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It goes without saying that the Danish
Presidency will be called upon to
navigate the European Union (EU)
through some choppy waters in the next
six months. No presidency is entirely
smooth or without its externally
generated challenges, but the latter half
of 2025 looks set to be especially fraught.
Hundreds of articles, statements, policy
documents and speeches have already
made the point that President Trump’s
mercurial and unpredictable external
polices present the EU with epoch-
defining considerations. 

European leaders have, one after another,
insisted in recent weeks that the EU now
stands at a historic turning point. They
have not specified exactly what this
means in practice. The sense of dizzying
panic triggered by the Trump
administration may calm somewhat as
the year unfolds, or it may intensify into
even more of an existential crisis for
Europe. The Danish Presidency will need
to be ready to deal with both of these
possibilities. 

This means that the latter half of the year
is likely to be dominated by momentous,
overarching debates about the whole
shape of European security,  in  addition

to the more normal agenda business that
presidencies must manage. It is this
combination that will imbue the Danish
Presidency with a distinctive feel: the need
to proceed with business-as-usual in
advancing many important policy files, on
the one hand, while governments and the
EU institutions reflect on the big shifts that
will reshape Europe, on the other hand.

While so much media and political
attention is naturally on the security
domain and the transatlantic relationship,
these questions will have spill-over effects
on many of the so-called low-politics items
on the EU agenda. A crucial shift in EU
integration dynamics is that the security
sphere may increasingly drive debates on
other spheres – almost an inversion of the
dynamics that have existed for many years
in an EU that failed to grasp security issues
with any urgency. 

This new kind of momentum will present
many complications as different parts of
the EU agenda collide and clash with each
other. The Danish Presidency will be the
first that fully experiences this new normal
of the Trumpian order, and it will certainly
be an unenviable challenge to chart a
course through the stirred geopolitical
waters. The Danish Presidency will need to 
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focus like a laser on the macro-level
reshaping of the EU’s whole relation with  
the external world, while also not
neglecting other issues as these make
their way through the policy-making
process.

Denmark has recently adopted relatively
active and leading positions on security
and the war in Ukraine and will be a
well-positioned presidency holder for this
crisis moment. Yet, the turmoil stirred up
by recent developments will test even the
most committed and skilled diplomatic
services. The challenges will start with
discussions on the security guarantees
EU Member States are willing and able to
offer to Kyiv, along with military support,
deployment of troops on the ground,
progress in the accession process, and so
on. 

The Danish Presidency should also be
ready to face the consequences of global
turmoil when it comes to trade wars and
help shape the EU’s reaction to Trump’s
tariffs. While the European Commission
has powerful tools and the political will to
mobilise them following the recipes of
the Draghi report, Member States need
to be prepared to implement them. The
presidency will need to explore how the
EU develops a more systemic approach
that focuses on the EU's internal
production capacities, completing the
internal market, new-generation
commercial partnerships at the
international level and support for
strategic industrial sectors. 

All this needs to be done without
compromising European standards on
the social and environmental fronts,
traditional Danish concerns and a
possible value-added proposition for the
EU to recover standing in the world. This
will require adequate financial resources,
possibly leveraged and managed
together     in     the     next    Multiannual

Financial Framework (MFF), for which
negotiations will start under the Danish
Presidency on the basis of a proposal to be
presented by the European Commission.

But above all, to make a meaningful
contribution to these crucial issues, the
Danish Presidency will need to cajole and
prompt the EU to make a leap forward to
political maturity. The European
Commission must do its part on the
financial side, the European Parliament
must improve democratic legitimacy, and
national governments must adopt bolder
strategic positions. The Danish Presidency
will need to pull all these actors together
and push forward towards a new political
Europe united in the face of the United
States (US) and other challenges.

