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The purpose of this study is to analyse the value for actors in medium-sized countries when 

developing defence products in collaboration with other countries within the EU framework. This 

is explored by conducting a case study on the Swedish development of a next-generation air combat 

system as a part of a project at the Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI). The data was collected 

through a review of official EU documents and semi-structured interviews with professionals in the 

defence sector, representing the three parts of the Triple Helix. The interviews were analysed using 

an inductive thematic analysis. The focus was to examine how the EU’s new defence programmes 

could be used to support Swedish involvement in international collaboration. The analysis and 

discussion were linked to concepts such as Military Suitability and the Top-Down and Bottom-Up 

approaches. Results showed that there are several advantages of collaboration within the EU 

framework, such as cost, knowledge and technology sharing, and increased interoperability. There 

were also disadvantages such as reduced sovereign control and national independence. However, 

the advantages can also be apparent in collaborations outside of the EU. Several critical factors for 

successful collaborations were also found, such as finding common ground with collaboration 

partners and having synchronised timelines. Mutual trust and understanding, a structured plan for 

co-financing, clear communication, and political support for the project were also important. The 

most promising instrument for development in the European Defence Industry Programme was the 

EDPCI, but it should primarily be used to develop sub-systems, rather than entire air combat 

systems. 
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Internationella försvarssamarbeten inom Europeiska unionen: Konsekvenser av att nyttja 

finansiellt stöd för nästa generations stridsflyg 

Syftet med denna uppsats är att analysera värdet för medelstora nationer att utveckla 

försvarsprodukter i samarbete med andra länder inom ramen för EU. Detta utforskas genom en 

fallstudie gällande svensk utveckling av nästa generations stridsflygplan som en del av ett projekt 

hos Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut (FOI). Datainsamlingen skedde genom en genomgång av 

officiella EU-dokument och semistrukturerade intervjuer med yrkesverksamma inom 

försvarssektorn, vilka representerade de tre delarna av Triple Helix. Intervjuerna analyserades sedan 

med hjälp av en induktiv tematisk analys. Fokuset låg på att utvärdera hur de nya 

försvarsprogrammen inom EU kan användas för att stötta svenskt deltagande i internationella 

samarbeten. I analysen och diskussionen kopplades resultatet samman med begrepp som Military 

Suitability och Top-Down- och Bottom-Up-perspektiven. Resultaten visade att det finns många 

fördelar med att samarbeta inom ramen för EU, såsom kostnads-, kunskaps- och teknikdelning, samt 

ökad interoperabilitet. Det fanns också nackdelar, såsom minskad rådighet över beslut och minskat 

nationellt oberoende. Fördelarna som påvisades kan dock även hittas i samarbeten utanför EU. Flera 

kritiska faktorer för framgångsrika samarbeten påvisades också, såsom att identifiera gemensamma 

förutsättningar och att ha synkroniserade tidsplaner. Ömsesidig tillit och förståelse, en tydlig plan 

för medfinansiering, tydlig kommunikation och politisk backning var också viktiga faktorer. Det 

mest lovande instrumentet för utveckling som fanns i European Defence Industry Programme var 

EDPCI, men dess främsta användning ansågs vara att utveckla delsystem till stridsflygplan, snarare 

än kompletta stridsflygsystem. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Sweden is a medium-sized country in Europe and a member of both the European Union (EU) 

and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). For a long time, the country has held a 

unique position with a comparatively large defence industry. The Swedish combat aircraft 

capability has been identified by the Swedish government as an essential security interest due 

to its “crucial importance to Sweden’s defence”1. 

The Swedish Air Force received its first delivery of the JAS 39 Gripen E in 2025, but 

discussions regarding its successor are already ongoing. In 2023, the Swedish government 

decided to task the Swedish Armed Forces and the national procurement agency, FMV, with 

performing concept studies and technology development as a foundation for the development 

of a next-generation air combat system (within a programme called Vägval Stridsflyg).2 In 

general, governments have three options for defence procurement. First, autarky entails 

acquiring a defence product that has been developed and produced by a domestic company.3 

Second, foreign dependence entails acquiring a product that has been developed by another 

country or countries, without participating in the development of the product,4 also known as 

buying “off-the-shelf”. Third, international collaboration refers to acquiring a product 

developed by domestic companies in collaboration with international partners.5 In the task 

description of Vägval Stridsflyg, the Swedish government stated that these three procurement 

options were to be the basis for the concept studies.6 The Swedish Armed Forces and the 

Swedish government will decide by 2030 which option they want to pursue. Sweden has long 

chosen to produce its fighter aircraft domestically but increasing development costs have led 

the Swedish Minister of Defence, Pål Jonsson, to state in 2024 that international collaboration 

is necessary.7 

Historically, there have been several attempts at international air combat system programmes 

between European nations. The most striking example is the Eurofighter Typhoon, developed 

 
1 Prop. 2013/14:1, Budgetproposition för 2014, Utgiftsområde 6, s. 66. 
2 ”FMV tecknar kontrakt om vägval stridsflyg”, FMV, 22 March 2024 
3 Seth. G. Jones, The Rise of European Security Cooperation, (Cambridge University Press, 2007), p. 140 
4 Jones, pp. 142-143 
5 Jones, pp. 143-144 
6 ”Nästa steg i utvecklingen av framtidens stridsflyg”, FMV, 14 October 2025 
7 Bo Torbjörn. Ek & Jonas Backlund, ”Helsvensk utveckling av stridsflyg döms ut: ’Omöjligt’”, 24 August 2024 
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in the 1980s and 1990s, in which Sweden did not participate.8 There have also been attempts at 

collaboration in which Sweden has participated. The European Technology Acquisition 

Programme (ETAP), established in 2001 by a Letter of Intent between France, Germany, Italy, 

Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom,9 included the objective of exploring options for 

developing a future air combat system.10 However, by 2019, France, Germany and Spain had 

announced that they were collaborating under the name Future Combat Air System (FCAS). In 

2022, the UK, together with Italy and Japan, announced their own version, the Global Combat 

Air Programme (GCAP). The UK held discussions with Sweden to join in 2019, but Sweden 

ultimately decided not to join. 

There are examples of both successful and unsuccessful international collaborations in 

developing next-generation air combat systems, as seen above. Although the members of ETAP 

were all part of the EU (except for the UK after Brexit), none of these collaborations were 

established within its framework. This has mainly been because of the EU’s historically 

restrictive involvement in defence, given its foundation as a union built on peace. Over the last 

ten years, this has changed, particularly following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. In recent years, 

the EU has therefore launched and announced several defence programmes and emergency 

defence instruments in response to this tense geopolitical climate. The two newest initiatives 

are the European Defence Industry Programme (EDIP), which was approved in December 

2025,11 and the European Competitiveness Fund (ECF), which was proposed in July 2025 and 

is expected to be approved in 2027 as a part of the next Multiannual Financial Framework 

(MFF). These regulations will provide support for the defence industry and national 

governments participating in projects ranging from research and development to common 

procurement and maintenance.  

1.2 Problem area and purpose of the thesis 

There is both an increased focus and an increased willingness from the EU to improve European 

and national defence capabilities. The EU achieves this primarily by providing financial support 

to different defence projects. Sweden has also shown an increased interest in developing an air 

 
8 “Made in Europe”, Eurofighter, 2026 
9 “Letter of Intent: restructuring the European defence industry”, UK Ministry of Defence, 12 December 2012 
10 “International aeronautics innovation”, Innovair, 2026; T. Dyson & T. Konstadinides, European Defence 

Cooperation in EU Law and IR Theory (Palgrave Macmillan,2013), p. 108 
11 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2025 establishing 

the European Defence Industry Programme and a framework of measures to ensure the timely availability and 

supply of defence products 
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combat system in collaboration with other European countries. This, in combination with the 

current geopolitical situation, proves the urgency of research within this field of study.  

The purpose of this thesis is to analyse the value for actors in medium-sized countries when 

developing defence products in collaboration with other EU Member States, focusing on 

Sweden’s development of a next-generation air combat system. Therefore, this thesis will 

explore how the EU’s defence instruments could be used to support Swedish involvement in 

international collaboration, and what it could mean not to utilise the support from the EU.  

1.3 Research question 

The following research question is answered:  

How can a medium-sized country utilise EU financial support to develop new defence products 

of essential security interest through international collaboration?  

The research question is studied by answering the following research sub-questions: 

1. What are the advantages and disadvantages for a medium-sized nation in developing a 

next-generation air combat system through international collaboration within the 

European Union?  

2. What factors do the Swedish actors see as critical for ensuring successful international 

collaboration within the European Union? 

3. Which of the instruments within the EDIP framework is most promising for developing 

a next-generation air combat system, and what are the implications of using such 

support? 

1.4 Delimitations 

This study will focus on international collaboration within the EU, mainly on research and 

development throughout all Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs). In the study, Swedish actors 

in the defence sector are analysed, and their involvement in EU-funded defence research and 

development projects. Thus, any other defence programmes that have been launched in recent 

years but do not involve any research and/or development instruments will not be analysed, 

such as the Security Action for Europe (SAFE). Despite focusing primarily on research and 

development, the European Defence Fund (EDF) is also excluded, as its launch in 2021 makes 

it an already well-established programme. The predecessor of EDF, EDIDP, will not be 

analysed either. The same applies to the European Defence Agency (EDA), as it is an agency 
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and not a programme. Furthermore, the new programme for agile and rapid defence innovation 

(AGILE), launched in March 2026, will not be analysed. 

Although the EDIP ends in 2027 (before the Swedish decision deadline), this study assumes 

that the instruments in the EDIP (or similar equivalents) will most likely exist in the next MFF.  

The study will not assess the potential financial support Swedish actors might receive through 

the instruments, as it would be impossible to estimate, especially since the potential amount is 

likely to change after 2027. However, an overview of the instruments within the EDIP is given 

in the results. 

1.5 Previous research  

1.5.1 International defence collaborations 

Defence collaboration within the EU 

Several prior studies and reports concern international defence collaborations within the EU.12 

The majority of them address the European Defence Fund and the experiences of both 

participants and national authorities navigating those projects. Three factors that are mentioned 

as important for a successful collaboration are: an integrated project team with shared goals, a 

mutual understanding of the longevity of project negotiations and the mutual trust that they 

require, as well as a clear set of requirements and an openness to compromise them.13  

Some risks of participating in EU programmes are restricted information sharing within the 

projects and with actors outside of the projects, unclear requirements and forced compromises 

that could make the end product less useful, and limited knowledge transfers with relevant 

actors because of forced “pan-European” collaborations.14 On the other hand, studies have also 

shown that there is a risk of unintentional transfer of information, knowledge, and technology.15 

 

 

 
12 Susanne Oxenstierna, Internationella materielsamarbeten Koordinering, utmaningar, framgångsfaktorer, FOI-

R--5203--SE, (Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut, 2022); Ann Lundberg, Where to EDF?, FOI Memo 9000, 

(Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut, 2025); Per Olsson, Sanna Dalberg & Tobias Junerfält, Defence Industrial 

Outlook – A Global Outlook with a Special Focus on the European Defence Fund, FOI-R--5333--SE, 

(Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut, 2022); Ann Lundberg, Maria Hoff Rudhult, Maria Hultqvist & Susanna Holzer, 

Svenska erfarenheter av EDF, FOI-R--5662--SE, (Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut, 2025)  
13 Oxenstierna, p. 42 
14 Lundberg, Where to EDF?, p. 3 
15 Ann Lundberg, Aron Björk & Monia Lougui, Svensk konkurrenskraft på försvarsmarknaden, FOI-R--5741--

SE, (Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut, 2025), p. 12 
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Collaboration between the actors in the Triple Helix 

