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In its efforts to bring together industry, government, policymakers, military practitioners, and experts to contribute to 
European-led deterrence and defense, the George C. Marshall European Center for Security Studies held a workshop 
in April 2026 entitled “From Ukraine’s Battlefield to Europe’s Defense Capabilities.” This inaugural event served as the 
first step in creating a community of interest advocating for rapid adaptation, innovation, and structural change in the 
European defense industrial base, exploring how lessons from Ukraine can inform this transformation. The information 
in this policy brief is current as of June 2026.

f KEY FINDINGS p
	¾ Battlefield logic is evolving. Operational planning and execution is shifting from a capabilities-centric 

model toward an effects-based paradigm, where success is defined less by the possession of specific plat-
forms and more by the ability to generate operationally relevant effects.1

	¾ Relevant effects do not necessarily require exquisite systems, but procurement and aquisition pro-
cesses for both high- and low-end systems require structural reform. What matters is not necessarily 
having the same capabilities as the adversary but having systems that can achieve comparable strategic 
or tactical outcomes at a fraction of the cost. Further, timely delivered “good-enough” systems are often 
more valuable than exquisite, gold-plated solutions delayed by years of procurement cycles.

	¾ Adaptation and flexibility are key to contemporary warfare. Modern forces must prepare to operate 
in highly contested, technologically dense environments where adaptation occurs continuously, and 
tactical flexibility becomes decisive in the long-term.

	¾ Closer cooperation between governments, industry, startups, and military users is essential. Opera-
tional relevance depends on constant interaction between battlefield realities and industrial innovation.

	¾ AI-supported wargaming and simulation tools can accelerate learning, improve adaptation, and 
support operational decision-making. AI integration and data-driven experimentation increasingly 
shape military planning, training, and capability development.2

	¾ Europe must not simply “learn from Ukraine,” but translate Ukraine’s wartime innovation model 
into European peacetime structures. This must occur without compromising democratic accountabil-
ity and transparency, and it must prioritize NATO and European interoperability.

Yevgeniya Gaber, Monika Wohlfeld, and Matthias Döring

Disclaimer: The views expressed in this policy brief are those of the author(s) and do not reflect the official policy or position of the George C. Marshall  
European Center for Security Studies, the US Department of War, or the US or German governments.
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INTRODUCTION

Russia’s war against Ukraine has accelerated 
profound changes in the character of warfare, 
defense innovation, industrial production, and 
military adaptation. It has demonstrated that 
future deterrence and defense will depend not only 
on technological sophistication and/or defense 
spending levels, but on the ability to innovate, 
scale, adapt, and integrate capabilities at the speed 
required by the operational environment.

Ukraine’s wartime experience reveals that the 
decisive advantage increasingly belongs to actors 
capable of combining rapid innovation cycles, 
operational feedback, decentralized adaptation, 
industrial scalability, and flexible procurement. 
Autonomous systems, artificial intelligence, elec-
tronic warfare, and affordable mass have funda-
mentally altered battlefield dynamics. Traditional 
distinctions between the frontline and rear areas 
are eroding as precision strike systems, drones, and 
integrated sensor networks create persistent kill 
zones extending far beyond conventional tactical 
boundaries.

At the same time, this war has exposed structural 
limitations within European defense ecosystems. 
Many existing procurement systems remain too 
slow, fragmented, and risk-averse to respond 
effectively to rapidly evolving operational realities. 
Industrial production cycles often remain discon-
nected from battlefield feedback, while excessive 
regulatory and bureaucratic barriers impede rapid 
adaptation.

The workshop “From Ukraine’s Battlefield to 
Europe’s Defense Capabilities: Innovation, 
Adaptation, and Industrial Scalability,” organized 
by the George C. Marshall European Center for 
Security Studies in cooperation with BWI GmbH 
in Munich, brought together representatives 
from government, military institutions, industry, 

startups, academia, and policy communities to 
examine how Europe can adapt its defense-indus-
trial and military structures in response to lessons 
emerging from Ukraine.

