Hudson Institute JUNE 18, 2025

NATO Summit 2025: An Assessment of
Transatlantic Security Cooperation

PREPARED STATEMENT BY
Peter Rough
Senior Fellow and Director, Center on Europe and Eurasia, Hudson Institute

BEFORE THE
Committee on Foreign Relations
United States Senate

HEARING ON
Transatlantic Security Cooperation

Chairman Risch, Ranking Member Shaheen, distinguished members of the
Committee: thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today.

Europe’sStrategic Backdrop

Europe remains of vital importance to the United States. Last year, total U.S. trade in
goods and services with Europe exceeded $2 trillion while European foreign direct
investment (FDI) in the U.S. stood at $3.5 trillion and U.S. FDI in Europe reached $4
trillion.* The Netherlands, host of next week’s North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) Summit, holds the largest FDI position in the United States of any country in
the world.? At one-third of global gross domestic product (GDP), the transatlantic
economy dwarfs that of all other U.S. relationships in the world, including with Asia.

Worryingly, the transatlantic alliance is under threat. Russian President Vladimir
Putin remains implacably opposed to the U.S.-European partnership, which he seeks
to undermine at every opportunity. In recent months, European intelligence services
have issued one warning after another about the prospect of Russian aggression
against a NATO member state.3

In February, the Danish Defense Intelligence Service forecast that under the right

! Daniel S. Hamilton and Joseph P. Quinlan, The Transatiantic Economy 2025 (Foreign Policy Institute, Johns
Hopkins University SAIS/Transatlantic Leadership Network, 2025), https://transatlantic.amchameu.eu/.

2 Bureau of Economic Analysis, “Direct Investment by Country and Industry, 2023,” news release, July 23, 2024,
https://www.bea.gov/news/2024/direct-investment-country-and-industry-2023.

3 Simon Saradzhyan, “Would Russia Attack NATO and, If So, When?,” In the Thick of It (blog), June 5, 2025,
https://www.russiamatters.org/blog/would-russia-attack-nato-and-if-so-when.
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conditions, Russia would be able to begin hostilities with a neighboring state within six
months of a ceasefire in Ukraine.4 The Economist reported last month that a separate
Danish intelligence assessment characterized Russian rearmament as having
“changed character from reconstruction to an intensified military build-up.”s Russia’s
reconstitution of its Leningrad Military District, de facto takeover of Belarus,® plans to
expand its ground forces,” and establishment of bases and rail networks along the
Russian-Finnish border® have all reinforced to Europe the unavoidable truth that
Russia’s postwar focus will be on NATO. As Bruno Kahl, the outgoing head of
Germany’s Federal Intelligence Agency, stated last week, “We see that NATO’s
collective defence promise is to be tested. ... We are very sure, and we have intelligence
evidence to back this up, that Ukraine is only one step on Russia’s path towards the
West.”

A New NATOBargain: Five for Five

Europe now faces a choice, as NATO Secretary General Mark Rutte put it last week:
either invest in defense or “learn to speak Russian.”*° Europe’s post-Cold War fallback
option, to offload deterrence onto the United States, is no longer tenable.

Since returning to the White House, U.S. President Donald Trump has walked a
tightrope, exposing allies in Europe to just enough Russian power to engender burden-
shifting without going so far as to risk another security crisis on the continent. Thus
far, this approach has achieved a high return on investment, most notably by prodding
Europe’s economic giant, Germany, into exempting defense spending from its
constitutional debt brake. Over time, the upshot could be hundreds of billions of euros
in new defense outlays.

4 “Opdateret vurdering af truslen fra Rusland mod Rigsfeellesskabet” [Updated assessment of the threat from
Russia against the Kingdom of Denmark], Danish Defense Intelligence Service, February 9, 2025, https://www.fe-
ddis.dk/globalassets/fe/dokumenter/2025/trusselsvurderinger/-

20250209 opdateret vurdering af truslen fra rusland mod--.pdf.

5“Would Vladimir Putin Attack NATO?,” The Economist, May 8, 2025,
https://www.economist.com/briefing/2025/05/08/would-vladimir-putin-attack-nato.

6 “Putin Signs Agreement Offering Russia’s Security Guarantees to Ally Belarus,” Associated Press, December 6,
2024, https://apnews.com/article/russia-belarus-security-agreement-nuclear-doctrine-
co7efsd341fg3be6934ac14a77b58f8b.

7 “Putin Orders Military to Boost Troop Numbers by 180,000 to 1.5 Million as Ukraine Fighting Continues,”
Associated Press, September 16, 2024, https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-putin-military-numbers-
9c5554302486adfe7b3d69cb297f8ag8.

