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About This Report

This report documents research and analysis conducted as part of a project titled Aligning 
Strategic Priorities and Foreign Military Sales to Fill Critical Capability Gaps, sponsored by 
U.S. Army Europe and Africa (USAREUR-AF) G-5. The purpose of the project was twofold: 
(1) to identify how foreign military sales (FMS) and other security cooperation activities, 
such as international armaments cooperation, can address U.S. ally and partner capability 
gaps relevant to contingency plans of interest in the European Command area of responsibil-
ity for ground-based systems and (2) to make recommendations to U.S. Army decisionmak-
ers in this regard. 

This research was conducted within RAND Arroyo Center’s Strategy, Doctrine, and 
Resources Program. RAND Arroyo Center, part of RAND, is a federally funded research and 
development center (FFRDC) sponsored by the United States Army. 

RAND operates under a “Federal-Wide Assurance” (FWA00003425) and complies with 
the Code of Federal Regulations for the Protection of Human Subjects Under United States Law 
(45 CFR 46), also known as “the Common Rule,” as well as with the implementation guidance 
set forth in DoD Instruction 3216.02. As applicable, this compliance includes reviews and 
approvals by RAND’s Institutional Review Board (the Human Subjects Protection Commit-
tee) and by the U.S. Army. The views of sources utilized in this study are solely their own and 
do not represent the official policy or position of DoD or the U.S. Government.
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Summary

This report documents research and analysis conducted as part of a project titled Aligning 
Strategic Priorities and Foreign Military Sales to Fill Critical Capability Gaps, sponsored by 
U.S. Army Europe and Africa (USAREUR-AF) G-5. The purpose of the project was twofold: 

1.	 to identify how foreign military sales (FMS) and other security cooperation activities, 
such as international armaments cooperation, can address U.S. ally capability gaps 
for land systems relevant to contingency plans in the European Command (EUCOM) 
area of responsibility (AOR) 

2.	 to make recommendations to U.S. Army decisionmakers in this regard. 

Background

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 and the heightening of tensions related to 
China and Taiwan in the Indo-Pacific have translated into an increase in the worldwide 
demand for U.S. defense equipment. This is especially true for—though not limited to—U.S. 
Army systems in the European theater. Given the limitations in manufacturing capacity of 
the U.S. defense industrial base, the U.S. FMS system’s relatively slow speed for transfer-
ring U.S. defense articles to allies and partners, and in the absence of a U.S. Department of 
Defense (DoD)–wide systematic FMS case prioritization framework, it is becoming increas-
ingly important for DoD to optimize the FMS process. In this context, the U.S. government’s 
FMS enterprise is limited in its ability to address all the relevant capability needs of North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies in a timely manner. In response, we advance in 
this report a conceptual framework that would allow the U.S. government to prioritize the 
FMS cases of countries in the EUCOM AOR in alignment with U.S. and NATO defense pri-
orities for a ground-based contingency in Europe.

Approach

The research we present in this report is based on a qualitative, multimethod approach that 
combines subject-matter expert interviews and workshops with a literature review of existing 
scholarly articles, open-source media reporting, and government and think-tank reports for 
the United States and NATO members. We focus on six select NATO allies for which we con-
ducted in-country field research: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Finland, and Sweden. 
These countries were selected in consultation with our USAREUR-AF G-5 sponsor, Office of 
Defense Cooperation chiefs and their deputies, and the project team’s security cooperation 
expertise. For the six countries discussed in this report, we conducted in-country interviews 
with U.S. Embassy officials and military forces on the ground; representatives of the min-
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istries of defense and foreign affairs, procurement agencies, and other branches of the host 
governments; and local think-tank experts. 

The main outputs of our research are (1) a conceptual framework for prioritization of FMS 
cases that the DoD can use to better align U.S. strategic priorities in the EUCOM AOR and 
FMS, especially for high-demand U.S. defense systems, and (2) insights and recommenda-
tions regarding the strategic use of other security cooperation tools (e.g., international arma-
ments cooperation, military exercises, key leader engagements, rotational forces) in support 
of, or complementary to, FMS cases, with the aim of advancing U.S. strategic interests in 
the EUCOM AOR. While the proposed FMS case prioritization framework and the findings 
and recommendations related to the strategic use of security cooperation tools are based on 
research conducted in the European theater and are directly relevant to the EUCOM AOR, 
they can also be applied more broadly across other geographic combatant commands. 

A Framework for Aligning Foreign Military Sales with Strategic 
Priorities

The framework we advance to align FMS with U.S. strategic priorities consists of two criti-
cal variables (see Figure S.1): the role of the ally in NATO and U.S. defense plans (the y-axis) 

FIGURE S.1

Foreign Military Sales Case Prioritization Framework for the European 
Command Area of Responsibility

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis based on sources listed in Chapters 1 through 4. 
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and the level of U.S. government support that the partner needs to reach full operational 
capability (FOC) (the x-axis). The proposed framework can help USAREUR-AF, the Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA), and EUCOM security cooperation planners consider 
country prioritization based on a combination of the criticality of the ally in U.S. and NATO 
defense plans and the level of U.S. resources that the country needs to reach FOC. The frame-
work will also help security cooperation planners and implementers think through different 
security cooperation approaches required to work with allies with a variety of proficiencies 
and experiences working with the United States, particularly in the FMS context. Consider-
ing the different priority levels in NATO and U.S. defense plans and the varying national 
contexts for reaching FOC, we identified six distinct categories. Each suggests a lens through 
which to tailor the Army’s security cooperation approach for the allies included in the respec-
tive category. Categories are as follows:

1.	 Supported frontline defenders are high-priority countries because of their geo-
graphic position in terms of the threat emanating from Russia and their role in U.S. 
and NATO defense plans; they necessitate moderate to high levels of U.S. government 
support to reach FOC for defense procurements. 

2.	 Capable frontline defenders are also high-priority countries with regard to their 
roles in U.S. and NATO defense plans; they necessitate little U.S. government support 
to reach FOC.

3.	 Supported troop contributors are medium-priority countries regarding U.S. and 
NATO defense plans; they need moderate to high levels of U.S. government support 
to reach FOC.

4.	 Capable troop contributors are significant troop contributor countries in terms of 
NATO defense plans; they need minimal U.S. government support to reach FOC.

5.	 Key enablers are lower-priority countries in terms of U.S. and NATO defense plans; 
they require limited U.S. government support to reach FOC.

6.	 Committed supporters are lower-priority countries in terms of U.S. and NATO 
defense plans; they require moderate to high levels of U.S. government support to 
reach FOC. 

Key Findings

For the six countries discussed in this report, we found that each of them engages with the 
FMS process differently, based on the strategic context of that country and its experience 
with capability development generally and with U.S. security cooperation processes specifi-
cally. Using the research we conducted, we derived five overarching findings concerning U.S. 
Army FMS relationships: 

1.	 There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in the U.S. FMS process. Although 
allies with low to moderate FMS experience require more engagement from the U.S. 
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security cooperation enterprise, they tend to improve quickly and realize high payoffs 
in terms of capability development. 

2.	 NATO allies determine their defense procurement priorities primarily based on their 
own inventory needs and national interests rather than their relationship with the 
United States. 

3.	 NATO allies often consider U.S. FMS in relation to alternative procurements they can 
make from their domestic industries and from other European allies.

4.	 NATO allies make procurement decisions based on trade-offs among system quality, 
the time to develop a capability, and overall cost.

5.	 The United States is a top partner for capability development. U.S. FMS is valued for 
NATO interoperability, system quality, and the Total Package Approach. 

Recommendations

Using our research findings, we offer several recommendations for how USAREUR-AF and 
the U.S. Army can amplify the strategic impact of FMS, including through the use of other 
security cooperation tools. We group our recommendations into three categories. First, we 
offer recommendations to the U.S. Army and DoD related to the FMS case prioritization 
framework that we propose in this report; second, we offer recommendations to USAREUR-
AF staff; and third, we offer recommendations for USAREUR-AF in working with the Joint 
Community. 