UKRAINE AND THE NEW 
REVOLUTION IN MILITARY AFFAIRS

The war in Ukraine increasingly reflects a new 
revolution in military affairs.3 As noted during the 
workshop by former Ukrainian Minister of Defense 
Andriy Zagorodnyuk, the current transformation 
extends beyond the introduction of individual tech-
nologies. Rather, it represents a systemic change in 
how wars are fought, how militaries organize, and 
how capabilities are generated and sustained. 

Historically, revolutions in military affairs emerge 
when technological innovation combines with 
doctrinal adaptation, organizational change, 
and new operational concepts. The ongoing 
war demonstrates precisely such a convergence. 
Ukraine has shown how relatively low-cost auton-
omous systems, integrated with dual-use commer-
cial technologies, AI-enabled targeting, distributed 
command structures, and rapid battlefield adapta-
tion can challenge and degrade a conventionally 
superior adversary.4 Maritime drones, first-person 
view (FPV) systems, long-range strike drones, 
electronic warfare capabilities, and decentralized 
reconnaissance networks have altered the balance 
of power in domains previously dominated by 
expensive legacy platforms.5

The implications are particularly visible in the 
Black Sea, where Ukraine has used maritime and 
aerial drones to challenge Russia’s naval domi-
nance, damaged or destroyed one third of Russia’s 
naval assets, forced the relocation of the Russian 
Black Sea Fleet to Novorossiysk, and challenged 
traditional assumptions about sea control.6 These 
developments illustrate how affordable and 
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scalable technologies can generate asymmetric 
effects against larger conventional forces.7

At the same time, the key strategic goal in the war is 
no longer territorial gains but technological sophis-
tication and the speed of adaptation. Technologies 
become obsolete within weeks or months. Tactical 
innovations dominate the battlefield, and there is 
continuous competition to develop countermea-
sures. The side capable of learning and adapting 
faster gains operational, and potentially strategic, 
advantage. This fundamentally changes traditional 
defense planning assumptions.

In previous times, military advantage often 
depended on acquiring technologically superior 
platforms through long procurement cycles that 
stayed operationally relevant for decades, as seen 
in the Cold-War era procurement models built 
around tanks, fighter aircraft, and large naval plat-
forms designed for generations of operational rele-
vance.8 Ukraine’s experience instead demonstrates 
the importance of constant capability development, 
rapid research and development, and continuous 
adaptation.

Warfare increasingly resembles an ecosystem of 
constant interaction between operators, engineers, 
manufacturers, and military planners. Frontline 
units identify operational challenges, developers 
rapidly adjust systems, manufacturers scale 
production, and updated capabilities return to the 
battlefield within compressed timelines. The emer-
gence of “affordable mass” represents a defining 
feature of this transformation. Large quantities of 
relatively inexpensive autonomous systems increas-
ingly complement or substitute for limited numbers 
of high-end platforms.9 The operational value 
of systems is increasingly measured not only by 
individual performance, but by scalability, adapt-
ability, and survivability under rapidly changing 
conditions.10

This shift also challenges many existing institutional 
structures within Europe. Traditional procurement 
systems, rigid requirement definitions, lengthy 
certification procedures, and fragmented indus-
trial coordination are not suited to environments 
where operational demands change within weeks. 
The Ukrainian experience suggests that successful 
defense transformation requires not only invest-
ment in technology, but also institutional agility. 
The ability to quickly integrate innovation into 
operational structures becomes an important factor 
of success.11

However, participants and presenters acknowl-
edged that  Ukraine’s wartime model cannot be fully 
replicated in “peacetime Europe.” Ukraine’s agility is 
driven by existential urgency, operational necessity, 
and wartime authorities that differ fundamentally 
from European peacetime governance structures. 
All agreed that the challenge for European states 
is therefore to create institutional mechanisms 
capable of generating comparable speed and flexi-
bility while maintaining accountability, interopera-
bility, and democratic oversight.

