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Thisreporcons der s t he i mpact of the UK’s exit from th
Estonia, the Baltic Sea region and Europe more widely. Its focus is hard seaqniiitary security

and defence- and in particular the possible effects of Brextbrhe EU’' s Common Sec
Defence Policy (CSDP) and on NATO.

The UK as a Security Actdhe UK is a defence and security actor of considerable prominence. It is

the world’'s fifth | argest economy, aapgrménans t he v
member of the UN Security Council, a nuclear state, a founder member of and major contributor to

NATO and one of only a handful of countries able to act and think on a global scale. Its interests are
broadly aligned with the states of the nbern tier of Europe, which sees addressing Russian
aggression in Ukraine and -eRausstseirann bhtohrrdeeartss aso HE=
pressing security challenges. It is, however, sceptical about the place of the EU in defence matters. In

its polcies towards the CSDP, it places more value on the development of defence capability than it

does on the development of defence institutions and has achieved a certain level of infamy for its
perseverance in obstructing the further development of an Ef¢mige dimension against the wishes

of many other member states. After the unexpected Brexit referendum result, several member

states havebeen quick to make proposals faurrther EU defence integration. A burst of ideas in this

direction has ledmost recetly to a set of proposals by the HR/VPedericaMogherini, for the
implementation of the EU Global Strategy in the area of security and defence, and for Council
conclusions on implementing the EU Global Strategyeratiea of security and defence.

Research MethodologyOur assessment of the security impaift Brexit is based on two main

research efforts. First, in order to understand the perceptions of the Baltic Sea states concerning the
possible securityelated consequences of Brexit, we condut®total of 67 interviews with officials

and researchers in Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Sweden, and also
the UK. These interviews were complemented by an informal review of the already very large body

of written materialon Brexit. Second, to draw a set of conclusions from what is a very fluid and
unpredictable situati on, we used a for mal scena
scenarios- plausible futures against which variousipglchoices could be elemted.

Perceptions from the Baltic Sea Stat€ficials and researchers in the Baltic Sea states generally
agreed that Brexit was unexpected and that it was a profound event. There was little consensus on

what the future might hold, or on how besttomitgat e any negative i mpacts
from the EU, but several common themes emerged. Most of our interlocutors believed that their
countries shared with the UK views on and approaches to security that would be harder to pursue

after Brexit, wihout the active support of the UK itself. More specifically, they were largely sceptical

about the need for further defence integration in the EU, or at least wary of the agenda being
pursued by leading states such as France and Germany, but expectetviioald happen and that

they would find it hard not to participate. Ther
leave gaps in the capabilities available to the EU, that the link between the EU and Washington
would be weakened, thatthe CSDPuwwbd become southern facing at th
agenda, and that an EU defence union would involve arrangements that would duplicate NATO.
Partly because of these concerns, they did not wish to see the UK treated too harshly in the Brexit




| C D S INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY

negotiations and hoped that arrangements could be found that would allow it to participate as fully
as possible in the CSDP after its departure.

Interviewees also felt that hard security in Europe and in the Baltic Sea region would be mostly
unaffected by Breit, largely because this is delivered through NATO and there is no reason to expect
theUK' s departure from the EU to have an i mpact
compensatory UK investment in those defence formats in which it remaineddwoean that NATO
would become stronger, that ENATO cooperation would be enhanced, and that regional
arrangements such as the Northern Group and Joint Expeditionary Force would be strengthened.
However, there was some concern as to whether the UK woeldlde, economically, to sustain its
commitment to European security in the longer term. Finally, most interviewees felt that Russia
would benefit from Brexit, as it would weaken Western cohesion. Many also expressed concerns that
i n the UK’ ®EWrmenbenstates who tavmwed normalising relations with Russia would
gain the upper hand; and that the UK itself may wish to expdorae sort of reset with Russia.

PostBrexit ScenariasThe character of the pofrexit European security environmentvisry difficult

to forecast and the many factors that will contribute to shaping it are highly uncertain, complex, and
intertwined. In these circumstances, scenarios offer perhaps the best means of thinking about the
future and informing policy decisionhey support the identification of a set of policy choices that
are sufficiently robust so as to increase the chances of realising positive outcomes and avoiding
negative outcomes in a range of plausible futures.

We havedeveloped five scenarios that deie situations in which: the UK patrticipates in building a

CSDP with a strong military dimension, mostly aimed at tackling crises to the south of Europe, which

i n turn fosters a strong transatl antic rel at
Managene nt " ) ; t he CSDP b efocnsad gviliaa instriament, debwng mildasyt e r n
crisis management around Europe to be led by the UK and France, or occasionally NATO, and in
which NATO becodmemni nEaunrto pse€ csu rpirtey emgahi sahieoSOP
a strong military dimension, mostly aimed at tackling crises to the south of Europe, but in which the

UK does not parti ci phe tk dods‘na pantibipattim theSRMD, wiich tas ) ;
become a civilian instrument focused the south of Europe, and a disillusioned US disengages from

European security (“CSDP’'s Last Gasp”); and the
east of Europeijn which the UK does not participatgreferring to invest its limited resourcés
strengthening NATO andNordicBa |l t i ¢ regional securityTheaer r ange|

scenarios arenot substantively affe@d by theduration of the withdrawal negotiations; whether
brief or protracted, we assumihat the remaining member statdsave already begun to prepare for
t he UK’ s intharguarent delibezations on the future of the CSDP

Conclusions _and Recommendationswo elements are essential for European security (and,
therefore, Baltic and Estonian security) to remain festl in this range of scenarios: military
capability, and solidarity among the European allies. Only with military capability will the European
states have the physical means to take responsibility for a wide range of comprehensive security
challenges, ths both solving security problems and persuading the US that European security
remains deserving of its support. Only with solidarity, will they have the motivation to do so. The
CSDP is a vehicle for delivering both Europeaitamyilcapability and solid#y; and solidarity is much

improved in circumstances in which the UK remains engaged in European secpégyifically when

it is able to participate as fully as -Braxissi bl e
arrangements should, thefore, be the development of a more militarily capable CSDP, and an
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approach to the Brexit negotiations that allows the UK to be as closely engaged with this as possible.
This strategic aim suggests the following more immediate objectives. We recommenBdtuweia
should:

1. Commi t to the further devel opment of the CSELC
Implementation Plan on Security and Defence. Certain interests still need to be guarded, for
example:

a. the permanent capability to plan and conduct ®SBissions should be civilian

military i n natur e, bot h t o capitalise
comprehensive approach and to avoid unnecessary duplicati@al or supposed-
with NATO;

b. there must be a strongapabilities component; the revitised CSDP cannot simply be
about institutions. The gaps in capability available to the EU will need to -be re
assessed podBrexit and mechanisms for the common development and ownership
of capability will need to be renergised. Capability planning muset lklosely
coordinated with NATO. Capabilities for
presidency of the EU in the second half of 2017;

c. the CSDP must al so have an appropriate e
eastern agenda might also be athemeffos t oni a’ s presi dency of

d. collective defence must remain the business of NAZi@ NATO must remain the
framework for transatlantic security relations; and

e. efforts must be made to ensure that the EU, and the UK outside it, remain alert to
and respoul appropriately to the challenges posed by Russia.

2. Undertake a detailed analysis of t#R/VP s pr oposal s and assessment
for further development under its presidency of the EU.

3. Reevaluate its red lines with respect to security atefence in the EU and be ready to be an
advocate for the CSDP with other member states. Brexit offers an opportunity for all member
states (including the UK) to 4examine their perceptions and policies with regard to the
CSDP.

4. Work towardsensuring that he EUNATO Warsaw Summit Declaration is put into full effect.
EUNATO relations might benathert heme f or Estonia’s presidenc)

5. Continue to be an advocate for a strong NATO
apparent determination tanvest more in NATO to build a still strondéliance

6. Study the opportunities and risks involved in strengthening NeBdiltic regional security
arrangements, such as the Northern Group and the Joint Expeditionary Force.

7. Expore opportunities to propse and pursue initiatives of common interest with other like
minded member states, perhaps under a PESCO framework. The EU presidency is an
opportunity to demonstrate leaderspj for example in cyber issues.



We also recommend that in line with the prin@pl of scenario planning, a workshop should be
organised to allow Tallinn polieyiakers to elaborate our scenarios further, thus helping to create a
shared language and understanding of what they might mean for Estoowa,opportunities might

be capitalisd uponandhow adverg effects might be mitigated

e e
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presented here, but the information gathered
from many press articles, opinionegges and
academic papers was used, alongside the
interview findings, in the identification and

elaboration of scenarios that describe possible

This report considers the impact of theK * s egfylodean security arrangements after Brexit.
from the European Uni on (*Brexit’) on t he
security of Estonia, the Baltic Sea region and In Part 4 we develop several such scenarios. The
Europe more widely. Its focus is hard secusity ~Character of the pst-Brexit European security
military security and defenceand in particular ~ environment is very difficult to forecast and the
the possible effects may fackis ghatwil congipute o ghapingeity ' s
Common Securityand Defence Policy (CSDP) are highly uncertain, complex, and intertwined.
and on NATO. The security implications related In such circumstances, scenarios offer perhaps
to, for example, the economy, terrorism, and the best means of thinking abouté¢ future and
trafficking have not been considered except informing policy decisions. Scenarios are not
with regard to their potential impact on hard Predictions, rather they provide a structured
security. The report is the way to think about possible futures, the paths
result of a 12week study

by researchers from the

International Centre for

Defence and Security.

In Part 1 of the report, we

provide an introduction to

the study and its

methodology. In Part 2, by way of backgroun
we consider the current role of the UK in
defence andsecurity and outline some of the
developments that immediately followed the
Brexit referendum result. In Part 3, we present
summarief the interviews we conducted with
officials and researchers in Berlin, Copenhagen,
Helsinki, London, Riga, Stockholm, llifia,
Vilnius and Warsaw. Our aim in conducting
these interviews was to understand the
perceptions of representatives of the Baltic Sea
states (and the UK itself) concerning the
possible securityelated consequences of
Brexit. These senstructured, nonrattributable managers to take greater control of their
interviews were based around three research situdtion.”

themes-t he UK as a security actor, t he UK’'s
role in Baltic Sea security, and whether Brexit The main thrust of scenario planning is thus not
forms part of a bigger picture (see Annex A for to identify a set of policy decisions that will
further detail). In total, we spoke with 67 increase the chances that a preferred scenario
individuals $ee Annex B for a list of their Will materialise, but to identify a set of policy
affiliations). Additionally, we reviewed some of decisions that are sufficiently robust so as to
the already very large body of written material
on Brexit. The results of this review are not

d, that may lead to them, and the main factors
that influence the various directions they may
take. Gill Fhgland, a leading exponent of
scenario planning, writes that,

‘Scenarios are possible v
providing a context in which managers can

make decisions. By seeing a range of

possible worlds, decisions will be better

informed and a strategy badeon this

knowledge and insight will be more likely to

succeed. Scenarios may not predict the

future, but they do illuminate the drivers of
change-understanding these can only help

1 Gill RinglandScenarios in Public Poligghichester: John Wiley
and Sons, 2002), 3.
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increase the lsances of realising positive Brexit® Others saw a widespread dissatisfaction
outcomes and avoiding negative outcomes in a with the usual way of politics and the usual
range of plausible futures. Against this elites, pointing to rising populism across Europe
background, our policy recommendations are and i n the US as evidence
inevitably highlevel; they seek to characterise simple solutions in a complex world. The UK
an overall strategic direction, rather than referendum campaigwas seen, in this respect,
provide more detailed, tactical objectives. as a good example of the ability of non
mainstream politicians to stir up discontent.
The style and agenda of UKIP in the UK is also
observable elsewhere: Marine Le Pen in France,
AfD in Germany, Jobbik in Hungary and
Donald Tump in the US were all cited as

: _ evidence. Many also pointed to the role of
Brexit not as an isolated event, bag the media in building momentum behind

a symptom of a wider disease these movements. Still others referred to a
perceived failure of globalisation to deliver
benefits to all but an elite few.

Finally, in Part 5 we draw conclusions and make
policy recommendations.

Some commentators have interpreted

1.2 BREXIT AS A SYMPTOM
Further, most inteviewees who spoke on this

In common withmost analyses of Brexit, and as point felt that little was being done to address
tasked, in this report we have treated Brexit as the underlying problems; indeed many felt that
an event and considered its potential impacts. there was little to be done and that this was a
Looking through another lens, however, some political upheaval that simply had to be lived

commentators have interpreted Brexit not as t hr ough . There wo-lkled be |
an isolated event, but as a symptomafvider  events. Such a world would be highly dangerous
diseasé. and unpredictable. If it emerges, the security

consequences of Brexit will look very
insignificant indeed.

