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Daniel Kochis

he scale, scope, and intensity of Russia’s war on

Ukraine have exposed the inadequacy of allied
capabilities, munitions stocks, and force posture
in Europe, especially in Eastern Europe, while un-
derscoring the need for updated regional defense
plans. The U.S. has reintroduced additional man-
power and capabilities into Europe since February
2022 and has built a significant footprint in places
like Poland and Romania. European North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) allies have deployed
in support of alliance deterrence e [ants in eastern
Europe, and many have renewed their commitment
to NATO spending benchmarks and rebuilding
military capabilities that have atrophied over the
past 30 years. Some members—Lithuania, Poland,
Estonia, and Greece, in particular—have made dra-
matic increases in defense spending while others—
Germany, France, Spain, Norway, and Belgium, as
examples—have not, in spite of pledges to do better.
Still, NATO, as a whole, has demonstrated an up-
ward trend in investing in defense, outpacing the
United States in aggregate terms by nearly three-
to-one over the past decade in constant 2014 dollars.
To be clear, some of the largest improvements as a
percentage of GDP or percentage change from one
year to the next have been among smaller countries
who, because of their size and the amount of money
they are able to spend, cannot translate a specific
increase into quantity-of-capability when it comes
toarmored forces, squadrons of tactical aircraft, or
naval battle groups. Europe’s security condition,
and with it the security of U.S. interests, would be
materially improved if the larger countries spent
more on collective defense capabilities. Still, Eu-
ropean NATO partners have been improving their
investments, albeit at a slower pace than is need-
ed given the depths to which defense capabilities

and readiness have fallen since the end of the Cold

War.! Interestingly, itappears that the farther away

aNATO country is from Russia, the less it tends to

spend on defense, implying proximity to perceived

danger strongly influences such spending. The Bal-
tic countries, Poland, and NATO members in East-
ern Europe spend more on defense than those in

Western and Southern Europe.?

In June 2022, NATO adopted its first new Stra-
tegic Concept in 12 years. The new concept docu-
ment takes into account the comprehensive chang-
es in the transatlantic security environment that
have taken place in the past 12 years and clearly
recognizes the growing threat posed by the Rus-
sia—China axis:

The Russian Federation is the most significant
and direct threat to Allies’ security and to
peace and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area.
It seeks to establish spheres of influence and
direct control through coercion, subversion,
aggression and annexation. It uses convention-
al, cyber and hybrid means against us and our
partners. Its coercive military posture, rhetoric
and proven willingness to use force to pursue
its political goals undermine the rules-based
international order.?

The People’s Republic of China’s (PRC) stated
ambitions and coercive policies challenge

our interests, security and values.... The PRC’s
malicious hybrid and cyber operations and its
confrontational rhetoric and disinformation
target Allies and harm Alliance security. The
PRC seeks to control key technological and
industrial sectors, critical infrastructure, and
strategic materials and supply chains. It uses
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its economic leverage to create strategic de-
pendencies and enhance its influence. It strives
to subvert the rules-based international order,
including in the space, cyber and maritime
domains. The deepening strategic partnership
between the People’s Republic of China and
the Russian Federation and their mutually rein-
forcing attempts to undercut the rules-based
international order run counter to our values
and interests.*

NATO welcomed Finland as its 31st member
state in April 2023°% and is expected to welcome
Sweden eventually as well.® The alliance is updat-
ing regional defense plans, is transitioning to a new
force structure, and has taken some steps to bol-
ster deterrence through a stronger, more persistent
presence in eastern member states. The ability of
the alliance to implement recent decisions, flesh
out plans for expanded multinational deployments,
and fulfill larger requirements for ready forces re-
mains to be seen.

The U.S. and its allies also have made significant
investments in arming and training the Ukrainian
military. What began as individual nations supply-
ing arms, ammunition, and supplies (often surplus)
has evolved into a sustained flow of intelligence,
weapons, matériel, and platforms upon which
Ukrainian forces have become entirely reliant.
Many supporting countries are repairing damaged
Ukrainian equipment; some are aiding Ukraine
with niche capabilities. While the U.S. remains the
largest donor to Ukraine, many European nations
are donating significant capabilities, particularly
ammunition, armored vehicles, communications
equipment, and medical supplies. European nations
also have accepted millions of Ukrainian refugees
fleeing the war.”

All of this reflects a grim reality: War is still a
feature of international relations that cannot be
predicted or always deterred. War is costly, both
in preparation and in undertaking, and also gener-
ates additional costs (such as support for refugees
and disruption of economic activity) beyond the
straightforward expense of equipment and training.

The 51 countries in the U.S. European Command
(USEUCOM) area of responsibility (AOR) include
approximately one-fifth of the world’s population,
10.7 million square miles of land, and 13 million
square miles of ocean. Some of America’s oldest

(France) and closest (the United Kingdom) allies
are found in Europe. The U.S. and Europe share a
strong commitment to the rule of law, human rights,
free markets, and democracy. During the 20th cen-
tury, millions of Americans fought alongside Euro-
pean allies to defend these shared ideals—the foun-
dations on which America was built.