Key factors for successful collaborations have also been presented in studies regarding domestic 

collaboration between defence actors in the Triple Helix.16 These key factors are cost efficiency, 

knowledge sharing, a ‘stronger together’ mindset, good dialogue and communication, a 

common purpose and goal, and a collaboration longevity. Some challenges of domestic defence 

collaboration are different work ethics, limitations of Swedish laws and regulations, differences 

in organisational structures, a lack of information sharing, and high thresholds for small- and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).17 Other challenges are late notifications of co-funding from 

the government, and a lack of clear strategy from the government.18 

Defence collaboration outside of the EU 

Studies focusing on international defence collaborations between companies outside of the EU 

framework, i.e. bi- and multilateral collaboration with European countries and countries outside 

of Europe, identify additional factors for successful collaborations.19 These key factors include 

prior collaborative experience between the partners and a mutual understanding of each 

company’s technological views. Furthermore, an aligned view of the strategic goals and visions 

of the collaboration is essential. The collaboration also improves if there is a predetermined 

project lead, as it minimises unnecessary discussions and negotiations. Finally, the presence of 

mutuality between the partners is crucial to avoid any power imbalance regarding influence 

over the project.20 Other factors that are important, though not crucial, for a successful 

collaboration include the number of participating companies and governments (although the 

study found no evidence that a smaller number of participants is preferable), and the negative 

impact of the government deciding the workshare between participants.21 

1.5.2 A next-generation air combat system 

An article published by the Royal Swedish Academy of War Sciences presents a guideline for 

Swedish politicians and decision-makers regarding the selection of the next-generation air 

 
16 Maria Hultqvist, Cecilia Fredriksson & Anders Schröder, Sektoröverskridande samverkan i 

försvarsinnovationsprojekt - Framgångsfaktorer och utmaningar inom trippel helix-samarbeten, FOI-R--5796--

SE, (Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut, 2026), pp. 31-32 
17 Hultqvist, Fredriksson & Schröder, pp. 26-30 
18 Lundberg et al., Svenska erfarenheter av EDF, p. 40 
19 Mattias Axelson & Martin Lundmark, Internationaliserad materielförsörjning: Förutsättningar för 

försvarsmaterielsamarbeten mellan företag, FOI-R--3108—SE, (Totalförsvarets forskningsinstitut, 2010), pp. 63-

64 
20 Lundberg, Björk & Lougui, Svensk konkurrenskraft på försvarsmarknaden, p. 12 
21 Axelson & Lundmark, Internationaliserad materielförsörjning: Förutsättningar för 

försvarsmaterielsamarbeten mellan företag, pp. 64-66 
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combat system.22 Some key factors to consider when deciding whether international 

collaboration is the best option for procurement are the consequences for domestic expertise in 

the field, control over decision-making, and what type of knowledge and expertise Sweden can 

offer to the collaboration partner(s).23 The article separates international collaboration into two 

sub-categories: Swedish industry as the main contractor, and Swedish industry as a partner 

and/or subcontractor.24 The first alternative is said to entail significant compromising. A 

thorough review of potential collaboration partners is therefore essential.25 The risks associated 

with the second alternative are the loss of domestic expertise and control, and the increased 

dependency on other countries.26 

1.6 Research gap 

Many studies concern EU collaboration and international defence collaboration, mainly 

focusing on the EDF. The recent approval of the EDIP, however, means that few studies have 

investigated the benefits and value of participating in it. This is especially true regarding the 

possibilities of utilising its financial support for the development of a next-generation air 

combat system. Consequently, this thesis aims to close this gap and contribute to existing works 

in the field.  

1.7 Outline 

The thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 presents the theoretical framework of the thesis. 

Chapter 3 describes the research design, data collection, analytical approach, as well as the 

chosen methods’ validity, reliability, generalisability, and ethical considerations. Chapter 4 

presents the empirical findings. Chapter 5 discusses and analyses those results in relation to the 

research questions. Chapter 6 offers concluding remarks and suggestions for future research. 

  

 
22 M. Liljegren, Förslag till strategi för beslut om nästa stridsflygssystem, (Kungliga krigsvetenskapsakademin, 

2023:4), pp. 90-126 
23 Liljegren, p. 106 
24 Liljegren, p. 108 
25 Liljegren, p. 112 
26 Liljegren, p. 113 
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2 Theoretical framework 

This chapter describes the theoretical starting points of the thesis, including international 

collaboration, essential security interests, military utility, and the top-down and bottom-up 

approaches. 

2.1 International Collaboration 

Collaborative development covers the research and development of the product, or components 

of the end-product (sub-systems), including joint design, engineering, and production.27 

International collaboration can occur between two or more companies, bi- or multilaterally 

between countries, or between companies with support from the state. In this study, the 

collaboration is set within the framework of the EU, where it is not unusual for a project to 

involve participants who represent both industry and academia and are supported by the 

government. Thus, it is common for all actors in the Triple Helix to be involved in international 

collaboration at the EU level.  

2.2 Essential Security Interests 

Essential security interests are areas that can be exempted from the general EU rules regarding 

public defence procurement. Member States of the European Union have the ability to define 

national essential security interests according to Article 346 of the Treaty on the Functioning 

of the European Union (TFEU).28  

Sweden has defined three essential security interests: combat aircraft capability, underwater 

capability, and critical components of the command-and-control system, such as sensors, 

electronic warfare, and cryptography. The Swedish Government has stated that “there is a 

particular need for national technical expertise and a defence industrial base” in these areas. 

The reason for this is that it might “be difficult to ensure access to relevant expertise and 

materiel from foreign partners,” should there be a heightened state of alert.29 

 
27 Jones, The Rise of European Security Cooperation, p. 144 
28 Dyson & Konstadinides, European Defence Cooperation in EU Law and IR Theory, p. 90 
29 SOU 2022:24, Materielförsörjningsstrategi, p. 19 
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2.3 Military Utility 

The concept of military utility can be used by decision-makers who evaluate the use of certain 

military technologies throughout the whole life cycle, from technology forecasting and short to 

mid-term defence planning, to development, production and use, and in long-term reviews.30 It 

consists of three dimensions (military effectiveness, military suitability, and affordability), 

which are used to determine the military utility of a system. Each dimension can be divided into 

different indicators that are used to further evaluate and measure the military utility according 

to certain requirements.31 

In this thesis, however, the system does not yet exist, thus the discussion and analysis of 

potential outcomes of an international collaboration in terms of military utility is at a more 

abstract level, focusing mainly on military suitability. This is made under the assumption that 

military effectiveness is fulfilled regardless of how the system is developed. Affordability is 

also excluded from this study, for two main reasons. First, all costs related to the system, both 

life-cycle and societal, are currently unknown. Second, the exact amount of financial support a 

project could receive through EDIP or ECF is also unknown. Overall, this makes an analysis 

on affordability too complex and limited by the scope of this thesis. 

Military suitability measures how well suited the system would be for the task it has been given 

during a mission.32 In the article by Andersson et al., the different indicators of military 

suitability correspond to the British categorisation of capabilities, TEPIDOIL. However, since 

Sweden is now a member of NATO, and NATO uses another categorisation of capabilities, 

DOTMLPFI (Doctrine, Organisation, Training, Materiel, Leadership/Education, Personnel, 

Facilities, and Interoperability), this is used instead. 

2.4 The Top-Down and Bottom-Up Approaches 

There are two foundational approaches for implementing public policies both nationally and 

internationally. The top-down approach focuses on legal and hierarchical policy 

implementation, 33 i.e., the national government decides on norms, policies, and procedures, 

which are then implemented by lower-level actors. The bottom-up approach instead focuses on 

 
30 Kent Andersson, Martin Bang, Carina Marcus, Björn Persson, Peter Sturesson, Eva Jensen, Gunnar Hult, 

“Military Utility, a proposed concept to support decision-making”, Technology in Society 43, (31 July 2015): p. 3 
31 Andersson et al., p. 6 
32 Andersson et al., p. 7 
33 Aron Buzogany & Helga Pülzl, Lael Kaiser R. (ed.) Top-down and bottom-up implementation, Handbook of 

Public Policy Implementation (Edward Elgar, 2024) p. 117 
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the local actors and their individual solutions to the policy problems, where successful local 

applications are brought up to higher levels to be implemented on a regional and national 

scale.34 The EU context adds an additional supranational level above the national government 

level. In the top-down approach, this means that the policies instead originate from the EU and 

are then implemented by the national and regional levels. In the bottom-up approach, national 

policies are instead brought up above the national level, to the supranational level and often 

adapted by other member states.35 These approaches can be used and discussed in many 

situations for policy implementation, such as defence industry or innovation systems.36 Figure 

1 below, as seen in the article Multi-Level Perspective on System Innovation: Relevance for 

Industrial Transformation, shows which policy implementation approach is the most effective 

for stimulating innovation.37 

 

Figure 1. Different policy paradigms. Source: Geels, p. 179  

 
34 Buzogany & Pülzl, p. 118 
35 Daniel Fiotti, Defence industrial cooperation in the European Union: the state, the firm and Europe, (Routledge, 

2019), p. 53 
36 Frank W. Geels, Xander Olsthoorn et al. (ed.) Multi-level perspective on system innovation: relevance for 

industrial transformation, Understanding industrial transformation: views from different disciplines (Springer, 

2006), p. 178 
37 Geels, p. 179 
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3 Method 

This chapter describes research design, the data collection methods and how they were 

implemented, including the selection of sources and the analysis of them. It then discusses the 

advantages and disadvantages of the chosen methods in relation to validity, reliability, and 

generalisability. 

3.1 Research design 

The thesis uses a qualitative method applied to a case study. The case chosen for the study is 

the development and acquisition of a next-generation air combat system in Sweden through 

international collaboration within the EU. Case studies usually explore real-life phenomena, 

and they are useful when answering research questions that begin with “how” and “why”.38 

This case study is thus explorative and examines a less-explored phenomenon: the new EU 

defence programmes in combination with developing a next-generation Swedish air combat 

system.  

3.2 Data collection and analysis 

A case study requires a lot of information, using different techniques of data collection is 

therefore encouraged.39 In this study, the primary method used is semi-structured interviews, 

which are complemented by a review of documents regarding the new EU defence programmes. 

Case studies are often used in inductive studies.40 The analysis of the semi-structured interviews 

was conducted using an inductive thematic method, which is a well-established analytic 

strategy for case study research.41  

3.2.1 Semi-structured interviews 

Semi-structured interviews allow for some consistency with the questions, while also allowing 

for spontaneous follow-up questions. Semi-structured interviews “can provide detail, depth, 

 
38 Pär Blomqvist & Anette Hallin, Metod för teknologer: Examensarbete enligt 4-fasmodellen, 1:6 ed., 

(Studentlitteratur, 2015), pp. 60-61 
39 Blomqvist & Hallin, p. 60 
40 Blomqvist & Hallin, p. 61 
41 Robert K. Yin, Case Study Research : Design and Methods, 5 ed., (Sage Publications, 2014), pp. 136-137 
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and an insider’s perspective” of a subject, whereas unstructured interviews are not as reliable a 

source for consistent, comparable, and dependable data.42  

Selection of interviewees 

The participating interviewees were chosen based on three criteria: (1) knowledge of EU 

defence collaboration, (2) knowledge of international defence collaboration, and (3) knowledge 

of aeronautics. The interviewees represented organisations from the Triple Helix, i.e. the 

government, the industry, and academia. Thus, three main perspectives were gathered. First, 

the perspective of potential Swedish industrial participants in EU projects (interviewees 1, 4, 5, 

9, 15), including representatives from both Large-Scale Enterprises (LSEs), industry 

associations, and SMEs. Second, the perspective of the government (interviewees 2, 3, 6, 7, 11, 

12, 13, 14, 16), including representatives from the Swedish Defence Materiel Administration 

(FMV), the Ministry of Defence (MoD), and the Swedish Armed Forces (SwAF). Third, the 

perspective of researchers in the field (interviewees 8 and 10), including representatives from 

Linköpings universitet (LiU) and the Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI). 