In light of all this, we have four
contributions offering different angles on
this maelstrom of different policy and
geopolitical challenges. Christine Nissen
looks at the newly urgent EU security
dossier, Tyyne Karjalainen suggests how
the presidency can help chart EU actions
for the next phase of the Ukraine conflict,
Federica Prandin calls for a return to more
ambitious climate action, and Seamus
Allen maps out how the presidency can
recalibrate EU digital technology policies. 

https://commission.europa.eu/topics/eu-competitiveness/draghi-report_en
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From outlier to driver in European
defence policy

In a not-so-distant past, Denmark was an
outlier in EU defence cooperation with
an exemption from the EU's Common
Foreign and Security Policy due to
concerns about national identity and
sovereignty. However, pivotal events have
reshaped this position, with Denmark's
evolving role as a key player in EU
security policy. The turning point came
with Russia's invasion of Ukraine in 2022,
a moment that marked a fundamental
shift in Denmark’s stance on defence and
security. From the beginning of the war,
Denmark became one of Ukraine's
strongest supporters, and through a
national compromise agreed upon by a
large majority of political parties, it was
decided to significantly raise the national
defence budget and lift the longstanding
opt-out from EU defence cooperation, a
decision confirmed by a referendum in
June 2022. The latest developments,
particularly the current Trump
administration, have further pushed for a
shift in Denmark’s national policy in
response to the evolving geopolitical
climate, with the US threat to Greenland
exposing broader fractures in the liberal
world order, ultimately leading Denmark
to find itself at the forefront of European
defence discussions. 

The consequences of these shifts are now
coming to  fruition  as  Denmark prepares

to take the helm of the Council of the EU
at a critical juncture in EU defence history.

A changing European security order

Europe's security order is undergoing a
profound transformation, as the two
constants that have traditionally upheld it
— the absence of territorial war threats
and the US security guarantee — are no
longer to be considered as such. The full-
scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia has
brought the spectre of conventional
warfare back to Europe’s doorstep,
shattering the illusion that territorial
aggression was a thing of the past.
Meanwhile, the shifting dynamics of US
foreign policy under the new Trump
administration have cast serious doubt on
the dependability of the American
security guarantee. For Europe, these
developments have created a
transformative – and indeed destabilising -
situation. Decades of underinvestment in
both national defence and European-wide
military capabilities have left the continent
unable to defend itself. Moreover, relying
on external suppliers for defence
equipment has meant that Europe lacks
the industrial capacity to meet the
evolving military demands of the current
geopolitical climate. In a world
increasingly defined by raw power and
geopolitical    rivalry,      such     fragility     of
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Europe's defence system highlights the
need for decisive, independent action to
safeguard European security. 

As a result, European states have
embarked on a process of serious
investment in defence. The Commission
has recently launched a financing plan,
ReArmEurope, aimed at securing more
uniform investment across EU countries,
along with a White Paper on the future of
European defence to ensure better
coordination among EU Member States
regarding defence investments.
Moreover, in recent years, we have seen a
significant increase in new EU defence
initiatives, focused on building
capabilities within a European framework
as well as supporting Ukraine in its fight
for survival against Putin’s aggression.

Danish EU Presidency priorities

Denmark’s priorities, both in broader
terms and during its Presidency, are
closely aligned with key EU drivers and
goals, particularly strengthening Europe’s
defence industrial capacity and
deepening cooperation with Ukraine.
These priorities will be central to
Denmark’s leadership and play a pivotal
role in shaping its contributions to the
EU’s defence strategy and Europe’s
overall security landscape. First,
Denmark’s presidency will likely play a
significant role in the development and
implementation of the EU’s latest
defence initiatives focused on closing
capability gaps and strengthening the
European defence industry. The ReArm
Europe 2030 proposal includes several
legislative proposals set to be
implemented quickly, with the most
central being the Security Action for
Europe loan mechanism. Additionally, the
broader European Defence Industrial
Programme is expected to be adopted
under the Danish Presidency, if it is not
fast-tracked under the Polish Presidency.

Second, Ukraine remains a critical focus
for Denmark, not least when it comes to
integrating Ukraine into the European
defence industry. The approach, now
known as “the Danish model”, began as a
Danish idea to directly fund Ukraine’s
defence industry, bypassing traditional
channels. This model has proven to be vital
for Ukraine’s resilience, with over a third of
its military equipment now domestically
produced. Currently, this model is being
expanded to foster partnerships between
European and Ukrainian defence industry
companies, aligning with the EU’s goal of
integrating Ukraine more closely into
Europe’s defence industrial ecosystem.
Under Denmark’s presidency, this effort
will not only continue but also intensify,
ensuring Ukraine’s growing role in the
European defence sector and
strengthening the collective security of
Europe.