America’s economic ties to the region are likewise
important. For more than 70 years, the U.S. military
presence has contributed to regional security and
stability, and both Europeans and Americans have
benefited economically. The member states of the
European Union (EU), along with the United States,
account for approximately half of the global economy,
and the U.S. and EU member countries are generally
each other’s principal trading partners.

Europe is also important to the U.S. because of
its geographical proximity to some of the world’s
most dangerous and contested regions. From the
eastern Atlantic Ocean to the Middle East, up to
the Caucasus through Russia, and into the Arctic,
Europe is enveloped by an arc of instability. The
European region also has some of the world’s most
vital shipping lanes, energy resources, and trade
choke points.

European basing allows U.S. forces to respond
robustly and quickly to challenges to America’s eco-
nomic and security interests in and near the region.
Russia’s brutal e [orit to remake the borders of Eu-
rope by force has shocked many partners, upended
the continent’s strategic picture, and caused a war
with implications that are far wider than the sov-
ereignty of Ukraine itself. Admiral Robert Burke,
former Commander of U.S. Naval Forces Europe,
U.S. Naval Forces Africa, and Allied Joint Forces
Command Naples, has described the European and
African theaters as “the forefront of great power
competition.”®

Other external threats to European security in-
clude Russia’s activity in the Arctic, growing pres-
ence in the Mediterranean theater, and e [afts to
destabilize Western cohesion in addition to the
possibility that Russia might expand the scope
of its aggression to include the eastern states of
NATO. Added to this is the growing threat to the
transatlantic alliance from Chinese investments,
technology, and propaganda e [arts. Russian naval
activity in the North Atlantic and Arctic has led to
arenewed focus on regional command and control
and increased operations by U.S. and allied air and
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CHART 8

Few U.S. Troops in Europe Are Stationed Near Russia
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NOTE: Data for countries with fewer than 100 troops are excluded.
SOURCE: U.S. European Command, written response to Heritage Foundation
request for information on U.S. troop levels in Europe, July 21, 2023.

naval assets in the Arctic, and one consequence of
Russia’s strengthened position in Syria has been a
resurgence of Russian activity and “congested” con-
ditions in the Mediterranean.®

Speaking at an Atlantic Council meeting in
March 2019, former U.S. Joint Chiefs of Sta CChair-
man General Joseph Dunford explained that the U.S.
has two key advantages over adversaries: “our net-
work of allies and partners, and the ability to project
power where and when necessary to advance our
national interest.”® Nowhere is the value of allies
and U.S. basing more apparent than it is in the Eu-
ropean operating environment.

U.S. Reinforcements in Europe. Russia’s war
against Ukraine greatly accelerated a trend of U.S.
reinvestment in Europe that had begun following
Russia’s initial invasion of Ukraine in 2014. In April
2014, the U.S. launched Operation Atlantic Resolve
(OAR), a series of actions meant to reassure U.S. al-
lies in Europe, particularly those bordering Rus-
sia. Under Operation Atlantic Resolve and funded
through the European Deterrence Initiative (EDI),
the U.S. increased its forward presence in Europe;
invested in European basing infrastructure and
prepositioned stocks, equipment, and supplies; en-
gaged in enhanced multinational training exercises;
and negotiated agreements for increased coopera-
tion with NATO allies.

40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000
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The U.S. currently has about 100,000 troops sta-
tioned in Europe.™ In response to Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine, the U.S. increased the flow of forces to
Europe, and the U.S. and NATO undertook a reeval-
uation of long-term basing structures and force
posture requirements with a view to preventing
Russian aggression from spilling over into alliance
member states, especially those like Poland, whose
role as a staging ground for aid to Ukrainian forces
has made it a Russian target.

In March 2023, the U.S. presence in Poznan, Po-
land, transitioned to Army Garrison Poland (US-
AG-P), the eighth permanent U.S. Army garrisonin
Europe.®? Overall, the U.S. has a presence of around
12,000 in Poland.® The Army’s V Corps, which had
been deactivated in 2013, was reactivated on No-
vember 9, 2020, and became fully operational in
November 2021.% In March 2022, the headquarters,
then based in Kentucky, was largely deployed to Eu-
rope “to provide additional command and control of
U.S. Army forces in Europe” and “to build readiness,
improve interoperability, reinforce allies and deter
further Russian aggression” In June 2022, Presi-
dent Biden announced that the U.S. would establish
the permanent V Corps headquarters in Poland.'
According to General Christopher Cavoli, Supreme
Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) and Com-
mander, U.S. European Command, “permanently
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assigned forces are more operationally e [edtive, as
they remain fully oriented to the operational envi-
ronment and can become interoperable with our
Allies and Partners.”"