MILITARY EDUCATION, TRAINING, 
AND THE NEW BATTLEFIELD 
REALITY

Technological transformation requires corre-
sponding changes in training, doctrine, and 
operational thinking. In the fifth year of a full-
scale invasion, the battlefield in Ukraine no 
longer resembles traditional linear warfare. The 
distinction between frontline and rear areas has 
increasingly collapsed under conditions created 
by persistent intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (ISR) coverage, autonomous systems, 
precision strike capabilities, and electronic warfare. 
As such a broad kill zone, has emerged, extending 
far beyond conventional frontlines. Forces operate 
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under near-constant surveillance and threat expo-
sure. Movement, logistics, medivac, command 
posts, and concentration of forces have become 
significantly more vulnerable. This transforma-
tion requires militaries to rethink not only force 
structure and tactics, but also military training and 
doctrine.

During the workshop, a senior US military official 
highlighted the operational implications of this 
shift: “There is an autonomous zone beyond the 
forward line of troops where autonomous systems 
and advanced technologies are shaping the fight, 
and we have to win there first. The battlefield has 
changed. To adapt strategically, we must also get it 
right at the tactical level.”12

This observation captures an important lesson 
from Ukraine: training systems can no longer rely 
primarily on assumptions derived from previous 
operational environments. Forces must prepare to 
operate in technologically dense battlespaces char-
acterized by continuous ISR exposure, electronic 
warfare disruption, autonomous strike systems, 
degraded communications, and rapidly changing 
tactical conditions. This requires several important 
adjustments in planning and execution.

First, professional military education and exercises 
must integrate lessons from Ukraine systematically 
rather than treating them as isolated case studies. 
Operational concepts, tactical procedures, and 
command structures must evolve continuously 
alongside battlefield developments.

Second, training environments must increasingly 
incorporate realistic electronic warfare, drone 
threats, “transparency of the battlefield”, degraded 
communications, and AI-enabled targeting 
conditions.13 Forces must learn to operate under 
persistent surveillance and contested electronic 
warfare conditions.14

Third, adaptation itself must become a core mili-
tary competency. Units must develop institutional 
cultures capable of out-of-the box thinking, creative 
experimentation, rapid learning, solution-ori-
ented approaches, and decentralized initiative.15 
Ukraine’s experience demonstrates that tactical 
innovation frequently emerges from lower-level 
units responding directly to battlefield realities. 
This suggests that military organizations should 
empower frontline adaptation rather than relying 
exclusively on top-down doctrinal processes.

Fourth, training increasingly requires closer 
integration between military users and industry. 
Operational feedback loops must become shorter 
and more continuous. Exercises should involve 
technological experimentation, prototype testing, 
and iterative refinement processes involving devel-
opers, operators, and planners simultaneously.

The example of Ukraine also underscores the 
growing importance of human capital alongside 
technology. While autonomous systems and 
AI-enabled tools are transforming warfare, effec-
tive integration still depends on highly trained 
personnel capable of adapting technologies to 
operational realities.16 As a result, investment in 
education, technical literacy, data management, 
and cross-domain operational understanding is 
increasingly important for future military effec-
tiveness. Ultimately, Ukraine’s experience suggests 
that future military advantage may depend less 
on possessing static technological superiority 
and more on maintaining organizational cultures 
capable of continuous adaptation.

INDUSTRY, STARTUPS, AND  
GOVERNMENT COOPERATION

One of the workshop’s central themes concerned 
the relationship between governments, defense 
industries, startups, and end-users. Ukraine’s 

https://www.linkedin.com/posts/gcmconline_there-is-an-autonomous-zone-beyond-the-forward-activity-7454532385037066240-giMe?utm_source=li_share&utm_content=feedcontent&utm_medium=g_dt_web&utm_campaign=copy
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wartime innovation ecosystem has shown that 
rapid adaptation is only possible when there is 
a direct communication between military, engi-
neers, defense industries, and decisionmakers. 
Continuous interaction between operational de-
mand and industrial response enables technol-
ogies to evolve rapidly under battlefield condi-
tions.

This model differs significantly from many tra-
ditional European procurement and capabili-
ty-development structures, where interactions 
between governments and industry often remain 
fragmented along national lines, bureaucratic 
and shaped by lengthy acquisition timelines.17 
Participants emphasized that future European 
defense ecosystems must become more integrat-
ed, flexible, and responsive.