That said, while security and defence will
be the primary focus of Denmark's
Presidency, aligning closely with the EU's
own priorities, there are also elements in
the EU's plans that challenge long-
standing Danish positions in EU policy.
One example is the EU's push for
"European preference" in defence, a
principle laid out in the White Paper that
emphasises the production and purchase
of "made in EU" technologies. This marks a
significant departure from Denmark's
traditional "NATO-first" strategy, with the
US as its primary ally. However, this policy
is now being tested by the EU’s move
towards greater strategic autonomy,
forcing Denmark to balance its NATO
commitments with Europe’s growing
desire for independence from external
powers, notably the US.  

Another area where Denmark will need to
adapt is the economic dimension, which is
increasingly linked to security. Unlike its
traditionally frugal approach, which has
prioritised  budget  restraint  and  opposed

https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/eu-defence-industry/introducing-white-paper-european-defence-and-rearm-europe-plan-readiness-2030_en
https://defence-industry-space.ec.europa.eu/eu-defence-industry/introducing-white-paper-european-defence-and-rearm-europe-plan-readiness-2030_en
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EU loans, Denmark will now need to
embrace new financial strategies to
support the growing defence needs
within the EU framework. Budget
negotiations will begin under Denmark’s
leadership, and the implementation of
the Security Action for Europe loan
mechanism is likely to take place during
its Presidency. Leading the legislative
process on these initiatives will require a
careful balance between national
interests and EU priorities, marking an
important development in Denmark’s
fiscal policy and its role in European
defence.

Denmark’s historically cautious approach
and its reserved position on economic
spending within the EU framework need
not be seen as a problem - quite the
opposite, it has the potential to work to
Denmark’s benefit during its Presidency.
By not automatically supporting every EU
initiative, Denmark can offer a more
balanced perspective, ensuring that new
policies are carefully considered and
effectively negotiated. This position can
serve as leverage to advance Denmark’s
priorities. In particular, Denmark can
build on its established focus and
expertise in supporting Ukraine’s defence
industry, further strengthening the
Danish model by advocating for
collaboration between European and
Ukrainian companies to integrate
Ukraine into Europe’s defence ecosystem.
Moreover, Denmark can effectively push
for European strategic autonomy by
balancing NATO commitments with the
need for greater self-sufficiency in
defence, especially given the shifting
dynamics of US policies. Denmark can
also ensure that EU defence investments
are strategically focused and financially
sustainable, aligning long-term goals
with fiscal responsibility.
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Like seven Council Presidencies before,
the Danish Presidency of the Council of
the EU faces the challenge of Russia’s
full-scale war in Ukraine. The most urgent
task and priority remains the same: to
support Kyiv’s sovereignty. However,
the new international context presents
the EU with new challenges.

The security order in Europe is crumbling.
One pillar of it already collapsed when
the full-scale invasion put paid to the
illusion of cooperative security with
Russia. The problem has now been
compounded by the US withdrawing
support for a multilateral world order,
calling into question its commitment to
European defence and adopting a critical
stance towards Ukraine. All of this creates
an uncertain environment for Europe’s
support to Ukraine, which is needed
more than ever. 

The first takeaway for the new Council
presidency is to realise the changed
horizon of possibilities in European
security policies: what was previously
taken for granted is now precarious, what
was previously rejected by Member
States as unnecessary or too costly might
have become a necessity. 

The  second   contextual   change   is   the

emerging political architecture around
Ukraine. Most Member States are part of a
new ‘Coalition of the Willing’ but some
might forge a foreign policy lead group in
US-initiated peace talks. These flexible
formats of cooperation have emerged to
complement and overcome obstacles in
the EU and NATO frameworks, including
the US’ unreliability and Hungary’s
objection to many EU decisions. The
Coalition of the Willing and the potential
foreign policy lead group of the United
Kingdom, France, and Germany can be
more effective in pursuing the EU’s foreign
and security political objectives vis-à-vis
Ukraine than the EU acting without such
groupings. Even small lead groups can be
legitimate actors in EU foreign policy as
long as they are aligned and coherent with
the established EU policies and objectives.