During the June 2022 NATO Summit in Madrid,
the U.S. announced additional deployments to Eu-
rope including the deployment of a new rotational
brigade combat team to Romania. Today, around
4,000 U.S. troops, largely based at the Mihail Kogal-
niceanu Air Base, help to train “soldiers from NATO
alliesin Bulgaria, Germany, Hungary and Slovakia.”®
The deployment has been extended through at least
the end of 2023 with a new rotation of troops from
Kentucky to be joined by a two-star general and
sta [fiom Fort Drum, New York. Analysts have
noted that having a major general in Romania “that
close to the combat zone..would allow for quick de-
cisions about where to position troops and weapons
should Russia push the war into NATO territory.™®
Additional contributions to European security an-
nounced in June 2022 include (among others list-
ed) enhanced rotational deployments of “armored,
aviation, air defense, and special operations forces”
to the Baltics; an “air defense artillery brigade head-
quarters, ashort-range air defense battalion, acom-
bat sustainment support battalion headquarters,
and an engineer brigade headquarters” forward
stationed in Germany; a “a short-range air defense
battery” forward stationed in Italy.°

The U.S. has further strengthened its presence in
Norway. The Supplementary Defense Cooperation
Agreement signed by the two nations in April 2021
and approved by the Norwegian parliamentin June
2022 allows the U.S. to build additional infrastruc-
ture at Rygge and Sola Air Stations in southern Nor-
way as well as Evenes Air Station and Ramsund Na-
val Station above the Arctic Circle.? Construction
at Evenes will support the monitoring of Russian
submarine activity by Norwegian and allied mar-
itime patrol aircraft. According to former Norwe-
gian Foreign Minister Ine Eriksen Soereide, “The
agreement rea Lrmk Norway'’s close relationship
with the U.S. and confirms Norway'’s key position
on the northern flank of NATO.”2?

In October 2021, the U.S. Navy deployed a mo-
bile “Expeditionary Medical Facility to a cave sys-
tem near Bogen Bay in northern Norway, some
100 miles north of the Arctic Circle.”? According
to the operations director for the U.S. Navy Expedi-
tionary Medical Support Command (NEMSCOM),

“Expeditionary Medical Facilities are deployable
on short notice and contain many capabilities of
a modern hospital.”?* In October 2020, at the be-
hest of the United States, Norway announced the
reopening of Olavsvern bunker, a mountainside
submarine base near Tromsg with “32,000 square
feet of deep-water docking space, including a full
dry dock for maintenance,” capable of berthing and
refitting American submarines. The base, which had
been closed in 2002, is now open to U.S. Seawolf—
class nuclear submarines.®

In August 2020, the Marine Corps announced
the end of heel-to-toe rotations of 700 Marines
to Norway, which began in 2017, opting for short-
er, more sporadic deployments like those that oc-
curredin 2021 and 2022 when U.S. Marines worked
with Norwegian forces and utilized Norway's ample
training ranges.?® In February and March 2021, four
B-1 Lancers were based out of @rland Air Station
in southern Norway, marking the first time the air-
craft have been based in that country.?”’ The Lancers
conducted training exercises with allies Denmark,
Germany, Italy, Norway, and Poland while also prac-
ticing landing and refueling at Bodg Air Base above
the Arctic Circle.?®

From March—April 2022, Norway hosted NA-
TO’s Cold Response 2022, at that time the largest
Norwegian-led exercise since the Cold War. Among
the participants were 3,000 American Marines.? In
February and March 2023, U.S. forces took partin
Arctic Forge 23, “an exercise that includes Finland’s
Defense Exercise North, and exercise Joint Viking
in Norway.”° The U.S. contributed approximately
930 Marines and Army personnel to Joint Viking
and 280 Army personnel to Defense Exercise North,
and Il Marine Expeditionary Force Commanding
General David A. Ottignon assessed that the exer-
cises made U.S. forces “more survivable and lethal
in austere environments.”® Finland, Sweden, and
Norway reportedly are planning a joint exercise,
Nordic Response 2024, that as currently planned
would be the largest NATO exercise in the Arctic
since the end of the Cold War.*

In February 2023, the 2nd Armored Brigade
Combat Team (ABCT) of the 1st Cavalry Division
from Fort Hood, Texas, replaced the outgoing BCT
in the tenth armored rotation in support of OAR.*
Many analysts have noted the special deterrent im-
portance of ground forces. “Land forces provide tra-
ditional ‘boots on the ground’ and a visible presence
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among local populations,” according to one recent
analysis. “They can also enhance the credibility
of deterrence through bringing to bear the heavy
ground forces required to defend, seize, and hold
territory in the event of conflict.”**

In addition to back-to-back rotations of armor,
the U.S. has maintained a rotational aviation bri-
gade in Europe since February 2017.3° The ninth
such rotation, lasting from August 2022—-April 2023,
is the 1st Armored Division, Combat Aviation Bri-
gade, from Fort Bliss, Texas, with 2,300 troops, 10
CH-47 Chinooks, 25 AH-64 Apaches, and 40 UH-
60 and 15 HH-60 Black Hawk helicopters.® The
tenth rotation will be carried out by the 3rd Combat
Aviation Brigade, 3rd Infantry Division, from Fort
Stewart, Georgia, from May 2023—February 2024 .3

The U.S. also continues to rotate a Sustainment
Task Force “comprised of nearly 1,000 personnel
and 200 pieces of equipment” from “11 active duty,
U.S. Army Reserve and National Guard units.” The
units that make up the task force “include ammuni-
tion, fuel, movement control, transportation, main-
tenance, ordnance, supply, and postal services.”®