Startups and dual-use companies increasingly 
play a critical role in defense innovation. Many 
of the technologies that are shaping modern 
warfare, including AI applications, autonomous 
systems, data analytics, software integration, and 
commercial drones have emerged initially from 
civilian innovation ecosystems, not the tradition-
al defense sectors. However, successful integra-
tion requires direct operational exposure.

Several participants highlighted that companies 
seeking to develop operationally relevant tech-
nologies must maintain close engagement with 
Ukrainian realities. In this regard, a growing 
number of firms increasingly represent import-
ant models of industry adaptation. Quantum Sys-
tems became the first company to establish joint 
production with Ukraine in Germany under the 
“Build with Ukraine” approach.18 Such initiatives 
reflect a broader shift from purely transaction-
al defense exports toward long-term industrial 
partnerships and collaborative production mod-
els. Similarly, companies such as Diehl Defense 

have maintained direct engagement with Ukraine 
while adapting production, support, and innova-
tion processes to wartime realities.19

The workshop discussions repeatedly empha-
sized that operational relevance depends on 
proximity to real-world military requirements. 
Technologies developed without direct under-
standing of battlefield conditions risk becoming 
obsolete or operationally irrelevant before large-
scale deployment. At the same time, governments 
must adapt their institutional approaches as well. 
Participants stressed that governments increas-
ingly need to listen more carefully to industry, 
particularly regarding production realities, tech-
nological timelines, supply-chain constraints, 
and innovation cycles. Excessively rigid procure-
ment requirements, lengthy approval processes, 
and fragmented regulations often prevent timely 
adaptation. This does not imply abandoning 
transparency, accountability, or interoperability. 
Rather, it requires balancing these principles 
with greater flexibility and responsiveness.

Several recommendations emerged from these 
discussions. First, governments should cut the 
red tape, reduce unnecessary bureaucratic barri-
ers, and accelerate certification and acquisition 
processes where possible. Procurement systems 
should allow for iterative development over time 
rather than requiring complete specification cer-
tainty before production begins.

Second, governments should institutionalize 
closer cooperation between prime contractors, 
startups, subject matter experts, and military 
users through exchange programs, embedded 
industry representatives, and joint experimenta-
tion frameworks.

Third, participants also stressed the importance 
of exposing European policymakers and industry 
representatives directly to Ukrainian operational 

https://quantum-systems.com/news/first-joint-co-production-of-ukrainian-drones-in-europe-launched-by-quantum-systems-and-frontline-robotics/
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realities. Physical presence, operational engage-
ment, and firsthand observation significantly 
improve understanding of current battlefield dy-
namics.

Ultimately, the workshop highlighted that future 
defense ecosystems will require permanent inter-
action between governments, industry, and mil-
itary users rather than occasional transactional 
cooperation.

AI INTEGRATION, DATA-DRIVEN 
ADAPTATION, AND EMERGENT 
WARGAMING

    AI Integration
In addition to exploring improved government-in-
dustry engagement in a growing defense industrial 
base in Europe, the workshop explored how AI 
integration extends beyond autonomous systems 
themselves and increasingly affects training, plan-
ning, logistics, targeting, simulation, and opera-
tional experimentation, particularly in the case of 
AI-supported wargaming and modelling.

Participants discussed how organizations such as 
BWI are working with the Bundeswehr to integrate 
best practices and AI-supported tools into training, 
simulation, and capability-development processes. 
AI-enabled analysis can help process large quanti-
ties of operational data, identify patterns, simulate 
operational scenarios, and accelerate institutional 
learning, critical in environments characterized by 
rapid technological change and compressed adap-
tation cycles.

Traditional military planning processes often strug-
gle to keep pace with evolving operational realities.20 
AI-supported systems can assist decisionmakers by 
accelerating analysis, improving experimentation, 
and supporting iterative adaptation. Participants 

emphasized, however, that AI integration is not 
simply a technical challenge. It also requires insti-
tutional readiness, workforce development, ethical 
frameworks, and resilient supply chains.