Recommendations for the U.S. Army and Department of Defense 
Regarding the Foreign Military Sales Prioritization Framework
The U.S. Army and DoD should consider adopting and implementing the FMS case prior-
itization framework that we propose in this report to align U.S. FMS with strategic priori-
ties. In support of U.S. Army and DoD security cooperation activities with countries that fall 
in each of the six categories of our framework, we provide the following recommendations for 
security cooperation engagement:

•  Supported frontline defenders: 
 – For those countries that need support with the U.S. FMS process: Include advisers 
from Army organizations for pre–letter of request (LOR) discussions when requested 
by the ally. 

 – For those countries that also need capacity-building security assistance: Consider 
tasking Security Force Assistance Brigades (SFABs) or other Army operational forces 
in country to act as subject-matter experts for training or in an advisory capacity. 

 – For all countries in this category: Consider multilateral Army staff talks.
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•  Capable frontline defenders: These countries are preferred U.S. FMS partners for 
which a Fast Track option to speed up their FMS cases should be considered together 
with targeted exposure to U.S. capabilities in exercises and trade shows and bilateral 
Army staff talks. 

•  Supported troop contributors: Consider exposure to U.S. trade shows and inclusion 
in exercises that showcase key U.S. ground systems that are preferable for countries 
to acquire.

•  Capable troop contributors: Consider offering a Fast Track option for FMS cases and 
targeted exposure to U.S. capabilities in exercises and trade shows; encourage them to 
sell their own systems to key NATO allies and partners to help close capability gaps.

•  Key enablers: Emphasize cooperative development opportunities; encourage the devel-
opment of sovereign capabilities for noncritical systems; provide a Fast Track option for 
FMS cases that address gaps in critical capabilities; consider targeted exposure to U.S. 
capabilities in exercises and trade shows; and have them advise other allies, including 
frontline countries, on FMS and security cooperation.

•  Committed supporters: Invite them to send a liaison officer to a key position in 
the United States to learn more about U.S. FMS or receive U.S. training to improve 
interoperability with NATO; consider bilateral talks in defining and developing niche 
capabilities.

Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa Internal Planning
Table S.1 summarizes the main recommendations we make for USAREUR-AF internal plan-
ning and connects them to the five high-level findings previously presented.
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Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa in Working with 
the Joint Community
Table S.2 summarizes the main recommendations we make for USAREUR-AF’s engagement 
with the broader DoD security cooperation community and connects them to the five high-
level findings previously presented.

TABLE S.1

Summary of Findings and Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa 
Internal Planning

Recommendations Findings

1.	 USAREUR-AF should consider 
taking on a greater role in security 
cooperation planning.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in 
the FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for capability 
development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO interoperability, 
system quality, and the Total Package Approach. 

2.	 USAREUR-AF should align 
exercise objectives with FMS 
cases.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in 
the FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for capability 
development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO interoperability, 
system quality, and the Total Package Approach.

3.	USAREUR-AF should establish 
and support a systematic process 
for the design phase of proposed 
procurement programs.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in 
the FMS process.

4.	USAREUR-AF should leverage 
U.S. Army training and forces 
in-theater to advise novice FMS 
partners.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in 
the FMS process.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based 
on trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a 
capability, and overall cost.

5.	USAREUR-AF should task 
operational forces to fill key and 
niche security cooperation roles.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based 
on trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a 
capability, and overall cost.

6.	USAREUR-AF should consider 
novel security cooperation 
approaches to bring allies and 
partners together.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in 
the FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for capability 
development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO interoperability, 
system quality, and the Total Package Approach. 
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TABLE S.2

Summary of Findings and Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa 
and the Joint Community

Recommendations Findings

1.	 Establish an FMS Fast Track 
for select allies and defense 
systems.

Finding 2: NATO allies determine their defense procurement priorities 
primarily based on their own inventory needs and national interests 
rather than their relationship with the United States.

Finding 3: NATO allies often consider U.S. FMS in relation to 
alternative procurements they can make from their domestic 
industries and from other European allies.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based on 
trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a capability, 
and overall cost. 

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for capability 
development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO interoperability, 
system quality, and the Total Package Approach. 

2.	 Align FMS efforts across 
EUCOM; USAREUR-AF; 
Headquarters, Department of 
the Army; and DSCA.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based on 
trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a capability, 
and overall cost. 

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for capability 
development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO interoperability, 
system quality, and the Total Package Approach.

3.	 Integrate with embassy 
teams to nest FMS planning 
within the broader defense 
partnership.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in the 
FMS process.

Finding 3: NATO allies often consider U.S. FMS in relation to 
alternative procurements they can make from their domestic 
industries and from other European allies.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based on 
trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a capability, 
and overall cost.

4.	Remain responsive to partner 
needs, especially early in the 
FMS process.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in the 
FMS process.

Finding 2: NATO allies determine their defense procurement priorities 
primarily based on their own inventory needs and national interests 
rather than their relationship with the United States. 

5.	Coordinate across Army 
Service Component 
Commands and with EUCOM 
to ensure that FMS-provided 
land capabilities are 
interoperable with all domains.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for capability 
development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO interoperability, 
system quality, and the Total Package Approach.

6.	 Integrate and combine multiple 
types of security cooperation 
resources to develop partner 
capabilities.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners in the 
FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for capability 
development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO interoperability, 
system quality, and the Total Package Approach. 



Aligning Strategic Priorities and Foreign Military Sales to Fill Critical Capability Gaps

xii

Conclusion

Our research suggests that DoD, including the U.S. Army, should adopt an analytic frame-
work based on the role that U.S. and NATO defense plans envision for each ally and the 
level of U.S. government support that the respective country needs to reach FOC. This could 
include an FMS Fast Track option for select NATO allies and defense systems. Additionally, 
the Army Service Component Commands could take a greater role in security cooperation 
with the in-theater forces they control and by working with the broader DoD community. 
Greater joint and interagency coordination and the implementation of a rigorous FMS case 
prioritization framework could maximize the use of scarce resources while helping U.S. allies 
identify the most appropriate defense equipment and security cooperation tools to develop 
their combat capabilities.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The 2022 National Defense Strategy (NDS) identified deterring Russia in Europe and China 
in the Indo-Pacific among the top defense priorities of the United States,1 with U.S. alliances 
and partnerships being the “center of gravity” of the NDS.2 To deter Russian attacks, the 2022 
NDS calls for modernizing ally and partner capabilities, increasing interoperability, improv-
ing resilience against attack and coercion, sharing intelligence, and strengthening nuclear 
deterrence.3 

Context and Objective of the Study

Since early 2022, strategic competition with Russia and China has translated into an increase 
in the demand for U.S. defense equipment.4 However, the U.S. government foreign military 
sales (FMS)5 enterprise has been rather limited in its ability to respond in a timely manner to 
the simultaneous increase in demand in U.S. defense equipment because of two major factors: 

1.	 the supply of U.S. defense equipment lags behind demand because of constraints in 
the manufacturing capacity of the U.S. defense industrial base 

2.	 the limited ability of the U.S. government FMS enterprise to process cases in a timely 
manner because of a slow FMS system, as evidenced by the findings of the 2022–2023 
DoD FMS Tiger Team.6 

1	 U.S. Department of Defense (DoD), “Fact Sheet: 2022 National Defense Strategy,” fact sheet, March 28, 
2022a, p. 1. 
2	 DoD, 2022 National Defense Strategy of the United States of America, October 27, 2022b, p. 2.
3	 DoD, “2022 NDS Fact Sheet: Integrated Deterrence,” fact sheet, October 27, 2022c; DoD, 2022b. 
4	 Nooree Lee, “U.S. Foreign Military Sales Bounce Back,” National Defense, April 13, 2023; Bryant Harris, 
“Taiwan Is Buying US Weapons, but Washington Isn’t Delivering Them,” Defense News, August 30, 2022.
5	 FMS is “the U.S. Government’s program for transferring defense articles, services, and training to our 
international partners and international organizations. The FMS program is funded by administrative 
charges to foreign purchasers and is operated at no cost to taxpayers. The Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency (DSCA) administers the FMS program for the Department of Defense (DoD).” DSCA, “Foreign 
Military Sales FAQ,” webpage, undated-c. 
6	 DoD, “Department of Defense Unveils Comprehensive Recommendations to Strengthen Foreign Mili-
tary Sales,” press release, June 13, 2023.
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As a result, requests for U.S. equipment needed to address gaps in European ally capabili-
ties relevant to the U.S. and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) defense plans in the 
European Command (EUCOM) area of responsibility (AOR) have remained unaddressed in 
some cases. 