Interview requests were mostly sent to one representative from each organisation. Almost all 

potential interviewees answered either by accepting, or by passing the request to someone more 

fitting within their organisation. Sometimes, this meant that more than one interviewee was 

contacted depending on what the first contact suggested. Some interview requests were, 

however, never answered (the Permanent Representation of Sweden to the EU, and other 

industry associations).  

Not all interviewees had knowledge of all three areas, which is why some organisations were 

represented by more than one interviewee. However, some interviewees (1, 8, 9, 10, and 15) 

did not have knowledge in all areas, despite being the only representative of their organisation. 

Table 1 below shows the interviewees, the type of organisation they represent, and their 

expertise. Additional information about the interviews can be found in Appendix B. 

 

 

 

 

 
42 Beth L. Leech, “Asking Questions: Techniques for Semistructured Interviews”, PS: Political Science & Politics, 

35:4 (December, 2002), p. 665 
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Table 1. Overview of the interviewees, including the organisation they represent, and their expertise. 

Interview Representing Expertise  

EU defence  

collaboration  

International  

collaboration  

Aeronautics  

1 GKN Aerospace  x  x  

2 MoD x x    

3 MoD  x    

4 SAAB x x  x  

5 SAAB x x  x  

6 SwAF  x  x  

7 SwAF x x    

8 LiU  x    

9 SOFF  x x    

10 FOI x x    

11 MoD  x  x  

12 FMV x x  x  

13 FMV  x  x  

14 FMV  x  x  

15 SME x x    

16 FMV  x  x  

 

Implementation 

The interviews were mainly held one-on-one, with the exception of one group interview. 

However, the two interviewees in that interview were treated separately in the analysis (see 

Table 1 above). One interviewee was unavailable for an interview in person due to time 

constraints but was willing to submit written answers. Consequently, that interview was 

conducted through a questionnaire without any follow-up questions. 

The interviews were held in March and April of 2026 for approximately 60 minutes each. Some 

interviews were shorter or longer depending on the answers of the interviewees, with the longest 

being 90 minutes (the group interview). The interviews were conducted both in person and 

online, and all except for two were recorded using a dictaphone or a phone. Notes were also 

taken during all interviews.  

The interview questions 

The questions were divided into two themes: keys to successful international collaboration, and 

EU support. They are included in Appendix A. In general, the questions stayed the same 

throughout the whole process, though some minor modifications and clarifications were made 

along the way. The underlying meaning of the questions was not altered, however. The 
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questions were asked to all interviewees, even if they did not have any prior background 

knowledge of those specific subjects.  

3.2.2 Review of official documents to support interviews 

Official documents were also reviewed to get a broader understanding of the EU regulations, 

the EU’s future defence plans, and the different instruments that Sweden could potentially use 

in the programme for a next-generation air combat system. This was mainly done to verify the 

accuracy of the information about the EU instruments provided by the interviewees. 

The official documents were published by the European Union, the Commission, the 

Parliament, the Council, and other official EU entities. The documents ranged from regulations 

and staff working documents to communications, statements, and official opinions. The 

advantage of using these documents is that they fulfill the requirements of authenticity and 

credibility, thereby strengthening the data validity.43 Other factors considered were 

representativeness and meaning, which were ensured by gathering documents regarding 

defence collaboration and programmes published by the Publications Office of the European 

Union in recent years. The majority of the documents date from 2024 to 2026, since the EDIP 

was proposed in 2024 and adopted in 2025, while the ECF was proposed in 2025 and is 

currently in its development and negotiation phase. Some documents, such as opinion pieces, 

were also gathered from newspapers and think tanks, to capture different opinions on the 

regulations and their consequences for the defence industry in Sweden and Europe.  

3.2.3 Analysis of interviews 

An inductive thematic analysis method, as described by Braun and Clarke, was used as it is 

preferable when there is no theoretical or analytical framework to proceed from. Instead, the 

data drives the analysis, and themes are identified in the data without any specific theoretical 

framework except for the researcher’s knowledge.44 In this study, the inductive thematic 

analysis was used to ensure that the themes were identified from the raw data, and the final 

theoretical framework was decided based on those findings. The identified themes were 

semantic, meaning they patterned what the interviewees actually said and not the underlying 

 
43 Hani Morgan, “Conducting a Qualitative Document Analysis”, The Qualitative Report, 27:1, (2021), p. 70 
44 Kristina Säfsten & Maria Gustavsson, Forskningsmetodik 2.0 - För ingenjörer och andra problemlösare, 2 ed., 

(Studentlitteratur, 2023), p. 220; Yin, Case Study Research : Design and Methods, p. 138 
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ideas.45 These patterns were later analysed and interpreted to reveal the broader meanings and 

implications of the responses. 

The analysis process 

The analysis process followed the six-phase guide created by Braun and Clarke,46 performed 

iteratively throughout the analysis. First, after the data was collected, it was transcribed both 

manually and by using the software program NVivo. The transcripts were verified by re-

listening and making corrections where necessary. Second, the transcribed interviews were 

systematically coded in NVivo, resulting in a total of 115 different codes. After initial coding, 

the codes were modified, split, or merged when needed. Third, the codes were grouped into 

themes. A theme is a pattern of responses that is recurring within the data set. However, the 

frequency of a specific response does not determine its level of importance, as the responses 

have to relate to the research questions.47 Some flexibility was therefore needed during the 

theming. A total of fourteen themes were initially identified. Fourth, these themes were 

reviewed and compared against both the codes and the entire data set, to ensure they correctly 

represented the data. Any additional data that was missed in the initial coding stage was also 

re-coded during this phase.48 While no codes were added to the set, some additional data were 

identified and coded. Fifth, the themes were defined, named, and refined. The names and overall 

composition of the themes were continuously modified depending on the sub-themes and the 

research questions. At this stage, the themes were reduced to five, all having 2-3 sub-themes, 

which were connected to the research questions and theory.  

3.3 Validity, reliability, and generalisability  

3.3.1 Validity 

When evaluating the validity of a method and its results, one can differentiate between internal 

and external validity. Internal validity refers to how well the collected data and results answer 

to what is supposed to be studied.49 External validity, on the other hand, defines the 

circumstances under which the results are valid.50 One of the main advantages of using multiple 

methods is the ability to cross-validate the results of the different methods, also known as 

 
45 Virginia Braun & Victoria Clarke, “Using thematic analysis in psychology”, Qualitative Research in Psychology 

3:2, (2006), p. 84 
46 Braun & Clarke, pp. 86-87 
47 Braun & Clarke, p. 82 
48 Braun & Clarke, p. 91 
49 Säfsten & Gustavsson, Forskningsmetodik 2.0 - För ingenjörer och andra problemlösare, p. 235 
50 Säfsten & Gustavsson, pp. 237-238 
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triangulation, which can be used to reduce any potential biases in a study, though it does not, 

unfortunately, eliminate biases entirely.51 Another advantage of triangulation is that the 

strengths of one method can eliminate or decrease flaws with another method.52 As an example, 

interviewees are reflexive and can alter their response to a question based on how the 

interviewer reacts or behaves.53 Official documents cannot be altered, influenced or affected by 

the researcher,54 and are therefore used to triangulate this potential flaw with interviews.55 

Conversely, how the document is interpreted is up to the researcher, and that interpretation can 

change throughout the research process. It can also change depending on any change in bias.  

Solely reading documents will rarely answer the research question by itself or even provide 

enough information about the whole problem that is being investigated.56 This is why interviews 

serve as the primary source for this study, while the documents only act as a complement. 

Another risk is a biased selection of documents.57 The researcher should therefore select 

documents from several different sources and perspectives. 

The focus of the study can shift during the research process, making it answer different research 

questions than initially intended.58 Another risk when analysing thematically is that the claims 

of the result may fail to align with the research questions or theory due to a failure to consider 

other interpretations of the data.59 The identified themes are not the only way to theme the data.  

3.3.2 Reliability 

The selection of interviewees was made using a non-probability sampling, combining purposive 

sampling, where interviewees were chosen based on specific criteria,60 and snowball sampling, 

where the interviewees suggested other people to interview (interviewees 3, 5, 11, 13, and 14).61 

A potential risk with both purposive sampling and snowball sampling is that the results might 

be different if there had been other people that were interviewed. The results could also have 

 
51 Glenn A. Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method”, Qualitative Research Method, 9:2, 

(2009), p. 28 
52 Säfsten & Gustavsson, Forskningsmetodik 2.0 - För ingenjörer och andra problemlösare, p. 128 
53 Säfsten & Gustavsson, p. 160 
54 Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method”, p. 31, and Morgan, “Conducting a Qualitative 

Document Analysis”, p. 66 
55 Morgan, “Conducting a Qualitative Document Analysis”, p. 69 
56 Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method”, pp. 31-32, and Morgan, “Conducting a 

Qualitative Document Analysis”, p. 66 
57 Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method”, p. 32, and Morgan, “Conducting a Qualitative 

Document Analysis”, p. 66 
58 Yin, Case Study Research : Design and Methods, p. 55 
59 Braun & Clarke, “Using thematic analysis in psychology”, p. 95 
60 Säfsten & Gustavsson, pp. 145–146 
61 Säfsten & Gustavsson, p. 146 
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been different if all interviews were completed in the same way. In this study, the interview 

was both structured and semi-structured, as one interviewee only had the time to answer written 

questions. For the same scheduling reason, two interviewees were interviewed together in a 

group interview. This could potentially affect the responses of those interviewees as they might 

have answered differently if interviewed individually.  

The reliability of a study can also be affected by the relevance of the questions and the 

knowledge of the interviewees.62 During this study, questions were asked about the EDIP and 

the specific instruments of the EDIP, the majority had limited knowledge about the EDIP, if 

anything, but they had knowledge about participating in or working with the EDF process. This 

was reflected in their answers, as the focus was mainly on the EDF and not the EDIP. The 

structure of the interview therefore tried to prevent the interviewees from blindly applying their 

EDF experiences to the questions about the EDIP. While these experiences could turn out to be 

similar to the future experience of participating in EDIP projects, that is not certain and should 

not be automatically assumed just because they are both defence programmes from the EU. 

Reviewing official documents allows for an easier way of gathering data that would otherwise 

take a long time to collect.63 In this study, the official regulations and the staff working 

documents were fairly easy to obtain, whereas opinions about the different instruments, from 

think tanks and other sources, were a lot harder to find. However, since the review concerned 

two regulations, of which one was just approved, and one is still under negotiations, necessary 

data or information, potential sources was limited,64 and some of the necessary data was not 

accessible or retrievable without certain qualifications.65  

3.3.3 Generalisability 

One disadvantage of a case study approach is that it cannot provide statistical generalisability, 

meaning it will not be able to generate any evidence of statistical probability.66 A thorough case 

study can, however, contribute to analytical generalisability by generalising theories.67 The 

 
62 Säfsten & Gustavsson, p. 241 
63 Morgan, “Conducting a Qualitative Document Analysis”, p. 67 
64 Morgan, “Conducting a Qualitative Document Analysis”, p. 67 
65 Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method”, p. 32 
66 Blomqvist & Hallin, Metod för teknologer: Examensarbete enligt 4-fasmodellen, p. 61; Yin, Case Study 

Research : Design and Methods, p. 21 
67 Yin, Case Study Research : Design and Methods, p. 21 
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results may thus be applicable to many situations, making it analytically generalisable at a 

conceptual level, rather than just for the specific case.68 

3.4 Ethical considerations 

The thesis was written in collaboration with FOI. They provided the case and area of study but 

did not influence the results. 