This is an interpretation that most of the
officials and researchers in the Baltic Sea state
capitals and in London interviewed for thi

study felt some sympathy with, althoug :
few were able to offer a confident diagnosi The electiorof Donald Trump to the

of the disease itself. Some pointed to th UsS preﬁ"je\\ncymﬁ’ Unqye,Stlpnal?l&,
EU, arguing that the Union was out of touch - NSl el @ S8 s AT
with the populations it served, and that its
unelected officials had been allowed to rise
to too powerful positions. Jea@laude
Juncker's ‘State of thge daibn & Dol FfuRpS & theWdst h 1t
lengthy prescription for yet more European ,y esij dency i s, une@ite st i one
integration, was highlighted by several | ke event. The field re
interviewees as a masterfully inappropriate yas conducted before the November election.

response to some of the sentiments behind The possibility of a Trump victory was taken

seriously by very few of our interlocutors, and it

1.3 THE TRUMP WIN

2 See, for example: Ructﬁrh ar ma, ‘Gl 0 balisat iiso hot2 an "‘éi/et‘it(]é?lify "tHat iféatures in our

over-and Brexit i s Thee6ualiaddgdyst sign yet,6”

2016,

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/jul/28/era 3JeanCl aude Juncker, “State of the Uni
globalisatiorbrexit-eu-britain-economicfrustration; Shane Ferro, a better Europea Eur ope that protects, empow
“How Brexit Fits | nTheoHuffingten Pdse w (¥peecH, StrasBagrdlé $eptémber 2016), European Commission

27 June 2016ttp://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/brexit Press Release Databakép://europa.eu/rapid/press

populism _us 576d7ccbe4b017b379f5dd46 release SPEEQIG-3043 en.htm
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scenario analysis Brexit, not the US electiois all. At present, the surprise outcome of the US
the subject of this report. election merely adds another layer of

) ] ] . uncertainty b that already created by Brexit.
While we believe that our analysis remains

valid, it is based on assumptions that the
wake of the Trump win are perhaps more
fragile than would be the case had Hillary
Clinton prevailed. Principal among these is the
belief that under the new administration, the

US will continue to value a strong transatlantic The UK is a defence and security actor of
relationship, expressed rgnarily through - o nsi der abl e promi nence. I
NATO. Trump’ s suggesitdonsst dBEbRABmythend has
campaign that the Alliance was obsolete and largest defence budgét.It is a pemanent

that the collective defence guarantee would beé yember of the UN Security Council, a nuclear

conditional upon Al Il es?ate,pé‘yfduﬁh& rBembef ¥f éndsnkhj%rr e” ar
well known, as are the reassurances offered by contributor to NATO and, as a former

imperial power, one of only a handful of
countries able to act, and just as
importantly to think, on a global scale. It
embracesa r ol e of projecti
influence and val ues
security, stabif UKty and
President Obam (but not by Trump himself) soldiers, sailors and air crews have thus been in
after the election’ It remains too early to make combat somewhere around the globe in every
credible forecasts about the future transatlantic year since at least 19T4However, the UK is
relationship, the sh aponewhdt seldfvd iRthe défence &nll SecuriyS ' s
relationship with the EU, with Russia or with institutions through which it chooses to
key bilateral partners under a Trump operate, for example in 2016, on a per capita
presidency. It is plausible, for example, that the basis it ranks only 47of 40 European nations
US will disengage from NATO and that the UKin its average troop contributions to UN
will follow, believing its interests are best peacekeepingperations? In this section of the
satisfied t hrough a r epeovritt,al weede x aripreday alh'e U
relationship. It is also plausible that in such contribution to European security
circumstances the UK wili commit more  arrangements and to Baltic Sea security,
strongly to NATO, and perhaps also the CSDPf o cusing first on the CSD
to counterbalance US disinterest. It is further

possible that the US will not give up on NATO at°! nternational Monetary Fund, *“World
Database”, International Monetary Fu
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2016/01/weodata/ind
exaspx Stockholm International Peace R
‘Demetri Sevastopul o andtoGeof f MDyeét aryYyTEumenhbi ande BPat abase”, SI PR
‘obsol ete’ ahead of The&inagckal Wi s c hitps#viwav.sigrirong/dagabages/rhilex
Times 3 April 2016https://www.ft.com/content/0f397616f9b8- 8 HM GovernmentNational Security Strategy and Strategic
11e58e048600cef2ca75 Ben Jac ob s eiterate€so n a | DéfenterandrBpcurity Review 2015. A Secure and Prosperous
he wildl only help NatoTheount riléndgedKifgdom. Cm@igllohdbna HMSO,Nbvamber 20153), 13.
Guardian 28 July 201ttps://www.theguardian.com/us 7Ewen MacAskill, andlanCoba, “ Br i ti sh forces’ ce
news/2016/jul/27/donaldtrump-nato-isolationist Juliet Eilperin unbroken warfare set tTee end with Afg
and Greg Jaffe, “Meeting the pGuardia lifFebruary 20 hstps://viwiv.theguasdiamconguk Tr u mp ' s
win, Obama says presideatl ect i s ¢ omiftiet t ed news/2044dbQ1/britishforcescenturywarfare-end. In
Washington Postl4 November 2016, anticipating Britain’s withdrawal fr
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/meetinghe-press year the article was premature; Britain joined the-ld8 coalition
for-first-time-sincetrumps-win-obamasaysnew-presidentis- against ISIL in September 2014.
committedto-nato/2016/11/14/b90dbf7caa9211le6a31lb 8Int ernati onal Peace Institute, “1 Pl F

4b6397e625d0_story.html. http://www.providingforpeacekeeping.org/contributions/
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direct role in Baltic Sea security may be small, it intensity military activities and longer
is heret hat the direct i mp a c termo $tabilisdtien dudK 'developmxent t
from the EU is likely to be first felt. work. For the UK, putting the

Comprehensie Approach to work
requires smarter missions and
operations, harnessing
management potential and working

The UK, together with France, launched the
better with NATO."”

process that has evolved into the CSDP at the St

Mal o Summit in 1998. Figthe YV EoleBts some lilliks®ativeYstatisics on
enthusiasm for a European defence dimensiong yr opean nations’ defence
was shortlived and soon gave way to its more pymbpers and conthiution to CSDP operations.
traditional scepticism about the ate of the EU

in defence matters. Whereas in the firstdecade The UK’ s defence expenditt
of the millennium the UK had seen an EU duarter of the total of that of the EDA members

defence dimension as a valuable complement (the EU member states less Denmark, which

to NATO and as a potentially useful vehicle for opts out of the CSDP) and its defence
persuading other member states to develop investment expenditure— in many ways a

Total Defence Expenditure, 2015 Estimates Defence Investment Expenditure, 2014
55
20
B 10 H
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<
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S S s 888 58 5585555 8 F5:5s €£8523558 88 5685556555588 53:583
SEE G P58 PF 58855333838 38 G 8857583253858 253525333
&%‘u’:{f’ 45?.5;@5“5@5;55:;500@5% 5 -rstff' ”f§v§VS“:§§§§f*£§°°”§§ §
3 d 5 d
Figure 1. EU Member States: Defence Statistics. Sources: EDA, Global Peace OperationstReview.
usable military capaility, more recent policy better measure a nation’s d e

statements downplay the military aspects of contribution — almost 30% of the total. It has

the CSDP, leaving the serious business ofmore than 10% of the total armed forces
defence to NATO alone. For example2@l5 personnel of the EDA member states, indicating
policy paper states that:

9 Ministry of Defence (UKRolicy paper 2010 to 2015 government

“The EU, through C ®lpmenatdagesnce gpmmimegtangpneMinisgy pf

e . . .. Defence, May 2015.

Capabllltles (mCIUdmg p0||tlca|1 “Defence expenditure and armed force numbers: European

financial, |ega|, miIitary and Defence Agency, “Defence Data Portal
https://www.eda.europa.eu/infehub/defencedata-portal.

developmental) that can be brought t0  monthly average numbers of troops deployed on EUFOR Althea,

bear in a Comprehensive approach to EUFORRCA, EUTM Mali, EUNAVFOR Somalia/Atalanta, EUTM

. Somal i a 2014): Global Peace Operat:i
crises, suppl ement borwgl m@éa'{e@e’ratisnsreviéw.brcﬂjalfw@vmcad/.
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a healthy ratio of defence expenditure per crisis management in these areas, its interests
military, yet it contributes less than 5% of the are more aligned with the northern tier of
total number of troops on EU military missions. Europe, which sees addressing Russian
France, Germany, Italy and Spain are allaggression in Ukraine and Russian threats to
considerably larger contributors inthisregard. Eur o p e ' ®astemm o bbotddrs as more

o . pressing challeng€s.
More broadly in its policies towards the CSDP,

the UK places more value on the development 2.2 DEVELOPMENTS IN  THE

of defence capability than it does on the CSDP AFTER THE BREXIT
development of defence institutions. In REFERENDUM

pursuing this agenda, it has achieved a certain

level of infamy for its perseverance in The Brexit referendum result was largely
obstructing the further development of the unexpected, and was straightaway interpreted
CSDP against the wishes of many otheras a major event in UK and European politics.
members of the Union. It has, for example, One @rman commentator, for example,
consistently blocked increases to the budget of claimed that (next to the fall of the Berlin Wall)

the European Defence Agency (EDA), preferredBr exi t was “the second gre
| i f e’Inhterms of UK defence

N 0 . . policy, the Deputy Director
¢ KS ihtefelta are more aligned with the [ SSIESIEI—G. Royal United

northern tier of Europe, which sees Services Institute warned that
o[RS N USS ERE GRS o R NI gl leavi ng the EU, *“woul
wdzad 2 A | y' i K NB | (reastdin? 9 significant a shift in national

borders as more pressing challenges strategy as the coun
P 9 9 in the late 1960s to withdraw

from bases B®East of St

to cooperate on defence with European

partners (especially France) on a bilateral basis,Apparently sensing an opportunity to make
and continued to proclaim its long standing Progress on defence integration once the UK
opposition to the building of EU defence was out of the way,several member states

institutions, in particular an EU epational were quick to make proposals in this direction.

headquarters, even after the Brexit referendum The Hungarian and Czech prime ministers both
result10 called for a European arnt§The Italian foreign

Additionally, the UK is perceived to be one of
the EU’'s (and NATO’' s) "Sset rfoor geexemPa ey Bava ¢ e%e?‘g'efdff a

defense chlef voices Tfear of northo ut h N A TReutedsb v

the ‘“eastern agenda’ . redbodsu/mih.Rulers. conh/aﬂlcie/dsrfatclusl& ing the

threats of for example extremism and hagelidUSKBNOL92D2201502@%ancisco de Borja Lasheras,
! . s “ E aSsuth securlty tradeffs: towards a European security
uncontrolledmi gr ati on fr om E #tdm@ Potrogan GBoSrateds: 33(®14),N

flank and seeing value in the EU havmg a role Ir‘.http //www.europeangeostrateqy.org/2014/04/eastouth-
securitytrade-offs-towards-europeansecuritycompromisel

2Constanze Steézn mu | | er, “Does Brexit porten
Eur o p e a rrhedMashinggofi Posiune 25 2016,
PYRobin Emmott, “Risk of * Br exi https/ dwevavhstingfonpostcbhngapinidnd/giolaal t o E U
d e f e n s e Reaterpdddeceniber 2015, opinions/doesbrexit-portend-the-end-of-european
http://uk.reuters.com/article/useurope-defenceanalysis unity/2016/06/25/74e27d4a3a5alle68f7¢c

idUKKBNOTS1Q720151209 Pi erre Br i ang¢on, d4B/23a3béch stayhtmiPlopidshpofhame mminenrcard
and Britain deeeliticg3ulyd06ar y a | d%3shanepage%2Fstory&utm term=.92495c7c7aad

http://www.politico.eu/article/brexit-or-not-france-and-britain- 13 Malcolm Chalmerd)Vould a New SDSR Be Needed After a Brexit
deepenmilitary-alliancelancastertreatiesdefensedavid Vote?RUSI Briefing Paper, June 2016.

cameronnicolassarkoy/. Jacopo Barigazzi, YEBBiul &ien i-8rexg duftiioran Bl Amy: Visegrad
agai nst Pditidg 28 Septgmber 2016, Pushes for Joint Europed@ne f e rEgBuljetin29 August 2016,
http://www.politico.eu/article/britain-digsin-agairst-eu-army-u- http://www.eubulletin.com/5996the-post-brexit-hunt-for-an-eu-
k-defenseministermichaetfallon/. army-visegradpushesfor-joint-europeandefense.html
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and defence ministers called for a Schengen area of security and defend@These very rapid
style arrangement for European defenteAn developments have, if anything, been given
informal paper was drawn up by Finland and further impetus by the uncertainty created by
circulated a week ahead of the EU defence the US presidential election victory of Donald
mi ni ster s’ meeting i frumpBr ati sl ava on 27
September, noting that the EU had a need for

strategic autonomy and should draw up a plan

for joint military capabilities. It 8b proposed |, contrast to its unenthusiait participation in

establishing an EU centre of excellence forho cspp. the UK is a major player in NATO
hybrid threats!® The most substantial proposals the primary guarantor of the security of the

came from France and Germany, later gayic Sea region Allies. The UK is one of only
supported by Italy and Spain in the form of & fye Alies to meet the NATO guideline of
letter from the T 0Uflgyending YR bi'Gbr Sn deferfeedt ha€ Qo ©
ministers to their EU counteepts calling for  ecently ageed to act as the framework nation

strategic autonomy in the operational and fyr the NATO multinational battalion to be
industrial dimensions, to include the permanent 4 o ployed in Estonia under

capacity to plan and conduct operations ponyard Presence, as well as contributing to the
(especially in Africa) and financial mechanisms . italion to be deployed in Polarfd.The UK
to support these, stronger

capability development processes
including deeper coordination
between the EU and NATQO
capability planning processes, a
strengtrened European Defence
Technological and Industrial Base,
and an enhanced strategic
partnership with NAT®. These ideas have has been keen to stress that its commitment
since formed the basis, in somewhat watered to NATO will not be affected by Brexit; indeed it
down form, for proposals by Federica may wish to do more in the Alliance by way of
Mogherini ¢(he High Representative of the recompense. Speaking on BBC Radio in July, for
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security example, UK Defence Seast Michael Fallon
Policy/Vice President of the European Stated that,