A more efficient FMS process (see Figure 1.1) is likely to facilitate strategic filling of U.S. 
ally capability gaps in both the European and Indo-Pacific theaters and in other areas of 
the world that are relevant to U.S. interests.7 Establishing a clear system of prioritization of 
countries and defense systems that are critical to U.S. defense plans is vital to securing U.S. 
interests worldwide in the long term. 

In this context, the U.S. Army Europe and Africa (USAREUR-AF) G-5 asked RAND 
researchers to carry out the study titled Aligning Strategic Priorities and Foreign Military 
Sales to Fill Critical Capability Gaps. At the USAREUR-AF G-5’s request, this report has two 
main objectives: 

1.	 to advance a conceptual framework that allows the U.S. government to prioritize FMS 
cases in the EUCOM AOR in alignment with U.S. and NATO strategic priorities for a 
ground-based contingency in Europe in an attempt to get the right equipment to the 
right ally at the right time

2.	 to make recommendations for how U.S. Army and DoD security cooperation tools 
can be optimally combined to support the consolidation of partner nation capabilities.

Research Questions and Methodology

We aimed to address the following two core questions in our research:

1.	 What are the main criteria for prioritizing FMS cases so that the U.S. government 
FMS enterprise can address—in a timely manner—the relevant capability gaps of 
select NATO allies?

2.	 How can USAREUR-AF leverage the available security cooperation tools (e.g., FMS, 
international armaments cooperation [IAC], exercises, rotational forces, military-

7	 The FMS process involves several steps or phases: in the pre–letter of request (LOR) phase, the partner 
nation and U.S. government representatives (Office of Defense Cooperation [ODC] or implementing agen-
cies) discuss the partner’s defense requirements and determine the suitability of U.S. equipment toward 
meeting those requirements; in the case development phase, the partner nation submits LORs, which the 
implementing agencies evaluate in coordination with DSCA, and ultimately, the implementing agency 
issues letters of acceptance (LOAs) in response to LORs that are deemed actionable; in the case implemen-
tation phase, the partner nation accepts the LOA and makes the initial deposit; the case execution follows 
case implementation and is the longest phase of the FMS process. For details on all these phases of the FMS 
process, see DSCA, Security Assistance Management Manual, electronic version, undated-i, and Chapter 5 
in Defense Security Cooperation University, Security Cooperation Management, 42nd ed., Defense Security 
Cooperation Agency, 2022 (often referred to as the “Green Book”).
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FIGURE 1.1

The U.S. Foreign Military Sales Process
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to-military events, trade shows, key leader engagements) and other DoD agencies to 
assist allies with successfully addressing identified capability gaps?

Main Outputs
The main outputs of our research are twofold: (1) in response to the first research question, a 
conceptual framework for prioritization of FMS cases that DoD can use to better align U.S. 
strategic priorities in the EUCOM AOR and FMS, especially for high-demand U.S. defense 
systems, and (2) in response to the second research question, insights and recommendations 
regarding the strategic use of other security cooperation tools (e.g., IAC, military exercises, 
key leader engagements, rotational forces) in support of or complementary to FMS cases and 
to better advance U.S. strategic interests. 

Approach
To answer these research questions, we relied on a qualitative research approach that com-
bined several methods: 

•  To answer the first research question and design the FMS case prioritization frame-
work, we relied on our review of relevant open-source materials; RAND expert elici-
tation during internally organized workshops; the research team’s own subject-matter 
expertise; and interviews with U.S. and foreign government officials and non-RAND 
subject-matter experts (SMEs).

•  To answer the second question, we reviewed academic and news articles and open-source 
government and think-tank reports for the United States and NATO allies, and we con-
ducted interviews with U.S. and foreign government officials and non-RAND SMEs.

Development of the Foreign Military Sales Case Prioritization Framework
To develop the FMS case prioritization framework, which directly addresses the first research 
question, our team embraced a three-step approach. First, we reviewed existing open-source 
U.S. government policies on FMS and prioritization and news articles related to FMS cases 
for select NATO allies. We then combined the insights from the review of open-source docu-
ments with the input we received during the interviews we carried out in the early stages of 
the project and with the subject-matter expertise of the research project members to iden-
tify the main factors driving the FMS prioritization process and designed the framework. 
Second, we ran two internal workshops in which we engaged in expert elicitation of feed-
back on the framework. In this setting, 12 RAND SMEs with decades-long experience work-
ing on security cooperation, capability planning, and U.S. defense industrial base–related 
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topics provided feedback and made suggestions on how to improve the proposed framework.8 
Third, we incorporated the RAND SMEs’ feedback as well as our sponsor’s insights and fur-
ther refined the framework to its current form, which is presented in Chapter 2 of this report. 

Data Collection: Literature Review and Subject-Matter Expert Interviews
To answer the second research question, we reviewed open-source materials related to FMS 
and the security cooperation activities the six select NATO allies carry out with the United 
States. Outside of RAND, we conducted more than 50 interviews with SMEs who belong to 
the U.S. and select NATO member governments, academic organizations, and think tanks. 
Within the U.S. government, we interviewed experts from the following organizations: 
USAREUR-AF G-5, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Defense Exports and Coop-
eration (DASA DE&C), U.S. Army Security Assistance Command, DSCA, EUCOM J-5, and 
personnel from ODC, the Defense Attaché Office, and the Department of State across six 
select NATO allies. 

For foreign governments, we interviewed experts from the ministries of defense and for-
eign affairs with expertise in strategic and defense capability planning and defense procure-
ments, as well as experts from other government branches who could speak to their coun-
tries’ defense priorities, capability planning, defense procurements, and security cooperation 
activities with the United States. The non-U.S. academics and think-tank experts we inter-
viewed have expertise in strategic and defense priorities, NATO, and foreign policy relations 
between the United States and the six select NATO allies. 

All interviewees were selected based on their current and past professional roles and direct 
expertise with the FMS process, the capability planning process, defense procurements, stra-
tegic planning and relations with NATO, and the United States. In addition to the RAND 
research team reaching out directly to interviewees, our sponsor and select ODCs facilitated 
the outreach to U.S. and foreign SMEs. We also used the snowball sampling method, where 
individuals we interviewed suggested other individuals with knowledge and expertise rel-
evant to our project and the questions asked. 

Country Case Selection
To keep the scope of our research within manageable limits given time and budget con-
straints, we focused our in-country research on six select NATO allies: Lithuania, Latvia, 
Estonia, Poland, Finland, and Sweden. These countries were selected based on the project 
team’s security cooperation expertise and in consultation with our sponsor and with ODC 
chiefs and their deputies. 