8 Jeffrey Gettleman, Amelia Nierenberg, and Johanna Lemola, “Russia Beefs Up Bases Near Finland’s Border,”
New York Times, May 19, 2025, https://www.nytimes.com/2025/05/19/world/europe/russia-finland-border.html;
https://yle.fi/a/74-20135804.

9 Thomas Escritt, “Russia Could Send ‘Little Green Men’ to Test NATO’s Resolve, German Intelligence Boss
Warns,” Reuters, June 9, 2025, https://www.reuters.com/world/russia-has-plans-test-natos-resolve-german-
intelligence-chief-warns-2025-06-09/; Nick Alipour, “Russia planning attack on Nato ‘to test article 5’, warns
Germany,” The Times of London, June 10, 2025, https://www.thetimes.com/world/russia-ukraine-
war/article/attack-nato-germany-9700tn2z2.

1o Chatham House, “NATO Chief Mark Rutte Warns Russia Could Use Military Force Against Alliance in Five
Years,” news release, June 9, 2025, https://www.chathamhouse.org/2025/06/nato-chief-mark-rutte-warns-russia-

could-use-military-force-against-alliance-five-years.
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Two weeks ago, defense ministers paved the way in Brussels by agreeing to new
capability targets that represent, on average, a 30 percent increase over existing goals.
To turn promises into reality, NATO should consider supplementing its defense
ministerials with a new finance ministerial, comprised of allied ministers of finance,
many of whom in parliamentary democracies control their country’s purse strings. As
my Hudson Institute colleague, Luke Coffey, has argued, this would prove far more
useful than annual leader-level summits, which have proven costly, time-consuming,
and often unnecessary bordering on the counterproductive.

To be sure, the same Trumpian style that is pushing Europe toward these increased
defense spending targets has also raised questions about America’s staying power. Left
unattended, these anxieties may spur allies to engage in hedging by way of so-called
European strategic autonomy, with all the attendant downsides such an approach
would entail for U.S. defense contractors and America’s leverage against China.

At the NATO Summit, therefore, President Trump should look to convert Europe’s
unease into deliverables. Thanks to his leadership, NATO stands on the cusp of an
ambitious new investment pledge: 5 percent of GDP for defense, of which 3.5 percent is
to be set aside for hard power while 1.5 percent is to be earmarked for related costs,
such as cybersecurity and infrastructure.

At President Trump’s urging and Secretary General Rutte’s behest, NATO should
ratify the new 5 percent goal, to be achieved over a five-year time horizon, with tightly
defined categories for what constitutes defense spending; in return, President Trump
should preempt any moves toward strategic autonomy by reiterating his ironclad
commitment to Article V of the Washington Treaty, which commits allies to mutual
defense.

Such a “five for five” arrangement would have the additional benefit of challenging the
U.S. to make larger investments in our own military going forward.** Most importantly,
it would force Russia to think twice about any moves against NATO.

U.S. Force Presence

There is no bigger deterrent to Russian aggression in Europe than forward-deployed
U.S. forces. Today, the U.S. stations just over 65,000 troops in permanent facilities
across Europe, with an additional 20,000 forces rotating through the continent since
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. In total, the number of U.S. servicemembers across
Europe remains far below the historical average of the past seventy-five years.*?

The expectation across the alliance is that the U.S. will downsize its troop presence in

1 Dustin Walker, “Will the U.S. Pull Its Weight in NATO?,” Wall Street Journal, June 11, 2025,
https://www.wsj.com/opinion/will-america-pull-its-weight-in-nato-trump-gdp-target-spend-717dc8c3.

2 Data for military and civilian personnel by service/agency by state/country, Defense Manpower Data Center,
accessed June 2025, https://dwp.dmdc.osd.mil/dwp/app/dod-data-reports/workforce-reports.
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Europe.®3 Although U.S. Ambassador to NATO Matt Whitaker has communicated to
partners that in-depth consultations will not begin until after next week’s Summit, the
status of American forces in Europe will loom over the proceedings.4

The preference of our senior military commander is clear. “Since we originally surged
forces forward in 2022, we have periodically reviewed for structure both the military
and policy level,” General Christopher Cavoli, the outgoing head of EUCOM and
SACEUR argued before the House Armed Services Committee in April, “and I have
consistently recommended throughout that period to maintain the forces we surged
forward, and I would continue to do so now if asked.”*s

The reasons are myriad. An on-the-ground presence allows U.S. forces to absorb local
factors like terrain and weather, deepen interoperability with allies, benefit from the
savings of host nation support, and project power around the world. As my Hudson
Institute colleague, Dan Kochis, reminds us in a forthcoming paper, the U.S. forces
ordered to respond to the attack on the U.S. embassy in Benghazi, Libya on September
11, 2012, were based in Spain at Naval Station Rota.