All interviewees were sent an information and consent form review and sign before 

participating in the study. The form included information about the study and the type of 

personal information that would be gathered during the interview, and information regarding 

consent and withdrawal of consent. Contact information was also provided. The majority of the 

interviewees confirmed their consent before the interview. However, some interviewees did not 

have the time to read the form before the interview and thus provided their consent during the 

interview. In all cases, the information that was written in the form was repeated at the 

beginning of the interview, so that the interviewee also could confirm orally that they consented 

to participate in the study. 

Fewer ethical concerns can be found when analysing documents compared to other qualitative 

methods, like interviews. For instance, the integrity and the confidentiality of the author of a 

public document are not considered to be at risk as the document is written to be read by 

anyone.69 

4 Results 

This chapter presents the findings from the document review and interviews, including a 

thematic analysis with five themes. 

4.1 Document review 

4.1.1 European Defence Industry Programme 

The EDIP was proposed to strengthen the gap between temporary defence support instruments 

(ASAP and EDIRPA, both from 2023) and the next Multiannual Financial Framework that will 

come into force in 2028.70 The EDIP is budgeted to receive funds of 1.5 billion EUR, of which 

 
68 Yin, p. 41 
69 Morgan, “Conducting a Qualitative Document Analysis”, p. 69 
70 Sebastian Clapp, European defence industry programme (EDIP), 13 January 2026, p. 5 
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1.2 billion will be allocated to the Programme and the rest to the Ukraine Support Instrument.71 

The Programme will last until the end of 2027, but projects that are launched within the scope 

of the EDIP before 2027 are eligible for funding from the EU until the end of 2033.72 Some 

prioritised areas for funding within the programme are listed by the EU Commission in the 

Defence Readiness Roadmap 2030. Those are air and missile defence; artillery systems; 

ammunition and missiles; drones and counter-drone systems; military mobility; AI, quantum, 

cyber and electronic warfare; and strategic enablers and critical infrastructure protection.73 

One aim of the EDIP is to strengthen the competitiveness and readiness of the European 

Defence Technological and Industrial Base (EDTIB).74 It also aims to enhance collaboration in 

defence procurement75, “improve and accelerate the capacity for adaptation of defence 

industrial supply chains”76 and “open up supply chains for cross-border cooperation”77. The 

programme has eight instruments, all targeted to achieve those aims. 

The regulation has articles regarding intellectual property rights,78 and third countries.79. The 

regulation differ between associated third countries and non-associated third countries, where 

the first are members of EFTA and EEA and are allowed to participate in the programme, and 

the second are all other countries, Ukraine exempted, which are generally not allowed to 

participate.80 The regulation also has rules regarding the origins of the components, saying that 

components originating outside of the Union and associated countries cannot exceed a cost of 

35 % of the total component cost.81 In addition to this, the regulation has rules regarding EU 

preference, as an example, there is a rule saying that legal entities which receive funding under 

the EDIP cannot be controlled by non-associated third countries.82  

Figure 2 shows an overview of the EDIP and the eight different instruments, which are all 

described in more detail below. 

 
71 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 3.1.a and art. 3.2.a 
72 Francois Tenailleau, Daniela Murer, Alf Amund Gulsvik & Vitaliy Radchenko, EDIP Regulation: A New 

European Framework for Defence Industrial Sovereignty, CMS Widstrand, 22 December 2025; Regulation (EU) 

2025/2643, art 3.8 
73 European Commission, JOINT COMMUNICATION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE EUROPEAN 

COUNCIL AND THE COUNCIL: Preserving Peace - Defence Readiness Roadmap 2030, 16 October 2025, p. 3 
74 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 4.1 
75 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 4.1.a 
76 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 4.1.b 
77 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 4.1.b 
78 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, ex. art. 9.6.a and c 
79 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, ex. art. 2, art. 9, and art. 50 
80 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 2.2-3 
81 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 10.3-4 
82 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 9.5 
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Figure 2. The European Defence Industry Programme and its different instruments. Source: own. 

Common Procurement Actions (CPA) 

The aim of the CPA is to enable collaboration between different procurement 

entities/authorities to commonly procure defence products within the EU.83 Out of the EDIP 

budget of 1.2 billion EUR, at least 15 percent84 will be allocated to Common Procurement 

Actions, which is at least 180 million EUR.  

Industrial Reinforcement Actions (IRA) 

The aim of the IRA is to accelerate and facilitate the production capacity of defence products 

within the EU, which include the establishment of cross-border partnerships with joint 

industrial effort, and fostering industrialisation and commercialisation.85 Out of the EDIP 

budget of 1.2 billion EUR, at least 30 percent86 will be allocated to Industrial Reinforcement 

Actions, which would be at least 360 million EUR.  

 

 

 

 
83 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 11.1 
84 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 3.4 
85 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 12.1 
86 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 3.4 
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European Defence Projects of Common Interest (EDPCI) 

The EDPCIs are projects that are “particularly significant in size or scope”87, that will contribute 

to critical defence capabilities of the EU and the Member States88, and are in the common 

interest of the public.89 Just as with the other instruments, the EDPCIs shall strengthen the 

European Defence Technological and Industrial Base.90 Out of the EDIP budget of 1.2 billion 

EUR, at least 25 percent91 will be allocated to EDPCIs, which is at least 300 million EUR. 

One criterion that the EDPCI must fulfill is that it should contribute to the ”establishment of 

new or the broadening of existing cross-border cooperation, including with SMEs and mid-

caps"92. The projects should therefore ensure a “broad geographical participation” from the 

Member States, and the benefits of the projects must “extend to a wider part of the Union”.93  

The projects should also aim at mitigating any significant technological or financial risks,94 and 

the potential overall benefits should outweigh the costs of the project in both the short and long 

term.95 The EDIP regulation mentions several actions that can be included in an EDPCI. This 

includes common procurements, improved production capacities of defence products, industrial 

development of new defence products, and development and procurement of necessary 

infrastructure.96 An EDPCI may also be established within the framework of SEAP.97 

The Commission has launched four flagship projects that are “pan-European by nature”98, 

which are the European Drone Defence Initiative, the Eastern Flank Watch, the European Air 

Shield, and the European Space Shield,99 which are said to be topic areas within which EDPCIs 

can be launched.100 A position paper from the Netherlands regarding the White Paper stated 

that the EDPCI is the “most important instrument”101 of the ones presented in the EDIP, and 

 
87 Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on 

establishing the European Competitiveness Fund ('ECF’) (COM/2025/555), art 45.4.d; and Regulation (EU) 

2025/2643, art 35.2.g 
88 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art. 45.6; and Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 35.2.b 
89 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art. 45.6 
90 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art. 45.1; and Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 35.1 
91 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 3.4 
92 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 35.2.a.i 
93 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art. 45.4.c; and Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 35.2.f 
94 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art 45.4.d; and Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 35.2.g 
95 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art 45.4.e; and Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 35.2.h 
96 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art 35.8. a-d 
97 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art 45.6 
98 European Commission, Preserving Peace - Defence Readiness Roadmap 2030, p. 5 
99 European Commission, Preserving Peace - Defence Readiness Roadmap 2030, p. 6 
100 Steven Blockmans & Daniel Fiott, European defence projects of common interest: From concept to practice, 

Publications of the European Union, 22 January 2026, p. 12 
101 Eerste Kamer der Staten-Generaal, Position on White Paper on the Future of European Defence, 19 March 

2025, p. 3 
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that it will play ”an important role in stimulating the industrial component of military 

capabilities”102. 

Supporting Actions (SA) 

SA entails actions to increase interoperability, for example, through cross-certification or 

deciding on military standards,103 and actions to facilitate defence market access for SMEs and 

other mid-caps,104 actions that can increase the skills of personnel,105 or actions that try to 

overcome bottle-necks in production and supply chains.106 

Ukraine Support Instrument (USI) 

The USI will enable a direct participation in, or a utilising of, several of the instruments in the 

EDIP for entities based in Ukraine. The actions can be related to Industrial Reinforcement, 

Actions, Common Procurement Actions and Supporting Actions. The aim is to strengthen the 

Ukrainian Defence Technological and Industrial Base to modernise it. Out of the 1.5 billion 

that is allocated to the EDIP,0.3 billion will be earmarked to the Ukraine Support Instrument.107 

European Military Sales Mechanism (European MSM) 

The purposes of the European MSM are to establish a catalogue for defence products,108 to 

establish and maintain defence industrial readiness pools,109 and to contribute to facilitating 

procedures for common procurement.110 

Structure for European Armament Programme (SEAP) 

SEAPs are supposed to function much like international organisations.111 The purpose of 

SEAPs are to strengthen the security of supply of defence products in the EU throughout the 

whole life-cycle of the products, from research and development to common procurement and 

in-life support and maintenance, and to establish a “toolbox” to promote long-term defence 

collaboration between Member States (cross-border collaboration).112 The armament 

programmes will act as temporary legal entities113, much like international organisations, with 

 
102 Eerste Kamer der Staten-Generaal, p. 4 
103 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 13.1.a 
104 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 13.1.b 
105 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 13.1.c 
106 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 13.1.e 
107 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 3.1.a and art. 3.2.a 
108 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 36.2.a 
109 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 36.2.b 
110 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 36.2.c 
111 Clapp, European defence industry programme (EDIP), p. 6 
112 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 40.1 
113 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 43.1-2 
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at least three members (of which at least two must be Member States)114. It will be able to 

participate in actions such as common procurement of defence products,115 the development of 

defence products,116 and life-cycle management of defence products117. 

Fund to Accelerate Defence Supply Chain Transformation (FAST) 

FAST is a financial instrument which enables Member States to apply for grants to increase the 

production capacity of SMEs and small mid-caps within the EU.118 FAST will also be able to 

accelerate investments in the manufacturing of defence products and the development of 

defence technology. The purpose is to minimise the financial risk of private investors and make 

them invest in defence products that are critical in defence supply chains. 

4.1.2 European Competitiveness Fund 

In the next Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), the European Competitiveness Fund 

(ECF) will be established to, among other things “steer and focus investments towards EU 

strategic sectors and technologies, including [...] security and resilience, defence industry and 

space”.119 The fund will include fourteen different existing civilian and defence EU 

programmes, all regulated by a “single rulebook”.120 Four of those are defence programmes: 

European Defence Industry Programme (EDIP), European Defence Fund (EDF), Act in 

Support of Ammunition Production (ASAP), and European Defence Industry Reinforcement 

through Common Procurement Act (EDIRPA). The ECF regulation has specific articles 

addressing the ownership of results and classified information for the defence industry.121  

The fund will be allocated 409 billion EUR, of which 131 billion EUR122 will be earmarked for 

the policy window Resilience and Security, Defence Industry and Space to which the four 

mentioned programmes belong. The exact amount is however not finalised as the proposal itself 

mentions EUR 125 204 000 000123. The proposal includes instruments that correspond to 

instruments in the EDIP and the EDF, and parts of ASAP and EDIRPA. Exactly what these 

“new” instruments will be called under ECF, is unknown as of yet. 

 
114 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 41.1.d 
115 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 40.2.b 
116 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 40.2.a 
117 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 40.2.c 
118 Regulation (EU) 2025/2643, art. 14.1 
119 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), p. 3 of the Framework of the Proposal/Initiative 
120 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), p. 3 in the Explanatory Memorandum 
121 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art. 54 and 55 
122 “Protecting Europe”, European Commission, 15 January 2026 
123 Proposal for a Regulation (COM/2025/555), art. 4.2.e 
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Figure 3 shows the relationship between ECF and the four existing programmes, including the 

instruments of EDIP. 

