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NATO OUT  Vs  EDC IN 

When the Client Wakes Up. 

When the Sovereign Builds Its Own Shield. 

“Cheap energy from Russia, cheap goods from China, and cheap security 

from America are all over. Europe needs its own defence alliance.” 

— Anders Fogh Rasmussen – NATO Secretary General- 2009-2014 

 

 

The EDC: A Ready-Made Architecture 

The Legal Case for Ratification Without Reinventing the Wheel 

How can Europe respond to the rupture in transatlantic relations resulting 

from the 47th’s return to the US Presidency and take defense seriously? 

The European Defense Community (EDC) is the answer. 

Not a new institution. Not a decade of negotiations. The EDC was 

already designed, already negotiated, and already substantially 

ratified. The framework exists. The urgent task is to use it. 

The EDC was conceived in the early 1950s under conditions that are 

strikingly familiar today: a Russian threat, uncertainty about US 

commitment to European defense, and the pressing question of German 

rearmament.  

The EDC’s architects responded with structural ambition a common army, 

a common budget, a common defense industrial policy, and a common 

government.  
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It was designed as the European pillar of NATO, with SACEUR as 

commanding officer in case of aggression, and was open to the accession 

of new member states. 

The EDC Treaty was concluded in May 1952 by six states: Belgium, France, 

Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands, with the external 

support of the US and the UK. 

Between 1953 and 1954, four states, Belgium, the Netherlands, 

Luxembourg, and Germany, fully ratified the Treaty. 

Germany’s ratification even required a revision of the Basic Law, a 

testament to the political seriousness of the commitment. 

In August 1954, the French Fourth Republic Parliament voted to postpone 

ratification not to reject the EDC outright, but to delay. The political 

consequences were severe. In 1955, Germany was integrated into NATO 

instead, and the burden of European security fell to the United States. 

Germany’s ratification even required a revision of the Basic Law, a 

testament to the political seriousness of the commitment. 

In August 1954, the French Fourth Republic Parliament voted to postpone 

ratification not to reject the EDC outright, but to delay.  

The political consequences were severe. In 1955, Germany was integrated 

into NATO instead, and the burden of European security fell to the United 

States. 
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URGENT CONTEXT 

The same three conditions that gave birth to the EDC in 1952 are present 

today: Russian aggression, US disengagement, and German rearmament. 

The wheel has already been invented. Europe must ratify it. 

T  H  E    L  E  G  A  L    E  V  I  D  E  N  C  E  

In the architecture of European integration, when states wish to kill a 

treaty, they do so explicitly. After the negative referenda on the Treaty 

establishing a European Constitution in 2005, the heads of state and 

government formally declared the Constitution abandoned. No such 

declaration was ever made for the EDC. 

No such declaration was ever made for the EDC. 

The evidence is concrete: legislation ratifying the EDC Treaty remains 

accessible in the online law books of the Netherlands and Luxembourg 

today. Italy’s Parliament has now introduced legislation in both chambers 

calling for Italy to ratify the EDC Treaty. 

 Legal services in both houses vetted and approved the draft. States as 

sovereign actors in international law are the relevant interpreters of 

whether a treaty is dead or alive — and Italy’s legislature has answered. 

E  U    L  A  W  :    N  O    C  O  N  F  L  I  C  T  

The Lancaster House Treaty (2010, France–UK), the Treaty of Aachen 

(2019, France–Germany), and the Treaty of Strasbourg creating Eurocorps 

all confirm: inter-se defense agreements among EU member states are 

legally sound. 
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Jean-Claude Piris, former Legal Adviser to the EU Council, has confirmed 

the EDC presents “no obstacles” to legally binding defence cooperation. 

There is therefore no legal obstacle to assigning the EDC’s judicial 

functions to the current ECJ, including full oversight on the use of 

European defesce forces. 

The ALCIDE project — directed by Professor Federico Fabbrini — delivers a 

policy-level roadmap: reviving the EDC is legally feasible, politically 

achievable, and strategically necessary.  

The EU has maintained a Common Foreign and Security Policy since 1992. 

The results have been totally underwhelming.  

What is happening now is not integration it is an EU-enabled asymmetric 

process of national rearmament. 

If Europe wants to get serious about defense integration, it must look 

at the most ambitious available model. That model exists. It is the EDC. 