Most of all, U.S. forces in Europe counteract Russian advantages. Although NATO is a
superior fighting force, Russia has local superiority on the eastern flank of the alliance.
It can deploy forces opposite NATO countries that lack strategic depth and heavy
divisions. Moreover, because NATO is a defensive alliance while Russia is a revisionist
power, Putin can decide to initiate hostilities at a time and place of his choosing secure
in the knowledge that NATO is highly unlikely to act first.

These factors make it all the more important that NATO maintains a forward presence
and adequately resources the NATO Force Model’s multi-tiered system of force
generation.'® Ambassador Whitaker has promised “to make sure that there are no
security gaps” in Europe.'7 For now, this will require the continued deployment of U.S.
strategic enablers, from Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) assets
and Electromagnetic Warfare (EW) capabilities to Strategic Airlift, Ballistic Missile
Defenses (BMD), and Command and Control (C2) infrastructure.

3 Gordon Lubold, Dan De Luce, and Courtney Kube “Pentagon Considering Proposal to Cut Thousands of Troops
from Europe, Officials Say,” NBC News, April 8, 2025. https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/national-
security/pentagon-considering-proposal-cut-thousands-troops-europe-officials-sa-rcna199603.

14 “U.S. Ambassador to NATO Reveals Trump’s Plan to Reassess American Military Presence in Europe After
NATO Hague Summit,” Baltic Sentinel, May 21, 2025, https://balticsentinel.eu/8253450/u-s-ambassador-to-nato-
reveals-trump-s-plan-to-reassess-american-military-presence-in-europe-after-nato-hague-summit.

s Hearing to Discuss U.S. Military Posture and National Security Challenges in Europe before the House
Committee on Armed Services, 118th Cong. (2025) (statement of Gen. Christopher G. Cavoli, commander, U.S.
European Command and Supreme Allied Commander Europe),
https://armedservices.house.gov/calendar/eventsingle.aspx?EventID=5030.

16 Can Kasapoglu, “NATO Is Not Ready for War: Assessing the Mlhtary Balance between the Alliance and Russia,”
Hudson Institute, June 28, 2024, : . . i - -war-assessing-military-
balance-between-alliance-russia-can-kasapoglu.

17 “Digital Press Briefing: U.S. Permanent Representative to NATO Ambassador Matthew Whitaker,” U.S.
Department of State, June 4, 2025, https://www.state.gov/digital-press-briefing-u-s-permanent-representative-to-
nato-ambassador-matthew-whitaker.
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Russia’s Hybrid Way of War

To date, Russia has eschewed major war with NATO. Instead, it operates just below
the threshold of conventional war by prosecuting a campaign of gray zone attacks that
numbers in the dozens, if not hundreds, of incidents.*® These range from funneling
illegal immigrants toward NATO borders to undertaking arson attacks on major public
venues.'9 Moscow even reportedly planned the assassination of Armin Papperger, the
CEO of Rheinmetall, one of Europe’s largest arms manufacturers, and planted
incendiary devices on Western cargo planes, with plans to target airplanes bound for
the United States.?°

Russia’s hybrid war is now discussed at nearly every NATO ministerial, but the
alliance’s response remains deliberate bordering on the tepid. This month, the alliance
adopted a new hybrid strategy, but it has mostly confined itself to three categories of
countermeasures. First, NATO has improved information sharing within the alliance
and publicly blamed Russia for its operations. Second, it has sought to drive up the
costs of Russia’s actions. In December, for example, Finnish forces boarded the oil
tanker Eagle S and took legal steps against it for dragging its anchor across an
undersea power cable, an increasingly common occurrence.?' Third, NATO has pulled
together an observation mission in the Baltic Sea. In January, NATO launched an
operation called Baltic Sentry to patrol and track Russia’s shadow fleet of tankers.??

These defensive measures have not deterred Russia.2?3 At little cost to itself, Russia has
saddled the alliance with huge expenses, like repairing damaged undersea
infrastructure. NATO members may need to consider additional countermeasures, like
offensive cyber operations, to reestablish deterrence in the realm of hybrid operations.
Moreover, some NATO members have begun to explore and define at what threshold a
hybrid attack could lead to the invocation of Article V.24

8 Sam Clark, “Russia’s Hybrid Warfare Could Cause ‘Substantial’ Casualties, Senior NATO Official Says,” Politico,
December 29, 2024, https://www.politico.eu/article/russia-hybrid-warfare-defense-substantial-casualties-james-
appathurai-nato/.