Commission and Head of the European Defence
Agency) for the implementation of the EU
Global Strategy in the area of security and
defence, and for Council conclusions on
implementing the EUGIobal Strategy in the

“NATO is the cornerstone
we' | | oindgemoral in NATO to

Council of the European Union. “I mp
Security and Defence.” 14392/16, 14
the European Union, “Council Conclus
EU Global Strategy in the areasefcurity and defence, adopted

BMinistry of Foreign Affairs (byatlye , CoéGraitli |l@anii asnd3 P Bohtmeeting

‘“Est abl i s hilke Befeace Bgreknsent goeespond to 14149/16, 14 November 2016.

terrorism’'”, Press Archives, 1YRoAbuignusBmn2o0tl,6,“ Europeans agree defen
http://www.esteri.it/mae/en/sala_stampa/archivionotizie/intervi Swi pes bReutdrgld Mogember 2016,
ste/2016/08/gentilonte-pinotti-unaschengen.html http://www.reuters.com/article/useu-defenceidUSKBN1391HH

BAndrew Rettman, “Finland EUal | 820fI6@stimatep. NATQ Public Diplomady Dividiteéefice n c e " ,

Obsever, 27 September 2016, Expenditures of NATO Countries (22096), Communids!
https://euobserver.com/foreign/135244 PR/CP(2016)11@ July 2016,

YAndrew Rettman, “France and Gletp:/fwawnato.pticpsferdnstenhg/ews 132984fhenn ¢ e

u n i oBW'Observerl2 September 2016, ’Matt hew Hol ehouse and Ben Far mer,
https://euobserver.com/foreign/135022 Ar t hur BeesIBay ti‘clst algyai nst RuTthe Daly Telegraghew Nat o
and Spain warm to EU defencec® e r a Finamcial Timesl2 14 June 2016,

October 2016https://www.ft.com/content/ddad201e50c936fc http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2016/06/14/britishtroops-to-

b694-8e9522fH9323 defendbalticsagainstrussiain-new-nato-miss/.
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compensate for our withdrawal from the own standing. The OSCE plays a larger role in
EU. That’'s the pur poBaliic Sela sechridy threugh it actidties in
Forward Presence] dneilijaryo ytranspatency w andr @rms control,
announci fg today."” transnational threats, human rights and conflict
resolution. The EU delegation to the GBS
coordinates and represents the positions of EU
member states in nowecisionmaking bodies,
and can also represent the consensus views of
While the Baltic Sea security environment iS the member states in decisiemaking bodieg*
primarily framed by the policies and actions of After Brexit, the EU will be able to speak only
NATO and the EU, there are other international for 27 nations, argualy weakening its position
organisationsthat play a smaller part. The UN gjightly. However, as there is again no indication
Security Council only occasionally concernsthat Brexit will result in a change in UK policy
itself with European matters or with global towards the OSCE, the
overall impact in this
organsation is likely to be
minimal.

Of more immediate

relevance, the UK also

participates in a number of
regional arrangements that focus on security in
northern Europe. These include: the Northern
Group, a collaborative defence group of
northern nations conceived by the UK in 2010;
the Joint Expeditionary Force (JEF), a flexibly
configurable, UKed pool of highreadiness
forcoe?; angl ﬁUeCBA(SS a frgn%e\alork for Baltic Sea
surveillance  information exchanadé. (See
Annex C for further details of the membership
of these, and other, NordiBaltic security

security matters that have a direct impact on
European security® After Brexit, the EU will

lose one permanent seat on the CouncihJing

France as the only EU member state
permanently sitting in this body. Likewise, the
EU member state count will be reduced in the
G7 and G20, although the EU itself participates
as aehomer ated’ me mber
full member of the G20. Howeyv, as the

members of these bodies represent themselves
rather than the EU in these frameworks, and as

_ _ frameworks). The impact of Brexit orhtkte ,
there is no evidence fto sug%.est (ﬁa\%t t i UK’ s
. . rameworks s discussed parts 3 and 4 of this
policies towards these frameworks will change report
with Brexit, the effect of the UK's departure i

likelytobel i mi t ed t o a we aKkeen UKEgonian f bilatefale relddithship is a

strong one, including in defence and also in
2JessicaElgotar@l ai re Phipps, “ Camer odleas sdch as eyber Thisnrelationghip is not,
as UK's new EU commissiorat s |t hhp Guamdiand , " however, realised through the EU and there is

July 2016,

https://www.theguardian.com/politics/live/2016/jul/08/theresa

may-nextprime-ministerandrealeadsompolitics European Union External Action, *“Or
live?page=with:blocl677f6b23e4b04ae4al0b9ab0 Cocoperation in Europe (OSCE),” Europe
230f 58 Security Council Resolutions adopted from January to https://eeas.europa.eu/diplomatimetwork/organisation

mid-November 2016, only 3 directly concern European security securityceoperationeurope-osce/2297/organiation-for-

issues (Cyprus (2), and Bosnia and Herzegovina), a further 2 security-co-operationrin-europe-osce_en

concern technical aspects of the International Criminal Tribunal ®El i sabeth Braw, “EuWorldpfleitss Nort hern
for the former Yugoslavia, and 7 are related to global security Journal Transatlantic Connection Bldg June 2015,

challenges (human trafficking, neproliferation (2), aviation http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/blog/elisabeth

security, civilians in armed conflict, pestinflict peacebuilding, braw/europe%E2%80%99wrthern-group. Geor ge -Al |l i son,
and sexual exploitation in peacekeeping operations). United |l ed Joint Expedition@dkiDgefenEBeor ce t o sai
Nations Security Council , “ Se clournahtips:/Ckoafencejournal. @ s/okeadipint-ons, ” Uni t ed
Natiors, expeditionaryforce-saitautumn/. SUCBAS, “SUCBAS Rati ¢

http://www.un.org/en/sc/documents/resolutions/2016.shtml SUCBASitp://sucbas.org/
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no reason to blieve it will be significantly
affected by Brexit.

2.5 THE UK'S OWN SECURITY
AFTER BREXIT

3 BREXIT: PERCEPTIONS
FROM THE BALTIC SEA
STATES

In this pat of the report, we summarise,

The Brexit referendum debate in the UK was Without comment or analysis, the views of our

|l argely domi nated by

infefogutorg ig Berlw, Cepgnhggeni gelsinks

issue of choice, immigration. Security questions London, Riga, Stockholm, Tallinn, Vilnius and

did not feature heavily ando the extent that

Warsaw. Two points should be stressed. First,

they did, were more focused on issues such asthe UK vote to leave the EU was unexgec

intelligence sharing and terrorism than on hard

The status of Scotland and, especially, the UK

economy are the most likely areas in which Brexi
Yy AYLI Ol

gAftt KI @S

security and defence.
campaign’s
‘European

Inevitably, the leave
evocation
ar my’ wa s
attention th a n t he mor e ab
toget her’ message of
clear military prowess, meanwhile, was used to
argue that the impact of Brexit on security
would be felt much more by the rest of Europe
than it would be by the UK itself. In cotering
the impact of Brexit on the armed forces and

defence, a House of Commons Library Briefing

the time the interviews were
conducted, recent. Few
policy makers or analysts
had had opportunities to
develop concrete positions
and ideas, and there was
limited consensus, even in
individual capitals, as to
whf'at Br{exﬁt mlght mean and on hovwo l{nove
LonNard IYIany mterlg{: rf‘ rs thus Fpoke to us c)ln
personal rather a 0 C|al capaC|t|es Second,
tht}a1 S|tuat|og a%l IFar?t a;s a as hre CSD@KS

and, at

2

concerned was rapidly evolving. The various
proposals for the further development of CSDP
referred to @ove appeared during the course

of our research. Those interviewed later in the
study spoke on the basis of more information,
making their positions perhaps more informed

thanthose of earlier interviewees.

Paper, for example, was more concerned with

the implications for the CSDP than fa
the UK itself. It does, however, conced
that economic difficulties might feect
the affordability of the defence
equipment plan, and that a seconc
Scottish  independence referendu
would raise once more questions about

the basing of the nuclear deterreftThese two
issues— the status of Scotland and, especially,
the UK economy- are indeed the most likely
areas in which Brexit will have an impact on the
UK’ s own security;

nature of this impact cannot be assessed with

any confidence at present.

26\VVaughn Miller, ed Brexit: Impact Across Policy AreBsefing

Paper Number 07213 (London: House of Commons Library, 2016),

153-164. Published in August 2016, after the referendum.

howev

Denmark has always trusted the UK to
hold the line against those who have
wanted deeper integration in the EU

3.1 DENMARK

For Denmark, Brexit is bad news. Thanes
consider that they have a special relationship
with the UK and the Bntlsh war¥ of domg thlngs
has been a model for th%m in partlcular
Denmark has always trusted the UK to hold the
line against those who have wanted deeper
integration in the EU. Denark also believes
that the UK armed forces have been important
in EU military and crisis management efforts.
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Brexit will leave serious gaps, and the UK will bestrengthen NordieBaltic defence cooperation.
hard to replace. In this regard, Danish The UK will continue to focus on its contribution
interlocutors expressed concern that there to NATO (including, with Denmark, its
would be adifficult transition period once the contribution to Enhanced Forward Presence in
UK has left, but before the necessary new Estonia), but at the same time it might become
arrangements have been put in place. It is more involved in the Northern Group, perhaps
possible that there will be some years of even in NORDEFCO. Thus, Brexit could actually
hindrance and paralysis before the EU is oncestrengthen seurity in the Baltic Sea region.

again able to conduct operations.
More broadly, the Danes arconcerned over

The Danes we thus somewhat sceptical of the the future of the link between the US and the
prospects for further developing the CSDP. TheyEU, which the UK has previously provided. Also,
do not see any real will anywhere in the EU to it was widely felt in Copenhagen that Russia is
establish additional military structures. Nor do happy with Brexit, and believed that it provided
they believe that there will be substantial resources to support those who wanted the UK
defence spending increases in tB® countries  to leave the EU. Brexit will reinforce elements
to make the CDSP mor e ottheekihd bf lwerld ordér théthetRssiangE U’ s
best equipped and trained military force out of would like to see: a loose collection of nation
the picture, it is not hard to draw the states rather than tighthknit groupings that
conclusion Brexit will adversely impact the goal exclude Russia or condemn it to being a
of strengtheni ng titlkkse Flatively mimar playér.aviegnwile; the Raheis |
and securitycooperation. worry that Brexit may also prompt other exits
from the EU, notably by the Netherlands, the

Nonetheless, Denmark expects that France andCze:h Republic, or Denmark itself.

Germanywill make an effort to drive the CSDP
forward. They believe that the

proposed logistics and military

medical unit would compensate

for capabilities that will

disappear after Brexit, and that

cooperation in military

procurement through the EDA

WouldbehelrfoI..But[.)anish _ Finally, Brexit has narrow
experts are sceptical, given the history of EU i, jts own dealings with the EU since, in the
military cooperation, that these ideas can be postBrexit climate, he government will not
easily achieved. In any case, Denmark cannot; ¢ ¢ | able to put Denmar k'
and will not participate in the EDA. Danish yiih respect to the EU to referenda again.
experts also pointed out the serious differences penmark has opouts from the Maastricht
between G@rmany gnd France over European Treaty in the euro, common citizenship, justice
defence and security cooperation, with France ;a4 home affairs (including Europol) and the
usually more active and Germany more cspp-the CSDP opbut is a particularly solid
cautious, searching for softer and less military 50 strongly supported by public opinion.
solutions. They expect that this difference will These opouts were designed to retain a
also be a_fault line in the future; howitill be  yegree of sovereignty, but many interlocutors
resolved is a key question. complained that their effect has in fact been to
reduce Danish influence, and that full

On the positive side, though, the Danes expect engagement could have been more beneficial.
there is a good chance that Brexit will
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3.2 ESTONIA Estonia as a good thing for its security, although
it recognises that further institutionalisation of
the EU may brig unintended consequences,
and is concerned that po&rexit developments
may push t he CSDP towar
(interventionist and southerfocused) model,
which may not be in its own best interests.
Estonian interlocutors recognised that they
would facepressure to support such a model
and would find it difficult not to take part. At
the same time, they did not support the idea of
a two-sspeed model for defence, in which
participation in the coregroup would not be
open to all.

In Estonia, interviewees generally felt that while
the nature and scale of the impacts of Brexit
were hard to forecast, they were unlikely to be
positive in the longer term. Looking to the short
term, interlocutors suggested that Brexit should
change verylittle — in particular as regards
Baltic Sea security, where the dyday
contribution of the CSDP is minimal. Further,
the UK has stressed that it is leaving the
European Union, not Europe, and there is no
reason to expect that its serious commitment
to defence and security, realised largely

More practically, a UK
In Estonia, interviewees generally felt that whil il leUE R YRR e Y

the nature and scale of the impacts of Brexit [ REEEEE TGN EIUNEE
operations— in particular in

maritime operations, where

were hard to forecast, they were unlikely to be

posmve in the Ioger term force generation is always a
problem; and make it
through NATO, will be affected. difficult for the UK to continue acting as a

framework nation in the EU Battlegroups
concept, throwing its participation in this
project into doubt. For these reasons, Estonia

harder to pursue once the UK voice is lest . .
they do not see any other nation that is willin would wish to see the UK closely associated
y y g with the CSDP_after Brexit. It Fsé th%u h,

do
orable,posBr exi t , to ste i nt o r )
P P recognise tthe dilemma that the EU' faces In its

nterweight. In rticular, Estonia worri . L .
counterweight particular, Estonia worries Brexit negotiations with the UK; the UK cannot

that I'.[ may be hardet(? malntam. sanctions on get a better deal than it currently has if others
Russia, that NATO will be duplicated, and that . :
are to be discouraged from trying to hold the

the transatlantic nature of European security
will be threatened; beyond the security field,
Estonian and British position

kiahisntatiielde  The UK cannot get a better deal than it currentl
anti-protectionism and the

digital single maet were also has if others are to be disg:ouraged from trying
felt to be close. to hold the EU to ransom in future

Estonians feel that within the EU they share
mary interests with the UK, and these will be

EU to ransom in future.