In May 2018, the U.S. began to fly MQ-9 Reap-
er drones on unarmed reconnaissance flights out
of Miroslawiec Air Base in Poland, which U.S. Air
Force (USAF) o Lcials stated was chosen because
of its “strategic location.”® In January 2021, the
U.S. announced that 90 USAF personnel and an
unspecified number of MQ-9s would be based at
Campia Turzii in Romania “to conduct intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance missions in sup-
port of NATO operations.”® According to General
Je [rely Harrigian, then Commander, U.S. Air Forc-
es in Europe, U.S. Air Forces Africa, and Allied Air
Command, the base’s location approximately 300
miles from the coast “really facilitates our ability
to compete in the Black Sea.” In late 2022, the U.S.
began to deploy MQ-9s from Larissa Air Base in
Greece near the Aegean Sea,*? “a strategic location,
allowing the MQ-9s to easily support both the east-
ern and southern flanks of NATO.”# The U.S. also
operates MQ-9s out of Lask Air Base in Poland.*

In April 2022, it was reported that the USAF had

“moved additional fighters, tankers, and intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance aircraft into the
European theater over the past few months, as well
as bombers on a rotational basis, all to reassure
NATO allies who feel threatened by the invasion
of Ukraine.”

In January 2022, as part of the ongoing U.S. com-
mitment to NATO’s Baltic Air Policing, six F-15Es
based in North Carolina deployed to Amari Air Base
in Estonia.*® That same month, U.S. F-16s based in
Germany deployed to Poland to fly regional air po-
licing missions. The day after Russia’s full-scale in-
vasion of Ukraine in February 2022, six Utah-based
F-35As forward deployed to Spangdahlem Air Base
in Germany, periodically taking part in Baltic Air
Policing missions out of Estoniaand Lithuania.*” In
May 2022, eight F-35As from the Vermont National
Guard deployed to Spangdahlem to take partin NA-
TO's enhanced Air Policing (eAP) mission.*® From
August—November 2022, F22s based in Alaska and
F-15E Strike Eagles based in RAF Lakenheath in the
United Kingdom (U.K.), took part in air policing fly-
ing out of Poland.*®

U.S. B-52H Stratofortresses based in North Da-
kota have periodically deployed to the European
theater. In August 2022, B-52s deployed to RAF
Fairford, U.K., for exercises in which “U.S., Norway
and Sweden military aircraft...executed rapid, glob-
al power projection missions to support the mutu-
al defense of NATO partners and Allies, all while
achieving multi-domain effects.”® In February
2023, two B52s conducted a low approach flyby of
Estonia’s Independence Day celebrationsin Tallinn
having flown from North Dakota.®

European Deterrence Initiative. Some U.S. in-
vestments in Europe including rotations of Ar-
mored and Aviation Brigade Combat Teams are
funded through the European Deterrence Initia-
tive (EDI). The Biden Administration has request-
ed $3,630.4 million for the EDI in fiscal year (FY)
2024, which is $637 million (15 percent) less than
the enacted FY 2023 EDI budget of $4,267.4 mil-
lion.52 EDI funding requests for FY 2024 include
support for such activities as “rotational force de-
ployments, infrastructure investments, and [de-
livery of] the right capabilities in key locations
throughout Europe”;® intelligence enhancements
for special operations forces;>* exercises to “in-
crease[] the overall readiness and interoperability
of U.S. forces across all domain[s]” and “with our
NATO Allies and theater partners”;* “facilities to
store prepositioned equipment, munitions and
fuel”;%¢ and modernization of “CBRN [Chemical,
Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear] defenses to
ensure forces are prepared to [defend] against ris-
ing threats in the AOR.”"
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MAP 1

Overview of NATO’s Nuclear Deterrence
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The EDI has supported infrastructure improve-
ments across the region. One major EDI-funded
projectisareplacement hospital at Landstuhl, Ger-
many, that will “provid[e] primary care, specialized
consultative care, hospitalization and treatment
for more than 200,000 U.S. military personnel,
DoD and interagency civilians and dependents in
Europe.”®® Landstuhl’simportance is illustrated by

the fact that in early March 2020, it was one of the
first two overseas U.S. laboratories to be capable of
testing for coronavirus.*®

In addition to the EDI, as of the end of 2021,
the U.S. Department of State had awarded near-
ly $300 million in grants since 2018 through its
European Recapitalization Incentive Program
(ERIP) and repurposed funds to help U.S. allies
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in Europe replace Russian equipment with U.S.-
made equipment: infantry fighting vehicles for
Croatia, Greece, and North Macedonia; helicop-
ters for Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Lith-
uania, and Slovakia; and air surveillance radars
and fixed-wing aircraft for Bulgaria. The program
helps allies to “modernize their militaries by
building NATO interoperable forces and removing
Russian and Soviet-legacy equipment from their
force structure.”®°

