 2019).
Lastly, the idea that investment in security and defence R&D will increase ‘strategic autonomy’
by creating a technologically competitive, militarily well-equipped European Union is undermined by a
lack of restrictions on exports of the defence technologies and products created through EU funding
such as the European Defence Fund. Many of the ‘cutting edge’ technologies that will be created will
be sold to third parties, including those countries that are perceived as ‘threatening’ to European security
or as large competitors. In 2017, 62.5 percent of arms exports went to countries outside of the European
Union (European Network Against Arms trade, 2019). As such, the goal of strategic autonomy may
actually be undermined by investment in military R&D without significant restrictions on exports.
Whereas multilateralism is emphasised as still a key guidance of EU action despite the new emphasis
on strategic autonomy, a militarised, unilateral approach may undermine humanitarian multilateral
efforts such as peace-building and conflict resolution measures. By investing in military and security
products and technologies, less resources are available for humanitarian efforts and ecological problems
such as climate change mitigation measures (European Network Against Arms trade, 2019). This may
in turn accelerate (forced) displacement, creating a vicious circle in which more investment is deemed
necessary to curb migration to the European continent. Moreover, the use of security and defence
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products may be accelerated by a perceived need to justify the massive investments that they required
(European Network Against Arms trade, 2019; Larsson, 2021).
How can we explain cuts in social security combined with investment in ‘hard’ security? This
is because, as outlined in the theoretical framework, investment in security and military competences
work both to open up markets abroad, to protect the neoliberal ideology, and to serve as capital outlet
‘at home’ in times of austerity. In times of economic crisis, capital will seek to reorganise production
and search for ways to ‘fix’ the crisis (Bieler & Morton, 2018; Jessop, 2021). In attempting to continue
fiscal and social austerity, neoliberal governments will ‘socialise’ economic risks by shifting the burden
to citizens through cutting of wages, cutting in social infrastructure and health expenditures (Gill, 2016).
In the case of the European Commission, as we saw, this is done by pooling member states’ public funds
in a European Defence Fund, as well as using civilian research funds such as COSME and Erasmus+ to
fund the defence sector. In doing so, the risks associated with private investments are shifted to European
citizens. EU-wide Investment in security and defence is presented as economic ‘fix’ which generates a
range of economic benefits for those citizens. However, this sector represents only roughly 1.5 percent
of the EU’s manufacturing sector’s total turnover. Additionally, this specific sector does not function
normally within a free market economy, but relies heavily on public spending, mercantilist measures to
protect national markets and arms exports subsidies (European Network Against Arms trade, 2019). The
argument of “economic spillover” from military sectors to civilian applications is also contested as
research has shown that, instead, these days it is often commercial innovations that are applied in the
military sector (European Network Against Arms trade, 2019).
Moreover, investment in the tools necessary for ‘coercion’ in the Gramscian sense, underpinned
by economic logics, is a “contradictory fusion” of ‘capitalist logic[s]” and “territorial logic[s]” (van
Apeldoorn, 2016, p. 152). ‘Territorial’, in this case, should not be seen in a traditional imperialist sense
but rather as a way of opening up markets to be able to export capital surplus at times of
overaccumulation—or, as the European Commission puts it in its common sense narrative, ‘compete
globally’. As postulated in the theoretical framework, the contradictory logics and inequalities within a
neoliberal capitalist system may generate resistance. The fact that the explanandum has taken the shape
that it has, already foreshadows that the struggle against the hegemonic project towards a ‘strategically
autonomous’ EU has not been sufficient to block the policies that they so strongly oppose. Nevertheless,
it is important to show that the developments in security and defence have not simply ‘happened’ but
have been contested.

4.5.1 The Counter-Hegemonic Resistance against a Militarised Union (2015-2021)
The hegemonic project towards a ‘strategically autonomous’ European Union with EU-funded
defence capabilities has not gone unchallenged. Central agents in countering these hegemonic projects
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can be found in a minority of European Parliament, but mainly in various civil society organisations
who have joined forces against policies which enhance the EU’s military capabilities at the expense of
the EU as ‘peace project’ (Greenpeace, 2019). The opposition has focused mainly on advocating against
the European Defence Fund and the European Peace Facility, as well as an overall lack of transparency
and democratic oversight.