The EU Council has an important role to
play in ensuring that the Coalition of the
Willing and the potential foreign policy
lead group remain close to and
coordinated with the EU, its institutions
and their policy planning. Ceasefire and
peace talks require long-term
commitment and multiple rounds and
efforts from the international community.
The EU could help in implementing
policies initiated within the Coalition of
the  Willing  or  by  a  foreign  policy lead
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group – at least on those issues where
Hungary, Slovakia or any other Member
States do not block progress. 

The third change in the international
context is one in which Ukraine’s and
Europe’s destinies have become even
more intertwined than they were before.
President Putin has always seen the war
in Ukraine as a way to change the
security order in Europe. Now, President
Trump is treating Europeans as part of
the problem in Ukraine. It seems that the
war in Ukraine is no longer only a test
case or a precedent for Europe’s relations
with Russia, but also for Europe’s
relations with the new US. Trump’s
attempt to end the war on his terms may
escalate the transatlantic crisis: his
current strategy seems to help Putin
consolidate spheres of influence in
Europe, starting from Ukraine. 

European governments are still debating
hesitantly how they might help enforce
any peace in Ukraine. It is not given that
there will be a deal – or even a ceasefire –
in Ukraine, but planning enforcement
cannot wait. A deal without enforcement
is an open invitation for Russia to
reinvade Ukraine and to test the limits of
European passivity also elsewhere. It is
hence not only Ukraine but also Europe
that needs strong security guarantees for
Ukraine. With the European security
order and political architecture in flux, the
security guarantees should be built as a
patchwork involving as many states as
possible.

As the first patch, the EU needs to arm
itself and Ukraine to prevent the next
war in Europe. Since 2022, Denmark has
shown political leadership and strategic
farsightedness in supporting Ukraine.
Thus, the Danish Presidency is ideally
positioned to advance the ongoing policy
planning and implementation, to elevate
ambition    levels,    and    to   initiate   new

concrete measures to enhance European
and Ukrainian military and industrial  
capabilities. The Council presidency also
has an important role in scouting new
areas where coordination of building
capabilities could be elevated into
cooperation or even joint action among
Member States.

As the second patch, Europe needs to be
prepared to deploy a credible deterrence
force to Ukraine. While boots on the
ground include severe short-term risks,
the boots not showing up in time might
be even riskier in the long term. The
deployment should be extensive to avoid
being counterproductive: weak
guarantees invite testing. A broad,
international, well-equipped deterrence
force with a clear and well-defined
mandate would best support preventing
the next war in Ukraine and Europe.
Civilian monitors are insufficient if there is
no mechanism to punish violations. 

Finally, as the third patch, ensuring the
process of Ukraine’s European integration
is vital. If the focus is only on the war,
“what remains of Ukraine is just a military
camp”, as a Ukrainian think tank leader
and former official told me in Kyiv already
in 2023. The EU should not shy away from
putting pressure on Ukraine to work on
reforms to ensure that EU membership
remains a feasible option for the country.
The more reform is achieved with the help
of the current geopolitical pressure, the
stronger and more reliable partner
Ukraine will be after the war. This reform
dimension is as important for the
presidency as the hard-security element:
as a Finnish proverb says, “What you leave
undone, you will find in front of you.”



Assuming the Council presidency in July,
Denmark will co-lead the EU delegation
at the landmark COP30 summit in Brazil.
This presents a critical opportunity for the
EU to demonstrate global leadership by
advocating for ambitious 2035 climate
targets, which will be at the centre of the
summit. Furthermore, the Danish
Presidency will play a crucial role in
shaping the next long-term European
budget, the MFF. 

Addressing the green transition requires
considerations across a wide range of
interconnected policy domains. Climate,
energy, industrial, social welfare,
economic, foreign and security policy
areas all interact with sustainability and
should incorporate related
considerations. However, this
interconnectedness is not always
reflected in a unified and holistic policy
approach. Moreover, with the green
agenda being incorporated into the
Clean Industrial Deal (CID), von der Leyen
Commission’s current landmark initiative,
the focus on economic competitiveness
dominates and sustainability risk being
overshadowed. 