 

Figure 3. How the different defence programmes are related to the ECF and the MFF. Source: own 

4.2 The interviews 

The result from the thematic analysis of the interviews was five main themes, each with a couple 

of sub-themes. Table 2 presents the themes and their sub-themes. Each of the research sub-

questions are answered by one or more of the themes and will be further analysed and discussed 

in chapter 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

24 

 

Table 2. The five identified themes, their sub-themes, and related research questions 

Themes Sub-themes Research 

sub-questions 

Balancing strategic 

autonomy and European 

interoperability 

- The sovereignty conflict 

- Technical and legal barriers to 

European defence integration 

RSQ1 

Strategic drivers for 

participation 

- Access to market and risk of isolation 

- Sharing technology, knowledge, and 

expertise 

- Cost sharing;  

RSQ1 

Criteria for selecting 

suitable collaboration 

partners 

- Technical prerequisites  

- Relational prerequisites 

RSQ2 

Avoiding systemic friction - Temporal constraints and bureaucratic 

barriers  

- Communication dynamics  

RSQ2 

The future of Swedish 

involvement in fighter 

aircraft projects in the EU 

- The use of potential EU instruments  

- Fighter aircraft projects within the EU 

RSQ3 

 

4.2.1 Balancing national strategic autonomy and European interoperability 

The sovereignty conflict 

Two different and somewhat contradicting perspectives on Sweden’s role in the EU were 

apparent in the data. On one hand, Sweden, as a member of the EU, must consider the 

supranational role of the EU.124 The mindset of “European preference”, aiming at limiting the 

involvement of third countries and reducing the dependence on countries outside of the 

European Union, is one of the strategic goals of the EU, and was identified as a reason for 

this.125 However, there could be some issues of not being able to buy products and components 

from third countries, as the products on the European market might not always be the best.126 

On the other hand, defence is a national matter, which means that national needs are bigger than 

the needs of the common.127 Having sovereign control over the development of a system is an 

argument for autarky, as it allows for Sweden to customise and build a system exactly to its 

needs.128  

Cultural heritage and traditions at the political level and the lack of understanding each other 

can pose challenges when working together. This was also identified as something that affected 
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the view on the EU, and the Member States’ interest in collaborating at the EU level.129 Some 

interviewees highlighted the importance of politicians, both at the national and the EU level, 

ensuring that any conflicts between nations are avoided, and that a good relationship between 

different countries is maintained.130 All countries with a defence industry are eager to keep, 

build and maintain their national expertise, which is an issue in relation to this, as it could lead 

to conflicts when two countries want to contribute with the same type of expertise. This is 

especially true when it comes to the development of an air combat system since that often is a 

symbol of national pride.131 

Technical and legal barriers to European defence integration 

Confidentiality between many countries can be hard and problematic to deal with, especially 

when it comes to defence matters.132 Some countries and companies might not want to 

collaborate because they do not want to share sensitive information with other countries and 

companies. 133 Different views on this were however apparent, some companies, often those 

who are at the forefront, want to participate in the projects to see what expertise other companies 

have, without sharing information about their own knowledge and expertise.134 

The question of intellectual property rights is a constant and important issue that needs to be 

discussed in every project, both between countries, between companies and between 

governments and companies.135 This is a factor that could become an issue if not explicitly 

agreed on during the negotiations.136 Because countries want to keep and protect their key 

competencies within the country and not share them with other countries, the problem with 

intellectual property rights can be a reason to not collaborate with other countries.137 This issue 

is apparently bigger if the consortium consists of a lot of participants that all share the 

intellectual property rights.138  

The EU is often acting as a stumbling block in regards to IPR.139 The normal agreement is that 

the companies get the intellectual property rights to the developed products and the Swedish 
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government gets the right to use the products.140 However, conflicts seem to appear when the 

Swedish government wants the intellectual property rights to the products.141 Representatives 

from the industry believed that the government should have the intellectual property rights only 

if they are partly financing the project, but they could understand if the government wanted the 

intellectual property rights if they fully financed the products.142 

Interoperability and how it affects how Sweden’s strategic opinion about collaborating and 

being involved in EU projects is a widely discussed topic.143 Collaborating by developing a 

product is the most effective way to create interoperability between different countries from the 

start.144 The membership in NATO has also affected the way Sweden acts regarding 

interoperability.145 Sweden needs to actively participate in discussions about interoperability at 

both EU and NATO levels, so that the final product is compliant with Swedish solutions.146 

However, there is a risk with attempting to merge specific national requirements with 

international systems, as it increases product complexity and costs.147 

4.2.2 Strategic drivers for Swedish participation 

Access to market and risk of isolation 

One reason for the industry to participate in collaboration projects is to get better access to the 

European market, and to get a bigger market share.148 International collaboration can also lead 

to a wider customer base,149 and an opportunity to meet new potential partners in new 

collaborative settings,150 as many countries will look for collaborations in research, 

development, and procurement.151 It is a proof of quality of the products to be a part of an EU 

project and be asked to participate several times.152 This is especially true for SMEs, as they 

can use the exposure they gain, often as subcontractors, to generate new spin-off projects, where 

old collaboration partners become customers.153 Collaboration is also a way of establishing a 
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presence in the market, and becoming a player on the big field.154 Networking is a huge part of 

this, as both countries and companies get personal contacts and a wider network of potential 

collaboration partners and customers through participating in EU projects.155 

On the other hand, the risk of the Swedish defence industry being left out and isolated increases 

if Sweden does not participate in international collaboration projects.156 This could mean that 

the defence industries of other countries would have the opportunity to grow because of access 

to funding, thus affecting the European defence industry market.157 If a competitor participates 

in a project and gets funding, the competitiveness of the Swedish equivalent will be stifled, 

making the market less free.158 However, the defence market is, by nature, not free, as it is 

highly reliant on the government as both a customer and subsidy provider.159 The companies 

on the defence market can be both partners and competitors at the same time, depending on the 

projects they participate in. 160 This can lead to companies keeping information to themselves, 

which can be a challenge to the success of the collaboration,161 as mentioned in section 4.2.1 In 

a way, collaboration therefore gives Swedish companies the opportunity to safeguard their 

niche and their interests,162 For SMEs, it is therefore important to seek partnerships that are in 

line with their own strategies.163 

On the other hand, there is a risk that the research and development become proposal-driven, 

and not innovation-driven. SMEs tend to adapt to calls for proposals and develop their strategies 

accordingly.164 This means that they might decide to participate in a project and develop a 

product that is not within their expertise, just because they might get funding from the EU. This 

way of thinking might be one reason for the increase of SMEs on the defence market.165 

Sharing technology, knowledge, and expertise  

Apart from getting access to new markets, companies also get access to new technology by 

collaborating, either through direct technology sharing, or through development, that they 
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would not have been able to develop themselves.166 If Sweden does not participate in 

international collaboration, Sweden might risk forfeiting its position as a leading defence 

country,167 both in terms of technology and knowledge about the international market.168 The 

other defence countries will continue to collaborate and develop new technologies. On the other 

hand, it would be easier to integrate new technology in the future if the product were developed 

domestically, since there is no need to compromise on any updates or upgrades to the product.169 

Knowledge sharing was also something that was brought up as an advantage with 

collaboration,170 though it is not always desirable. If Sweden do not participate a project, any 

knowledge developed within said project would not be shared with Sweden, and Sweden would 

be left behind,171 needing to build knowledge alone, which is expensive.172 On the other hand, 

if there is enough funding and time is not an issue, Sweden could keep and build its national 

expertise of developing air combat systems by not involving other countries in the development 

of systems or sub-systems.173 In turn, Swedish companies may not want to collaborate and share 

their knowledge with competitors,174 especially not if they do not get anything in return.175 In 

those cases, it is important that the collaborative partners complement each other, so that all 

partners contribute with resources to the project,176 both knowledge and financial resources. 

Cost sharing 

The most prominent advantage of collaboration is cost sharing, which is to share financial 

resources to lower costs.177 Sharing costs are most often done by buying larger volumes to a 

lower unit price.178 Budgetary constraints can force countries to collaborate because they cannot 

afford it otherwise.179 However, there is often uncertainty as to whether a project will even be 

awarded funding, both from the EU,180 and co-funding from the government.181 From the 

government’s perspective, it is therefore important to have an allocated budget for EU projects, 

 
166 Interview 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 13, 15 
167 Interview 12 
168 Interview 1 
169 Interview 13 
170 Interview 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16 
171 Interview 10 
172 Interview 13 
173 Interview 7, 8, 11, 13, 16 
174 Interview 10, 12, 13 
175 Interview 2, 5, 11 
176 Interview 6, 11, 12, 13, 16 
177 Interview 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16 
178 Interview 3, 8, 16 
179 Interview 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 16 
180 Interview 2, 13, 15 
181 Interview 2, 7, 12, 13 



 

29 

 

so that the government agencies can support the projects they want to support, considering the 

budget.182 Collaboration can also reduce financial risks through risk sharing.183 

EU-funded collaborations have a dual impact on the national defence budgets. Sweden is a net 

recipient when it comes to defence research and development, which can ease the burden on 

the national budget,184 but Sweden does not currently take into account the financial burden 

developing on higher TRLs entails.185 The EU Commission usually has a lower co-financing 

rate in higher TRLs, making the Member States cover the remaining costs, which could 

potentially affect their national budgets. Since the national governments are co-financing most 

projects, a structured plan for co-financing is crucial, otherwise it will be hard for the companies 

to participate in the projects.186 On the other hand, vulnerabilities also come with developing 

domestically, as Sweden would have to finance the whole project alone. There could be a risk 

of not having enough funding, or that the final product is not good or cheap enough.187  

EU funding is likely to increase in the future, which in turn will increase the possibility for 

financing,188 but even if there are more available funds in the next MFF, it will take a couple of 

budget processes at the national level before a new plan is visible.189 For both the government 

and the industry, is important to get something in return for collaborating,190 that is, to get value 

for the money paid to the EU,191 and value for the money paid to the project. No country wants 

to pay for another country’s development.192  

4.2.3 Criteria for selecting suitable collaboration partners 

Considering technical prerequisites  

An important basis for collaboration is clear and shared requirements between the participating 

countries.193 Different sets of requirements can thus become a problem, as it may become harder 

to collaborate if many nations are involved, and the requirements and specifications are 

unclear.194 It is important that there is a balance in the requirements, some will be removed in 
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an eventual trade-off, as the other participants will not accept all the demands and requirements 

Sweden has, and vice versa.195 It is crucial, in those cases, to always look at Sweden’s 

fundamental needs before and during negotiation,196 to minimise the risk of the final product 

not aligning with Swedish interests or needs, and being overruled, overlooked or left behind 

during the negotiations.197 On the other hand, if Sweden decided to develop domestically, the 

specifications of the final product would be exactly what Sweden wants.198  

Collaboration can lead to many compromises in the specification of the requirements. 199 That 

is, however, a characteristic of collaborating within the EU.200 The more participants with 

special requirements, the harder it is to compromise without watering down the requirements, 

thus increasing the risk of collaborating within the EU.201 Sweden must therefore secure the 

requirements that are important for Sweden and Swedish circumstances.202  

The size of the consortium was highlighted as something important for the success of the 

collaboration.203 Some saw the size being a risk,204 as all the participants would get intellectual 

property rights,205 and getting a fair workshare would be harder.206 If two competitors 

participate in the same project, it is also important to ensure the workshare beforehand.207 