And it is legally revivable today. 

The remaining original signatories  particularly France and Italy  must 

proceed to ratification without delay. No new treaty. No new commission. 

No new decade of negotiation. The legal framework is in place. The 

precedents are established. The threat is live. Leaders must ratify what 

their predecessors built and move on the 2028–2029 war-footing timeline. 

 

Main source: ALCIDE Project — Professor Federico Fabbrini, Dublin City 

University / Harvard Kennedy School. 



G  E  O  P  O  L  I  T  I  C  S    S  U  N  D  A  Y  '  s    B  R  I  E  F    -    N  o    1 6  

 

Geopolitics Sunday Brief  •  No 16  •  NATO OUT vs EDC IN     p.6 

 

 



G  E  O  P  O  L  I  T  I  C  S    S  U  N  D  A  Y  '  s    B  R  I  E  F    -    N  o    1 6  

 

Geopolitics Sunday Brief  •  No 16  •  NATO OUT vs EDC IN     p.7 

 

NATO: Sleepwalking into Oblivion 
77 Years. Too Many Contradictions. One Structural Collapse. 

 

EDITORIAL NOTE — THE HORMUZ CONFUSION 

When the 47th President grew sanguine because NATO allies refused to 

follow him into his Hormuz adventure, he revealed something crystal clear 

on this side of the Atlantic and opaque on the banks of the Potomac: 

NATO’s Article 5 is a collective defence clause. It is activated when a NATO 

member is attacked. It is not a carte blanche for expeditionary wars 

chosen by Washington. 

NATO allies are not US auxiliaries. They are sovereign states bound by a 

mutual defence pact with a very precise and limited trigger. The confusion 

at the top of the US administration about this elementary distinction is not 

a diplomatic incident. It is a structural diagnosis. 

NATO is 77 years old (4th April 1949). Like many institutions of that age, it 

carries the accumulated weight of its contradictions  promises made in 

different eras, doctrines built for vanished threats, and an internal logic 

never fully stress-tested against a world that has fundamentally changed. 

What is happening now is that stress test. And NATO is not passing it. 

The alliance is not sleepwalking toward irrelevance. It is being dismantled 

in real time by hard physics: too few interceptors, too few launchers, and 

too many wars to feed simultaneously. 

The Patriot battery redeployments toward the Middle East are not a 

footnote. They are an X-ray  revealing an organisation that can no 

longer defend its own territory and fight abroad at the same time. 
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When the 47th expressed anger that NATO allies refused to follow the 

United States into its confrontation with Iran, he was not expressing a 

legitimate grievance within the alliance framework. He was demonstrating 

a fundamental misreading of the pact his country helped found. For 

European capitals, this is not a nuance. It is the entire point. 

T  H  E    A  L  L  I  A  N  C  E    T  H  A  T    R  A  N     

O U  T    O  F    M  I  S  S  I  L  E  S  

For thirty years, NATO behaved as if air defence were an optional luxury. 

Ground-based systems were scrapped, ammunition stockpiles were run 

down, and industrial capacity was hollowed out while defence ministers 

repeated the mantra of “deterrence.” NATO’s own internal assessments 

concede that the alliance possesses only  5% of the air defence assets 

required to protect its eastern flank against a full-scale Russian assault. 

That is not a planning gap. That is an admission that, in a real war, 

large parts of Eastern Europe would be exposed and undefended. This is 

not classified. Moscow can read open-source reporting as well as 

anyone in Brussels. 

Into this structural weakness, Washington has now injected a second 

failure: strategic overstretch backed by magical thinking. The result is 

arithmetically simple: the United States strips one theatre to feed another. 

The so-called NATO “shield” is revealed as a patchwork of gaps, political 

caveats, and public relations slogans. 
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The Client State Trap 

NATO as Vendor. Europe as Customer. Nuclear Cover as Product. 

NATO began as a defence alliance of sovereign democracies bound by 

mutual obligation. It is ending functionally if not yet formally as a 

vendor-client relationship in which the United States supplies the 

product and European nations pay, comply, and keep quiet. 

The relationship was always asymmetric. What is new is that the 

asymmetry is now nakedly transactional, and Washington is no longer 

pretending otherwise. 