In May 2019, in response to the proposal for the creation of the off-budget European Peace
Facility (in place since March 2021), thirteen peacebuilding organisations sent a joint letter to the EU’s
Foreign Affairs Council to oppose this proposal.1 These peace organisations expressed ‘deep concerns’
especially with the component which proposed the training and equipment—including military
weaponry—of third-country forces as well as regional and international organisations (Global
Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict, 2019). While they recognise the need for the EU to
engage in conflict-prevention, they do not endorse a military ‘train and equip’-approach as this can harm
peace, justice and development through unintended negative consequences such as repression of civil
society, impunity of military forces, as well as violence and conflict backed by military forces (Global
Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict, 2019). In the letter, these peace organisations urge to
slow down the process towards setting up the European Peace Facility and to rethink whether militarised
approaches are the way to strengthen the EU as fosterer of global peace (Global Partnership for the
Prevention of Armed Conflict, 2019).
In November 2020, another joint statement against the proposed Peace Facility was published,
signed by forty peace organisations with roots in feminism, peaceful conflict management, religion,
human rights and/or pacifism, from EU and non-EU countries. 2 They argue that the proposed European
Peace Facility fails to adequately address root causes of conflicts, while potentially fuelling breaks with
international humanitarian law and human rights law by increasing risks of civilian harm (Oxfam
International, 2020). The co-signers of the joint statement ask of the leaders of EU member states to
exclude the transfer of lethal weapons from the proposal, adopt a due diligence framework embedded
in international law to keep the Facility’s activities in check, and to improve conflict and civil harm
prevention and mitigation overall (Oxfam International, 2020).
Proposals such the European Peace Facility and Defence Fund are placed in a broader
framework of “the EU peace project [as being] under threat” by 61 civil society organisations who sent
an open letter to members of European Parliament opposing recent proposals which prioritise military
interests of the EU at the expense of human rights, peace and disarmament—the EU’s ‘founding values’3
(Greenpeace, 2019). Moreover, the gendered dimension of ‘militarisation’ within the Union is
emphasised by the Women’s International League for Peace & Freedom, as the Permanent Structured
1

See Appendix 1
See Appendix 2
3
See Appendix 3
2
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Cooperation and European Defence Fund are seen as diverting resources from the public sector, such as
healthcare and education, which disproportionally affects women who disproportionally take on the
burden of unpaid care (Women’s International League for Peace & Freedom, 2019). The shift described
in the explanandum is regarded by these 61 co-signers as a path towards “a controversial military
approach to global issues” (Greenpeace, 2019). This view is supported by over a thousand academics,
who, under the title ‘Researchers for peace’, signed a call to European representatives to “refrain from
any further steps towards the funding of military research and development programmes” (Researchers
for peace, n.d.).
The lack of transparency in ‘expert groups’ such as the Group of Personalities has also met
opposition. The European Network Against Arms Trade filed a complaint against the exclusion of the
Group of Personalities from the official register of expert groups, a register meant to increase
transparency about the influence of lobbyists. The issue was later raised to the European Ombudsman
who launched an investigation in July 2017 (Statewatch, 2017). While the Ombudsman did not conclude
that it was maladministration to exclude the Group of Personalities from the register, due to its ‘political
nature’, the Ombudsman did argue that a higher level of transparency would have been ‘appropriate’
(European Ombudsman, 2018). As such, the lack of transparency around the Group of Personalities
remained largely unchallenged, while their influence on the policy-making process has been vast.
While there has been resistance against the policy proposals for EU-funded defence research in
European Parliament, this opposition has been small and emerged mainly from parliamentary group
European United Left/Nordic Green Left and The Greens/EFA. In a minority opinion report, members
of the parliamentary group European United Left/Nordic Green Left argued that the European Defence
Fund “advocates rapid further militarisation of the EU and Member States” and is at odds with Article
41 in the Treaty of the European Union, which prohibits expenditures being charged to the EU budget
related to military operations (European Parliament, 2018). Nevertheless, in April 2021 the proposal
was accepted with 49 in favour, 19 against and 7 abstentions (European Parliament, 2021).
Why has the influence of resistance from mainly civil society not been sufficient to counter the
new policies towards EU-funded defence research and the European Peace Facility? First, the successful
common sense-narrative forged by the European Commission and the External Action Service has
largely been accepted by member states, Members of Parliament and labour organisations by
emphasizing placing the defence policy proposals within a framework of positive economic spillover
and strategic necessity. Second, the counter-hegemonic project against a militarised Union has not been
able to consolidate, because civil society organisations cannot compete with the enormous funds
allocated to corporate lobbying. Civil society simply do not have sufficient personnel and financial
resources, especially compared to the industries who are advocating for EU-funded military research.
Moreover, this specific policy realm is difficult to intervene in, due to the strong intertwinement of
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corporate lobbying, industrial policies and political interests (European Network Against Arms Trade,
n.d.). While civil society organisations have been able to launch some successful petitions to raise public
awareness, these have not been picked up by the European Commission and Parliament (European
Network Against Arms Trade, n.d.; Ibister & Slijper, 2021).