Agreeing on the requirements might also be harder with many countries involved. On the other 

hand, it could also be an advantage to involve a lot of countries, since it would be possible to 

operate on a larger scale, and that the requirements of those countries are harmonised because 

several different countries are involved.208 

The ideal number of participants was something that was hard to identify. It appeared to depend 

on the project, but if the number reached too high, the discussions became significantly 

harder.209 In those cases, it was easier with a “core” group that made all of the minor 

decisions.210 However, bilateral and trilateral collaborations outside of the EU framework 
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seemed to be the preferred way to collaborate, as the number of participants would be lower 

and they would avoid the EU bureaucracy.211 It is important to identify a good leader of the 

project, as the collaboration is affected by the country that takes the lead. One way is to look at 

the different capabilities the participating companies have and build groups around those 

capabilities.212 Having a balanced collaboration and workshare between the participants was 

expressed as important.213 That also includes having a fair leader.214  

One difficulty was to get sufficient insight into the projects.215 The lead, or the “core group”, 

often gets the bigger picture,216 which makes it harder for the other countries and companies to 

do their work. This is especially true for subcontractors, as it is hard for them to get influence,217 

or even get information on time.218 This issue has been apparent in other projects, both within 

EU and outside of EU, as “core countries” ultimately had removed sensitive parts of projects, 

because they did not want other countries to obtain any information or results, or they did not 

want to teach them about sensitive parts of the research and development processes.219 Thus, it 

is important that the Swedish government makes sure that such sensitive parts are not included 

in the harmonising process.220 

Considering relational prerequisites 

The most basic criteria to even consider international collaboration is that the end-product, and 

thus the collaboration, must provide defence utility, either directly or indirectly, to the Swedish 

government and the Swedish Armed Forces.221 

A successful collaboration depends on who the collaboration partner is.222 This relates to the 

importance of finding common ground with your partners at an early stage, such as identifying 

common goals,223 needs,224 interests,225 areas of focus,226 and visions227. If the partners do not 
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have a clear common goal, the participants might continue to work on their own without 

collaborating.228 Some other factors that are crucial of a successful collaboration are a 

willingness to cooperate,229 a trust between the partners,230 and personal contacts and 

connections.231  

The idea of a collaboration synergy mindset, i.e. the combined efforts produce a superior result 

to what would have been achieved individually both in terms of the actual final product, 

financial resources, and knowledge,232 should be the foundation for a collaboration. This also 

relates to both the crucial factor of mutual dependence and the potential mutual benefit to be 

gained by collaborating,233 and the idea that the parties should complement each other in the 

collaboration.234 

Significant differences in cultural heritage and traditions of setting up organisations are 

something that can affect the collaboration negatively and is important to consider and work 

actively with.235 Collaboration fosters greater understanding between both countries and 

companies. Good collaboration is based on a great understanding of each other, which is harder 

with different backgrounds and traditions.236 The willingness to collaborate sometimes can be 

bigger than the willingness to understand each other, and misunderstandings easily arise.237 If 

the collaboration turns out to be successful, the understanding of other participants most likely 

will increase.238 

4.2.4 Avoiding systemic friction 

Temporal constraints and bureaucratic barriers 

The time aspect was brought up often as an issue.239 There are long lead times in general,240 

and it is particularly complicated and takes a long time to negotiate the project,241 get a decision 
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on financing,242 and then develop the products.243 It is crucial to have an organisation that is 

structured to support the collaboration, both the organisation between the government and the 

companies, and internally within those.244 The government and companies need to be able to 

plan for collaborations and any changes in workload, and that planning can take a long time.245 

There is a risk of missing out on opportunities if companies and Member States do not act 

quickly enough.246 A lot of bureaucracy and administration is also an issue for many 

participants in EU projects.247 Most often it is much easier to develop domestically,248 as 

national projects are often faster to finish because of easy consensus and no one else to consider 

when determining the requirements of the product.249 

The whole process requires a long-term approach, both in planning, use, and maintenance,250 

often longer than the 12-year plan,251 which in turn would require a mutual trust between the 

collaboration partners, as mentioned in section 4.2.3. To make the long-term approach work, 

the timelines of the partners must be the same.252 Developing a whole system will require 

collaboration throughout the entire life cycle to do updates and upgrades to the system.253 If 

Sweden decided to develop domestically, Sweden would have to ensure the continuity of the 

product and maintain the results of the project alone.254  

The time aspect also seemed to be significant to SMEs or startups that are new to the defence 

market, as the risk of going bankrupt if they do not get financing on time and their focus solely 

on military products with no dual-use, especially if the SME is also unknown to the 

government.255 The bureaucracy and administration part is also an extra risk to SMEs, 

compared to more established, bigger defence companies, both in terms of technological skills, 

and handling all the requirements of the projects, especially as they are not guaranteed funding, 

so the application might be wasted time, money and energy.256 One solution to this, is for the 

SMEs to become subcontractors to a full member of the project. In such cases, it is not the same 
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risk for the SMEs, as they will not handle the application.257 SMEs should be included in 

projects more often, as it is one way to include new innovations and the SMEs are often 

interested in contributing to the technology development of the project, but not as interested in 

or knowledgeable of the commercial side of it.258 

Communication dynamics 

Clear political support of the defence industry was identified as something important in early 

stages of the project to make sure that the collaboration is well-functioning, especially when it 

comes to “big ticket” systems, such as air combat systems.259 The importance of Sweden 

exerting influence, applying pressure, and lobbying for Swedish positions and interests during 

the call for proposal negotiations in the EU was highlighted by several interviewees.260 This 

would, however, be a change in Sweden’s strategic approach,261 which also makes it more 

important to determine a strategy beforehand, and have a clear Swedish position before the 

negotiations begin.262 There is always a risk of other Member States blocking any project 

proposals that would not benefit them.263 

During the application process, it is important to have good and clear communication between 

governmental agencies, and a good and continuous dialogue between the government and 

companies. Continuous exchange of information between the government and the industry 

helps during the application process,264 and to have a continuous dialogue with the government 

to get information about what the government wants and which technologies to focus on.265 

Communication is particularly important for a good collaboration,266 and is thus crucial to 

maintain, in both directions. A close dialogue and coordination from the beginning of the 

process facilitates the outcome of the applications. The government should be transparent with 

the demands they have for supporting the project, instead of how it sometimes is done today, 

where the government sometimes is unaware of the project suggestions up until the last day of 

application.267 In contrast to this, it is important that the industry is proactive and demonstrates 

to the government how the collaboration projects can be done, especially when it comes to 

 
257 Interview 15 
258 Interview 8 
259 Interview 10 
260 Interview 4, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 14 
261 Interview 12, 14 
262 Interview 5, 14 
263 Interview 6, 14 
264 Interview 1 
265 Interview 1, 4, 5 
266 Interview 15 
267 Interview 12 



 

35 

 

bigger companies involving SMEs in the collaborations.268 The industry seems to agree that 

this involvement is important for SMEs that do not often get the necessary exposure they 

need.269  

4.2.5 The future of Swedish involvement in fighter aircraft projects in the EU 

The use of potential EU instruments 

A significant barrier was identified in many interviews, as the interviewees felt like they had 

insufficient knowledge regarding the implications of using EU funding. Out of those who talked 

about it, some noted that EU funding should be utilised, 270 but there could also be an internal 

resistance since it would require a new way of working within the Swedish government.271 It 

should also be used together with other instruments, focusing mainly on the next MFF and 

beyond.272 Any development within the EU should also be aligned with strategic goals,273 

otherwise there is a risk that Member States participate in projects solely because of prior 

financial contributions to the EU.274  

When assessing the potential use of the EDIP and its instruments, the majority of the ones who 

were familiar with the programme thought that EDPCI was the instrument that in theory had 

the most potential to be used for the development of an air combat system.275 There were, 

however, some conflicting views regarding the extent of which the instrument should be used. 

Some said that it would be interesting to participate in such projects, but not right now under 

EDIP,276 and others thought EDPCIs could be interesting but mainly for developing 

components and sub-systems, and not a whole air combat system.277 There were also positive 

opinions regarding the instrument if the opportunities outweighed the risks.278 However, the 

fact that there are already several projects on the next-generation air combat system, is speaking 

against the probability of another project existing as an EDPCI.279 The sensitive nature of air 

combat systems also spoke against developing within an EDPCI.280 
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The question of resource allocation and distribution would also still arise.281 While not utilising 

EU funding might lead to prioritisation of developments because of financial constraints, 

utilising EU funding would mean investing time, money, and effort on areas that otherwise 

would be de-prioritised.282 The same reason was also used as a reason for developing 

components and sub-systems instead.283 

EDF was said to be a more suitable instrument to use, at least for research and development 

projects,284 which is what EDF is mainly used for. A lot of the EDF projects that exist today are 

relevant to a next-generation air combat system.285 Rather than viewing the EDF and the EDIP 

as two isolated programmes, one short term alternative is to identify components or sub-systems 

for development within the EDF, which, in the long term, could be aligned with the EDPCI 

projects serving as foundations for them.286 Many EDPCI project proposals already refer to 

projects in the EDF. However, exactly how an EDPCI could be linked to other already ongoing 

projects within the EU, could be a complicating factor, but only if those projects have not 

reached a stage where they can easily be incorporated into the EDPCI.287 The argument in 

favour of using the EDIP (and the EDF) under the ECF in the next MFF is that the programmes 

fit in well in terms of research and development (EDF), which in the next step can be linked to 

an EDPCI on next-generation air combat systems.288 

In contrast to this, neither the CPA nor the IRA was said to be suitable to use for developing an 

air combat system.289 Though, the CPA could be good for some components.290 The USI was 

said to be mainly for the short term, and not for the long term,291 whereas the SA was said to 

be good for SMEs, or to build infrastructure.292  

Fighter aircraft projects within the EU 

It was clear that the idea of developing a whole air combat system within the EU framework, 

was opposed by many.293 It would be hard to get countries on board for a development of an air 
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combat system, because not all of them will be interested in paying for a system they do not 

need,294 also mentioned in section 4.2.2. Generally, each country also wants to keep their 

national specialties to themselves.295 An approval by the EU Commission would be difficult to 

achieve without the involvement of a lot of member states, and the potential member states are 

already participating in projects outside of the EU context.296  

If an air combat system were developed within the EU, it would be important that the 

requirements and specifications of the system are suitable for Swedish conditions, though this 

can be hard to achieve. Important factors to consider were adjustments to the Swedish 

doctrine,297 the capability to fly in cold temperatures and sub-arctic climates,298 although that 

has been more common since joining NATO.299 Another factor was interoperability and 

standards, and the capability to adapt both national and international systems.300 One risk, 

however, is that this adaptation could become very expensive.301 Another factor that was 

discussed is that the products should be suitable for Swedish facilities, such as hangars that are 

smaller than normal, and roads that are built as runway bases for landing.302 The military 

personnel and how they are trained were also discussed, as the Swedish personnel often do not 

have to be trained specifically for aircraft maintenance, and the maintenance is fairly 

straightforward.303  

The idea of Sweden becoming the lead of the project was said to have the possibility of working 

in theory, but it would be hard to get at least three other countries interested in being part of it, 

especially since the main developing countries of air combat systems are already involved in 

other projects.304 In such cases, it would have to be four countries that really could 

collaborate.305 One way to mitigate this risk and easier reach an agreement is to instead focus 

on developing components or sub-systems that can be used in a next-generation air combat 

system.306 If autarky was preferred by the Swedish government, it would not exclude using 

components, or sub-systems that have been developed by other countries, but the main design 
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would have to be Swedish.307 This hybrid solution, much like in the Gripen today, involving 

subsystems that are used by many countries, is said to be a more likely solution also for the 

future.308 

5 Discussion 

This chapter discusses the results of the document review (section 4.1) and the interviews 

(section 4.2) and relates them to the theory (chapter 2) and previous research (section 1.5). The 

corresponding results that are discussed in each section of the chapter is shown in Table 2 in 

section 4.2, if not explicitly stated otherwise. 