Therefore, the first, overarching
recommendation to the Danish
Presidency  is   to   advocate   for   a   truly

integrated green transition strategy
across all EU policy domains. This
approach carries significant implications. It
means strengthening the economy in
ways that accelerate, rather than slow
down, the achievement of ambitious
climate targets. It also implies dismissing
the false dichotomy between defence
spending and climate financing,
recognising that long-term security is
intrinsically linked to environmental
stability. It requires pursuing industrial
models respecting ecological boundaries.
In a time of heightened geopolitical
confrontation and uncertainties, the
Danish Presidency must provide strong
leadership, allowing to not lose sights of
the longer-term vision while reacting to
present crises. 

This necessitates a shift towards a cross-
pillar framework where climate
considerations are not siloed but
embedded within security, economic, and
social policies. For instance, during
negotiations for the next MFF, it is crucial
to recognise that funding climate
adaptation measures, such as improved
flood management and drought-resistant
agriculture, is a direct investment in the
security and well-being of EU citizens,
mitigating costly economic disruptions
caused by extreme weather events.

FEDERICA
PRANDIN

Finnish Institute of International Affairs & University of Helsinki

Charting the EU’s green transition:
A call for pace and interconnectedness
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The growing reluctance among some EU
Member States to maintain the pace of
commitments outlined in the EU Green
Deal and even higher domestic
disagreements to establish more
ambitious climate targets is a crucial
challenge. Building upon the urgency
highlighted in the United Nations
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change Sixth Assessment Report –
especially given 2024's unprecedented
temperature rise – the Danish Presidency
should push for a clearly defined
trajectory towards the EU's 2050
climate neutrality goal, advocating for
an emissions reduction target in the
range of 74% below 1990 levels by 2035.

Keeping the EU on track to achieve
ambitious climate goals requires
technological innovation. The Danish
Presidency should prioritise fostering an
enabling environment for the
development and deployment of cutting-
edge green technologies. Domestically,
this entails prioritising the development
of a long-lasting regulatory framework
characterised by stability and clarity.
However, the CID lacks concrete targets
and immediate, actionable steps. In this
context, the Danish Presidency should
push for further clarification by breaking
down overarching targets into sector-
specific and greenhouse gas-specific
sub-goals, including, for example,
concrete targets for methane emissions
reduction. Furthermore, funding should
prioritise mature technologies ready for
commercialisation, rather than broad
research grants. A dedicated ‘Clean Tech
Scale-Up Fund’ with clear deadlines, for
example, would speed up innovation in
heavy industry and energy sectors. Many
clean technologies and innovations get
stuck in the ‘Valley of Death’, the gap
between technological testing and
commercialisation. This is not merely a
bureaucratic obstacle that can be
overcome   through   “more   money,   less

regulation”. It is a systemic failure to turn
scientific breakthroughs into practical
climate solutions at the appropriate scale
and speed. Speed is also crucial, and the
CID does not reflect this essential element.
The initiative largely remains a plan for
plans, with the bulk of its initiatives
deferred to 2026 and 2027. This timeline
represents a dangerous bet. Each month
of delay in implementing concrete
measures allows competitors like China to
further solidify their dominance in crucial
clean tech sectors, making it increasingly
difficult for Brussels to catch up. Similarly,
simplification cannot wait. In the Omnibus
package, this consists mostly of delaying
reporting requirements and does not
tackle the core issues of simplifying
burdensome bureaucratic processes and
rethinking reporting mechanisms. Instead,
simplification must prioritise removing
overly specific and potentially unnecessary
regulations and avoiding ambiguous legal
provisions that can slow down the
urgently needed shift to a green economy. 