This does not mean that the work of civil society organisations has not had important impact.
An important accomplishment of the counter-hegemonic project against a ‘militarised European Union’
has been the adoption of Parliament in September 2020 of stricter controls, criteria and transparency on
arms exports, for which the Greens/EFA group advocated strongly. This includes stricter control of arms
exported by the Union, coordination of national decision-making on arms exports and a public database
to increase transparency on arms exports. For the European Defence Fund specifically, a sanction
mechanism was adopted for breaches of EU export criteria (The Greens/EFA, 2020). Moreover, peace
organisation Pax has launched a successful campaign against the production of lethal autonomous
weapons under the European Defence Fund supported by the Greens/EFA (Campaign to Stop Killer
Robots, 2019; The Greens/EFA, 2019a). While the European Defence Fund was agreed upon in
Parliament despite opposition from the Greens/EFA, a provision was added which bans funding from
the Fund to be allocated to autonomous weapons systems (The Greens/EFA, 2019b). Moreover, peace
organisations such as the European Network Against Arms Trade, Vredesactie and Pax have been
valuable in making information public through Freedom of Information-requests. Without their valuable
publications, this thesis could not have taken the shape it has.
To sum up, while there is well-organised resistance emerging from civil society against the
development of an EU security- and/or military-industrial complex as described above, this resistance
has had limited successes as it remained marginalised, has been unable to significantly gain support in
European Parliament, while European Parliament has given much decision-making power in this field
to supranational institutions such as the European Commission, which did not grand civil society a seat
at the table when drafting policies within the framework of the Common Security and Defence Policy.

Conclusion: The Critical Conjuncture that Produced the Outcome
This thesis has sought to answer the research question:
What explains the rapid and significant steps towards European integration in the traditionally
intergovernmental field of security and defence since the publication of the EU Global Strategy in 2016?
It has sought to do so through a conjunctural analysis, focusing on the agency exercised through the
structurally inscribed strategic selectivity of EU institutions, the hegemonic project of the organised
defence capital class fraction and the counter-hegemonic struggle of civil society movements. This is
placed in conjuncture with the material structure of the social relations of global capitalism, more
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specifically a military-industrial-security complex which structurally favours capital, while enabling
capital accumulation through (investment in the tools for) imperialistic behaviour and protecting the
neoliberal ideology with surveillance and policing.
It was structural changes—a changing security environment, political and economic intra-EU
crises, a longer process of entanglement of corporate defence interests and policymakers and a preceding
structural process of ‘securitisation’ enabled by a security-industrial complex in which the agency of the
capital class and structurally inscribed strategic selectivity of the European Commission, in conjuncture
with agency that answers the research question. This agency has been carried out by defence sector
lobbyists as representatives of the defence capital class fraction and was enabled by the structurally
inscribed strategic selectivity of the European Commission which gave a prominent role to the defence
lobby in the drafting process of security and defence policy and itself worked as policy entrepreneur by
creating a strong ideational legitimisation for these material processes which come together in a
hegemonic project towards a ‘strategically autonomous Union’. Structurally, the already established
institutional structures, industrial policies and financial instruments of the European Security Research
Programme helped overcome the political unwillingness to follow a similar path in defence. The
Security Research Programme helped establish the close relations between the European Commission
and the (trans-)national security and defence capital fraction which would enable them to influence the
establishment of a Defence Research Programme. The military-industrial-security complex was thus
preceded by a security-industrial complex.
This ideational legitimisation took the form of a successful common sense-narrative which has
been accepted and diffused by the security and defence capital class and the EU’s state apparatuses—
the European Commission, Council and External Action Service. This narrative emphasised the
necessity to gain ‘strategic autonomy’ through investment in security and defence R&D as well as a
more integrated approach, which would enable the EU to protect their citizens in a deteriorating security
environment, create a sense of unity within the Union at times of intra-EU crisis, enable European
companies to compete globally, all the while creating a steady supply of jobs for European citizens,
enable economic ‘spillover’ to civilian sectors, driving innovation and including small and mediumsized enterprises. Through the acceptance of this narrative, sufficient support for security and defence
policies in member states, European Parliament and labour organisations was forged.
While a strong and well-organised counter-hegemonic movement has formed within civil
society, most notably in peace and human rights movements, their counter-narrative has not consolidated
sufficient support to overcome the hegemonic project towards a ‘strategically autonomous’ EU by
creating the pillars for a Defence Union. While there is no lack of organisation within the resistance
against the militarisation of EU research, civil society is structurally excluded from the decision-making
process when it comes to security and defence issues. Meanwhile, European Parliament has tacitly
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supported these measures, with only a marginalised resistance taking place within Parliament, pointing
towards the ideational narrative having been accepted as common sense.