8	 The 12 RAND SMEs—with whom we engaged during the expert elicitation process to develop the FMS 
case prioritization framework—were selected based on their field of expertise (i.e., security cooperation, FMS, 
U.S. defense industrial base, U.S. defense acquisitions, NATO and European security, defense capability plan-
ning) and the length of their professional experience in the respective field. Each of the 12 experts has at least 
ten years of experience, with most of them having at least 20 years of experience in their respective fields.
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Scope and Limitations

The FMS case prioritization framework that we propose is a regional, not global, prioritiza-
tion framework. The framework and research presented in this report focus on the EUCOM 
AOR and, more specifically, on six select NATO members. However, while the proposed FMS 
case prioritization framework and the findings and recommendations related to the strategic 
use of security cooperation tools are based on research conducted in the European theater 
and are directly relevant to the EUCOM AOR, they can also be applied more broadly across all 
geographic combatant commands (GCCs). Due to the presence of the NATO alliance, using 
the EUCOM AOR as a starting point for the design of the FMS case prioritization framework 
represents the ideal situation, given the presence of shared NATO defense objectives and vari-
ous NATO capability assessments. In other GCCs where there is no equivalent of the NATO 
alliance, it is more difficult for the U.S. government as a whole and for DoD in particular to 
identify gaps in the capabilities that countries need in case of a contingency related to stra-
tegic competition or conflict in their respective AOR. NATO is a long-standing institution 
with well-established mechanisms for collective force planning. Despite the importance of 
many U.S. allies around the world, there is no analogous structure in other GCCs or AORs. 
Any adaptation of the FMS case prioritization that we propose in this report would have to 
account for DoD ability to identify partner nation capability requirements relevant to U.S. 
defense plans in the respective AORs. 

Furthermore, because USAREUR-AF’s interest mainly resided in RAND researchers 
addressing the FMS- and security cooperation–related questions and aspects of the research, 
in the course of this project, we did not carry out an empirical testing of the FMS case priori-
tization framework that we propose in Chapter 2. The six country-based cases we discuss in 
this report unpack the insights related to FMS procurements and other security cooperation 
tools that we gained in the course of our research but are not meant as an empirical testing 
of the framework. Subsequent studies can engage in an empirical testing of the framework 
across all countries in the EUCOM AOR and also in other GCCs to the extent possible.

Because demand and supply vary for each defense system, the proposed framework 
applies to only one defense system and aims to prioritize FMS cases by country in one GCC 
instead of the capabilities a country should develop.9 The framework is not intended to be a 
prioritization tool across multiple systems or capabilities and across all GCCs, but to support 
the strategic sequencing of FMS country cases for a specific system in one GCC (EUCOM) as 
countries compete for a U.S. system that is in limited supply. While our framework does not 
identify specific systems that a country should procure to fill capability gaps of relevance to 
U.S. and NATO defense plans, it does support DoD senior leaders in their decisionmaking 
process regarding the prioritization of FMS cases in a way that is closely aligned with U.S. 

9	 The focus of the framework on prioritizing country cases for one defense system means that lead time for 
the particular weapon system is constant and is not a criterion for prioritization. However, in a framework 
that would prioritize multiple systems, lead time would need to be considered. 
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strategic priorities. Also, the FMS case prioritization framework does not address the priori-
tization or sequencing of FMS cases vis-à-vis production and deliveries for the U.S. Army, but 
it is limited to foreign deliveries and the sequencing of FMS cases to ensure that U.S. allies rel-
evant to U.S. defense plans have the capabilities they need. However, a more advanced frame-
work based on the deployment of quantitative methods and algorithms would engage in a 
wider prioritization process across countries in all GCCs and across various capabilities and 
corresponding defense systems, with the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) adjudicat-
ing priority countries across GCCs. Such an endeavor should be the subject of future work on 
the topic of FMS prioritization, especially in the context of increasing strategic competition 
pressures in the Indo-Pacific and a protracted war in Ukraine. 

How This Report Is Organized

In this report, we explore ways in which security cooperation tools, such as FMS, IAC, mili-
tary exercises, and rotational forces, among others, can be employed strategically to con-
solidate the capabilities of U.S. allies likely to play a role in a Europe-related contingency. 
In Chapter 2, we propose a theoretical framework for the prioritization of FMS cases and of 
the main security cooperation tools that GCCs, such as EUCOM, have at their disposal. In 
Chapter 3, we present the key insights related to FMS and other security cooperation tools 
that countries have at their disposal to address gaps in capabilities and the opportunities for 
USAREUR-AF and other DoD agencies to use the respective tools in support of U.S. strategic 
objectives in the AOR. We present our findings and recommendations in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 2

Foreign Military Sales Case Prioritization 
Framework

This chapter presents in detail the FMS case prioritization framework that we developed. As 
mentioned Chapter 1, given the U.S. defense industrial base’s limited manufacturing capacity 
and the FMS enterprise’s limited ability to address all the relevant capability gaps of NATO 
allies in a timely manner, this framework proposes a way to prioritize or sequence FMS cases 
for a specific U.S. system in alignment with NATO strategic priorities for a ground-based 
contingency in Europe. The proposed framework is unlikely to address all the issues associ-
ated with the FMS process,1 but it aims to help senior leaders within DoD (e.g., DSCA, Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy [OUSD-P], military departments, and imple-
menting agencies)2 and outside DoD (e.g., Department of State, White House) to make deci-
sions regarding the prioritization (or sequencing) of FMS cases in the EUCOM AOR in a way 
that is systematic and well aligned with U.S. strategic interests.

In this chapter, we first present the major constraints or challenges that have so far 
impeded the alignment of FMS and U.S. strategic interests. Second, we define what we mean 
by prioritization in the context of this study and lay out the main underlying assumptions of 
the FMS case prioritization framework. Third, we present the factors or criteria to be con-
sidered for FMS case prioritization, identify potential ways they can be operationalized, and 
introduce the six categories for country prioritization that emerge once we apply the criteria 
identified. Lastly, for each of the six categories, we unpack the proposed sequencing of FMS 
cases and the way in which the U.S. Army and DoD can most effectively deploy other security 
cooperation tools to best support partner nations with addressing capability gaps.

1	 For more details on some of the key challenges associated with the FMS process that DoD identified, see 
Michael Marrow, “DOD ‘Tiger Team’ Releases Raft of Reforms Aimed at Speeding Foreign Arms Sales,” 
Breaking Defense, June 13, 2023; DoD, 2023.
2	 According to the Green Book, “Military departments (MILDEPs) and other DOD agencies involved in 
writing and managing FMS programs are collectively referred to as Implementing Agencies (IAs).” Defense 
Security Cooperation University, 2002, p. 5-1.
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Major Areas Constraining the Alignment of U.S. Strategic 
Priorities and Foreign Military Sales

Currently, the overall alignment of FMS cases with U.S. strategic priorities faces constraints 
on four different fronts: (1) U.S. government policies and bureaucratic dynamics, (2) part-
ner nation government policies and requirements, (3) the U.S defense industrial base, and 
(4) European Union (EU) procurement policies. The constraints presented in the following 
four subsections are not meant as an exhaustive list and highlight only some of the major 
challenges that were illuminated in the context of our research. 

U.S. Government–Related Constraints 
Some of the major constraints stemming from the U.S. government side are related to the 
presence of competing interests within the U.S. bureaucracy and lack of coordination in 
identifying partner nation defense requirements across various FMS enterprise stakeholders. 
These aspects often translate into the absence of a consistent approach in addressing the part-
ner nation’s defense requirements and in messaging across FMS enterprise stakeholders. Cur-
rently, identification of partner nation defense requirements takes place within various pock-
ets of DoD that do not routinely coordinate with each other (e.g., OUSD-P, DSCA, GCC).3 

Moreover, DoD and Department of State interests and messaging are not always aligned, 
thereby creating counterproductive friction points, with DoD and embassy Security Coop-
eration Offices (SCOs) or ODCs focusing on enhancing U.S allies and partners capabilities 
with an eye on future regional contingencies, while the Department of State is more mindful 
of a country’s human rights and prior record with using U.S. defense equipment when con-
sidering future FMS cases.4 Furthermore, decisionmaking regarding prioritization of FMS 
cases across DoD is not well coordinated at the senior leader level and there is not one single 
definition of “prioritization” across DoD nor an overarching, systematic approach to how 
countries and defense systems should be prioritized across all GCCs for a delivery of defense 
equipment through FMS that is aligned with U.S. strategic priorities. 