T  H  E    F  -  3  5  :    A    F  I  G  H  T  E  R     

J  E  T    “  L  E  A  S  H  ”  

NATO’s conventional military architecture is built, increasingly, around the 

F-35 Joint Strike Fighter  a platform whose operational software, 

maintenance systems, mission data files, and upgrade cycles are entirely 

controlled by the United States. 

This is not incidental. It is the architecture of dependency by design. 

Portugal, Spain, and Switzerland countries with no incentive to court 

Washington’s displeasure  are reassessing, reviewing, and reconsidering 

their F-35 commitments. When a country the size of Portugal asks hard 

questions about sovereign control over its own air force’s software, the 

question is not technical. It is political. It is existential. 

•  Already in F-35 service: United Kingdom, Norway, Italy, Netherlands  

four nations operationally dependent on US software authorisation. 
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•  Under active parliamentary finance review: Belgium, Poland, 

Finland, Germany, Czechia — five legislatures asking whether this 

dependency is acceptable. 

•  Reassessing or reconsidering: Portugal, Spain, Switzerland — the 

canaries in the coalmine. 

THE DEPENDENCY ARCHITECTURE 

An F-35 whose mission data files have not been updated by the US is a 

very expensive aircraft. An F-35 whose logistics system is suspended is a 

grounded aircraft. 

The European nations that purchased F-35s did not purchase a platform. 

They purchased a subscript one that Washington can suspend, throttle, or 

condition at any moment, including for political reasons. 

T  H  E    N  U  C  L  E  A  R    P  R  O  T  E  C  T  I  O  N    

U  L  T  I  M  A  T  U  M  

If the F-35 dependency is the conventional dimension of the trap, the 

nuclear dimension is its existential layer. The message from Washington is 

now unmistakable: 

“We extend nuclear protection to you. We keep our proprietary systems 

under our control because we do not fully trust you. And we maintain 

the nuclear umbrella only for confirmed clients who do not question 

the arrangement.” 

The nuclear umbrella  once presented as the ultimate expression of 

Western solidarity has been revealed as a conditional product available 

only to those who remain faithful customers. 
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This is not an alliance. This is a protection arrangement with 

democratic aesthetics. 

Europeans are witnessing, in real time, exactly what Gulf states have 

known for decades: the US security guarantee is transactional, conditional, 

and subject to revision whenever Washington’s domestic politics, strategic 

priorities, or commercial interests shift. 

N  O  T  H  I  N  G    F  R  I  E  N  D  L  Y  .    J  U  S  T     

T  R  A  N  S  A  C  T  I  O  N  S .  

A large, ageing military organisation built around US hardware, US 

software, US command structures, and US strategic priorities  available 

to European nations provided they remain compliant, non-questioning 

clients. 

NATO is not inflexible because it is poorly designed. It is inflexible because 

flexibility European autonomy, European strategic independence is 

precisely what the architecture was designed to prevent. 

And a Europe that can say no is not a client. It is a peer. Washington 

has never wanted a peer in Europe. It has wanted a market, a forward 

base, and a reliable vote. 

A nuclear guarantee conditioned on commercial loyalty. A fighter jet 

that is a subscription service. A leading member that confuses Article 5 

with a blank cheque for expeditionary wars. 

These are not bugs. They are features of a system designed to keep 

Europe dependent, not sovereign. 
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T  H  E    C  H  O  I  C  E    E  U  R  O  P  E     

C  A  N  N  O  T   D  E  F  E  R  

Europe faces a choice that is no longer theoretical and cannot be deferred 

to the next summit, the next election cycle, or the next defence white 

paper. The choice is between two futures: 

•  Remain a client: accept dependency on US hardware, US software, 

and US nuclear cover on Washington’s terms, with all the strategic 

vulnerability that entails. 

•  Become sovereign: ratify the EDC legal framework, build European 

defence industrial capacity, establish command structures answerable 

to European governments alone  within the European theatre, for 

European populations. 

THE FINAL ASSESSMENT — GEOPOLITICS BRIEF NO 16 

The EDC legal framework is ready. The precedents are established. The 

threat is live. The 2028–2029 war-footing timeline is not a projection  it is 

a deadline. 

Europe does not need to reinvent the wheel. It needs the political will to 

ratify what its founders built and move  with the urgency the moment 

demands  from client to sovereign. 

 

The EDC is the vehicle for EU + 3 defense.  

The European theatre is the scope. The window is closing. 
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