19 Marek Strzelecki, “Poland Says Russian Secret Service Behind 2024 Fire in Warsaw Shopping Centre,” Reuters,
May 11, 2025, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/poland-says-russian-secret-service-behind-2024-fire-warsaw-
shopping-centre-2025-05-11/.

20 Michael Schwirtz and Julian E. Barnes, “Russia Plotted to Put Incendiary Devices on Cargo Planes, Officials
Say,” November 5, 2024, https://www.nytimes.com/2024/11/05/world/europe/russia-plot-dhl-planes.html.

2 In May, Estonia’s navy intercepted the oil tanker Jaguar in the Gulf of Finland, leading Russia to dispatch a Su-
35 fighter jet in response, one of only hundreds of incidents annually of Russia violating Baltic air space.

22 NATO Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE), “Baltic Sentry to Enhance NATO’s Presence in
the Baltic Sea,” news release, January 14, 2025, https://shape.nato.int/news-releases/baltic-sentry-to-enhance-
natos-presence-in-the-baltic-sea.

2 Victor Jack, Lucia Mackenzie, and Sam Clark, “Europe’s new war with Russia: Deep sea sabotage,” Politico,
April 7, 2025, https://www.politico.eu/article/russia-sabotage-undersea-cables-baltic-sea-europe-war/.

24 “Russian Acts of Sabotage May Lead to NATO Invoking Article 5, Says German Intel Chief,” Reuters, November
27, 2024, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/russian-hybrid-attacks-may-lead-nato-invoking-article-5-says-

german-intel-chief-2024-11-27/.
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Russia’s Alliance System

Russia cannot take on NATO on its own. In fact, it still borrows power from the West
today. In 2024, the European Union (EU) saw a rebound in Russian gas imports, even
as the European Commission works to end Russian energy imports in the next two
years.?s Similarly, Russia continues to use systems in Ukraine that rely on dual-use
technologies sourced from Western commercial markets. As a first step, therefore, the
West must redouble its efforts to end its Russian energy imports and block Russian
shell companies from circumventing export controls.

More broadly, however, it will have to tighten the noose on Russia’s global
partnerships. In the 2019 London Declaration, NATO flagged “China’s growing
influence” as a factor for the alliance for the first time.?® By the time of the Washington
Summit last year, NATO expressed “profound concern” for the “coercive policies” of
China and its deepening strategic partnership with Russia. Beijing’s vast defense
industrial support for the Russian war machine, especially its provision of
microelectronics and machine tools, has proven of the utmost significance for Russia
in Ukraine. It is an open question if Russia could continue the war in Ukraine without
Chinese support.

Iranian drones and North Korean artillery have also allowed Russia to defy
expectations and sustain a high operational tempo in Ukraine. Many of Russia’s
drones, which now account for more casualties in Ukraine than any other weapon
system, are derivates of Iran’s Shahed family of unmanned aerial vehicles. Meanwhile,
North Korean shells now make up half of all Russian artillery fired in certain sectors of
the front-line. Earlier this year, a division-sized force of North Korean troops played a
decisive role in Russia’s counteroffensive in Kursk Oblast. In return, Russia has
provided each of its partners with diplomatic, technological, and economic benefits.

If the U.S. cannot prevent the alignment of these revisionist actors, it should at the
very least vector Europe’s visceral opposition to Russia into a tougher transatlantic
stance against China, Iran, and North Korea. For example, the U.S. should encourage
allies to tighten their screening of Chinese greenfield investments and FDI into critical
areas like Artificial Intelligence (AI), microelectronics, quantum technologies, space,
drones, and pharmaceuticals.?” Moreover, the U.S. should make clear to its NATO
partners and the EU and its member states that Chinese control of critical
infrastructure, from telecommunications networks to some 30 port terminals across

%5 Victor Jack and Louise Guillot, “EU’s Top Russian LNG Buyers Wary of Brussels’ Gas Ban,” Politico, June 3,
2025, https://www.politico.eu/article/eus-top-russian-lng-buyers-wary-of-brussels-gas-ban/; European Commission,
Roadmap to Fully End EU Dependency on Russian Energy,” news release, May 6, 2025,

o6 en.

26 “London Declaration,” NATO, December 4, 2019, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official texts 171584.htm.

27 Camille Gijs and Francesca Micheletti, “EU Countries Soften Push to Stop Chinese Tech Buyouts,” Politico, May
6, 2025, https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-countries-soften-push-to-curb-chinese-access-to-sensitive-tech/.
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Europe, poses a threat to the alliance.?® The U.S. and much of Europe are treaty allies;
it is entirely appropriate for Washington to ask our closest partners to choose between
the United States and our adversaries on matters of security.