Lastly, in terms of U.S. government-related constraints, the U.S. acquisition system tra-
ditionally favors deliveries for U.S. procurement cases over FMS cases. However, in recent 
years, particularly since Russia’s actions vis-a-vis Ukraine, some FMS SMEs across DoD have 
raised the issue that U.S. interests could be better served by delivering much needed defense 
equipment to frontline countries first rather than to the U.S. military services. The rationale 

3	 For commentary on the complexity of the FMS process, see Charles W. Hooper, “U.S. National Defense 
Strategy and the Future of Foreign Military Sales,” Atlantic Council, March 18, 2021; Bryant Harris, “Con-
gress Aims for Faster Arms Sales with Defense Bills and Task Force,” Breaking Defense, June 28, 2023; 
Marrow, 2023; U.S. Department of State, “FMS 2023: Retooling Foreign Military Sales for an Age of Strate-
gic Competition,” May 18, 2023b.
4	 For interagency differences in security assistance, see Max Bergmann and Alexandra Schmitt, A Plan to 
Reform U.S. Security Assistance, Center for American Progress, March 9, 2021. 
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for this approach is if frontline allies are able to mount successful deterrent and defense activ-
ities against Russia (or China for that matter), then the probability for U.S. military interven-
tion is reduced.5 

Partner Nation-Related Constraints
Alongside the U.S. government–related constraints, there are also partner nation government–
related constraints on the alignment of U.S. strategic interests and FMS cases. The partner 
nation’s own defense requirements often extend beyond what NATO, or the United States assess 
that the country needs in terms of capabilities related to a potential contingency with Russia. 
Furthermore, budgetary constraints and the domestic political environment within the part-
ner nation can also impose constraints on the alignment of U.S. strategic interests and FMS.

U.S. Defense Industrial Base-Related Constraints
Additional constraints are related to the U.S. defense industrial base and limitations in man-
ufacturing capacity. A January 2023 Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) 
report outlines some of these constraints. The risks and financial costs associated with open-
ing new manufacturing lines are rather high, and industry is reluctant to undertake the high 
initial financial investments and open new production lines in the absence of a firm procure-
ment commitment from the U.S. government. Once such hurdles are cleared, industry needs 
somewhere between 18 to 24 months to stand up new manufacturing lines.6

The additional constraints associated with increasing manufacturing capacity are related 
to limited availability of qualified workforce and supply chain challenges. Some key raw mate-
rials and parts are in limited supply, or they are not controlled by U.S. companies (i.e., rare 
minerals most of which China controls). Furthermore, for some key components that go into 
high-demand U.S. systems, there is often only one U.S. manufacturer that has reached capac-
ity for its manufacturing lines, with no other alternative suppliers being readily available.7

European Union Procurement Policies 
European Union (EU) procurement policies also impose constraints, more specifically on the 
source of the defense procurements for EU members. EU regulations regarding open compe-
tition for defense procurements and the preference that EU members are expected to embrace 

5	 For arguments regarding the strategic logic and policy trade-offs of this assertion, see Abraham Mah-
shie, “Ukraine War Shows Congress That Arming Taiwan Now Can Deter China,” Air and Space Forces 
Magazine, May 20, 2022; and Max Boot, “This Is What the U.S. Is Getting by Aiding Ukraine,” Washington 
Post, October 2, 2023.
6	 Seth G. Jones, “Empty Bins in a Wartime Environment: The Challenge to the U.S. Defense Industrial 
Base,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, January 23, 2023. 
7	 Jones, 2023. 
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towards European defense manufacturers limit to some extent the procurement of defense 
equipment from the United States through FMS and the level to which FMS articles can 
fill critical capability gaps.8 These EU procurement regulations are designed to strengthen 
Europe’s defense industrial base, while benefiting the economies and trade among member 
states.9 On the one hand, this approach can be disadvantageous when, from a capability or 
interoperability perspective, a U.S. system might be the best choice to address the partner 
nation’s defense requirements. On the other hand, given the capacity limitations of the U.S. 
defense industrial base and the shared U.S.-NATO goals to enhance collective defense on 
the continent, such regulations could potentially be advantageous in those instanced when a 
push to buy from other European countries could result in the procurement of a system that 
fills in a timely manner existing gaps in capability while freeing up U.S. defense suppliers to 
fill orders of higher strategic importance.

Definitions and Underlying Assumptions

In the context of the framework that we will present later in this chapter, based on the analysis 
RAND carried out, we define prioritization of FMS cases for a specific defense system as the 
sequence in which DoD FMS stakeholders process the incoming demand for U.S. equipment 
to be transferred to the partner nation through FMS. 

The incoming demand of U.S. systems from countries that are of a higher strategic inter-
est to U.S. defense plans should receive earlier attention from SCOs or ODCs and DoD imple-
menting agencies, which will process these cases and place them in the queue for production 
and delivery ahead of demand and cases coming from countries of lesser strategic impor-
tance to the United States. 

The main underlying assumptions of the FMS case prioritization framework that we 
developed in this study are the following:

•  U.S. strategic priorities are understood in the context of defense priorities included in 
U.S. and NATO defense plans for a Russia-related contingency in the EUCOM AOR, 
with U.S. and NATO defense plans assumed to be closely aligned.10

•  Working closely with the ODC, the partner nation has already identified the U.S. defense 
equipment that fills a specific capability gap, and internal U.S. government assessments 
have validated the alignment between the partner nation’s request and U.S. interests.11 

8	 Foreign government procurement officials, interview with the authors, February 7, 2023. 
9	 Council of the EU and the European Council, “European Defence Industry,” webpage, last updated 
October 11, 2023.
10	 USAREUR-AF G-5, background conversation with authors, October 28, 2022.
11	 USAREUR-AF G-5, background conversation with authors, October 28, 2022.
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•  The framework focuses on only one system in one GCC (EUCOM), and the strategic 
sequencing of cases takes place for the FMS cases associated with that system. For this 
reason, the framework does not account for variations in a country’s experience with 
FMS procurements across different systems (e.g., highly experienced for one system but 
novice for another system). For the same reason, lead time12 is treated as a constant and 
does not have an impact on strategic sequencing.13 

Key Criteria for Foreign Military Sales Case Prioritization

The framework to prioritize or strategically sequence FMS cases (see Figure 2.1) for an indi-
vidual system or type of defense equipment consists of two core variables: 

•  the role the partner nation plays in U.S. and NATO defense plans
•  the level of support the partner nation needs from the U.S. government to reach full 

operational capability (FOC) of the defense article procured through FMS. FOC is con-
sidered to be attained “when a system is delivered to a user[,] and they have the ability to 
fully employ and maintain it to meet an operational need.”14 

The role the partner nation plays in U.S. and NATO defense plans is the prevailing vari-
able driving the strategic alignment of U.S. defense interests and FMS. This variable is rel-
evant to understanding what capabilities the partner nation needs to play the role assigned 
to it in U.S. and NATO defense plans and the anticipated operational impact of the country 
having the respective capabilities. Also, the country’s role in U.S. and NATO defense plans is 
likely to instill some level of urgency associated with addressing—in a timely manner—any 
existing gaps in capabilities. In essence, speed of delivery might depend on which country is 
most in need of the respective capabilities.

In terms of the role the partner nation plays in U.S. and NATO defense plans in the 
EUCOM AOR, the country can fall into one of the following three categories:

1.	 A frontline country is a NATO ally that has a land or maritime border with Russia and 
is relevant to Russia-related contingencies.

12	 Lead time is a measure of “how long it takes to complete a process from beginning to end. In manufac-
turing, lead time often represents the time it takes to create a product and deliver it to a consumer.” Will 
Kenton, “Lead Time: Definition, How It Works, and Example,” Investopedia, September 8, 2022. 
13	 This assumption is based on the RAND team’s expertise with security cooperation more broadly and the 
FMS process specifically. 
14	 AcqNotes, “Acquisition Process,” webpage, last updated June 25, 2021; Defense Acquisition University, 
“IOC/FOC,” Defense Acquisition University Glossary, undated. 
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2. A significant troop contributor in case of a Russia-related contingency is a NATO ally
that has pledged to contribute at least a brigade in the event of a military conflict
involving Russia in Europe.