European defense institutions face several 
significant obstacles, including but not limited 
to: fragmented standards, regulatory barriers, da-
ta-sharing limitations, and shortages of technical 
expertise. Semiconductor dependencies, energy 
constraints, and critical-material vulnerabilities 
also create strategic risks for long-term techno-
logical competitiveness.21 The workshop therefore 
highlighted the importance of investing not only 
in AI-enabled systems themselves, but also in the 
broader ecosystems necessary to support them, 
including education, technical training, software 
development capabilities, data-management struc-
tures, and resilient industrial supply chains.

Importantly, participants stressed that humans 
must remain central to AI integration. Technolo-
gy should enhance operational decision-making 
rather than replace strategic judgment. As military 
systems become increasingly complex and autono-
mous, the importance of human-machine integra-
tion, ethical oversight, and operational trust will 
continue to grow.

The discussions also emphasized the need for 
closer cooperation between civilian and military 
innovation ecosystems. Many relevant AI capa-
bilities originate in the commercial sector, mak-
ing dual-use integration increasingly important. 
This requires defense institutions to become more 
accessible to startups, subject matter experts, aca-
demic institutions, and civilian research actors. Ul-
timately, AI integration should be understood not 
as a separate technological domain, but as part of 
a broader transformation affecting every stage of 
capability generation and military adaptation.
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    Data-Driven Adaptation
Another important takeaway from Ukraine is that 
in the modern warfare, access to battlefield data it-
self becomes a strategic asset.22 Ukraine’s experience 
demonstrates that real-time combat datasets, oper-
ational feedback loops, and AI-trained battlefield 
analytics can evolve into a new form of security 
cooperation with allies and industry partners, 
sharing the data needed to develop and train the 
next generation of autonomous and AI-enabled 
systems.23 Ukraine has already institutionalized 
this approach through the Brave1 “Dataroom” 
platform, which provides partners with access to 
unique battlefield datasets for AI model training, 
analytics, and defense innovation.24 In April 2026, 
Ukraine and Germany signed a memorandum on 
defense data exchange and joint AI-related military 
technology projects.25

    Emergent Wargaming
The workshop also featured a practical example 
addressing the need for rapid yet robust innovation 
within procurement projects of the German Armed 
Forces. A specialized team within BWI developed a 
wargaming framework focused on speed, iteration, 
and integration of the wargaming methodology 
into live procurement processes.  Wargaming is uti-
lized to reassess assumptions, stress-test concepts, 
and generate new insights. Central to the success of 
this framework is the effective embedding of sub-
ject matter experts as wargame participants but also 
as active codesigners of the wargaming system. The 
wargame provides them with immediate actionable 
insights for their own daily operational duties. The 
emerging wargame serves as a knowledge reposi-
tory throughout the lifecycle of the procurement 
project and beyond. 

Instead of demanding a near-ideal procurement 
system constructed through months of work pri-
or to the project, wargaming is a tool that works 
through four key elements, each of which can have 

more or less resources invested depending on time 
and budget constraints as well as prioritized func-
tion. 

First, a wargame functions as a common language: a 
unified game board bridges interdisciplinary com-
munication gaps between military end-users, engi-
neers, and doctrinal planners. Second, structured 
stress-testing by a red team exposes conceptual 
vulnerabilities and institutional blind spots early 
on and motivates participants to develop more 
sophisticated solutions. Third, complex variables 
such as weather, terrain, adversarial behavior, and 
other contextual dependencies are made intuitively 
comprehensible on the board. Fourth, a safe-to-fail 
synthetic environment fosters the development of  
creative solutions while at the same time circum-
venting institutional and hierarchical barriers to 
effective subject matter expert interaction.

In practice, this method has substantially increased 
the speed of procurement processes. In just a sin-
gle workshop of one of these projects, forty-four 
functional requirements were specified, and a sub-
sequent simulation exposed seven critical flaws in 
the project’s foundational assumptions. If these vul-
nerabilities had not been exposed in the synthetic 
environment, they would have inevitably led to 
operational problems for deployed forces. The war-
gaming process prevented costly developmental 
failures and ensured that the fielded systems would 
meet the actual kinetic demands of the battlefield. 
Blind spots are identified in days rather than after 
years in the field. 