Brexit may also make defence
integration in the EU easier. While Estonia
would not support ambitious schemes such as

Some officials expected that the UK would
compensate for its withdrawal from the EU by
putting more effort into NATO, although there

the 'European army’, Wag b Fe@ogni‘tio‘h thdt ﬁglrgard)fjd%es h Breata ny

case as entirely unrealistic, there are more deal in the Alliance and that its resources are

pragmatic options, such as the creation of an finite. In particular, Estonian officials looked

operational headquarters, that Estonia could forward to a stronger UK commitment to Baltic
support. In general, integration is regarded by Sea security noting the U

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY
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in the region overthe course of the past few thus keen to see the building of a pragmatic
years. In this regard, the UK is likely to put more European partnership in security and defence,
effort into the Northern Group and the JEF, including as much UK/EU cooperatioas
although the role and utility of these formations possible after Brexit. They observed, however,
to nations other than the UK itself is not easy to that this would depend on what form Brexit
define, nor is their connectionto NATO woul d t ake. Anot her great
arrangements. There was also an expectation link to Washington through the UK.

that the UK might put more effort into finding a

solution to the longstanding

problem of ELNATO relations,

including a beer defined

division of labour.

Looking further ahead,

Estonian interlocutors

expected that Brexit would

have adverse economic consequences and aThe focus of the rather lively Brexit debate in
consequent reduct i on Finland hag tbus bgaq squarely ge \earogse

budget. The greatest fear was that the UK will practical issues related to the British departure

not be able to sustain the commitments it has and has led to Finland producing a rpaper

made to the region unod eproposla Tfap’ CSDPE develppmens. dThe
Forward Presence. Interviewees also expectedexperts interviewed in Helsinki went to great

that the UKUS relationship wouldu$fer as the  lengths to emphasise that the Finnish paper

US will prefer to deal with France and Germany does not mean tat the EU should create its
instead, and that t he owkpesmapestinlitary farce apdumilsapgye and
on the world stagewould be weakened as a headquarters. However, closer and wider

result. intelligence gathering and sharing
arrangements will be necessary. There is also a

large amount of detail to be addressed. Finnish
interlocutors minted, for example, to: the fair

di vi si on of t he UK’ s pos
Commission, parliament and agencies; the
budgets of the EDA and EU Satellite Centre; the
EU s ability to use the op
in Northwood; the command structure for

EUPR Althea; and the fute use of the Athena
mechanism.

The UK’ s | eadership in the EU will al so be
missed— although the UK has often been less Interviewees commented that the UK has been
than enthusiastic about CDSP has provided strongly committed to NATO, but has not closed
leadership and it is unclear to the Finns who will the doors on cooperation with neNATO
pick up the slack after Brexit. Furthermore, partner countries; a similar form of good
many useful military capabilities will be lost cooperation could continue wh the UK outside
with the British exit, requiring alternative of the EU. For the Finnish experts, UK
resources to be developed if the EU wants to participation in some form ought to be possible,
attain strategic autonomy; in particular for especially if a Centre of Excellence dealing with
situations in which NATO cannot or does not hybrid threats were to be established in
wish to be involved. Finnish interviewees were Helsinki — just as noANATO partners are

Brexit is generally felt to be bad news in
Finland, which since 1995 when it became a
member of the EU, has found London a
soulmate: a fellow adherent of a practical,-no
nonsense approach slow, but sure when ideas
are ripe.
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welcome to partigdate in the various NATO EU, the emphasis on economic competitiveness
Centres of Excellence. A more unified EU should- and expects that it will be harder to find
also, perhaps paradoxitgal be in the British  majority support on these issues. This will
interest. expose the limits of German leadership rather
than strengthen it and lead the EU to be more
southern dominated, and thus less German.
The Brexit referendum has resulted more

Finnish interviewees suggested that Finland
should seek to participate in the JEF to enhance

c:operatlt()jn %N'th the U_K' I.nlcogn(re](.:tfnhto tE's interest from Sweden and Denmark to work
they noted that many in Finland think that the with Germany, while Norway has been quite

Bri tdl sh _ con t ' |.”bbu tion exbli%it tha't\| e-lr-m%nyswill n wnerPa@th% ?JK
Forward Presere in Estonia will be separate as its most important ally in Europe. Apart from

frombthe hBrltlsh asse.tsI mdtheI JEF, :)ut this V:” defence and intelligence, Germais relations
not .e the cgse. Fin ‘r_’m also weicomes t ?are good, but Germany egpts that the UK will
growing UK interest in NORDEFCO and,

_ _ _ MNose influence with the US, which values the
particular, in the Northern Group. There is a

| I h | h . UK‘s engagement in EU disc
proposal currently (_)n the table to have t ? making. A further uncertainty is whether the UK
Northern Group, which so far has convened in

h ; f other Nordi . will remain intact; Scottish independence would
e margl-ns. ot ot er ordic meetings, tocet have a huge negative impact and cause London
regularly in its own right.

to think about how tomaintain the nuclear
deterrent.

Germany’ s rol e, me an
certainly grown and changed from
security consumer to security
provider — all the Central and
Eastern European countries made
clear that they expected Germany to do more
after Crimea. So, for example, Germany shaped
NATO’ s recent structur a
contributes to air policing and the AWACS
programme and will be a framework nation for
NATO' s Enhanced Forwar d
Lithuania. However, Germany cannot take too
big rolein defence for political reasons. It may
do more, including in the Baltic region, but will
not advertise this as defence is still a very
difficult issue to communicate to the German
public. Germany has been clear, for example,
that it will not spend 2% ats GDP on defence.
After Brexit, Germany is therefore more likely
Germany considers that the protestant ethicsit t o pi ck wup the UK's econor
shares with the UK, as well as Sweden, defence agenda.
Denmark, Finland, and the Baltic states, mean
that these countries have similar approach to The Francgserman defence initiative was,
dealing with the EU’ s atcording souGemmancinterviewdest d reaBtiore x i t
Germany believes it is losing an ally in many to Brexit to show solidarity amongsteh27, in
policy issues- foreign policy, the role of the an area where it is easy to show results and to
state in the economy, the open nature of the find consensus. Most of the ideas presented in

To further maintain and strengthen its ties with
the UK even after Brexit, Finland has this
summer signed a Statement of Intent with it on
defence and security issues. Like the statement
signed by the UK and Sweden, the Finnish
British statement make practical cooperation
easier in fields such as materiel, research,
procurement, logistics, maintenance, the
development of common operational coept
and doctrine within NATO/EU framework, and
eduation, training, and exercises.



the paper are not new but are intended to bring more substantial NATO leg of security poley
about a more practical approach. Even so, there is nothing to be gained from playing one
Germany does not expect the European organisation off against the other.

Defence Union to be opetianal any time soon.
Germany believes that the EU needs the
capability to plan and conduct operations, and
to have military capabilities such as strategic
transport and a medical command available to
it. But in finding solutions to these capability
gaps,the EU should not compete with NATO,
which remains the overarching framework for

More widely, Germany believes that Russia will

benefit from Brexit and its impact on collective

action by the West. Putin will not confront

NATO, but would be happy to see Article 5

holl owed out from the insi
views about Russia have also shifted, not least

because Russia is meddling in Germaiitips

by supporting the nationalist

Alternative  for Germany

Putin will not confront NATO, but would be happ i) B R R L

to see Articlé hollowed out from the inside presidential campaign.

security for Germany. Germany also wants to 3.5 LATVIA
invest in better European defenggocurement
and defence industry initiatives. It is wary of
European defence arrangements being a
vehicle for French defence industry interests,
but this will not be a deabreaker.

Interviewees in Latvia said that Brexit will mean

the loss of a likeninded nation and a crucial

partner in preventing unwelcome
developments such as common EU armed

forces or initiatives that would lead to

Germany does not believe that the UK should duplication with NATO. Noting the palpable

be punished in the Brexit negotiations, as this excitement in Paris, where policymakers see a

will only create additional problems. However, great opportunity to push ahead with their

the Germans are frustrated that nothingcanbe not i on of ‘EU strategic au
decided until the UK invokes

SRS UL L atviaremains insistent that EU defence
el initiatives should not underime NATO, its

and a strong ally, meaning : :
e collective defence, or leBigagement in

for the others, even if the|  =Ll(015I=2lgl6ISIiEles
UK has not played a larg

role. Germany believes that that Riga must stay at the core of EU
there is benefit in closer defee cooperation  integration. Latvia sees a need to strengthen
and thus hopes that the UK will quickly realise re|ations with Germany and hedge against a
that aligning itself with the CSDP is the only way potential unravelling of NATO due to political
to have weight and relevance, particularly if it gevelopments in the US, and is not against
no longer participates in the single market. The greater integration in areas where Etide
UK's participationuldn sdykbnsMieSneddet(fer exatipld fdtitime O
continue after Brexit) is less important than the gnd border security, migration control). On the
world view and experiences it brings to the qther hand, it remains insistent that EU defence

table, and its capabilities. It would thus be jnitiatives should not undermine NATO, its
useful to find an arrangement that would allow collective defence’ or US engagement in

the UK to take part ipyodediRidfenddenti ng the EU’s
new Global Strategyf-urther, keeping the UK
outside would mean strengthening the already

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY
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Riga does not view the idea of an EU defenceRiga also hopes that London will exploit
union idea as credible or having much impetus. regional platforms such as the Northern Group
With the exception of France, it is beidgven and NB8 to remain involved in European
by countries that are not serious about defence, defence; in particular policymakers saw great
exposing the gap between the rhetoric needed value in using these formats to discuss practical
to bolster the EU itself and the stark realities of issues, such as exercises or Enhanced Forward
national defence capabilities. Germany, for Presence. However, UK involvement in these
example, will need about a decade to become a formats has so far been more rhetorical than
major politcal and military power at the heart substantive and the challengef arranging an

of the CSDP, even if the 2017 elections result inorderly Brexit will deflect resources and

a government favourable to building such a attention from t hem. |l ndee
position. Interviewees saw too much interest might serve as impetus for the NB8
integration fatigue in the EU for the defence countries to pull together ever more tightly in
union idea to advance any farther than ara order to be able to deal with geopolitical
cartemenu, and do not expect Paris or Berlin to turbulence and unertainty. The strong bilateral
push the cautious or sceptical nations too far, defence relations between Latvia and the UK,
as they understand such a posture and respectunderlined by the 2014 procurement of
national sovereignty in defence. Latvia hopes, armoured infantry vehicles, are unlikely to be
however, that the UK will build strong defence affected in any way by Brexit.

relations with the EU, perhaps continuing to

participate in the CSDP More broadly, Latvian experts and policymakers

see Brexit as astrategic communications
di saster, feeding
narrative of the imploding
and dysfunctional EU (or the
West in general). It may also
reki ndl e London

_ _ for bilateralism, which would
Experts and policymakers are convinced, ;| ay into Moscow's aim o

however, that the UK" s &RdMiekidmRGidibns. AtefptshyiheC
will remain intact and, indeed, will be further ;i 4 normalise relations with Russia are seen
strengthened. Furthermore, some experts as inevitable— all newcomers in the West
speculated that once it is outi the EU, the attempt some sort o-f
UK might be one of the countries pushing for which might also serve the purpose of
more EUNATO cooperation. However, there is demonstrating that the UK has other options

potential for Brexit to have a negative impact besides theEU to consider in advancing its
on the UK defence budget, both because the

economy may shrink and because of that the UK will overdo this since, in their view,

competition with other fielé that had been London understands very clearly whom they
previously been supported by the EU (€.9. 5r0 gealing with. A far greater concern is that

agriculture, infrastructure, science). Given the the EU will lose one of the major tiers of a
need for Europe to regenerate conventional t ough line agaissigtin Russi

combat capabilities, this is regarded as a SOuUrce jyraine and elsewhere.

of maj or concern. Anot her ri sk i s Scotl and’ s
decision abut remaining in the UK and its

i mpact on the UK’'s military power, including on
the infrastructure for the nuclear deterrent.