Externally, predictability necessitates
robust international cooperation to forge
stable partnerships that secure the raw
materials and resources vital for EU
industries. Climate change is a global
challenge that requires international
cooperation. In a time when
multilateralism is facing massive setbacks,
climate and the environment remain a
shared responsibility. The Danish
Presidency should champion a renewed
narrative that fosters international
collaboration on the green transition,
moving beyond potentially divisive
rhetoric. For example, a reframing of the
EU energy diplomacy communication with
emerging economies to emphasise joint
gains from renewable energy transition,
local value creation, and mutual industrial
and trade cooperation would present the
EU as a reliable and efficient alternative to
China, moving away from a resource-
centric, neo-imperialistic approach.

https://climateactiontracker.org/countries/eu/
https://climateactiontracker.org/countries/eu/
https://climateactiontracker.org/countries/eu/
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When considering the financing
architecture of the next MFF, the Danish
Presidency has a critical role to play in
ensuring it acts as a powerful catalyst for
the green transition. A top priority should
be to speed up the completion of the
Capital Markets Union, which will
streamline the funding processes and
facilitate cross-border capital flow
towards sustainable projects, including
the issuance of green bonds and
investments in sustainable
infrastructure. Different tools must be
carefully assessed against the EU’s
strategic priorities, grounded in its core
values. State aid and subsidies demands
particular scrutiny. While loosening
restrictions might offer short-term
advantages for national industrial policy,
it risks exacerbating disparities between
Member States with varying fiscal
capacities and distorting the single
market. More effective solutions lie in
establishing joint EU investment funds,
potentially financed through the
issuance of common EU debt. This
approach would avoid burdens on the
existing EU budget and competition
between green industrial priorities and
traditionally funded areas. Given Europe's
delay in commercial adoption of green
technologies, such a fund should become
operational as early as possible. Rather
than broad subsidies, the focus should be
on strategically funding the development
of cutting-edge green technologies with
long-term potential and accelerating the
commercialisation of near-market ready
solutions, seizing readily available ‘low-
hanging fruit’.

By championing this integrated and
forward-looking agenda, the Danish
Presidency has a unique opportunity to
steer the EU towards a green future.
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For many years, the lagging performance
of Europe’s digital economy relative to
the US and China has driven anxieties
about Europe’s deteriorating
competitiveness and sovereignty.  To
address this, the European Commission
has now set out an ambitious agenda to
invigorate Europe’s digital economy. 
  
The main pillars of this agenda include:
investment in the digital economy;
further integration of the digital single
market; and the reduction of regulatory
burdens. Many initiatives associated with
these pillars are welcome. However, the
Commission’s current approach risks
becoming unbalanced and misdirected
in ways that could undermine the EU’s
goals. This is where the Danish
Presidency has the opportunity to
recalibrate the focus of EU policy.  

The need for an intelligent

investment strategy

The Commission recently announced a
series of major investment initiatives to
promote Europe’s digital
competitiveness. Examples include the
EU’s pledge of EUR 50 billion for the
InvestAI Initiative; EUR 10 billion for
Artificial Intelligence (AI) factories; and
EUR  1.3 billion  for  “critical   technologies”

SEAMUS
ALLEN

Institute of International and European Affairs

Europe’s digital quest for
competitiveness and sovereignty

through the Digital Europe Programme.
This ambition is welcome in principle.
However, there is a major risk that money
may not be used effectively.

The Commission and Member State
governments have a history of wasting
money on poor technology investment
decisions, including on over-hyped
applications of particular technologies. The
Commission’s approach to investment
also relies on arbitrary quantitative metrics
of success - such as targets for
semiconductor production and AI uptake
which may be unrelated to the EU’s needs
or to real technological benefits.
 
The Danish Presidency could play a role in
shaping EU digital policy, by leading the
establishment of new strategic
guidelines for EU investment in the
digital economy. They could provide
methodologies and metrics to ensure that
investment provides real social benefits
and enhances Europe’s long-term
competitiveness and capabilities. 

Managing market integration

The Commission also intends to bolster
Europe’s digital competitiveness by
driving further integration of the digital
single  market.  It is frequently argued that
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fragmentation in Europe’s single market
prevents European companies from
scaling up, thus harming the EU’s
competitiveness relative to the US or
China. However, there are several
problems with this assumption, which
may mislead policy-makers into focusing
more on the quantitative scale of
Europe’s single market than its
underlying quality.