This drastic compression of the learning cycle al-
lowed the project to be concluded more than 
a month ahead of schedule. Consequently, 
wargaming provides a concrete methodology for 
systematically translating the requisite battlefield 
speed of Ukraine into European defense procure-
ment processes. 
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The BWI approach to innovation and procurement 
wargaming has been coined “Emergent Wargam-
ing” because not only is it focused on optimizing 
the emergent potential of SME interaction, but the 
final wargame itself emerges through SME interac-
tions via iterative prototypes. Emergent Wargaming 
takes place  on the operational level and optimizes 
SME interaction within projects in a scalable way, 
compatible with daily project and process realities. 
The success of this methodological approach is 
currently the subject of further scientific research, 
with the goal of establishing it as a firm standard in 
capability generation.26

PROCUREMENT AND ACQUISITION 
REFORM

The example of emergent wargaming points to a 
critical need, that of procurement and acquisition 
reform. Participants consistently pointed to existing 
procurement and acquisition structures and proce-
dures as some of the main barriers to rapid capa-
bility development and scaling in Europe. Indeed, 
a McKinsey report suggests that until 2030, Europe 
will need to mobilize over €1 trillion in defense 
acquisition, “(y)et Europe’s defense acquisition 
systems are not keeping pace with this urgency.”27

Decades of peace in Europe that went hand in 
hand with reduced defense spending coincided 
with bureaucracies that prioritized financial 
accountability and procurement risk reduction 
at the expense of the speed of acquisitions, inno-
vation, and military efficiency. Current systems 
often remain designed around long-term planning 
assumptions, rigid requirement definitions, and 
risk-averse procedures that prioritize predictability 
over adaptability. In addition, as McKinsey elab-
orated, the majority of key  defense programs in 
Europe run late.28 The Kiel Institute remarks that in 
the case of the German Zeitenwende, it is “more of 
the same, ordered (but not delivered) faster.”29  

Ukraine’s experience demonstrates that operational 
requirements must evolve continuously. Ukraine 
responded to these requirements by simplifying 
and compressing its procurements and acquisi-
tion timelines. From 1-2-year timelines in 2022, 
Ukraine moved to months or weeks by introducing 
decentralized procurement. Frontline commanders 
can now order military equipment from dedicated 
websites that host suppliers. Ukraine also devel-
oped specialized procurement agencies and revised 
acquisition regulations.30

Given the lengthy procurement and acquisition 
timelines in NATO countries, the challenges 
appears two-fold: how to acquire more capabili-
ties, but also  how to ensure that these capabilities 
remain operationally relevant by the time they are 
fielded. Currently, there is a high risk that some 
acquisition programs deliver systems already 
approaching obsolescence.

The workshop therefore highlighted the need for 
more flexible and iterative procurement approaches. 
Rigid “100 percent requirement” models that 
reward satisfying all requirements over speed 
should increasingly give way to adaptable capabil-
ity-development frameworks allowing continuous 
modification, experimentation, and incremental 
improvement. The concept of spiral development—
an initial capability that can be delivered on short 
timelines with software updates in quick cycles and 
hardware in longer ones—allows for adaptability.31 
The UK shift to aspects of the spiral development 
principle in procurement and acquisition and the 
US Department of War adoption of the Warfighting 
Acquisition System that prioritizes speed, commer-
cial solutions and a greater tolerance for risk may 
serve as examples of the concept.32 Participants also 
emphasized the importance of balancing decen-
tralization with interoperability. European NATO 
forces deal with highly fragment sets of platforms, 
and it appears that this fragmentation is increasing 
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further.33 While frontline adaptation and flexible 
procurement are essential, if it goes hand-in-hand 
with excessive fragmentation, common standards 
and coalition effectiveness suffer. 