[ i

interests. However, Latvians are not concerned

In Lithuania, interviewees were concerned
about the impact of Brexit on the EU, expressed
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cautious optimism concerning the effect on on defence and other strategic issues, and its
NATO, and expected pragmatism in defence residual reluctance touse armed forces or
cooperation. In the EU, Lithuania considers the assume political leadership may be obstacles.
UK to be a likeninded partner and a leading Nonetheless, Germany is a key Ally, not least in
voice in standing against developments that is growing relationship with the US, whose
may duplicate or undercut NATOhias found it interest in the Baltic region has to grow if the
convenient to hide behind the UK rather than EU and NATO are to succeed in managing the
confront countries S u seburty ghmllenges enrcastern flankh e  E U’ s
military power will decline with Brexit- a
potential framework nation will be lost, the
pool of available forces will shrink substantially
and the shortges of strategic enablers such as
ISTAR or strategic airlift will become even more
acute. Further, in the longer term, the UK will
not be able to contribute to the development of
concepts, command arrangements, and

Most interviewees saw NATO as relatively
insulated from Brexit, some arguing that it will
become even more important as it will bring
the entire West together at the same table and
become the main forum for discussing seturi
and defence. Thi s, and t
it will pay even greater attention to the Alliance
and will remain committed to
Enhanced Forward Presence
fits we |l | wi t h
channelling of its defence
relations through NATO. There
is, however, a e€gree of
concern that any bad blood
generated between the UK and
the EU member states during the Brexit process
will spill over to the NATO table. Further,
| policymakers and experts, are concerned that
he UK’s military power

common capabilities and standards. Vilnius
hopes that the UK will continue to participate in
the CSDP in a format that reflects its taity
power (Lithuania understands that London wil
be interested in continuing to participate if it is N ) o -

able to participate in decisiemaking) and also F:apgb|l|tym|ght dgclme it the Britiskeconomy
in the EDA, where Brexit is seen as a benefit as® hit hard by Brexit
the UK has consistently blocked increases to the

Agency s budget Vilnius is cautiously optimistic about further UK

involvement in regional formats such as NB8
Brexit will thus push Vilnius to evolve its and the Northern Group, some officials
position on EU defence issues furtherfrom emphasising that London has to decide what it
hardine scepticism 10 years ago, through wants in defencerelations with Europe, and
detachment and sceptical participation today, then choose the appropriate formats and
to becoming a pragmatic and involved partner channels. Lithuania hopes that the role and
tomorrow. It will alsoinspire a new impetus for  importance of NB8 will grow, as a means for the
defence integration, which may serve as a UK to stay in touch with likminded nations,
stimulus to address various defence shortfalls in feel the pulse of the EU and perhaps influence
Europe. Lithuania will wish to stay at the core of EUdevelopments. Some interviewees felt that
integration, but interviewees were uncertain the Northern Group would lose steam as
about which initiatives would take rootand London would be distracted by Brexit and
about the degree to which France and Germany participants such as Germany or Poland are
are actually prepared to invest in defence and uncertain of their role in this group; others
I n EU defence C 0 0 p e r expectat 1o. gain ld @ewemomenBum rathdifatus s
obsession with migration, its lack of coherence more on EU issues, not only NATO, as a regional

he
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format to engage the UK. JEF, meanwhile, isNonetheless, Polish interlocutors generally

regarded as a higheralue format for engaging expressed regret over the Brexit referendum

the UK than VJTF: the latter is just military and result, both on behalf of the UK, which they

has a changing composition, while the former is believe has weakened its own position and will

a politicatmilitary forum that branches out into  now have to rely mee on others for its

many specialized consultation fotaHowever, negotiating position, and on behalf of Poland

it is London that will have to show more who, in the EU at least, has lost a likénded

attention, be more active and investintothese al | 'y who shares mossof cl| ose
formats if they are to serve as platforms for the the threats facing Europe.

promised UK involvement in Europe; ateth

moment, this is not the case. As regards the CSDP, interviewees expected

that the proposals inidted by France and
Germany would inevitably be taken
INterviewees expeciechnattneNpropOSaIS IR EI R EST ARSI VIR SSlele

initiated by France and Germany woulo™  EEUCU USSR TLICINC Sl

. : positions are still being elaborated,
inevitably be taken forward the general view was that while

Poland would have preferred to
have the UK at the table acting as a maaterg

More widely, interviewees felt that Brexit will
damage the UK™'s ' Ma Bifience? PN Yitsel (\)N}:\shuﬁli[(ely to block

Europeans and weaken the EU with regard to these ideas. It does not believe that in most

gultlple gxternal thr;ats, |ncl.ud|ng an e}sgertlve areas it has sufficient weight to act as a counter
us s ! é' ‘ d'r ex II t h al 1 gnsg, Fr\gn%é land d\’ekmtarby an!y,I °h3v‘i‘h8 Yoced

strategic  aim _0 |srT1ant|ng the -currer?t severe criticism over its decision to cancel a

Euopean security architecture and Lithuania military helicopter procurement deal with

views with sorr_1e cpncern talk in Londop of Airbus, is not presently ready to court further
‘“normalising’ relations with Russia. There is al

recognition in
ILIECERihI VLML SEEETS SRR ccdoesS ot believethatin mostareas
ARSI CE LS it has sufficient weight to act as a counter

one of its staunhest advocates to France and German
departs the EU. .

controversy over European defence isstes.
Furthermore, several interviewees noted that

3.7 POLAND

Interviewees in Poland noted that the current the French/German proposals are not new and
Polish government, in contrast to its are quite modest (in many ways more so than
predecessor, views the UK as its primary the agen@ pursued by Poland during its
partner in Europe in security and defence. The presidency of the EU in the second half of
Poles value UK's seceur2Pllly S0mg tteryiewpes e algor esgve n
and role in the Nordidaltic region, which they

regard as professional, active, Iargeale, 28 PESCO: Permanent Structured Cooperation. Article 46 of the

visible and conveying an important political Treaty on European Union sets out pr
. . countries to take systematic steps towards a more coherent
message to Russia. The UK is a global powels ecurity and defence policy without

whose contribution to European security is EuropeanCommisi on, “1n Defence of Europe.
I ntegration as a ResponsEPSCo Europe’

largely delivered throughNATO; there iS NO  strategic Notesissue 4, June 2015, 7.

reason for this to change with Brexit https://ec.europa.ai/epsc/publications/strategicmotes/defence
" europe en#h31
®Theo Leggett, “Airbus criticises Po

27VJTF: NATO's Very High Readi ne&e aBBJ Mewhttp:/wiva.sbk.coffi/newsbeisiness37622842

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY



https://ec.europa.eu/epsc/publications/strategic-notes/defence-europe_en#h31
https://ec.europa.eu/epsc/publications/strategic-notes/defence-europe_en#h31
http://www.bbc.com/news/business-37622842

ICDS

INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY

opportunities in them, for example in allowing

for prudent planning in Brussels for
contingencies, thus making the EU more
responsive; in advancingthe capability

development programme; in building a more
useful role for the High Representative of the

Concerning the longer term, interviewees
expressed more  disagreement, some
speculating that the UK would suffer

economically and be forced to cut back on
capability, others arguing that the importance
of NATO to ke UK (and of the UK to NATO)

Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy; would ensure that the UK remained committed

and in allowing the CSDP to expand its range ofat a high

operational tasks. In general, Brexit offered an
opportunity to reflect on the CSDBf which the
member states should take advantag®olish
interviewees were also keen that the UK should

somehow remain involved in the CSDP, bothforNAT O’ s

its overall approach to the issueits insistence
that the CSDP does not costp with NATO
and its focus on capabilities and because it
has key capabilities that otheradk. They noted

that the intergovernmental nature of the

CFSP/CSDP should make arrangements easier tthat it

negotiatehere than in other portfolios.

In line with this, there was some concern that a

French/German driven CSDP would focus on

the south, inparticular on sukSaharan Africa,
to the detriment of the eastern agenda
(although it was felt
eastern efforts today—- EUAM and EUMM-
would be unaffectedf° Poland would wish that
the current balance- which they characterise
as one third easterfiocused and twethirds
southernfocused — should at least be
preserved. On the whole, though, they saw this
as unlikely and worried that countries
interested in a backo-business approach to
Russia may get the upper hand in the
recalitration of priorities that followed Brexit.

30 EUAM: Ewpean Union Advisory Mission, a civilian security
sector reform mission in Ukraine. EUMM: European Union
Monitoring Mission, a civilian monitoring mission in Georgia.

level to hard security. Some
interviewees expected that the UK would
increase its role in NATO and in particular in the
NordicBaltic region, for example by working to
improve coordination of the components of
Enhanced Forward
implementation of the Warsaw Summit
agreement is Poland’ s
will do whatever is necessary to keep this on
track.

key

Interviewees also expected that
the UK wold increase its role in
regional initiatives, such as the
Northern Group. Some viewed
this as a useful development, in
particular as a vehicle for
tackling Russian hybrid threats,
while others were concerned
would lead to an undesirable
regionaligtion of security arrangements.

The main focus of concerns over Brexit in
Sweden has been the potential economic
ir41phclt< aeﬁéi the szEilﬁetdepErt@rg fro% %n@ EU S
of other member states. The security impact
has largely been ignored by officials and
analysts and by the Swedish media. Swedish
interviewees regarded the UK as a model
country in the EU, whose presence has been
stabilising and has acted as a brake on more
federalist impulses. They saw Brexit as a huge
gamble for the UK, and expected a letiegm,
dramatic shift, whose effects for example on
relations between the remaining large EU
states, on other nations who might consider
leaving the Union, and on the durability of the
UK itself~ cannot be predicted. Brexit is thus a
sea change, which will have an impact on Baltic

ma |
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Sea securityMost countries, including the UK
itself, are not prepared for it. But even after
Brexit, Sweden expects that the UK will retain
influence through the nuclear deterrent and
through permanent membefip at the UN
Security Council.

Nonetheless, the UK will continue to be one of
the two main expeditionary powers in Europe,

closely with it to support the Baltic countries
since the early 1990s. In order to continue this
strong bilateral relationshipthe two Ministers
of Defence agreed a statement of intent in
summer 2016. Mostly it focuses on the sharing
of best practice in defence procurement and
the promoting of defence industry
collaboration between the two countries. It also
has an associated worgrogramme aimed at

Some Swedish securitypexts fear that Brexit
will lead to defence and security issues being

moved from the EU to NATO, weakening

{5SRSy Q4

alongside the French. Sweden would likesee
the UK continue to be active in CSDP crisis
management operations and in training

continuing the  fruitful  SwedisBritish
cooperation in Bltic Sea defence and security.

More broadly, Swedes argue that
the UK has been an anchor in the
international system. Sweden
expects that Brexit will mean a
more fragmented international
order, with Russia— whose
behaviour is detrimental to the
European security architecture

missions, even though it will no longer be a part benefiting from the resulting disarray. Russia is
of the CDSP. Sweden also expects the UK atisfied that the political and military influence

continue to be highly visible in the Baltics,

LI2AAGA2Y

. i ’ ) of the EU wil| di mi ni sh
especially in  Estonia, thogh its _NATO departure. One interlocutor thought it possible
presence. The VJTF and the JEF will also bf:‘ hat the UK’ s pending

important for keeping the UK militarily involved
in the Baltic Sea area. Furthermore, the interest
of the UK in the defence and security in the
NordicBaltic area through NORDEFCO and the
Northern Goup is welcome and would allow
those forms of cooperation to
thrive.

pose political and Igal challenges to the
sanctions policies the EU has adopted as a
response ¢

Russia’'s actions

The Brexit referendum result was as much a
surprise in the UK as it was elsewhere and wi
force the UK to revaluate its position in the
world

Some Swedish security exper

fear that Brexit will lead to

defence and security issues bei

moved from the EU to NATO

weakening Swed

(and thus they advocate

membership ofNATO for Sweden). Others see 3.9 THE UK

this as a possible outcome, but argue that the

EU s Article 42.7, t hAdthoughsnet|a Byt £qa gigte, we jalgoysqught

protect Sweden no matter what. views from the UK. The Brexit referendum
result was as much a surprise in the UK as it was

Bilaterally, the UK has provided an important elsewhere and will force the UK to-ewaluate

role model for the Swedish Defence Forces onits position in the world. At the moment, there

how to buld up, equip and train the military. is no consensus on the best approach. Some

Sweden has a strong interest in keeping the UKsee an opportunity for the UK to become an

involved in Baltic security and has worked independent global power. Others argue that

a ¢

e xit

n
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the UK will need to retain thstrongest possible interviewees observed that Brexit could weaken

links with the EU and perhaps compensate fort he UK’ s position by under

operating outside the system by contributing in allies. In any event, the UK would remain
other ways, with defence and security being an committed to NATO, is well aware of its
obvious choice. The UK still has a large andinternational obligations and takes seriously the
capable military (albeit much weaker than it has threat from Russia. It has recently increased its
been in the past), a permanent seat on the UN contribution significantly, for example through

Security Council and the nuclear deterrent. ThHisNA T O’ s Enhancefresendeor war d

type of cooperation would not betoo Nonetheless, several interlocutors expected
controversial domestically. that Brexit would result in at least slower
economic growth, if not recession. This would
impact the defence budget, with procurement
programmes amongst the first things to suffer
UK defence spendingurrently prioritises big

Many interviewees in London, however, saw
further EU defence integration as a direct
threat to searity, which would undermine

NATO by duplicating ~ structuse diverting defence infrastructure projects, fast jets,

resources and destroying unity of com.m.and. maritime aviation, aircraft carriers, attack
The UK has also always been suspicious of

o def h submarines, next generation nuclear
giving ] mpre power OYGT efence to the deterrence submarines, and defence research
Commission (although it is the UK that has

and technology. This problem would be

Lnade the most usg f_ t hhe EU" s &%Jmso@ncdgd b91 %orork e%«éhnge rates and a
y transparent tendering). These moves wou government apparently less committed to

risk US disengagement, which could on!y be financial consolidation and austerity.
counterbalanced by better defence expenditure

in Europe. The proposal for a European The UK fears, though, that France may no
operational headquarters, for example, is longer see it as a natural partner in defence.
wasteful and he UK will continue to veto this UK/French defence cooperation has been
the EU should complement NATO and not positive under the 2010 LancasteHouse
compete with it. Even so, there is mutual Treaty, and while the immediate impact may be
interest in keeping the UK involved in the EU small, in the longer term France may be
security  framework, for example in uncomfortable having its closest ally outside
coordinating foreign and security polieywhich the structures it has been building for 40 years.
also needdo be aligned with US polieyand in While interviewees expected a change in the
EU operations (migration operations in the UK/US relationship, th@npact in the defence
Mediterranean are of particular interest) area would be less; nonetheless the US would
Qreative thought needs to beiggen as to how look to build deeper relationships with
bestto achieve this. Germany and France.