3. An enabling country is a partner nation that does not fall in either of the two previ-
ous categories but plays a supporting role in a Russia-related contingency. Enabling
countries contribute smaller amounts of land forces, provide critical infrastructure
toward the successful movement of troops across Europe or have the ability to protect
critical infrastructure across the theater, or provide other types of support (e.g., main-
tenance) in case of contingency.

The level of support the partner nation needs from the U.S. government to reach FOC 
is a secondary variable but also very important for strategic sequencing purposes. The U.S. 
government can provide various types of support to partner nations to help them achieve 
FOC for systems procured through FMS. The support that the U.S. government provides the 
country toward reaching FOC can be divided into two subcomponents: 

• Predelivery support: This can include funding through foreign military financing (FMF) 
and FMS loans and support with navigating the FMS process, such as ODC/SCO sup-

FIGURE 2.1

Foreign Military Sales Case Prioritization Framework for the European 
Command Area of Responsibility

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis based on sources listed in Chapters 1 through 4. 
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port with identifying defense requirements, capability gaps, and the defense equipment 
that meets the respective requirements and fills identified gaps in capabilities.

•  Postdelivery support: This can include training, maintenance, and sustainment associ-
ated with operating and maintaining the defense equipment that the partner procured.15 

While determining the point when a country reaches FOC is rather subjective, for the 
purpose of this framework, we consider that a U.S. entity (e.g., Security Force Assistance Bri-
gades [SFABs]) conducts an operational assessment for the respective defense equipment and 
determines whether the country has reached FOC.

The level of support a country needs from the U.S. government to reach FOC can fall on 
a continuum from a high level of support to a low or minimum level of support. To keep the 
conceptual framework manageable and the matrix depicted in Figure 2.1 as simple as pos-
sible, we limited the framework to six categories into which countries can be classified for the 
purposes of FMS case strategic sequencing. As a result, we grouped together the countries 
that require moderate and high levels of U.S. government support to reach FOC, and we did 
not create subcategories related to the pre- and postdelivery support associated the equip-
ment. As a result, we divided countries into two simplified categories:

1.	 countries that require low or minimal level of U.S. government support to reach FOC
2.	 countries that require moderate or high levels of U.S. government support, including 

funding, information, ODC time, and training, to reach FOC.

For partner nations with more-robust defense budgets, well-established and capable mili-
tary institutions, and long-standing experience with navigating the FMS process, the level of 
support they are likely to need from the U.S. government to reach FOC is low. These countries 
can usually finance FMS cases using national funds rather than FMF.16 They have a proven 
internal mechanism to identify requirements and capability gaps and the necessary techni-
cal knowledge to select the defense articles that meet the respective requirements and fill 
the identified capability gaps. They can navigate the FMS process successfully on their own 
with relatively limited support from the U.S. government. Once they receive delivery of the 
defense equipment, these countries have, within their militaries, the expertise they need to 
field, maintain, and sustain the equipment and can deploy the equipment rather quickly with 

15	 Although in some situations training can begin prior to delivery of equipment because it is usually con-
sidered a separate security cooperation activity from FMS, we include it in this framework within the sup-
port provided after delivery of equipment. In this way, we keep training separate from the rest of the FMS 
process. 
16	 FMF is a source of U.S. government financing that “may be provided to a partner nation on either a grant 
(non-repayable) or direct loan basis.” It “enables eligible partner nations to purchase U.S. defense articles, 
services, and training through either FMS or, for a limited number of countries, through the foreign mili-
tary financing of direct commercial contracts (FMF/DCC) program.” DSCA, “Foreign Military Financing 
(FMF),” webpage, undated-b.
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minimal support from the United States. Conversely, partner nations that have less experi-
ence with the FMS process will need additional support with navigating the FMS process in 
general, and the early phases (pre-LOA) in particular. As a result, they will need to be a prior-
ity in terms of ODC time and effort to get them to the stage when the country signs the LOA. 

The role a country plays in U.S. and NATO defense plans and the level of support they 
need from the U.S. government to reach FOC for the defense articles purchased through FMS 
are likely to vary over time. Therefore, it would be prudent for security cooperation planners 
within embassies, GCCs, and the broader DoD security cooperation enterprise to regularly 
reconsider where the partner nation stands based on these two variables and in which of the 
six categories presented in Figure 2.1 it fits: 

1.	 Supported frontline defenders are high-priority countries because of their geo-
graphic position in terms of the threat emanating from Russia and their role in U.S. 
and NATO defense plans; they necessitate moderate to high levels of U.S. government 
support to reach FOC for defense procurements. 

2.	 Capable frontline defenders are also high-priority countries with regard to their 
roles in U.S. and NATO defense plans; they necessitate little U.S. government support 
to reach FOC.

3.	 Supported troop contributors are medium-priority countries regarding U.S. and 
NATO defense plans; they need moderate to high levels of U.S. government support 
to reach FOC.

4.	 Capable troop contributors are significant troop contributor countries in terms of 
NATO defense plans; they need minimal U.S. government support to reach FOC.

5.	 Key enablers are lower-priority countries in terms of U.S. and NATO defense plans; 
they require limited U.S. government support to reach FOC.

6.	 Committed supporters are lower-priority countries in terms of U.S. and NATO 
defense plans; they require moderate to high levels of U.S. government support to 
reach FOC. 

Proposed Approach to Foreign Military Sales and Other 
Security Cooperation Tools Available to the Army Based on 
Prioritization Framework Category 

If the framework we propose is implemented, the intended outcome is threefold:

1.	 improved alignment between U.S. strategic priorities and FMS cases resulting from 
the strategic sequencing of FMS cases

2.	 determination of the materiel source (based on the category in which a country falls, 
this could be the United States or another allied nation or could be developed domes-
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tically for countries with a domestic industrial base) that is most aligned with U.S. 
strategic interests

3.	 determination of the most appropriate mix of security cooperation tools that can be 
layered on top of FMS cases to better support the respective partner nation in reach-
ing FOC and filling—in a timely manner—the identified capability gaps.

In this section, we will unpack each of these three outcomes and the implications of plac-
ing countries into the six categories identified in Figure 2.1. This sequencing is first based on 
the primary variable: the role the country plays in U.S. and NATO defense plans. FMS cases 
that aim to fill critical capability gaps for frontline countries are processed and deliveries are 
scheduled ahead of those for countries that are significant troop contributors and countries 
that play an enabler role. 

Subsequently, once countries are placed into one of the three categories associated with 
their role in U.S. and NATO defense plans, the level of U.S. support a country needs to reach 
FOC is determined. For frontline countries and significant troop contributors, the countries 
that need additional U.S. support to reach FOC (countries in categories 1 and 3) are priori-
tized during the pre-LOR phase because they usually take longer to deliver actionable LORs 
and are more likely to face additional hurdles along the way during the FMS execution and 
implementation phases than countries that need little to no U.S. government support. For 
this reason and because they are also likely to need additional time and support to reach FOC 
once they receive delivery of the defense equipment, the sooner their cases are processed and 
deliveries are scheduled and received, the more likely they are to reach FOC within a reason-
able timeline and without significant delays. 