The explanatory narrative has been carried out with a critical purpose, namely, to bring to light
the logics and interests underlying the development of a European Union with a military dimension.
This is important because there is a danger inherent in a politics driven by technocratic security logics
and private interests. The ‘security’-logics underpinning the reaction of European governments to the
COVID-19 pandemic further shows the relevance of the broader patterns outlined in this thesis. Within
the context of a global health crisis, the powers of the military, police and security forces have expanded
in many European countries. Digital surveillance technologies, such as location trackers and facial
recognition applications, have been rolled out quickly at the expense of democratic oversight
(Transnational Institute, 2020). This technocratic response further highlights the necessity to look
critically at processes of ‘securitisation’ within the context of crises as they may enable the normalisation
of authoritarian practices which harm human rights. If people, such as migrants, become ‘security
threats’ for which a ‘security solution’ must be found, the very nature of the European Union is at stake.
It is not ‘security’ or a negative conception of ‘freedom’ that is at the core of the European Project but
rather human dignity and rights, rule of law, equality, (positive) freedom and democracy (European
Union, n.d.). In highlighting this, this work seeks to contribute to the societal discussions about
inequalities generated by the neoliberal path that European integration is taking. Moreover, by
highlighting the counter-narrative that has developed against the integration in the field of security and
defence, this work seeks to contribute to the emancipatory struggle by showing that alternative pathways
are possible and not unthinkable and undesirable, despite proponents of a neoliberal ideology arguing
the contrary.
Historical materialism had long been critiqued for being unable to sufficiently theorise ‘the
international’ and building a robust, coherent theoretical framework to analyse global politics and global
political economy (Tansel, 2021). On the contrary, this work has sought to show that historical
materialism has much to say about the interconnections of geopolitics, crisis and capitalism. By focusing
on the interconnections between capitalism and the ‘classic’ IR topic of warfare, this work has sought
to overcome the critique that a historical materialist approach is economistic and deterministic (Tansel,
2021). Nevertheless, due to this complexity and the various, multi-layered interests and logics
underlying the developments sketched out in the explanandum, this work will inevitably have its limits.
The role of organic intellectuals both in the defence capital class fraction, within civil society and within
EU institutions could be further explored. Another important avenue for further research is an
intersectional analysis of the effects of a ‘militarised’ Union, which looks at how race, gender, class and
sexuality intersect with the use of force, since investment in military technologies disproportionality
hurts marginalised groups (Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, 2020) and violence under capitalism has a
strong gendered dimension that is often overlooked, even in historical materialism (Basham, 2021;

57
Hozić, 2021). Methodologically, this necessitates including the private sphere and “follow[ing] the
bodies”, and thus moving away from a state-centric lens (Hozić, 2021, p. 175). Overall, analyses of
processes of securitisation and militarisation could profit from an anthropological approach which
centralises the experiences of the individuals. Moreover, since social classes are never homogenous,
intra-class struggle could be further analysed to understand how the (counter-)hegemonic projects are
internally contested. Further research may also further zoom in on the global uneven development of
capitalism, and how a ‘strategic autonomous’ Union may accelerate the already existing global
inequalities generated through imperialistic expansionism. Moreover, since the current economic

governance in the EU favours the interests of European ‘core’ countries (Jäger & Springler, 2021)
further light may be shed on how investments in security and defence affect the internal uneven
development in the EU.
An obstacle for the data gathering for this thesis has been a lack of empirical data on the
activities of the defence sector, which is surrounded by a ‘veil of secrecy’ (Naval, 2021). Out of the 134
leading arms companies worldwide, almost three quarters show little efforts towards transparency and
tackling corruption (Transparency International, 2020). The high levels of secrecy surrounding the
security and defence sector, together with closely-knit ties of governments and private experts, makes
their influence on policymaking and agenda-setting difficult to grasp (Transparency International,
2021). While it is inherent in issues of national security that there exists a degree of secrecy, the size of
defence contracts using public funds makes the lack of transparency and vulnerability to corruption
especially precarious (Transparency International, 2020). Meanwhile, the power of lobbyists is growing
in Brussels, making tracing political influence more complex (The Economist, 2021). All of this limits
the availability of data for this thesis, while, simultaneously, making the ordering of agency and interests
within a robust theoretical framework all the more important.