Firstly, it is often overlooked that there
are major trade barriers between US
states and between the Chinese
provinces. There are even specific areas
where such barriers arguably exceed
those within the EU economy. Secondly,
many digital economy frontrunners such
as Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and
Singapore have smaller populations and
domestic markets than the EU. Even
within the EU, it is often smaller Member
States such as Denmark that are digital
frontrunners. Thirdly, especially with
regards to novel technologies, there may
be advantages to policy diversity,
experimentation and iterative policy
improvement, which can be undermined
by excessive regulatory harmonisation.
Finally, the assumption that closer
single market integration is
automatically beneficial can lead to
policy-making of a lower quality than
may otherwise be the case - including
regulations that are unnecessarily
burdensome. 

Likewise, while closer integration can
sometimes be beneficial for Europe’s
digital sovereignty, this is not necessarily
always true. There are examples where
excessive centralisation has caused
sovereignty risks for Europe – ranging
from hindering data protection
enforcement to restricting Member State
capabilities to respond to disinformation.

The Danish Presidency could attempt to
ensure that both the costs and benefits

of harmonisation and centralisation are
assessed in EU digital policy. It should also
lead a renewed focus on market quality,
including the quality of the policy
framework, to balance the current EU
focus on market size and scale. 

The regulation and champions debate

It is welcome that policy-makers are now
paying greater attention to how heavily
and unnecessarily burdensome many
regulations can be. However, a common
narrative that regulation has undermined
Europe’s digital competitiveness
compared to the US and China and
inhibited the growth of European
champions seems misguided. China has a
much more tightly regulated digital
economy than Europe. Many US
companies began scaling up within and
across European borders long before
becoming major tech giants.   

Furthermore, regulation can sometimes
be beneficial for innovation and
competitiveness, and an indiscriminate
deregulation drive may risk undermining
such regulations also. The Commission is
considering reforming the General Data
Protection Regulation – yet the
Regulation’s data portability provisions
have as of yet only rarely be turned into
reality. Another example is the withdrawal
of the AI liability directive, which could
have benefitted smaller businesses in AI
value chains. Areas such as data
portability, competition and
interoperability all represent areas
where regulation can help to drive
competitiveness. 

Furthermore, deregulation also poses
major risks to Europe’s quest for digital
sovereignty. It is misguided to assume that
creating European “digital champions” will
deliver Europe’s digital sovereignty.
American tech giants may infringe the US’
sovereignty as much as Europe’s. Similarly,
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European companies may not necessarily
be aligned with European values;
regulation is necessary to ensure that
they will be. Nor would European
champions magically make Europe
competitive. Such companies can be a
symptom of economic weakness and
“bad economic policy”, as recently argued
by the Nobel Prize winning economist
Joseph Stiglitz.

The Danish Presidency could seek to
rebalance the debate on regulation and
digital champions, by ensuring that the
debate takes into account the points
outlined above. 

The need for a digital sovereignty

strategy

European digital sovereignty could be
described as meaning that Europe’s
values and policy preferences are not
undermined by digital technologies and
remain enforceable in the digital realm.
There are areas where Europe’s
sovereignty may genuinely be at risk – for
example, if digital platforms can
manipulate European elections.

Yet, the term “digital sovereignty” has
become an over-used buzz word that is
now associated with an excessive range
of technologies. This risks diluting the
meaning of the term. The Danish
Presidency could guide the
development of a digital sovereignty
strategy for Europe that would establish
clear metrics and criteria to narrowly
define areas where Europe’s sovereignty
is genuinely at risk. This strategy could
guide investment decisions of public
money in such areas and distinguish
these from economic investments. The
strategy should guard against European
protectionism, which is a distraction from
sovereignty. Healthy interdependencies
with diverse international partners to
reduce   dependencies   on   the   US   and

China will be important for the pursuit of
meaningful sovereignty.

Conclusion

There are many positive features about
the European Commission’s agenda to
invigorate Europe’s digital economy.
However, there is a risk that EU policy
could become more focused on quantity,
size, scale and hype, than on quality and
substance, in ways that could undermine
the EU’s pursuit of digital sovereignty and
competitiveness. The Danish Presidency
now has an opportunity to try
recalibrating EU digital policy to guide
Europe on a more balanced path towards
digital competitiveness and sovereignty.
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