Prepositioned Stocks. The U.S. continues to
preposition equipment in Europe across all ser-
vices. In February 2022, the U.S. activated six
Army Prepositioned Stock-2 sites to outfit an Ar-
mored Brigade Combat Team deploying from the
U.S.®* The FY 2024 EDI budget request includes
$1,246.2 million to support enhanced preposi-
tioning for the U.S. Army, Air Force, and Special
Forces.’? The U.S. Army lists storage sites in DUl-
men, Germany; Eygelshoven, the Netherlands;
Zutendaal, Belgium; Livorno, Italy; Mannheim,
Germany; and Powidz, Poland.®® The Powidz site
opened on April 5,2023.%

In March 2022, NATO opened its first Mul-
tinational Ammunition Warehousing Initiative
(MAWI) in Estonia for allies to store munitions for
Enhanced Forward Presence (EFP) deployments.
The alliance plans further MAWI sites to support
EFP deployments and the Very High Readiness
Joint Task Force (VJTF).% “With Russia’s brutal
war against Ukraine,” NATO’s Assistant Secretary
General for Defence Investment has stated, “MAWI
has gained significant relevance beyond e [cieh-
cy improvements only. The expansion of NATO'’s
multinational battlegroups on the eastern flank
requires an upgrade of the logistical support infra-
structure to match this scope.”®®

Aid to Ukraine. According to the U.S. Depart-
ment of State:

Since January 2021, the United States has
invested more than $42 billion in security
assistance to demonstrate our enduring and
steadfast commitment to Ukraine’s sovereign-
ty and territorial integrity. This includes more
than $41.3 billion since Russia’s [sic] launched
its premeditated, unprovoked, and brutal war
against Ukraine on February 24, 2022. Since
2014, the United States has provided more
than $44.1 billion in security assistance for

training and equipment to help Ukraine pre-
serve its territorial integrity, secure its borders,
and improve interoperability with NATO.5”

The U.S. is by far the largest donor to Ukraine.
According to the Kiel Institute for the World Econ-
omy’s Ukraine Support Tracker, the top six donors
of total financial, humanitarian, and military assis-
tance from January 24, 2022, to January 15, 2023,
were the United States, “EU Institutions,” the Unit-
ed Kingdom, Germany, Canada, and Poland.®® Euro-
pean Union aid is heavily weighted toward financial
support in the form of loans.®® When aid is calcu-
lated as a percentage of gross domestic product
(GDP), however, “[t]he United States comes in 5th,
with total commitments worth around 0.37 percent
of its 2021 GDP,” behind Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
and Poland.™

In January 2023, Germany announced that it
would be donating at least 14 Leopard 2A6 tanks
to Ukraine.™ The first eight arrived in March. Ger-
many also sent “two specialist tank-recovery ve-
hicles and 40 Marder infantry fighting vehicles.””2
In February, Poland became the first nation to de-
liver tanks (the first four of a total of 14 Leopard
2A4s eventually delivered).” In March, the U.S.
announced that it would send an older Abrams
tank version, the M-1A1, rather than the M-1A2
originally planned in order to advance delivery
to early fall 2023. The U.S. is planning to outfit
a complete tank battalion with 31 of the M-1A1s,
which U.S. Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin has
said would “make a pretty significant di Cedence”
for Ukrainian operations.™

In March 2023, Norway announced that it had
delivered eight Leopard 2A4 tanks to Ukraine.”™
Also in March, the United Kingdom delivered “14
UK Challenger tanks” along with “20 Bulldog ar-
moured troop carriers and 30 AS-90 self-propelled
artillery guns.””® Canada sent four Leopard 2 tanks
at the end of February, Spain sent six Leopard 2A4
tanks at the end of April,” Finland announced at the
end of March that it would soon be sending three
Leopard 2 armored mine-clearing vehicles, and
Sweden promised in February to “donate up to 10
Leopard 2 tanks.”"®

In addition to the Abrams, U.S. aid includes
such support as ammunition, anti-tank weapons,
20 Mi-17 helicopters, 154 Bradley Infantry Fighting
Vehicles, Switchblade Unmanned Aerial Systems,
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CHART 9

NATO Aid to Ukraine

Shown below are figures for total military, financial, and humanitarian aid to Ukraine since
January 24, 2022, by current and pending members of NATO.

TOTAL BILATERAL COMMITMENTS AS PERCENTAGE OF GDP

Latvia 1.24
Estonia 1.10
Lithuania 0.93
Norway 0.72
Poland 0.64
Netherlands 0.46
Czech Republic 0.41
United Kingdom 0.38
Bulgaria 0.37
United States 0.37
Finland 0.36
Denmark 0.29
Sweden* 0.28
Croatia 0.25
Portugal 0.23
Canada 0.23
Slovakia 0.23
Germany 0.20
Luxembourg 0.14
Iceland 0.13
Slovenia 0.12
Greece 0.11
Belgium 0.07
France 0.06
Spain 0.06

Italy 0.06
Romania 0.05
Hungary 0.03
Turkey 0.01

0% 0.3%

* NATO membership pending.