5.1 Advantages and disadvantages of international collaboration 

Global competitiveness can be affected negatively if all countries are dependent on the defence 

industry of a single country.309 International collaboration is therefore often done to decrease 

the dependency on “stronger” states, because it can lead to compromises in the level of security 

of supply, and the viability of their industrial base.310 Politicians have argued that European 

defence collaboration needs to increase to become or remain relevant on the global scene and 

compete with countries such as the US and China.311 International defence collaboration is also 

done to maintain, improve, or establish defence and political relations with other countries, as 

mentioned in section 4.2.1. While participating in international collaboration within the EU will 

decrease the dependence on countries outside the EU, Sweden’s dependence on the EU and 

other Member States will increase, as noted in section 1.5.2.  

Sovereign control is a strong argument for autarky, as it allows Sweden to customise the system 

exactly to its needs. It is easier to decide on the form the collaboration will take if it is outside 

of the EU, as there is greater ability to be flexible regarding potential partners, financing, 

requirements, compromises, bureaucracy, and time aspects. In such cases, Sweden would also 

get control over the project, all the related information, and the ownership of the data, as 

mentioned in section 4.2.1. This control would be reduced if Sweden decided to participate in 

EU projects, which may also affect the ability to carry out rapid system updates in Sweden due 

to other priorities in other Member States, potentially making the product less useful, as 

 
307 Interview 11 
308 Interview 10, 13, 14 
309 Jones, The Rise of European Security Cooperation, p. 144 
310 Jones, p. 144 
311 Jones, p. 147 
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mentioned in section 1.5.1. This effect on the sovereign control needs to be considered when 

making this decision, which also was noted in section 1.5.2. 

An advantage of collaborating internationally is increased interoperability between the 

countries, and in turn a less fragmented EU, which would support the strategic goal of European 

preference. As mentioned in section 4.2.1, the main idea of European preference is to buy 

predominantly from European countries to limit the risks to security of supply in the current 

global market and changing geopolitical climate, and to decrease European dependence on third 

countries outside of the EU. Excluding non-associated third countries from the European 

market or at least limiting their involvement in and financial gain from the projects within the 

EU, could give companies from the EU an advantage on the global market. However, there is 

a risk that the EU develops a lower resilience against any sudden changes of the EU’s role on 

the world stage since it is not as connected and inter-linked with the rest of the world. 

The ability to share the costs and risks of the research and development among several countries 

and companies, as mentioned in section 4.2.2, is advantageous for both countries and companies 

for several reasons. First, the burden on the national budget can be eased if costs are shared. 

Second, the government gets something in return for paying the EU fees. Third, the risk of not 

having enough funding decreases substantially as the number of participants increases, as does 

the risk of bankruptcy should the project fail. Furthermore, as mentioned in section 4.2.5, 

countries and companies will be able to devote more time, money and effort to areas that would 

otherwise have been deprioritised at a national level, as more national funding would be freed 

up. 

All countries with a domestic defence industry are eager to keep, maintain and build their 

national expertise. This sometimes leads to conflicts when two countries want to provide the 

same type of expertise. For Sweden, as for many other countries, having a domestically 

developed air combat system is linked with national pride and serves as a symbol of its defence 

industrial position in the world. This is also shown by the Swedish government identifying the 

combat aircraft capability as an essential security interest (as mentioned in section 2.2).  

In contrast to this protective view of knowledge, knowledge and technology sharing is seen as 

an advantage of international collaboration, which is mentioned in section 4.2.2, as it eventually 

could enable new technology and innovation. It is also a way for Sweden to attract potential 

collaboration partners, as the other countries and companies may wish to benefit from the 

knowledge and expertise possessed by Swedish companies and Sweden as a nation. What 
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Sweden potentially can offer to collaboration partners and how collaboration can affect the 

preservation of national expertise are also mentioned in section 1.5.2 as something that needs 

to be considered when deciding whether or not to collaborate. 

This gets more complicated as participating in EU projects often requires some type of 

information sharing with other countries and companies, and, as mentioned in both section 4.2.1 

and 1.5.1, project participants often seem very reluctant to do so. Furthermore, the demand to 

share information with the EU is also increasing. While the ECF aims to establish a “single 

rulebook” to simplify access to funding, as mentioned in section 4.1.2, it is not unreasonable to 

believe that there can be risks associated with combining the rules of the civilian and defence 

industries, as the latter is usually stricter when it comes to information sharing between 

companies and countries, and IPRs.  

The defence industry also has many different national traditions that are based on national 

history, culture, and laws. This is especially true compared to other industrial sectors, which 

makes it harder to integrate them with each other. As an example, the Swedish government does 

not, in contrast to many other nations with a defence industry in the EU, own any of the 

domestic defence industry. This means that the Swedish government will not receive the same 

IPRs or have access to the same information and insights into the projects as other Member 

States will if the projects are co-funded by the EU. This has apparently become a big issue when 

negotiating the ownership rights in EU projects, as Sweden often is a primary advocate for 

securing the IPRs. 

Financial support from the EU is an example of “top-down” decision-making where the 

Commission has a central role, and the national governments are positioned lower in the 

hierarchy. The Commission decides when to grant funding and to which projects, and the 

Swedish government determines whether it will support projects with Swedish participants. 

This uncertainty poses significant risks for companies, as they often invest considerable 

resources during the application process and heavily rely on securing their financing.  

Just as policy makers need to be careful when attempting to steer normal system innovations, 

they must also ensure that the steering does not become overly detailed when the focus is on 

defence innovation. Policy makers cannot predict what technology will be invented in the near 

future. Therefore, they should maintain a broad scope when writing calls for project proposals, 

or setting product requirements, so that the development of tomorrow is not constrained by 



 

41 

 

what exists today, as they themselves do not know what the future capability requirements are. 

Granted, it is often difficult to determine what a reasonable level is.  

In the EU defence context, this also leads to a discussion on the conflict between the top-down 

approach (which is not market-driven) and the bottom-up approach (which is market-driven). 

The EU and the Member States write the calls for proposals and decide who will receive 

funding, much like the hierarchical government control that is usually seen in a top-down 

model. Conversely, giving financial incentives to companies to develop or innovate new 

products (nudge) is mainly used as a government instrument in the bottom-up model (see Figure 

1 in section 2.4). In this case, the market is not deciding what to develop, but it is the EU. This 

contradicts the idea of a free market, as the companies become dependent on EU financial 

support. On the other hand, the defence market is not a typical market as it is, by nature, highly 

reliant on governments as customers. 

Adding another layer to this, the interview data revealed that companies adapt to calls for 

proposals and develop products accordingly, primarily to increase their chances of receiving 

funding. This contradicts the core principle of a bottom-up approach, as the research and 

product development will become proposal-driven instead of innovation-driven. From a 

political and military perspective, this should theoretically not be a problem, as they ultimately 

get the capabilities they need. However, from a socio-technical perspective, this could risk 

stifling both defence innovation and innovation in general. 

Advantages for participating companies, as mentioned in section 4.2.2, would be a larger 

presence in the market and a potentially larger market share, the opportunity to find new 

collaboration partners, and to expand both personal and business networks. For SMEs in 

particular, participation in EU projects means more exposure on the market, both to customers 

and other potential future partners, as involvement in such projects is seen as proof of quality. 

Furthermore, it provides an opportunity to safeguard niches and interests, ensuring that no other 

company achieves the same market exposure as the SME. 

5.2 Critical factors for successful collaborations 

The description of how international collaboration can occur, as mentioned in the theory, works 

for bi-, tri- and multilateral collaborations outside of the EU, as it allows for direct negotiations 

between the countries. However, it is not as simple for collaborations within organisations such 

as the EU, as the EU is a supranational organisation that, in this case, gets a dual role as both 
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the decision-maker and an actor. The EU establishes both the frameworks and the limits for 

international collaboration, while also enabling itself to participate in the projects and have 

control over them. This means that the actors involved in the research and development projects, 

in some way, are associated with either the companies, the government, or the EU, giving the 

EU a special and unique role. This must be understood by the participating governments and 

companies. 

Overall, the results from the interviews regarding factors for successful collaborations aligned 

with the previous research. Critical factors for a successful collaboration on the government 

level are clear and shared requirements, an openness to compromise, predetermining a fair and 

suitable project leader if needed, an openness to share knowledge and technology, and good 

insight into the projects for both the government and the companies, especially subcontractors.  

Another critical factor is that the government must have an allocated national budget for EU 

projects and a structured plan of co-financing from the government and the military before the 

national government decides to support a project (as mentioned in section 4.2.2). The 

uncertainty that some companies experience regarding late notifications of co-funding can be 

avoided with more transparency from the government. The companies also require clear 

political support for the project and expect the government to have a clear strategy before 

negotiating, which was mentioned in both section 4.2.4 and 1.5.1.  

The government should also exert influence, apply pressure, and lobby for the country’s 

positions and interests during the call for proposal negotiations. Thus, it is crucial that the 

national organisations are structured to support collaboration, both the structure between the 

government and industry, and internally within each. As noted in section 1.5.1, differences in 

organisational structures domestically are a challenge for Triple Helix collaboration. Clear 

communication between government agencies, and between government and industry during 

the application process, is therefore important and can especially help SMEs navigate the 

process, as mentioned in both section 4.2.4 and 1.5.1.  

The size of the consortium was also important, though an optimal number of participants could 

not be given by the interviewees. However, several preferred bi- or trilateral collaborations 

outside of the EU, as they often lead to fewer compromises. In most instruments within EDIP, 

the EU has a minimum participation requirement of four countries, which means that the 

Member States need to find other Member States or associated countries to collaborate with in 

a project to be eligible for funding.  



 

43 

 

When it comes to collaboration at the project level, it is crucial to find common goals, needs, 

interests, areas of focus, and visions, and to establish a common ground with your partners at 

an early stage. This was also mentioned as important in section 1.5.1. A willingness to 

cooperate, trust between the collaboration partners, collaboration synergy mindset (“together, 

we are better”), mutual dependence, benefits and understanding, and to complement the 

collaboration partner are all also crucial for a successful collaboration, which was mentioned in 

both section 4.2.3, 1.5.1 and 1.5.2. The end-product must also provide defence utility, 

otherwise, the governments are unlikely to participate in the project and finance it.  

An understanding of the longevity of the process, and a long-term approach to planning, use, 

and maintenance were said to be important in both section 4.2.4 and 1.5.1. A good foundation 

for this is similar timelines between the countries, as the negotiation processes can often be 

slow, and few countries are willing to compromise on their requirements. As mentioned in 

section 4.2.4, the industry must be proactive and show the government what opportunities exist, 

so that these opportunities are not missed. 

Other factors that were mentioned in section 4.2.1 and 4.2.3 as essential for a successful 

collaboration are similar cultural heritage and traditions and personal contacts. Significant 

differences in cultural heritage and traditions could make collaboration harder and have to be 

considered when deciding on collaboration partners. It can be hard to find other countries that 

share the same needs if the core foundations of the purpose of the project differ because of 

cultural differences. Many negotiations are also based on everyone understanding each other, 

which is harder in EU settings where everyone has different backgrounds, traditions, and 

languages. In such cases, personal contacts, a personal network, and a strong project leader, 

seem to be crucial to increase mutual understanding. 

5.3 Using the new defence instruments in the EDIP 

In general, the interviewees liked the idea of using financial support from the EU, as long as 

the participation was aligned with the strategic goals of Sweden. Based on the results in section 

4.1, neither the CPA, the IRA, the SA, the USI, the European MSM, nor FAST seem to be 

promising to use for the development of a next-generation air combat system, as they are 

facilitated through other means than research and development. The results in section 4.2.5 

conveyed the same opinion. One instrument the interviewees did not mention, however, was 

the SEAP, which had a task of developing defence products. Though, it is only a legal 
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framework with the purpose of creating “toolboxes” for Member States, and not an instrument 

used for development per se. 