Future of Ukraine

Of course, the war in Ukraine will loom over this Summit as it has over all debates on
transatlantic security for the past three years. And yet, it is already clear that in The
Hague leaders will not take significant political decisions on the war; just like at this
week’s meeting of the Group of Seven, the war will receive hardly a mention in the
NATO Summit Declaration.

At minimum, though, alliance leaders would be wise to revisit the extraordinary
advances in Ukraine’s military capabilities, especially in drone warfare. Today, despite
the establishment of the Joint Analysis, Training and Education Centre (JATEC),
NATO is struggling to keep pace with Russia and Ukraine as they iterate new forms of
drone warfare in real time on the battlefield. Without becoming a party to the conflict,
NATO countries will need to consider a more robust in-country presence to
supplement the analysis being undertaken at JATEC in Bydgoszcz, Poland. This holds
doubly true for Western industry. Ukraine is eager to share lessons-learned from the
battlefield as a form of repayment for Western support; we should seize that
opportunity.

Second, NATO leaders should plan now rather than later for how to supply Ukraine as
U.S. congressional funding runs out over the coming months. Europe will fill gaps and
shoulder much of the load, but for those systems that Europe cannot replace, NATO
leaders should begin exploring U.S. attitudes toward direct military sales. For example,
the U.S. could backfill Europe’s air defenses as those countries transfer interceptors to
Ukraine.

Finally, given that Russian projectiles have periodically transited NATO airspace or
even crashed onto allied soil, leaders in The Hague should consider the establishment
of a joint liaison office to facilitate coordination between NATO’s air policing and air
and missile defense architecture and the Ukrainian Armed Forces. Alliance members
may even wish to consider authorizing troops in Poland and Romania to shoot down
Russian missiles and drones flying across western Ukraine toward NATO.29

8 Martina Sapio, “Chinese Companies Bought Up European Ports—and Now Brussels Is Starting to Worry,”
Politico, May 9, 2025, https://www.politico.eu/article/chinese-companies-bought-up-european-ports-and-now-
brussels-is-starting-to-worry/.

29 Luke Coffey, “Getting Ukraine to a Position of Strength: A Strategy for the Trump Administration,” Hudson
Institute, November 19, 2004, https://www.hudson.org/foreign-policy/getting-ukraine-position-strength-strategy-

trump-administration-luke-coffey.
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EU Defense Spending

The NATO Summit in The Hague will be the first meeting of allied leaders since the
EU adopted its ReArm Europe Plan. This initiative should be applauded for exempting
up to 1.5 percent of GDP over four years in defense spending from the fiscal strictures
of the Stability and Growth Pact. In theory, this will benefit U.S. and European defense
industry alike. Moreover, the EU’s Security Action for Europe (SAFE) instrument
establishes a long-maturity €150 billion credit line for EU members. Under SAFE, 65
percent of procurements for any one program must come from EU states, the
European Free Trade Association (EFTA) countries of Norway, Liechtenstein,
Switzerland, and Iceland, and/or Ukraine. By including Ukraine in its regulations, the
EU is sending an important signal of support to Kyiv.

At the same time, while encouraging Europe to build up its own defense industrial
base is a U.S. priority, regulations that dictate where euros are spent warrant special
scrutiny. This applies to SAFE but also to the European Defense Industrial Program, a
modest €1.5 billion EU spending program to be unveiled in the coming months that is
widely viewed as a template for how future EU defense euros will be spent.

If a non-EU member like Switzerland, which has withheld export licenses to an allied
country attempting to support Ukraine, is eligible for SAFE, so, too, should the United
States qualify for contracts above the 35 percent value threshold. Most worryingly,
however, SAFE mandates European design authority for certain classes of weapons,
which could hamper the participation of U.S. defense firms altogether. Moreover,
Asian countries like Japan and South Korea with which the EU has struck a Security
and Defense Partnership receive preferential treatment over the U.S. to participate in
procurement programs. At the very least, the U.S. should insist that procurement
decisions are consistent with NATO capability targets and that SAFE design
stipulations do not serve as templates for future European defense spending.

Ultimately, NATO Summits are opportunities for leaders to exchange views and
communicate directly with one another. Sudden, unexplained policy decisions, like the
Biden administration’s decision in January to assign allies like Poland second-tier
status through its Al diffusion rule, weaken the alliance. President Trump is off to a
strong start in reversing that decision and landing spending commitments from our
partners.

Now is the time to seal the deal through consistent, predictable policymaking that
raises the standard for the alliance.