NOTE: Data for Albania, Montenegro, and North Macedonia are not available.
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SOURCE: Data from Kiel Institute for the World Economy, “Ukraine Support Tracker,” https:/Avww.ifw-kiel.de/topics/

war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/ (accessed September 9, 2023).

and air defenses including one Patriot battery and
eight National Advanced Surface-to-Air Missile
Systems (NASAMS) and munitions.” Air defenses
are apriority for Ukraine. Germany and the Nether-
lands have stated their intention to donate Patriot
missile batteries, and France and Italy have donat-
ed SAMP/T Medium Range Air Defense Systems.&°
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Germany has sent two advanced air defense batter-
ies to Ukraine that had been stationed to protect
Berlin from incoming missiles.®

Leaked U.S. Pentagon documents reportedly
reveal concerns that Ukrainian air defense ammu-
nition might be used at a high rate of expenditure
as well as concerns about the need for a greater
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quantity of air defense systems. “While the Patriots
and SAMP-T are more sophisticated than S-300,”
according to the documents, “the three batteries
due to arrive in Ukraine won’t be able to replace
the breadth of coverage afforded by the 25 cur-
rently operating Ukrainian S-300 batteries.”®? The
West’s ability to provide munitions without a ma-
jorincrease in production has further revealed the
limitations of the Western defense industrial base.
According to the Royal United Services Institute,
for example, “At the height of the fighting in east-
ern Ukraine’s Donbas area, Russia was using more
ammunition in two days than the entire stock of the
British military.”8

Fighter jets also have begun to arrive in Ukraine.
By April 17, Slovakia had delivered all 13 promised
MiG-29s.8* The first Slovakian-donated MiGs
saw combat by the end of March.®® Slovakia made
known that Russian technicians helping to main-
tain the MiGs until the end of 2022 had sabotaged
the jets. Slovakian Defense Minister Jaroslav Nad
stated that before being fixed, the jets “were able
to fly, but that doesn’t mean they were also capa-
ble of combat.”® In April, Poland sent the first five
MiG29s to Ukraine, having received exportapprov-
al from Germany pursuant to the terms of a 2003
purchase agreement.®’

Many European nations have depleted their own
stocks to equip Ukrainian forces. For instance, in
addition to Harpoon anti-ship missiles, Denmark
isdonating all of its 19 Caesar self-propelled howit-
zers, some of which have been ordered by the Danes
but have yet to arrive.®® In 2022, Estonia and Lat-
via donated one-third of their defense budgets to
Ukraine.®® The expenditure rate of munitions on the
battlefield, combined with Western industry’s lack
of preparedness for a prolonged war, has Western
o Lcials concerned about their ability to maintain
the flow of essential capabilities to Ukraine. In No-
vember 2022, one NATO o [cial commented, “I
think everyone is now su [ciehtly worried.”®°

NATO allies continue to train Ukrainian forces,
sometimes on specific systems. The U.S. trained
7,000 Ukrainian soldiers between February 2022
and March 2023.°* Some have traveled to the U.S.
for training on systems such as Patriot; others have
taken part in combined arms, medical training, and
combat casualty care at U.S. bases in Germany. With
support from Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland,
Lithuania, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,

and Sweden, the U.K.'s Operation Interflex trained
10,000 Ukrainian troops from June—December
2022 and plans to train 20,000 in 2023.%2 In early
2023, the U.K. trained Ukrainian tank crews on
the Challenger 11 tank at British bases.*® Germany
is heading an EU mission to train 9,000 Ukrainian
troops in Germany in 2023 with a goal of eventually
training 30,000; the Netherlands and Norway are
contributing to this training mission.** The Czech
Republic, France, Italy, Romania, Slovakia, and
Spain are also training Ukrainian troops.®
NATO allies are helping Ukraine to repair
and maintain equipment. U.S. forces are helping
Ukrainians to troubleshoot equipment issues over
the phone or via video link, at times while the ca-
pability in question is engaged in battle.®® Poland
maintains a large facility with 400 personnel to re-
pair Ukrainian armor and artillery.*” In April 2023,
Poland opened another facility, Bumar-Labedy, to
repair and maintain donated T-72 and PT-91 main
battle tanks (MBTSs) and possibly Leopard 11s.% U.S.
Abrams tanks will reportedly be repaired in Poznan,
Poland, where U.S. personnel are said to be assist-
ing.*® In April 2023, Germany’s Rheinmetall opened
a maintenance facility near Satu Mare, Romania,
with the ability to service Leopard Ils, “self-pro-
pelled howitzers, Marder infantry fighting vehi-
cles, Fuchs armored transport vehicles, and mili-
tary trucks.”*%° Bulgarian factories have repaired
Ukrainian equipment including helicopters.’* In
February 2023, Ukrainian “weapons and military
hardware manufacturer Ukroboronprom...signed
amemorandum with the Czech Republic’'s VOP CZ
military enterprise on repairing Ukrainian armored
vehicles.” The memorandum is part of a 2022 deal
“to create joint enterprises to increase military
equipment production for Ukraine.”02
Other nations have assisted Ukraine with niche
capabilities. Estonia, for example, led an EU-fund-
ed program to help strengthen Ukraine’s cyber
capabilities and in 2022 helped Ukraine’s military
to set up a cyber facility.’®® Also in 2022, the Euro-
pean Union began to reimburse member states for
a portion of weapons sent to Ukraine through its
European Peace Facility (EPF). In March 2023, the
European Council agreed to spend $1.1 billion from
the EPF to reimburse ammunition donations from
the existing stocks of member states. An additional
€1 billion will be drawn to fund “joint procurements
through the European Defense Agency and will
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place new orders at the European defense industry
to speed up production to replenish stockpiles.”