Both section 4.1.1 and 4.2.5 indicated that the EDPCI is the most promising instrument to use 

when developing an entire defence product within the scope of a single project. Developing a 

next-generation air combat system could potentially be such a project that is “particularly 

significant in size or scope”, that is a critical defence capability of the EU and the Member 

States, which is in the common interest of the public to develop, as mentioned in the regulation. 

However, the majority of the interviewees thought that a development of sub-systems would be 

significantly easier than a whole air combat system, because of the complexity of reaching an 

agreement on the prerequisites of the project.  

In addition to this, the EDIP will only provide a limited financial support to the EDPCI’s in the 

short term (300 million EUR), financing the start and the build-up of the projects. In the medium 

to long term, the ECF is more likely to provide a larger financial support to the EDPCI’s, the 

exact amount is however unknown. This uncertainty strengthens the argument of only 

developing sub-systems through the EU, as air combat systems are inherently expensive and 

need guaranteed financing before the project starts. 

The majority of the interviewees opposed the idea of developing a whole system within both 

EDIP and the EU framework, however, if it were to be developed, it would need to be well 

suited to Swedish circumstances. One way to determine that is to assess the indicators of 

Military Suitability, as mentioned in 2.3. Factors and conditions related to Doctrine, Training, 

Personnel, Facilities, and Interoperability were all mentioned by the interviewees. The next-

generation air combat system would have to be well suited to Swedish doctrine, or adjustments 

would have to be made to the doctrine to make the system more suited. Other factors to consider 

are how well the products are suited to the current facilities. If the new system is larger, new 

hangars would have to be built to fit them. If the new air combat system is not able to land on 

or use the roads, a large system of road landing bases will be useless. These factors would both 

be expensive to fix for the Swedish government.  

At present, Swedish soldiers and conscripts do not need advanced training to maintain the 

Gripen. If Sweden develops a new air combat system to be used alongside the Gripen, the same 

should be applied to the new system. There is otherwise a risk of both duplicating the work and 

adding additional costs to the personnel training. It is also important that the new air combat 

system is interoperable with both Sweden’s current fleet of aircraft and other systems-of-
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systems, and those of other NATO countries, although the latter will likely be met automatically 

through collaboration within the EU as many of them are also members of NATO. Other than 

this, it is important that the air combat system has the ability to fly in cold temperatures and 

sub-arctic climates, though the Swedish and Finnish NATO memberships have also required 

more developing companies and countries to take this into account. 

Another factor that is important to consider is that the majority of the potential collaboration 

partners are already involved in projects outside of the EU framework (FCAS and GCAP, as 

mentioned in section 1.1). One potential alternative if Sweden decides to pursue a project within 

the EU is that they become the lead of the project, as Sweden has experience in developing air 

combat systems, and let other, less experienced but interested, countries join the project. 

However, there is one obvious risk with that, as other Member States, such as the ones already 

participating in FCAS and GCAP, could block any project proposals that do not benefit them 

or are in their interest. 

5.4 Critical reflection 

The chosen theoretical framework might not have been the most suitable for this thesis. Military 

suitability was mainly used as a discussion point and not used as a basis for analysis as was 

expected at the start of the writing process. It is also uncertain whether a case study was the 

best option for research design, especially since it probably would require a more thorough 

document analysis than conducted in this thesis. The selection of interviewees could also have 

affected the results of the study. As an example, it would have been interesting to get the 

perspective of professionals from other countries. The identified themes were not the only way 

to theme the data, as the themes could have been different if someone else decided them. 

The first two sub-questions are easier to generalise than the third. Advantages and 

disadvantages of international collaboration, and critical factors of successful collaboration, 

could be applicable to other medium-sized countries with defined essential security interests, 

especially within the EU. The third question is harder to generalise, as it targets the Swedish 

decision to choose an option for procurement specifically. 

6 Conclusion 

This study aimed to bridge the gap created by the lack of research regarding the new European 

Defence Industry Programme. The purpose of this study was therefore to analyse the value for 
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actors in medium-sized countries of developing defence materiel in collaboration with other 

Member States of the EU, while focusing on the EDIP. Results showed that the main advantages 

of collaborative development within the EU are the ability to share the costs and risks of 

research and development, increased European interoperability, reduced dependence on 

stronger states outside the EU, and knowledge and technology sharing. Additionally, companies 

have the potential advantages of larger market shares, broader networks, and higher market 

exposure. 

The main disadvantage is that an increased amount of European collaboration might lead to 

limited national independence and sovereign control over determining the needs and 

requirements of the end-product, and a lower resilience against any sudden changes on the 

world stage. Another disadvantage is that the government cannot gain the same insight into 

projects as other Member States, nor do they receive the same access to the results and 

intellectual property rights, which stems from the fact that Sweden has no direct ownership of 

its defence industry. A third disadvantage is that Sweden might eventually lose national 

expertise by collaborating with other countries, and it might also threaten Sweden’s national 

identity as a country with a unique defence industry. Finally, the risk of the development being 

proposal-driven and not innovation-driven is another disadvantage, as companies might adapt 

their development strategies according to the calls for proposals. 

Several critical factors for ensuring a successful international collaboration were highlighted. It 

is important to understand the EU’s dual role as decision-maker and actor in projects and to 

establish common ground at an early stage. Timelines must be synchronised, and longevity 

must be ensured as trust and mutual understanding are not built overnight. It is also critical that 

the government has an allocated budget and a pre-determined plan for co-financing, so that 

award notifications can be provided early to eliminate uncertainty for companies. Clear 

communication among all actors is therefore key. The government must also actively ensure 

that national requirements are met during negotiations. Personal contacts and networks 

facilitate this. 

The EDPCI is argued to be the most promising instrument of those analysed. However, it was 

also determined that the focus of such a project should be on developing sub-systems of an air 

combat system and not the whole system, as there are significant challenges involved. First, the 

exact budget is currently unknown. Second, the end-products need to be suitable for Swedish 

circumstances, which is hard to achieve when collaborating with many different countries. 
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Third, other EU Member States, particularly those already involved in similar projects, might 

block any project proposals that do not align with their interests. 

In conclusion, a medium-sized country could utilise EU financial support to develop new 

defence products of essential security interest through international collaboration. However, a 

next-generation air combat system should not be developed within the EU framework, mainly 

because of disadvantages such as loss of sovereign control and reduced insight into the projects. 

A collaboration outside the EU framework would offer the advantages of international 

collaboration, but avoid the disadvantages related to the EU. Critical factors for collaborations 

are understanding the EU’s dual role, finding common ground, synchronised timelines, trust 

and mutual understanding, structured plans for co-financing, clear communication, and political 

support. While EDPCI is the most promising instrument, the recommendation for policy makers 

is to utilise it for the development of sub-systems and not whole air combat systems. If Sweden 

decides to participate in an EDPCI, the planning, strategizing, and negotiating must begin 

immediately. 

Suggestions for future research are to examine SMEs and how the Swedish government could 

facilitate their involvement in the collaborations within the EU. It could also be interesting to 

study the regulations when they are more mature and projects have been started or even ended, 

or to see whether the results are different for other medium-sized countries. Additionally, 

collaborations with countries outside of the EU framework, or long-term effects of proposal-

driven innovation in domestic defence innovation could be explored.  
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Appendix A. The interview quide  

In Swedish 

Introduktion 

Spela in! 

Hälsa välkommen 

Ge lite bakgrund om studien 

Informera om samtycke och sekretess 

Be att säga namn och titel/roll innan 

Tema: Nyckeln till framgångsrika internationella samarbeten 

1. Vad beskriver ett framgångsrikt samarbete enligt er? 

2. Vilket område anser ni har störst potential för internationellt samarbete? Ex. 

Upphandling, anskaffning, forskning, utveckling, produktion m.m. Varför?  

3. Vilka behov och villkor (förutsättningar) anser ni är viktiga för att få till 

framgångsrika internationella samarbeten? Flaskhalsar, värdekedjor.  

4. Vilka risker och möjligheter finns det med att samarbeta eller inte samarbeta?  

a. Hur kan industrin påverkas av detta?  

b. Hur väl anpassat skulle ett stridsflygplan vara för svenska förhållanden om det 

utvecklades inom ramen för ett internationellt samarbete?  

5. Hur tror ni att ett sådant här samarbete inom ramen för de nya 

försvarsprogrammen kan skilja sig från tidigare samarbeten för att utveckla 

stridsflyg?  

a. Vilka faktorer tror ni skulle kunna göra ett sådant här samarbete mer framgångsrikt?  

Tema: EU-stöd  

1. Vilket EU-instrument tycker ni är mest intressant för ett samarbete? Varför det?  

2. Vilka risker och möjligheter finns det med att använda sig av EU-stöd eller inte?  

a. Hur kan industrin påverkas av att få EU-stöd?  

3. På vilket sätt tror ni att EU-stöden kommer kunna underlätta monetärt för 

utvecklingen av ett flygplan? Ni behöver inte ange siffor.  

4. Skulle det medföra några begränsningar för utvecklingen av ett stridsflygplan eller för 

ett samarbete över lag att använda sig av EU-stöd?  

Avslutning  

Finns det något som jag inte har frågat om som du tycker att jag borde nämna?   
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In English (translated) 

Introduction 

Record! 

Introduce yourself 

Give background about the study 

Give information about consent and confidentiality 

Ask about name and title/role 

Theme: The key to successful international collaborations 

1. What, in your view, defines a successful collaboration? 

2. Which area do you think has the greatest potential for international collaboration? E.g. 

procurement, acquisition, research, development, production, etc. Why? 

3. What needs and conditions (prerequisites) do you consider important for a successful 

international collaboration? 

4. What risks and opportunities are associated with collaborating and not collaborating? 

a. How might the industry be affected by this? 

b. How well suited would an air combat system be to Swedish operational 

requirements if it were developed within the framework of an international 

collaboration?  

5. How do you think such a collaboration within the framework of the new defence 

programmes might differ from previous collaborations to develop air combat systems? 

a. What factors do you think could make such a collaboration more successful? 

Theme: EU support 

1. Which EU instrument do you think is most suitable for collaboration? Why? 

2. What are the risks and opportunities associated with using EU funding, or not using it? 

a. How might the industry be affected by receiving EU funding? 

3. In what way do you think EU funding could provide financial support for the 

development of an aircraft? You do not need to provide figures. 

4. Would the use of EU funding impose any limitations on the development of a fighter 

aircraft or on collaboration in general? 

The end 

Is there anything I haven’t asked about that you think I should mention? 
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Appendix B. Additional information about the 

interviews 

Table 3. Additional information about the interview dates and how the interview was conducted 

Interview Date of interview Type 

1 17 March 2026 Online, semi-structured 

2 18 March 2026 In person, semi-structured 

3 18 March 2026 In person, semi-structured 

4 19 March 2026 Group, in person, semi-structured 

5 19 March 2026 Group, in person, semi-structured 

6 20 March 2026 Online, semi-structured 

7 20 March 2026 Online, semi-structured 

8 24 March 2026 Online, semi-structured 

9 - Written, structured 

10 30 March 2026 In person, semi-structured 

11 13 April 2026 In person, semi-structured 

12 13 April 2026 In person, semi-structured 

13 15 April 2026 Online, semi-structured 

14 16 April 2026 In person, semi-structured 

15 23 April 2026 Online, semi-structured 

16 16 March 2026 Online, semi-structured 

 