Interviewees stressed the primacy of NATO in Many interviewees also expected the northern
region to continue to be a
priority. The UK feels a strong
geographical attachment to
the north and a strong affinity
with its northern partners. It
worries about the challenges

UK’ s s e cngrargting that Brexit would posed by Russia in ¢hregion and sees an

thus mean little in security and defence terms, opportunity to stress here the overriding

either for the UK itself, or for others. While i mportance of NATO uni

there may be no direct impact, some |n this regard, UK interlocutors generally saw

ty

a
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Brexit as a boost t o tiew felts dowdd take many paths, inanadf whiahg e n d a

arguing that Russia would prefer to deal with a could be relied upon with any confidence. The
less coherent Europe, and would welcome any wide range of possible outcomes evident in the
moves t hat woul d w enmiky evritten nathrials corieddriing the effect of
programmes of exporting the rule of law to Brexit on security is also testament to the
Russia’s nei ghbour koo o dunpredidiabilitymfare présent sguatiom o ¢ k

economic effects in Poland, Romania, and the
Baltic states may also persuade Russia to
beliewe that it could extend its sphere of

influence at a lower cost. Interviewees also

The identification of appropriate security policy
responses t o artureh feom thé’

S

European Union is t2?hus

de
a

expected that wi t hout Tt}erﬁ &€ PRy Scomplt:‘f?(fiqteﬂdgpﬁngeg?ies,t he

the situation is fluid, and the scope of
uncertainty is very large. In order to make some
sense of this untidiness, we have identified a
set of critical wmcertainties and used these to
construct a number of scenarios plausible
futures that can be used to help understand the
potential risks and opportunities of Brexit, and
the policies that are most likely to succeed in an
unpredictable situation. Accordinto van der
Heijden, scenarios are:

EU centre of gravity would shift away from
sanctions, which may in any case be a less
attractive policy to the UK if its economy
suffers.

A major theme to emerge from the interviews
conducted with officialand researchers in the
Baltic Sea states was that of uncertainty. No
country has stated an intent to leave the EU
before, let alone attempted the complex
negotiations necessary to disentangle

itself from, and define a new
relationship with its former parters.

The UK itself had no plan for dealing

with a vote in favour of leaving, the

Foreign and Commonwealth Office
having concluded, “that

They come in sets, representing the fact
that there is considerable uncertainty in the
future. The set is intended to be

r'eptresen}/glt?\l/esof thne Oratnge of possible

appropriate to carry out fcuqrbtr{an encyop%er?tnsn'anngd o

evel
ahead of the referendur® Further, the UK

referendum result ame at a time when Europe
faces a wide range of complex security
challenges that will all, in one way or another,
feel some effect from Brexit; rarely has
Europe’ s security s i In ardet to @mstructdhe pcenarioevek follosved

describe circumstances in the environment
that could have a major impact on our
business, but are essentially outside our
own co%htrol ”.

delicate. In such circumstances, while manyastuct ur ed ‘ ma ¥ Whilitisanptpr oac h

interviewees expessed hopes concerning the possible to predict the future, it is possible to
outcome and i mpacts of the UK's departure,
they were quick to acknowledge that their
realisation could not be guaranteed. The future,

#Horst W J Rittel, and Melvin
Theory o fPoliey Saienoeb(19g3): 160.

33Kees van der HeijdeScenarios. The Art of Strategic
Conversation. 2 Edition(Chichester: John Wiley & Sons Ltd,

31 House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committeguipping the 2006), 114.

Government for BrexiHC 43120 July 2016, 9. 341bid., 247251.

‘“internally consi stent
narrative descriptions

of

C

M Webb
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identify the factorslikely to have the greatest which would result in 512 scenarios. We
effect in determining different futures. These brought together those that addressed similar
“critical uncertaint i ¢hemes inoaer to groduce thees seandrid axes
matrix form to idently the defining and eight scenarios. Third, not all futures that
characteristics of a future, each future being a result from this matrix approach will be
unique combination of the critical uncertainties. plausible; we discarded three such futures
The scenario is then a narrative describing this leaving a set of five scarios from which to
future and the events that led to it. For draw conclusions

CSDP
does not develop develops
further further
engaged in - ;
R Scenario 1 Scenario 2
CSDP
UK
not engaged : . :
S A Scenario 3 Scenario 4
in CSDP -

Figure 2. Example Scenarios

example, two crittal uncertainties are whether
or not CSDRvill developfurther after Brexit,
and whether or not the UMiill continueto play

a role in it. Combining these uncertainties in a
2x2 matrix lead to four scenarios (Figure 2).

In order to place at least some constraints on
the current study, we have made assumptions
that certain eventualities will not feature in any
of our scenarios. These are:

There are some practical aspects tbe

considered in implementing this approach. 1. Brexit will happen. While there are a
First, in order to confine the problem, it may be number of circumstances that could
necessary to identify some assumptions about lead to the UK remaining an EU
what will not change in any future. Second, it member state after all, we assume here
may be necessary to collapse the critical that Brexit does indeed mean Brexit

uncertainties into a morenanageable set. Our the UK will trigger Article 50 of the

study identified nine critical uncertainties, Treaty on European Union, conduct exit



| C D S INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY

2.

negotiations, and leave the EU. It is
possible that this may not happen
quickly. The UK may delay triggering
Article 50 and/or the negotiation of the
withdrawal agreement may lasfor
many more years than the maximum of
two foreseen in the Treaty. The role of
Parliament and the  devolved
administrations in triggering Article 50,
in contributing to the development of
the UK’'s negoti ati
agreeing to the withdrawal agement
are, for example, still unclear and, in
some cases, the subject of legal
proceedings. Although this would lead
to a longer period of uncertainty, it
would not substantively affect the post
Brexit security environment. The UK
will in the end leave r&d, insofar as the
other member states are already
preparing for a futurewithout it, the
key Brexit moment is not the date of
eventual withdrawal, but the point at
which the UK government announced
that it would implement the
referendum result.

The EU wiilnot collapse. There is a fear
that other member states will follow
the UK’'s exampl e,
damaging the EU, perhaps fatally. We
assume here that any forces
encouraging the further fragmentation
of the Union will be contained. There
will be an EU of 27 member states after
Brexit.

Russia will continue to challenge the
West. While not contingent upon

Brexit, the challenges posed by Russia

clearly impact the security of the EU

and the Baltic Sea region and demand

certain responses by states anebional
organi sations. We
current policies of confrontatin with
the West will continue.

ass

4. The Middle East and North Africa will
remain unstable. While again not
contingent upon Brexit, the security
challenges posed to Europe by these
regions also demand responses by
states and regional organisations. We
assume that instability will continue to
the south of Europe.

ng position, and in
Although there are many uncertainties related
t o har d security t hat res
decisionto leave the EU, some will have greater
impact than others. Those that havéhe
greatest impact can be used to define a wide
spread of scenarios. From our interviews with
officials and researchers in the Baltic Sea states,
and from our review of the litetare, we
identified the following critical uncertainties as
likely to have greatest effect in shaping the
future European and B#c Sea security
environments:
1. Development of the CSDP. With the UK
no longer able to take the lead in
blocking defence initia¥es in the EU,
will the CSDP be developed into an
effective tool of EU foreign and security
policy? Or without t he
d e p gontributiergandf sieadying woiged will it
become a toothless bureaucracy?
2. The effect on NATO. Wil
European seurity decrease, either
through a burdersharing agreement
with the EU, or through American
frustration with the E
take more responsibility for European
security? Or will it increase, as the UK,
followed by other likeminded nations,
chooses to emphasise the position of
NATO at the expense of the EU?
3. The UK’'s involvement i n

uthrﬁ éEU ?nﬂhg VK bﬁ %bge éoin%gotlgte
terms that allow the UK to continue to
participate in the CSDP after Brexit? Or

will either party be unwilling or wble
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to accept conditions for continued UK
involvement?

4. The economic and political impact on
UK defence. Will the UK continue to
fulfil its role as a major player in
European defence arrangements? Or
will a combination of its position in the
world, its economic circumstances, and
its possible breakup after Briprevent

this?

The UK’ s i nvol-Balicme
regional security arrangements. Will the
UK continue to take an active interest in
the security of the NordiBaltic region?
Or will a combination of politics and
economics prevent this?

The relationsip of the US with
European capitals. Will the UK be able
to continue to act as a link between the
US and the European Union? Or will
Washington prefer to deal with one or
more other EU member states?

7. The bal ance of t he
sout hern agendas.
influence, w | | a ‘French’

Will the UK continue to fulfil its role as a

major payer in European defence

arrangements? Or will a combination of

its position in the world, its economic
circumstances, anitls possible breakup
after Brexit prevent this?

the CSDP towards being a crisis
management instrument focused on
Europe’ s sout hern

remaining northern and eastern

member states be able to maintain a
CSDP that looks to the eastern
challenges as well?

8. The politcal will of European nations to
contain Russia. Will the EU continue to

make efforts to contain Russia, for

example through sanctions? Or will a
combination of a more pragmatic UK
foreign policy outside the EU, and a
dominance of more conciliatory voices
within the EU lead Europe to a policy of
appeasement towards Russia?

9. Leadership in the EU. Will French
approaches and policies to security and
defence dominate in the EU once the
UK’ s wvoice is excluded?~
approaches prevail?
nt ipﬁ N o |pd i C

4.3 SCENARIO CONSTRUCTION

In order to construct scenarios, we collapsed
the nine critical uncertainties listed above into
three scenario axes, each of which maps a
range of uncertairies in a twedimensional
space:

1. Military CSDP Civilie
uncertainties 1- 2). A military CSDP,
resulting from greater (successful)
defence integration in the EU, would

cs BWe scompgtent dnstiutions, nd

Wi t ‘Hech'BI‘? CapP.b|1\|It¥ to BHRW th EU to
a ng(gehtaé(ea milig)a[}/ Scrlj]sis management
as part of a comprehensive
approach. A civilian CSDP
would have only the tools
required for civilian crisis
management. The
relationship between the
type of CSDP and the effect
on NATO is not
predetermined; possibilities
are explored in the scenarios.

>

2. UK Strongly Engaged
i 1 a Rngaged (@itical yicertgies 3-f) At
one end of the axis: the UK would be
politically and economically able and
willing to maintain a substantial
position in European  security
arrangements; in particular, it would be
willing and able to remain committed
to the security of theBaltic Sea region;
and arrangements would be agreed

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY
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through which the UK was able to
participate to as full an extent as
possible in the CSDP. With the UK
engaged, it could be expected to retain
a role in linking the US and the EU.

In this section, we develop scenariesarrative
descriptions of the plausible futures that result
from the combinaion of the three scenario
axes.
3. Sout hern Focus o Eastern Focus
(critical uncertainties 7+ 9). At one end
of the axis, the CSDP would be a tool
for crisis management in countries to
the south of Europe, most likely due to (The UK is strongly engaged; the CSDP is
the dominance of France in policy Southern focused, and military.) Although it has
making. A t he ot her elgfigthe EY, thhe UK pag bogh the capability and
action outside its boundaries would Will to remain closely engaged in EU defence

also have an eastern dimension. matters, and appropriate arl’angements to
allow a generous level of parimtion have

“Club Med Abroad” x

“CSDP's Last Gasp” “MordicTribe”

“Confident Europe
Competent Crisis Management”

Southern

focus A

B
x “NATO Supreme”

Civilian

Figure 3 PostBrexit Scenarios

The eight futures that result from the been agreed. Under these arrangements, while
combinations of these scenario axes in a three it has no formal role in decision making, the UK
dimensonal space are shown in FigureSome r et ai ns a ‘voice’ thand
of these were discarded on thgrounds of = CSDPThe UK has recognised the need of the
implausibility or duplication. The remaindare remaining member states to make a success of
elaborated further below. the EU Defence don and, partly with a view to
achieving the best possible Brexit deal, has



CDs

INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY
e

contained its natural tendency to criticise labour in and around Europe. While NATO is
further defence integration. Germany, and supportive of t h @& crikid)’
other key member states, have thrown their management, it remains the cornerstone of

S

C Ol

wei ght behi-sadylae’ ' FOSeDiPailr oupned esr def ence arrangert

which the institutions and militarycapabilities  guarantor of the sovereignty and tetwrial
necessary for it to conduct effective crisis integrity of the Allies.

management in and around Europe have been
developed. At present, participation in these
arrangements, while open to all, is voluntary

The accomplishment of the arrangements
described in this scenario would be a positive
outcome. Tle EU would end up with real,
usable military capability and
would be an effective actor on

The EU and NATO would be complementay
workable division of responsibility between the
two organisations would have been defined and

implemented and NATO would also benefit fro

the world stage. The primacy
of NATO in delivering the
defence of Europe and carrying
out hard crisis management

0KS o9 : Qa YAfAGF NB © - 3 when transatlantic interests
programme were threatened, and ta
continuing role of the US in

European security, would be
h EU’ f
the EU's defence arrangsfemé Lu and SNATB Swolld be

developed undr a PESCO framework initially
launched by France, Germany, Italy and Spain
The EU has thus built the institutions and habits
of thinking needed to decide upon appropriate
defence policies and actions, and to plan and
conduct crisis management operationgth a
substantial military component. On the military
side, it has reinvigorated existing mechanisms
for capability development, ensuring that the
EU can call upon both wahained and
equipped force elements able to tackle a range
of crisis managementasks and the strategic
enablers necessary to conduct complex

operations. It is engaged in a series of crisis .
structures, or failing to develop arrangements

management operations, most of these on N

g , P that allow for the propeI: %oordmatlon of NATO
Europe’s southern pererf?iE S I'sS model
ﬁa d

CSDP has been well received by the US, whic
sees that Europds, at last, taking a greater
share of the burden for its own security.
Relations between the EU and NATO are good
not least because in its new position as a ©ion
EU European Ally (with Albania, Iceland,
Norway and Turkey) the UK has taken a positive
and onstructive role in addressing this
challenge. Close cooperation between the two
organisations, has allowed the EU and NATO to
come to a new understanding of the division of

complementary — a workable division of
‘responsibility between the two organisations
would have been defined and implemented and

capability development programme.