Despite these limits, this thesis has taken the first steps towards answering preliminary questions
about what explains the development of the EU moving away from its purely “civilian power” by
incorporating a military dimension to the European project. In order to make progressive historical
change possible, conjunctural analyses of outcomes in different spatial and temporal contexts must be
brought together (Jäger et al., 2016). The larger process of critically analysing EU integration in security
and defence and other policy fields “rests on the shoulder of giants” as Isaac Newton famously put it in
1675—only together with other conjunctural analyses, we can begin to understand the multiple
dimensions underlying the process of European integration.
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Appendix 1. List of peacebuilding organisations which signed the joint statement opposing the
European Peace Facility to the EU’s Foreign Affairs Council
Care International; Christian Aid Ireland; Conciliation Resources; Global Centre for the Responsibility
to Protect; Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict; International Alert; Oxfam; PAX;
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Appendix 2. List of peacebuilding organisations which signed the second joint statement against
the European Peace Facility
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CIHRS (Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies); Concordis International; Cordaid; EIRENE; EurAc;
FIDH (International Federation for Human Rights); Forum Civil Peace Service (Forum ZFD); German
Platform for Peaceful Conflict Management; Greenpeace; International Fellowship of Reconciliation
Austria; Iraqi Civil Society Initiative; Lliga dels Drets dels Pobles; MBDHP (Mouvement Burkinabe
des Droits de l’Homme et des Peuples); Netherlands Helsinki Committee; ÖNZ (Ökumenisches Netz
Zentralafrika); OSEPI (Open Society European Policy Institute); Oxfam; PAX; Pax Christi
International; Pax Christi Flanders; Peace Union of Finland; Plan International EU Office; Saferworld;
Shadow World Investigations; Stop Fuelling War; Swedish Peace and Arbitration Society; The Life &
Peace Institute; Un Ponte Per; Vredesactie; Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
(WILPF) and Sweden World Vision

Appendix 3. List of civil society organisations who oppose proposals such the European Peace
Facility and Defence Fund in an open letter to members of European Parliament
Agir Pour la Paix (BE); Aktion Aufschrei: Stoppt den Waffenhandel (DE); ASER - Action Sécurité
Ethique Républicaines (FR); ATTAC Austria (AT); BACBI - Belgian Campaign for an Academic and
Cultural Boycott of Israel (BE); BRICUP - British Committee for the Universities of Palestine (UK);
CAAT - Campaign Against Arms Trade (UK); Centre Delàs – Centre d'Estudis per la Pau J.M. Delàs
(ES); Centre for Peace Studies (HR); Christian Aid Ireland (IE); Church and Peace CNAPD Coordination Nationale d’Action pour la Paix et la Démocratie (BE); CND - Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament (UK); Comhlámh – Action for Global Justice (IE); Committee of 100 in Finland (FI);
CORDAID (NL); Corruption Watch (UK); CROSOL - Croatian Platform for International Citizen
Solidarity (HR); Ekumenická akademie (Ecumenical Academy, CZ); Finnish-Arab Friendship Society
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(FI); Friends of the Earth Finland (FI); GHA - Global Health Advocates Gibanje za pravice
Palestincev (Palestinian Rights Movement, SI); Greenpeace GSoA - Gruppe für eine Schweiz ohne
Armee (CH); Human Rights Institute (SK); ICADH Finland, Israeli Committee Against House
Demolitions (FI); IFOR Austria - International Fellowship of Reconciliation (AT); Ireland-Palestine
Solidarity Campaign (IE); International Peace Bureau Kerk en Vrede (NL); MIR - Movimento
Internazionale della Riconciliazione (IT); Nesehnuti (CZ); Norwegian Peace Association (NO);
Observatoire des armements (FR); ODG – Observatori del Deute en la Globalització (ES); PANA Peace & Neutrality Alliance (IE); PATRIR -Peace Action, Training and Research Institute of Romania
(RO); PAX (NL); Pax Christi International; Pax Christi Flanders (BE); Peace Brigades International
Peace Union (FI); Privacy International; QCEA – Quaker Council for European Affairs; Rete Italiana
per il Disarmo (IT); SGR - Scientists for Global Responsibility (UK); SPAS - Swedish Peace and
Arbitration Society (SE); Statewatch – Monitoring the state and civil liberties in Europe; Stop Fuelling
War – Cessez d’alimenter la guerre (FR); Stop Wapenhandel (NL); Technology for Life (FI); TNI Transnational Institute; transform!at (AT); Un ponte per (IT); Urgewald (DE); Vrede vzw (BE)
Vredesactie (BE); War Resisters' International Women for Peace in Finland (FI) and Women in Black
Austria (AT)