For countries that need little to no U.S. government support in the pre-LOR phase of the 
FMS process and after receiving delivery of equipment to reach FOC (countries in categories 
2 and 4), we propose a Fast Track option (something similar to Global Entry/trusted traveler 
programs) for the procurement of specific systems through FMS. Such an option would allow 
these countries a number of privileges, such as having limited technology release scrutiny 
of the case,17 skipping select steps in the pre-LOR and case development phase, and moving 
more expeditiously to the contracting phase. In this way, these countries would experience 
a reduction in some administrative burdens and would move more swiftly through the FMS 
process, allowing DoD to redirect resources to better support the countries in categories 1 

17	 The Defense Technology Security Administration “reviews requests to export munitions items under 
the licensing authority of the Department of State and dual-use items under the licensing authority of the 
Department of Commerce. Important factors in the review include an assessment of the technology pro-
posed for export, the completeness of the license application, the accuracy and consistency of the technical 
information, the details of the transaction, the appropriateness of the technology for the proposed end use, 
the bona fides of the end user, and any risks to national security associated with the transaction” (Defense 
Technology Security Administration, “Defense Technology Security Reviews,” webpage, undated). Because 
the technology review process is usually very lengthy and has the potential to delay delivery of defense 
equipment to key U.S. allies and partners, a reduced level of scrutiny could be considered for specific trans-
actions involving preferred U.S. allies and partners. 
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and 3 that need higher levels of U.S. government attention and support. The FMS Fast Track 
option would be valid for a limited number of years (e.g., three to five years), at the end of 
which the U.S. government would assess countries’ participation in the program based on 
their current role in U.S. and NATO defense plans and decide whether to renew or end the 
Fast Track privileges.

While the U.S. government and defense industry are generally inclined to advance sales 
of U.S. equipment as a means to fill partner nation capability gaps, U.S. equipment is not 
always available or the sale might not be always supporting U.S. strategic interests (assum-
ing that the respective system represents the right solution to address the country’s capability 
gap). In this vein, Table 2.1 summarizes the structure that we propose for the most strategic 
source for the equipment (from a U.S. perspective) that can fill partner nation capability gaps 
and the mix of security cooperation tools (e.g., IAC, exercises, rotational forces, trade shows, 
key leader engagements) that can be layered on top of FMS for the country to reach FOC in 
a timely fashion.18

Supported frontline defenders: In an ideal case when a U.S. defense article is available and 
is the appropriate item to address the identified capability gaps, U.S. FMS would be the pre-
ferred way to fill the gap. All the appropriate security cooperation tools that the U.S. Army has 
at its disposal should be considered and prioritized toward supporting the respective FMS case.

Capable frontline defenders: These countries would be granted the status of “preferred 
U.S. FMS partner” and offered a Fast Track option for their FMS cases. Additional security 
cooperation tools can be deployed on a case-by-case basis in agreement with the partner.

Supported troop contributors: For these countries, the provision of defense articles 
through U.S. FMS would be the preferred way to address critical capability gaps, and these 
countries’ cases would be prioritized over those of the countries in the “enabler” catego-
ries (categories 5 and 6). However, if there are no U.S. systems that are a good fit to address 
the partner requirements or if the delivery of U.S. equipment would take too long, ODCs 
should work with the respective countries to find alternative sources of procurement from 
other NATO members or should discuss co-production or co-development options with the 
defense industrial base of the countries in this category. 

Capable troop contributors: The provision of defense articles through U.S. FMS would 
be the preferred way to address critical capability gaps, and countries would be offered a 
Fast Track option for their FMS cases. However, similar to with category 3 countries, if there 
are no U.S. systems that are a good fit for the partner requirements or if the delivery of U.S. 
equipment would take too long, ODCs should work with the respective countries to find 
alternative sources of procurement or co-production and co-development options. 

Key enablers: For specific defense items that address critical capability gaps, the provision 
of defense articles through U.S. FMS would be the preferred option, and category 5 coun-
tries would be granted the status of “Preferred FMS Partner.” For defense items that do not 

18	 This is based on the assumption that the source country has available defense equipment that appropri-
ately addresses the partner nations’ defense requirements. 
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address critical capability gaps, these can be procured through the regular system (not the 
Fast Track option), with these cases being sequenced after those for countries in categories 1 
through 4; the defense articles can also be procured from other NATO allies or co-produced 
or co-developed with the United States or other NATO allies. 

Committed supporters: For countries in this category, provision of U.S. defense items 
through FMS would be appropriate as long as such provision does not detract from the readi-
ness of U.S. forces and of the countries in the previous five categories. In a context of limited 
U.S. manufacturing capacity, ODCs might work with these countries to redirect them toward 
procurements from other NATO allies or to consider co-production or co-development 
agreements with the United States or other NATO members. 

TABLE 2.1

Summary of the Approach to Foreign Military Sales and Other Security 
Cooperation Tools, by Category

Category
Preferred Source  

of Equipment 
Approach to  
FMS Cases

Approach to Other Security 
Cooperation Tools

1.	 Supported 
frontline defender

United States Top priority Prioritize all appropriate Army security 
cooperation tools to facilitate timely 
FOC reach

2.	 Capable frontline 
defender

United States Fast Track Deploy additional security cooperation 
tools as needed in each case

3.	Supported troop 
contributor

United States, with 
NATO ally and IAC 
alternatives

Second-level 
priority 

Deploy additional security cooperation 
tools as needed in each case

4.	Capable troop 
contributor

United States, with 
NATO ally and IAC 
alternatives

Fast Track Deploy additional security cooperation 
tools as needed in each case

5.	Key enabler For critical 
capabilities: U.S. 
FMS

Fast Track Deploy additional security cooperation 
tools as needed in each case

For noncritical 
capabilities: 
United States, with 
NATO ally and IAC 
alternatives

Third-level priority Deploy additional security cooperation 
tools as needed and only if there is no 
impact on the readiness of the United 
States and higher-priority allies 

6.	Committed 
supporter

NATO ally and IAC, 
with United States 
as an alternative if 
it has no impact on 
the readiness of the 
United States and 
higher-priority allies

Lowest-level 
priority

Deploy additional security cooperation 
tools as needed and only if there is no 
impact on the readiness of the United 
States and higher-priority allies

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of six select countries’ FMS relationships based on sources included in Chapter 3.

NOTE: IAC comprises co-production and co-development agreements.



Aligning Strategic Priorities and Foreign Military Sales to Fill Critical Capability Gaps

20

Conclusion

This chapter presents an analytical framework for the prioritization of FMS cases (Figure 2.1) 
and a conceptual way of prioritizing the use of other security cooperation tools in conjunc-
tion with FMS to advance U.S. strategic interests (Table 2.1). The FMS case prioritization 
framework can help the DoD FMS enterprise move away from the current approach to pro-
cessing FMS cases on a “first in, first out” basis to one in which the processing of cases is 
sequenced in close alignment with U.S. strategic needs. The framework for the prioritization 
of FMS cases in alignment with U.S. strategic priorities in the EUCOM AOR is based on two 
variables: (1) the role the ally is expected to play in U.S. and NATO defense plans and (2) the 
level of U.S. government resources the ally needs to reach FOC for the defense equipment 
procured through FMS. Using these two underlying variables of the FMS case prioritization 
framework as a basis, security cooperation planners and implementers within the Army and 
DoD can also prioritize the deployment of other security cooperation tools or activities in 
alignment with U.S. strategic interests and in support of FMS cases. 
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CHAPTER 3

Security Cooperation Activities with Key 
NATO Allies

To address our second research question, in this chapter, we provide a summary of the data 
we collected regarding the six country cases that we focus on in this report: Lithuania, Latvia, 
Estonia, Poland, Finland, and Sweden. For each ally, we present a short summary of their 
U.S. FMS procurements associated with land capabilities, followed by a summary of their 
other security cooperation activities with the United States. Last, we provide an overview of 
the sovereign capabilities and opportunities for co-production or co-development to support 
capability-building that exist with each of the six allies. 