The transatlantic community has also accepted
large numbers of Ukrainian refugees fleeing the war.
Since February 24, 2022, 10.7 million Ukrainian
refugees have crossed the border into Poland, and
more than 1.5 million have elected to remain rather
than return to Ukraine or move elsewhere within
Europe.’® Other nations have accepted numbers
that are far smaller but still significant in propor-
tion to their populations.

U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe. In his 2023
EUCOM posture statement, General Christopher
Cavoli rea [rmkd that:

As long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO will
remain a nuclear Alliance. The nuclear capa-
bility of NATO-member Nuclear Weapons
States deters aggression, prevents coercion,
preserves peace, and instills confidence in

the Trans-Atlantic bond. The U.S. continues

to make available its strategic nuclear forces
to defend NATO, serving as the Alliance’s
supreme guarantor of security. With key Allies,
we maintain the capability to deploy strategic
nuclear forces that support Alliance security.!%¢

It is believed that until the end of the Cold War,
the U.S. maintained approximately 2,500 nucle-
ar warheads in Europe. Today, the U.S. maintains
around 100 tactical nuclear warheads that are
spread out across bases in Belgium, Italy, Germany,
the Netherlands, and Turkey.*’

In October 2019, reports surfaced that in light
of ongoing tensions, the U.S. was considering mov-
ing the approximately 50 tactical nuclear weapons
stored at Incirlik Air Base in Turkey, but this has not
happened. All of these weapons are free-fall, variable
yield'®® gravity bombs designed for use with U.S. and
allied dual-capable aircraft. Although tactical nucle-
ar weapons are forward deployed to Incirlik, “there
are no aircraft capable of delivering the B-61 gravity
bombs co-located at Incirlik Airbase.”* The U.S. has
agreements with Belgium, Italy, Germany, and the
Netherlands that allow for delivery of U.S. tactical nu-
clear weapons by allied aircraft, but “[t]he weapons
at Incirlik...are solely for use on U.S. aircraft.”'* In
October 2022, Polish President Andrzej Duda stated
that Poland has raised the possibility of taking part
in the nuclear sharing program.!

The B61 nuclear gravity bomb that is “deployed
from U.S. Air Force and North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization (NATO) bases” is undergoing a life ex-
tension program that is expected to add at least 20
yearstoitsservice life and “improve the B61's safety,
security, and e [edtiveness.”? According to experts,

“[t]he upgrades are all in the non-nuclear aspects of
the unguided bomb’s design, and involve removing
a parachute and installing a new tail kit and other
improvements for ‘significantly greater accuracy.”*3
The first production unit was completed in Febru-
ary 2022, and the extension program is to be com-
pleted by 2026.* The U.S. accelerated the fielding
of the first upgraded units to Europe to December
2022 rather than Spring 2023 in a decision that was
probably meant to reassure allies.'s

China. As noted, NATO's 2022 Strategic Con-
cept outlines the threat posed by the People’s Re-
public of China:

The People’s Republic of China’s (PRC) stated
ambitions and coercive policies challenge our
interests, security and values. The PRC em-
ploys a broad range of political, economic and
military tools to increase its global footprint
and project power, while remaining opaque
about its strategy, intentions and military
build-up. The PRC’s malicious hybrid and cyber
operations and its confrontational rhetoric and
disinformation target Allies and harm Alliance
security. The PRC seeks to control key techno-
logical and industrial sectors, critical infrastruc-
ture, and strategic materials and supply chains.
It uses its economic leverage to create strate-
gic dependencies and enhance its influence.

It strives to subvert the rules-based interna-
tional order, including in the space, cyber and
maritime domains. The deepening strategic
partnership between the People’s Republic

of China and the Russian Federation and their
mutually reinforcing attempts to undercut the
rules-based international order run counter to
our values and interests,'¢

The growing nexus between Russia and Chi-
na has been noted by Heritage Foundation ana-
lysts as well:

Just weeks prior to Russia’s second invasion of
Ukraine, Putin and [Chinese Communist Party
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General Secretary] Xi [Jinping] announced

a strategic partnership which promised “no
‘forbidden’ areas of cooperation.” While Chi-
nese support hasn't quite lived up to the hype,
Beijing certainly hasn’t been sitting on the
sidelines. Recent analysis shows that China is
shipping critical components including “nav-
igation equipment, jamming technology and
jet-fighter parts to sanctioned Russian gov-
ernment-owned defense companies.” While
China isn't the only nation helping Russia skirt
western sanctions, it is the key enabler.'*”

China has significantly increased its presence
in the European theater. In 2021, Admiral Burke
warned that Chinese warships and investments
are “increasingly present” in the Mediterranean
and highlighted the potential risk to U.S. and alli-
ance interests from Chinese infrastructure acqui-
sitions in Europe:

Today, the Chinese have a controlling interest
in 12 European ports. So, are NATO countries
going to be able to count on those ports for
Free Trade, and if NATO has to defend Europe,
will they allow us into those ports to refuel, re-
supply, do repairs, rearm? We don’t know if we
can count on that. It's a troubling pattern and
our European partners are increasingly aware
and awakened to this potential threat.'®

Chinese investments in key European infra-
structure present two serious risks. First, “port in-
vestments could be an indirect source of political
leverage—the more a country’s economy benefits
from the presence of Chinese port operators, the
more it depends on good relations with China.™°
Second, “China’s investment in European strategic
infrastructure has the potential to interfere with al-
lied military mobility—the ability of NATO to move
troops and equipment across Europe.”?°

These concerns may be having some e [edt. In
October 2022, German Chancellor Olaf Scholz’s
government agreed to allow a Chinese company to
buy a 25.9 percent stake in one of three terminals at
the port of Hamburg. Former EUCOM Command-
er General Ben Hodges criticized the agreement,
noting the critical importance of German ports in
bringing American troops and equipment into Eu-
rope, especially during a crisis: “[K]nowing that the

Chinese may be able to influence or disrupt activi-
ties at critical transportation infrastructure, that’s
aproblem.”*?! Then, in 2023, Germany'’s Federal Of-
fice for Information Security reclassified the termi-
nal as “critical infrastructure,” setting o [akecurity
review that could nullify the deal .'??

Important Alliances and Bilateral
Relations in Europe

The United States has a number of important
multilateral and bilateral relationships in Europe.
First and foremost is the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization, the world’s most important and argu-
ably most successful defense alliance.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization. NATO
is an intergovernmental, multilateral security or-
ganization that was designed originally to defend
Western Europe from the Soviet Union. Itanchored
the U.S. firmly in Europe, solidified Western resolve
during the Cold War, and rallied European support
after the 9/11 terrorist attacks. NATO has been the
bedrock of transatlantic security cooperation ever
since its creation in 1949 and is likely to remain so
for the foreseeable future.

In April 2021, following a U.S. decision to with-
draw forces from Afghanistan and “recognising
that there is no military solution to the challenges
Afghanistan faces,” NATO ended Operation Reso-
lute Support, a non-combat operation intended to
provide “training, advice and assistance to Afghan
security forces and institutions.”*>® The withdraw-
al of alliance forces was completed in August 2021,
and the mission was terminated in September 2021.
Currently ongoing operations include:

Kosovo Force (KFOR), which involves 5,081
troops from 31 nations;'?*

Operation Sea Guardian, which “is NATO'’s
maritime security operation in the Mediterra-
nean and is presently conducting three mari-
time security tasks: maritime security capacity
building, support to maritime situational
awareness and maritime counter-terrorism”;'%

+ NATO Air Policing, “an integral part of NATO
Integrated Air and Missile Defence (IAMD) for
60 years” that covers the Baltic States (Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania); the Benelux countries
(Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg);
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TABLE 5

China’s Ownership Stake in European Ports,

Less than Half

= ©
Airports, and Railways S s 2
z 8 § € %
> Zz = O
Country Type Site/Location o e o o
Belgium Airport Logistics hub at Liege airport 0
Port Zeebrugge (Bruges) e
Port Antwerp Gateway
Port Willebroek Terminal o
Bulgaria Port Port of Varna
Port Port of Burgas
Denmark Port Maersk Container Industry (Tinglev) e
France Port Terminal des Flandres (Dunkirk) e
Port Terminal de France (Le Havre)
Port Terminal du Grand Ouest (Nantes)
Port Eurofos Terminal (Marseille)
Germany Airport Schwerin-Parchim Airport @
Port Port of Hamburg
Port Jade-Weser-Port Logistics Center (Wilhelmshaven) @
Railway  Port of Duisburg
Greece Port Piraeus Containter Terminal @
Port Port of Thessaloniki
Hungary Railway  BILK Kombiterminal (Budapest)
Italy Port Vado Reefer Terminal (Genoa) @
Malta Port Malta Freeport Terminal (Marsaxlokk)
Netherlands  Port Euromax Terminal (Rotterdam)
Port Port of Moerdijk
Railway  Port of Venlo
Railway  Port of Amsterdam
Poland Port Gdynia Container Terminal @
Portugal Port Port of Sines
Romania Port Port of Constanta
Spain Port Noatum Container Terminal (Bilbao) @
Port Noatum Container Terminal (Valencia) @
Port Port of Barcelona (30]
Port Port of Las Palmas (Canary Islands)
Sweden Port Port of Stockholm
Turkey Port Kumport Sea Terminal (Istanbul) @
UK. Airport Heathrow Airport (London)
Port Port of Felixstowe (35)
Port Port of Harwich (36
Port London Thamesport (Kent) @

SOURCE: Heritage Foundation research.
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Iceland; and the Adriatic and Western Balkans Baltic States, deploy[ing] additional aircraft
(Slovenia, Albania, Mont