There are, however, risks in developing these
arrangements. First, there is a risk that in their
enthusiasm to proceed with EU defence
integration, and in the absence of UK
participation in EU decisiemaking European
nations would invest in the CSDP at the expense
of NATO, for example unnecessarily duplicating

circumstanceNATO would be weakened, both
directly because of a lack of investment by the
European Allies and indirectly because of
'American dissatisfaction. The anticipated -EU
NATO relationship and division of labour might
thus fail to materialise. Second, there igigk

that eastern security challenges that are
presently handled under the CSDP for

example security sector reform in Ukraine and
confidence building in Georgia would be

neglected. Further, a southern focus might

8r l.es. . ode 0
defence planning processes. In such

NATO would also benefit fromttleU’ s mi | i t ar

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY
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divert resources that could be poteatly be retained the ability and will to remain engaged

used to develop a more robust eastern agenda in European (if not necessarily EU) defence

for the CSDP than currently exists. matters, in the EU, podBrexit attempts to
reinvigorate the CSDP have amounted to very
little. The assumption of many member states

eastern focused, and military.) This scenario road towards deeper defence integration would

was discarded. While the geometry of the be clear has proved false. The loss of one of
scenario axegeneratsssuch a scenario, wedo Europe’s two main interver
not consider this particular future to be also severely damaged the military ambition

plausible. The CSDP is a crisis management toolhat France had for the EU; France, in any case

and there is no serious ambition for it to be disillusimed in recent years by the reluctance

anything other than this. While it may be used ©f most European nations to invest in an

for military capacity building in states to the e€xpeditionary role for the CSDP, now prefers to

east of the EU, it will not be used to intervene PUt its energy into bilateral initiatives with like

militarily in crises that would risk a direct Minded countries, in particular the UK. This,
confrontation with Russia. Military intervention @l ong wi t h t h eisydgpossioncont i n
in crises to the east clearly requires US during and after the Brexit negotiation to

engagementand wodl t hus f al | {ihgréEl defence iptegsation means thateth
remit. Unionhas been unable to build the institutions

and processes needed to take a more active
role in harder crisis management tasks. The lack
of UK navalcontributions has also deeply

(The UK is strongly engaged; the

CSDP is southern focused, and

civiian.) This scenario was

discarded on the grounds that it is

very similar to scenario G, which

we elaborate below. The

difference between these two

scenarios is whether or not the

_ _ i mpacted the EU' s ability
UK is engaged, and the issues are much the . . .
L . . operations while a lack of French leadership
same in either case there is little to be gained ,
means that the EU’s | and c

from fully developing both scenarios.
Moreover, we do not consider that scenario C
represents a plausible future. A CSDP with very
little military activity would be a weaker CSDP
than currently exists. We find it unlikely that
this would be an attractive frameworloif the
UKto play a role in-its foreign policy strength

in multinational security fora draws heavily on
its military capacity.

slowly wound down. The UK, meanwhile, has
invested much effort in NATO, persuading dike
minded nations to focus on the Alliance as the
primary vehicle for European defence
arrangements. The vacuum created by the
disengagement of the CSDP is to be partly filled
by UK and Freneled coalitions, or by NATO
operations in which the US provides akén
presence. Finland and Sweden, concerned at
the weakening of t he EU’ s
have worked to enhance their defencelated
bilateral relationships with the US and the UK.

(The UK is strongly engaged; the CSDP idn the absence of French engagement,
eastern focused, and civilian.) While the UK hasleadership of the CSDP has falldo a
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somewhat reluctant Germany, which has management. The CSDP, while not living up to
steered the EU in the direction of civilian crisis its early promise, has achieved some successes
management and capacity building. Without in this area, which would be lost in the
France to push for a southern agenda, the CSDRarrangementghat result from this scenario.

is largely focused on the east. Here, the EU has

achieved some quiet saesses. The US, while

di ssatisfied at the EU’'s unwillingness to take
some of the harder security burden, has (The UK is weakly engaged; the CSDP is
recognised that European security remains in its Southern focused, and military.) Stung by a
own interests. It has remained hostile Brexit negotiation process, its military
unenthusiastically engaged in European security Weakened by the adverse economic impact of
through NATO, wére it constantly condemns '€aving the EU, and facing the prospect of

t he European nat i on s Scotlish jrglgpedengs, theqlKs kag daggely
investment. retreated from European security matters. It

has remained committed to NATO, and to the

Under such arramgment s, Eur o p enhdhcedSFBrivadd Plededce, but has found this
needS W0u|d Continue to be br0ad|y SatiSﬁed, a severe Strain on |tS armed forces_ It |S

albe|t in a SomeWhat decentl’ahsed faShion, and Certainly unable to Spare resources

to pursue other multilateral or
bilateral defencerelated initiatives.
The remaining EU member states,
meanwhile, determined to make a
success of the EU Defence Union and
to fill the vacuum created by the
departure of the UK, have rapidly
with less attention given to the challenges from developed the institutions neceas/ to decide
the south— NATO would be unlikely to take a ypon and conduct civiliamilitary crisis

substantial role here and significant opdions management operations. They have also
would only be possible where UK and Frenchinstituted and committed to a defence

interests aligned; this could be a source of jndustrial and technological base and a military
tension between these two states. The Alliance capability development agenda. The

would in the shorter term become somewhat reinvigorated CSDP has become a valuédué

stronger at the expense of the CSDP, buttheEUp f cri si s management. Fol |
would continue, and perps enhance, its | t s focus i s on Europ
engagement on its eastern borders. neighbourhood, especially in siaharan

Africa. There has been insufficient weight
There is a risk however, that in these pehind the eastern agenda to preserve a role
circumstances, the US would gradually for the CFSP/CSDP there. The US hasnespl
disengage from European security due 10 fayourably to these developments and EU
Europe’ s u collectivelyit;m gakee s §ATO relations are constructive although the
responsibility for itself, ultimately weakning  yK is something of an awkward associate as it

NATO. The lack of a itary component ofthe  ¢asts around for a new role and critigss its
CSDP would leave Europe with no capacity toformer partners

act where NATO was not engaged, weakening

the EU as a global actor. Further, there are risksin this scenario, the EU is able to develop a
associated with NATO being the only tool in the capable bol for multidimensional crisis
toolbox — the Alliance is simply not well suited management, albeit one that is not ready to

to conducting comprehensive crisis meet al l the contingencies
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security — the eastern agenda is largely throughout Europe- the economic downturn

neglected. There is a risk that this will lead to affecting the UK after Brexit has not been

tension in the EU between France and athe confined to the UK alone and the US, tired of

member states. French dominance may also dealing with a continent unwilling to stand up

produce difficulty in the defence industrial for itself, has begun to disengage. Under the
spher e, i f t he EU’ s deaffleeartede leaderships ofr a adinclimed | i cy i
steered towards satisfying French industrial Germany, the CSDP has become a vehicle for
interests. This may be especially relevant if the civilian crisis management only, its activities
non-availability to the EU of UK defence focused largely on dealing with the challenges
capability, in particular strategic enablers such of migration from the south. Russia, ready to

as lift and intelligence assets, requiresittobecapi t ali se on the West’'s d
provided from elsewhere in Europe. is watchful fo opportunities.

This is clearly an undesirable outcome. The EU
would be much weakened in such a scenario, its

(The UK is weakly engaged; the CSDP is easterprestige and world position diminished. Beyond

focused, and military.) This scenarimas t he CSDP, Europe’'s, and e
discarded. As with scenario B, we do not economic difficulties might also threaten

consider it likely that a CSDP with a substantialN A T O’ sgement gnathe Baltic Sea region

military component will focus its &uities to  throughthe Enhanced Forward Presence.

the east of Europe.

(The UK is weakly engaged; the CSDP is eastern
(The UK is weakly engaged; the CSDP ifocused, and civilian.) The negative economic
southern focusedand civilian.) The UK is both i mpact of the UK’'s departu
unwilling and economically unable to engage in led to reductons in its defence budget and
European defence arrangements, except for forced it to consider carefully its defence
what it regards as an irreducible minimum priorities. Although the remaining member
commitment to NATO. The EU, meanwhile, has states are agreeable to it continuing to play a
been damaged by the departure of one of its role in the CSDP (albeit one with fewer
most sgnificant constituents, both in the eyes privileges than it would have as a member
of the world and in the eyes of the remaining state), the UK itself does not wish to participate
member states. In the climate of low self in a scheme which it has always doubted and
confidence that f ol | owquéntyebstlktieds Thaaagemaess af Eraneen t
of its departure, and with the lengthy and and others for a deeper EU defence union has,
complex business of negotiating theps&ation however, been insufficient to galvanise
absorbing a great deal of time and energy, the anything but the most grudging partiztion of
ambition for greater EU defence integration has the more sceptical member states. The military
faltered. In part, this is because several other component of the CSDP has withered and,
sceptical member states, concerned about the restricted to the institutions and capabilities
decline of NATO have begun to see the CSDP aavailable before Brexit, the CSDP has retreated
an unwelcome distraction and have come to a largely civilian venture. In the absence of
together to voice their concerns. France, leadership fron a disappointed France, its focus
disillusioned by this lack of commitmenitas has shifted from the south to the east. The UK,
also losffaith in the EU defence project. Despite  meanwhile, considers its commitments to
the concern of some Europeans about the NATO to be essential and has prioritised its role
threat to NATO, military capability has declined in the Enhanced Forward Presence in Estonia
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and Poland. Further, in order to retars much  turn fosters a strong transatlantic relationship

influence and presence as possible, it has also(scenario A“ Conf i dent Europe,
invested more in regional arrangements, Cr i si s M g; ntlee g @SDF® Mdcdmes a

notably the Northern Group and JEF and haslargely easterdocused civilian instrument,

sought an association with the NB8 framework. leaving military crisis management around

These moves have been a political successEurope to be led by the UK and Frahae

While they have contributedlittle to the occasionally NATO, and in which NATO
physical development of European military b e c o me s E u rdanpnant ssecuniyr e
capability, they have done much to engrain organisation (scenarioD “ NAT O )Shepr e me”
habits of cooperation and contributed to CSDP has a strong military dimension, mostly
greater levels of interoperability among the aimed at tackling crises to the south of Europe,

nations involved. The US has seen thisbut in which the UK does noparticipate
development in a positive lighand has also (scenario E “ Cl ub Mgtk UK doeso a d ”
begun to engage more in the Norelaltic not participate in theCSDP, which has become

region through its Enhanced Partnership in a civilian instrument focused to the south of
Northern Europe (fPINE) initiative. Europe, and a disillusioned US disengages from
European security (scenario,G “ CSDP’' s L a
Ga p"and the GDP becomes a civilian
instrument focused to the east of Europm

This scenario offers the prospect of stronger
regional arrangements in the Baltic Sea region.

There qre hadvan;ag;s dt.o @;eé Io!efence which the UK does not participat@referring to
cooperation here-the Nordic and Baltic states invest its limited resources in strengthening

and the UK share similar concerns on securityNA.I.O and NordicBaltic regional —security

and similar approaches to add.ressmg security arrangements (scenarioH * Nor i ¢ Tri be”
challenges. Under an appropriate framework

and leadership, the NordiBaltic area could
become a strog subregional group. There is,
however, a risk that in doing so, it will
undermine the cohesion

and unity of the wider

Alliance and the EU.

From the eight futures that

result from the combination of our three
scenario axes, which in turn emgsulate the
nine critical uncertainties that result from
Brexit, we have elaborated five scenarios. These
are not the only scenarios that might result
from the various scenario axis combinations
that the matrix approach presents, but they
represent a brod spread of plausible futures
against whictpolicy decisions can be tested.

We have thus developed scenarios in which:
the UK participates in building a CSDP with a
strong military dimension, mostly aimed at

tackling crises to the south of Europe, which in
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it to participate as fully as possibla the CSDP
after its departure.