An additional risk is that of overconcentration 
in legacy platforms. Bruegel identifies this as 
“incumbent lock-in,” with only a fraction of order 
volume going to firms outside the top ten. The 
report suggests that “a deliberate effort is needed 
to include new tech firms in the order process. 
Otherwise, defence procurement may miss signif-
icant innovation that exists outside the traditional 
defence industrial base”.34 For example, Germany’s 
share of procurement outside key legacy platforms 
has fallen from 22 percent in 2020–21 to 14 percent 
in 2022–23 and to some 9 percent in 2024–26. The 
German procurement surge ”flowed overwhelm-
ingly into established conventional platforms and 
ammunition restocks.”35

Fragmentation creates an important role for NATO 
and EU coordination mechanisms. Joint procure-
ment, aggregated demand, and common technical 
standards can help reduce fragmentation while 
improving industrial scalability and interopera-
bility. Concrete institutional developments such 
as the EU’s European Defense Industry Program 
and NATO Washinton Summit Industrial Capacity 
Expansion Pledge move in the right direction. 

The workshop also emphasized that acquisition 
systems must become more willing to terminate 
obsolete or ineffective programs even under polit-
ical pressure. Preserving outdated projects for 
institutional or political reasons risks diverting 
resources away from operationally relevant capa-
bilities. Closer integration between industry and 
military users should likewise extend throughout 
the acquisition process. Embedding industry repre-
sentatives closer to tactical and operational levels 
can improve responsiveness and accelerate innova-
tion cycles.

Participants further stressed the importance 
of including trusted third-country partners, 
including Ukraine, in future defense-industrial and 
technological cooperation frameworks. Ukraine is 
not only a recipient of Western support, but also a 
source of operational knowledge, innovation, and 
defense-industrial expertise. Workshop partic-
ipants agreed with the idea that because Ukraine 
has been delivering combat-tested capabilities 
at speed, it is “a valuable net contributor to allied 
security and therefore should be integrated into 
NATO’s force-planning, logistics and procurement 
systems.”36 The workshop therefore highlighted 
the need to move beyond purely assistance-based 
approaches toward deeper, long-term industrial 
and technological partnerships. Sweden’s agree-
ment with Ukraine on defense that aims at inter 
alia reducing the length of Sweden’s innovation 
cycle is an example of how Ukraine’s experience 
can be translated into procurement and acquisition 
processes reform. Any thinking on closer security 
and defense ties with Ukraine in the context of EU 
or NATO must reflect this requirement.

CONCLUSION

Russia’s war against Ukraine has exposed Europe’s 
challenges not only in meeting growing demand for 
defense industrial capabilities, but also in adapting 
to the broader structural transformation of warfare 
and deterrence.

This “revolution in military affairs” has under-
scored the importance of quick technological inno-
vation and the necessity of institutional agility. Fu-
ture military effectiveness will increasingly depend 
on the ability to innovate, adapt, scale production, 
integrate operational feedback, and sustain capa-
bilities under rapidly changing conditions. This re-
quires rethinking long-standing assumptions about 
procurement, training, industrial cooperation, mil-
itary doctrine, and civil-military integration.
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Europe’s challenge is therefore broader than in-
creasing defense spending levels alone. The decisive 
question concerns whether European institutions 
can generate capabilities at the speed and scale of 
relevance. The workshop discussions demonstrat-
ed that many of the necessary building blocks al-
ready exist across Europe’s defense ecosystems. 
However, fragmentation, bureaucratic rigidity, and 
institutional inertia continue to slow adaptation.

Ukraine’s experience offers important lessons re-
garding speed, decentralization, operational learn-
ing, and industrial integration. Yet these lessons 
cannot simply be copied directly into European 
peacetime systems. Instead, Europe must develop 

institutional mechanisms capable of translating 
wartime innovation into sustainable processes. 
This requires closer cooperation between govern-
ments, military institutions, industry, startups, 
academia, and operational users. It also requires 
a greater willingness to accept calculated risks, 
shorten innovation cycles, and prioritize opera-
tional relevance.

The broader strategic objective is therefore not 
only to provide immediate support to Ukraine, but 
to strengthen Europe’s deterrence and defense vis-
à-vis a long-term existential threats, including Rus-
sia, through adaptation and innovation informed 
by Ukraine’s battlefield experience. ~ Σ
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