Interviewees also felt that hard security in
Europe and in the Baltic Sea region would be
mostly unaffected by Brexit, largely because
this is delivered through NATO and there is no
reasonto&a pect UK’ s departure f

The officials and researchers interviewed for .have. an impact here. Indeed, many
this study generally agreed that Brexit was interviewees expected that compensatory UK
unexpected and that it was a piaund event. investment in those defence formats in which it
Beyond thisthere was little consensus on what "émained would mean that NATO would
the future might hold, or on how best to become stronger, that ENATO cooperation
mitigate any negati veWouldnhe, eqhanced,and fhatg regignal o
departure from the EU However several arrangements such as the Northern Group and
common themes emerged. Most of our JEF would be strengthened (the Baltic states
interlocutors in the Baltic Sea statdmlieved Were notably more sceptical than others on the

that their countries shared with the UK views value of these regional arrangements).
on and approaches to security that would be However, there was some concemn  as to
harder to pursue after Brexit, without the active Whether the UK would bable, economically, to

support of the UK itself. More specifically, they sustain its commitment to European security in
were largely sceptical about the need for the longer term. Finally, most interviewees felt
further defene integration in the EU, or at that Russia would benefit from Brexit, as it

least wary of the agenda for defence would weaken Western cohesion. Many also
integration being pursued by leading states € X PT €ssed concerns that ir

those EU member states who

favoured normalising relations

with Russia would gain the

upper hand; and that the UK

itself may wish to explore

some sort of reset withRussia.

such as France and GermaMonetheless, they

expected that it would happen and that they

would find it hard not to participate. There was

gener | concern that the UK’'s departure would
leave gaps in the capabilities available to the

EU, that the link between the EU and

Washington would be weakened, that the In order to explore some of the security issues
CFSP/CSDP would become southern facing afurrounding Brexit, we have constructed a
the expense of the EuURUBberohscepadgs. Scenagos greyiliustratigng g
that an EU defence union would involve ©f plausible futures, not predictions. While each
arrangements that would duplicate NATO. individual scenario should be internally
Partly because of these concerns, they did not consistent, it is unlikely hat t he
wish to see the UK treated too harshly in the will play out exactly as foreseen in a scenario;
Brexit negotiations and hoped  that rather the real future will be made up of

arrangements could be found that would allow €léments of several scenarios and much else
besides. Scenarios can thus help to make

real



current planning robust to a set of possible postBrexit isthus not just the right thing for
futures, bu they cannot generally be used to the wealthy, mature democracies of Europe to
prescribe a set of decisions thatill secure a  do, and notjust a wise hedging strategy, but is
certain outcome. also instrumental in asur i ng NATO' s f
since it makes Europeans more attractive and
credible partners to the US in the transatlantic
defence relationship. This ambitiofor the
CSDP is also not new, but
again acquires urgency in
the current geopolitical
environment andin view of

Two elements are essential for European
security (and, therefore, Baltic and Estonian

Two elements are essential for European securit
to remain resilient in the range of scenarios we

have considered: military capability, and the uncertain attitudes of

solidarity anong the European allies the incoming us
administration towards
NATO.

security) to remain resilient in the range of
scenarios we have considered: militaty st oni a’ s strategBrexit ai m f
capability, and solidarity among the European arrangements  should, therefore, be the

allies. Only with military capability ilv the  geyelopment of a more militarily capable CSDP,
European states have the physical means 10 ang an approach to the Brexit negotiations that

take responsibility for a wide range of gjows the UK to be as closepgaged with this
comprehensive security challenges, thus both a5 possibleln terms of the scenarios we have

solving security problems and persuading the developed, this aim would correspond most
US that European security remains deservingofc | g se|ly to scenario A (*

its support. Only with

solidarity, will they have the L
e The development of a strong CSDP {Rysixit is

insights are not new, butl A WA= CE NS S A TR R
UEEICE ISR EIE R A keSS EUropeansimore attractveancerecdiole
SR LEC LSRN  partners to the US in the maatlantic defence

created by t he . -
departure from the EUand, relatuonsnip

perhaps more so, by the

prospect of a Trump presidency. Competent Crisis Manager
_ el ements of scenarams D (*
In the scenarie we have constructed, the CSDP H (“Nordic Tribe"). This -

is a vehicle for delivering both Europeénd
transatlantic) military capability and solidarity;
and solidarity is much improved in
circumstances in which the UK remains engaged
in European security- specifically when itsi

the following more immediate objeates.

1. Estonia should commit to the further
development of the CSDP on the basis

able to participate as fully as possible in the of the High  Repres
CSDF: The development of a strong CSDP Implementation Plan on Security and

Defence. Overall, thiplan contains a
35 As a process based around the creation of a narrative, scenario modest set of pl‘OpOSBJS that should
construction inevitably involves a great deal of subjectivity. We allow the CSDP to become more
acknowledge that these conclusions in part reflect our own . i i
beliefs and biases. Not all would agréhat the CSDP is such a effective, without the adverse impacts

vehicle, or that the UK's engagemermat'sévefdsta@é’qédnby:tﬁéUlkyfealgean

solidarity. See, therefore, our conclusions relating to further L .
work. Nonetheless, certain interests still need

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY
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to be guarded, for example Estonia
should ensurehat:

a.

the permanent capability to plan
and conduct CSDP missions
(previously the infamous OHQ)
should be civiliammilitary in
nature, both to capitalise on the

be a t heme for
presidency of the EU;

d. collective defence must remain
the business of NATO, and NATO
must remain the framework for
transatlantic security relations;
and

EU’ s natur al stren%the i

comprehensive approach and to
avoid unnecessary duplicatior
real or supposed- with NATO. It
should also not be unnecessarily
large;

there must (as the UK has
consistently argued) be a strong
capabilities  component; the
revitalised CSDP must not simply
be about institutions. The gaps in
capability available to the EU i
need to be reassessed in the light

florts MUst bet nrwlage to ensure

that the EU, ad the UK outside it,
remain alert to and respond
appropriately to the challenges
posed by Russia.

2. Further work will be needed to think
through the detail of the High
Representative’s pr
more modest than the
French/German/Italian/Spanish
proposals that preceded them,
suggesting that there is room to
progress further at a later date-

Opo:

of the UK’ s deparpdfRapsa@®déring Estonia’

mechanisms for the common
development and ownership of

capability, such as pooling and
sharing, will need to be re

energised. Here, the EDA will need
to play a key role. Capability
planning must be  closely

coordinated with NATO, as most
capability available to the EU will
also be available to the Alliance.
Capabilities for the CSDP might be

the EU. A paragrapby-paragraph
analysis of what is currently on the
table, and an assessment of the
opportunities for tirther development
is beyond the scope of this report.
Estonia should undertake this analysis.

3. More importantly, Estonia should +e
evaluate its own red lines with respect
to security and defence in the EU and
be ready to be an advocate for the

a theme for Estoni aCSPP puthe Pierd mainpey states,

of the EU in the second half of
2017;

the CSDP must also have an
appropriate eastern agenda; it
must not be designed entirely to
deal with crises in Africa. This is
both because the EU can add
value in the east and to ensure the
commitment of the more eastemn
focused member states, notably
those around the Baltic Sea. Again,

including those in the Baltic Sea region
who remain sceptical. Brexit offers an
opportunity for a fundamental rethink
of European defence and security
issues. This strategic shock should
provide an impetus to all member
states to reexarmine their perceptions
and policies with regard to the CSDP.
The “no duplication
retired in favour of an approach that
weighs proposals cadwgy-case,
examines whether duplication really is

the CDSP’'s eastern mwleeddand imirgadyt indeed, to

me
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6.

accept some dujration when the
wider benefits are assessed to
outweigh the costs. Crucially, the UK
should also be encouraged to -re
evaluate, as a nemember state, its
attitudes to European defence
integration. A confident UK, working
closely with the rest of Europe no
defence issues would be a good
outcome; an embittered UK criticising
its former partners for failing to see
things as it does, would not.

In support of the above, the ENATO
relationship needs to be strengthened.
As a first step, Estonia should work
towards ensuring that the Warsaw
Summit Declaration by the two
organisations is put into full effect. This
issue might also be an objective for
Estonia’'s presidency
the UK, shortly to become the most
important nonEU European Ally, might
be dso encouraged to take a leading
role, raising and expanding the UK
Estonian defence bilateral relationship
from the practical level to the policy
level.

Brexit also offers an opportunity to
(further) re-energise NATO. European
defence expenditure is risin and at
Warsaw the Alliance saw, arguably, its
most substantive summit for many
years. Nonetheless, the Allies can
capitalise further
determination to invest more in NATO
provided that this does not obstruct
parallel development in th&CSDP- to
build a still stronger Alliance to meet
the current set of security challenges.
Estonia should continue to be an
advocate for a strong NATO.

Similarly, buil ding
in the Baltic Sea region, more might be
invested in NordiBatic regional
arrangements. These offer an

again

opportunity to build capability, improve
interoperability, and draw Finland and
Sweden closer into harder European
security arrangements. Care must be
taken, however, not to undermine
overall NATO or EU solidaritgrough
excessive  regionalisation.  Estonia
should study the opportunities and risks
involved in strengthening these Nordic
Baltic regional arrangements.

7. The states that regard the UK as alike

minded ally in the EUJ which includes
all the states whose affials and
researchers were interviewed for this
study — will need to do more to
advance their interests, once the UK
has left. Cooperation between these
states is an obvious avenue to explore
€ufther.t Bstenia Bhduld ndi daldeback
from proposing and pursog initiatives
of common interest with other like
minded member states, perhaps under
a PESCO framework. The EU presidency
is an opportunity to demonstrate
leadership, for example in cyber issues.

on UK’ s apparent

on UK'™ s |

nt erest



| C D S INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY

Our study hanly scratched the surface of a
complex and rapidly evolving problem. As an
aid to building policies, we have, in accordance
with common scenario planning methodology,
imagined several plausible futures, and used
these to suggest some of the key factorat
will help to nudge posBrexit security
arrangements in a positive direction. We
believe there would be benefit in a taking these
ideas forward among a wider community of
experts and policy makers. Scenarios are
intended to inform decision makers and
enhance decision making by strengthening
understanding (of possible futures, and how
and why they might arise), producing new
decisions by forcing consideration of new
issues, reconsidering the context of existing
decisions, and identifying contingent deoiss
(what actions to take when certain
circumstances aris€y. A think tank can
contribute to this, but only decision makers can
take ownership of the results. We recommend,
therefore, that in line with the principles of
scenario planning, a workshop shdulbe
organised to allow Tallinn polieypakers to
elaborate these scenarios further, thus helping
to create a shared language and understanding
of what they might mean for Estonidhow
opportunities might be capitalised upoand
how adverg effects might bemitigated

In addition, as noted above, a detailed analysis

of t he Hi gh Representative’s | mpl ement ati on
Plan on Security and Defence is needed. The

s@narios we have developed may be a useful

tool for testing the robustness of national

policies related to these proposals.

% Liam Fahey and Robert M. Randal I, “ What i s Scenari o
Lear ni hearhiflg froomthe FutureCompetitive Foresight

Scenariosed. Liam Fahey and Robert M. Randall (New York: John

Wiley & Sons Inc, 1998),-12.
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What is UK's approach to and role in defence and security? What are its priorities and interests and
how does it pursue th@? How will Brexit change this?

What consequences will Brexit have on UK's own security and defence policy, NATO and transatlantic
relations, the EU (the position of key actargerests and policies), CSDP?

What is UK's approach to and role ialt® Sea defence and security? How is this role exereised
through NATO, the EU, in other multilateral fora, bilaterally? How will Brexit change this? How might
adverse effects be mitigated? Does Brexit offer apgortunities in this respect?

How mightRussia iew Brexit? How might it react?

Is Brexit as an isolated event or symptomatic of a wider problem? If so, what is this wider problem,
how else might it be manifested, what are its security and defence implications?
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ANNEX B: AFFILIATIONS OF INTERVIEWEES

DENMARK

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2 officials
Ministry of Defence, 3 officials

Think tanks, 2esearchers

ESTONIA

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1 official
Ministry of Defence, 4 officials

Office of the President, 1 offil

FINLAND

Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2 officials
Ministry of Defence, 3 officials

Think tanks, 3 researchers

GERMANY

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 4 officials
Ministry of Defence, 1 official

Think tanks4 researchers

LATVIA

Ministry of Foreign Affaitrsl official
Ministry of Defence, 1 official
Office of the Presidentl official

Think tanks, 1 researcher

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY B-1




CDs

INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY
e

LITHUANIA

Ministry of Foreign Affairs3 officials
Ministry of National Defence, 3 officials

Media, 1 journalist

POLAND

Member of Parliament Foreign Affairs Committee

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 3 officials
Ministry of National Defence, 1 official
National Security Bureau, 1 official

Think tanks 1 reseacher

SWEDEN

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2 officials
Ministry of Defence, 4 officials

Think tanks, 4 researchers

UK

Member of Parliament, 2 MPs
Ministry of Defence, 1 official

Think tanks6 researchers

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY

B-2




RAHVUSVAHELINE KAITSEUURINGUTE KESKUS
INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY
EESTI - ESTONIA

ANNEX C: BALTIC SEA SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS

BREXIT AND BALTIC SEA SECURITY C-1




| C D S INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR DEFENCE AND SECURITY

EOP
EPINE

JEF

NB6

NB8
NORDEFCO
Northern Group
SUCBAS

NATO's Enhanced Opportunities Partners.

Enhanced Partnership in Northern Europe, a collaborative defence ¢
conceived by the US.

Joint Expeditionary Force. A flexibly configurable]edKpool of highreadiness
forces.

The NATO Nordic and Baltic states, a collaborative defence group.

The Nordic and Baltic states, a collaborative defence group.

Nordic Defenc&ooperation, a cooperation structure for the Nordic states.
A collaborative defence group of northern nations conceived by the UK in z

A framework for Baltic Sea surveillance information exchange.
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