Lithuania

Lithuania’s security objectives, including capability procurement decisions, are shaped by 
historical and operational factors that have led to a recent shift in defense thinking. From 
Vilnius, the Russian invasions of Georgia (2008) and Ukraine (in 2014 and 2022) represented 
historically consistent behavior from a relentless threat posed by Moscow, with Russia rep-
resenting the main threat to Lithuanian national security. Having twice been occupied by 
Russia, Lithuanians are well aware of what occupation would entail. Shortly after Russian 
forces invaded Ukraine in February 2022, Lithuanian Prime Minister Ingrida Šimonytė 
noted that the Baltic countries and Poland had been trying to warn the West that a dictator 
such as Putin only understands the “language of brutal power—be it economic, or better 
yet, military—and [will] take anything other than that as a sign of weakness that encour-
ages them.”1

For countries that border Russia, such as Lithuania, the 2022 U.S. NDS commits to devel-
oping “response options that enable cost imposition” and serves as a “call to action” to better 
incorporate these countries “at every stage of defense planning.” Also directly related to Lith-

1	 “Lithuania’s Prime Minister, Ingrida Simonyte, Says Russia’s Invasion Was Predictable,” The Economist, 
March 2, 2022.
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uania, the 2022 U.S. NDS also promises to collaborate with allies to “build capacity along 
Europe’s eastern flank.”2

Major Lithuanian Procurements Through Foreign Military Sales
As of November 2022 (the most recent date for which data were publicly available at the time 
of writing), Lithuania had ongoing FMS cases with the United States valued at $640 million.3 
According to DSCA’s website, the major FMS cases for ground systems that Lithuania has 
with the United States focus on the procurement of High Mobility Artillery Rocket Systems 
(HIMARSs), joint light tactical vehicles, antitank capabilities, and UH60M Black Hawk heli-
copters.4 Furthermore, Lithuania, along with Latvia, had sent Stinger antiaircraft missiles to 
Ukraine in 2022–2023 and is expected to seek Stinger missile procurements to replace those 
donations.5

The United States remains Lithuania’s partner of choice for procuring defense articles 
and services, but the Lithuanian government maintains important relationships with several 
other countries that include military procurements, as Figure 3.1 shows. Since Russia’s 2022 
invasion of Ukraine, Vilnius has more strongly emphasized deals that strengthen foreign 
assurances in case of a Russian attack.

Other Security Cooperation Tools Available to Support Foreign 
Military Sales Cases
For a smaller nation and military, Lithuania’s armed forces participate in numerous non-
FMS-related security cooperation activities with the United States. Many of these activities 
are intended to develop the Lithuanian Land Forces (LLF), such as USAREUR-AF exercises, 
including Saber Strike, Swift Response, and Defender Europe.6 Through the State Partner-
ship Program (SPP), the Pennsylvania National Guard has been working with the LLF to 
develop LLF’s land capabilities and supporting UH-60 Black Hawk training.7

Other security cooperation activities focus on supporting the number-one political-
military priority in Vilnius—U.S. and NATO force posture in Lithuania—which is seen as a 
critical element to deter and defend against Russia.8 In addition to the German-led Enhanced 

2	 DoD, 2022b; DoD, 2022c. 
3	 Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, “U.S. Security Cooperation with Lithuania,” fact sheet, U.S. Depart-
ment of State, November 2, 2022d. 
4	 DSCA, “Lithuania,” webpage, undated-e.
5	 “The Curious Case of Russia’s Missing Air Force,” The Economist, March 8, 2022.
6	 USAREUR-AF, “U.S. Army Europe and Africa Exercises,” webpage, undated.
7	 Travis Mueller, “Lithuanian Partners Complete U.S. Army Flight Course,” U.S. Army, April 17, 2023.
8	 U.S. Embassy in Lithuania, “Enhancements to Persistent U.S. Force Presence in Lithuania,” press release, 
December 7, 2022.
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Forward Presence (eFP) battlegroup, Lithuania has been seeking to station a German brigade 
headquarters with a persistent battalion-sized rotation in the country. Eventually, the Lithu-
anian government would like to have a full rotational German brigade permanently deployed 
in Lithuania, although requisite infrastructure, deployment cost-sharing, and political agree-
ments are still to be settled.9

The presence of V Corps headquarters and an SFAB in the region also support key secu-
rity cooperation activities in Lithuania. From its forward command post in Poland, V Corps 
manages U.S. rotational ground forces in the EUCOM AOR across multiple European coun-
tries.10 SFAB advisers work closely with the LLF. In addition to providing advice on how to 
improve unit readiness, the SFAB is positioned as the ideal ‘connective tissue’ between the 
LLF and the ODC as they field U.S. systems.11 The FMS case for 500 joint light tactical vehi-
cles is an example. Soldiers embedded with Lithuanian partners can understand the ‘ground 

9 “Germany Says Troop Deployment in Lithuania Up to NATO,” Deutsche Welle, March 7, 2023; Lithuanian 
Radio and Television, “Lithuanian, German Leaders Should Clarify Agreement on Brigade Deployment—
Minister,” December 12, 2022.
10 U.S. Department of the Army, FM 3-0: Operations, October 2022, p. 4-19.
11  USAREUR-AF, “4th Security Forces Assistance Brigade Deployment to Europe,” press release, Octo-
ber 12, 2021.

FIGURE 3.1

Total Lithuanian Defense Procurements from Foreign Sources, 2018–2022

SOURCE: Features information as of May 17, 2023, from SIPRI, SIPRI Arms Transfers Database, undated. 
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truth’ in terms of both the systems and the LLF’s needs. It is especially helpful that these 
troops are postured to address maintenance and supply issues that naturally arise when field-
ing a new system at scale.12

SFAB advising has prioritized system-level technical interoperability, but the develop-
ment of real operational interoperability requires unit-level cooperation and coordination 
that small SFAB teams cannot provide alone. The presence of U.S. rotational units in the 
region provides an unrealized opportunity to advance capability goals. V Corps is explicitly 
tasked with supporting allies with an eye toward improving interoperability.13 This makes 
unit-level, combined training a ‘low-hanging fruit,’ although expanding this kind of train-
ing would likely require deliberate tasking from USAREUR-AF and V Corps. An option is to 
create regional centers of excellence to provide combined training for all Baltic nations that 
bring forces together in a more centralized model. The unique position that SFAB advisers 
have presents another opportunity to produce real-time capability assessments as systems 
are being fielded. With the SFAB networked with both the LLF and the ODC organizational 
structures, assessments of capability development and potential future requirements could 
aid in the fielding of systems procured from FMS and the scoping of future FMS cases.14

Sovereign Capabilities and Opportunities for Co-Development or 
Co-Production
Lithuania currently has a very limited domestic defense industry. Giraitės is the main state-
owned defense company and is operated as part of Lithuania’s Ministry of Finance. Accord-
ing to its website, Giraitės participates in NATO Support and Procurement Agency tenders 
and sells products to more than 30 countries, but it only manufacturers small arms munitions 
for both military and civilian use.15 The dearth of companies to partner with in the country 
leaves few options at this moment. Therefore, it is likely that Lithuania will continue pro-
ducing small arms ammunition and should be expected to rely on foreign partners to meet 
NATO objectives and field ground-based systems in the near to mid-term.

Latvia

As one of the Baltic countries bordering both Russia and Belarus, Latvia sits on NATO’s front 
lines and views Russia as an existential threat. For U.S. and NATO defense planners, Latvia is 
both a coalition partner on the battlefield and a forward location for U.S. and NATO combat 

12	 DSCA, “Lithuania—Joint Light Tactical Vehicles,” press release, August 27, 2019; USAREUR-AF, 2021.
13	 Malcolm Bush and Jared E. Mitchell, “V Corps Enhancing European Interoperability and Capabilities,” 
Cyber Edge, March 1, 2023.
14	 USAREUR-AF, 2021. 
15	 Giraitės Ginkluotės Gamykla, homepage, undated.
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and support forces for deterrence in a crisis or conflict with Russia. As with other frontline 
states, Latvia is part of efforts to “build out response options that enable cost imposition” in 
the 2022 NDS.16

Because the Latvian National Armed Forces (LNAF) lack the capability to independently 
defend the country, Latvia depends on its membership in NATO and bilateral relations with 
the United States and other partners, as well as on the buildup of select national capabilities, 
to achieve its defense objectives. These objectives are a combination of vigorous responses 
to threats, border defense, interoperability with NATO, and cost imposition, with particu-
lar emphasis on “ensuring efficient intelligence, air-defense, anti-tank, tactical mobility and 
counter-mobility capabilities.”17

Major Latvian Procurements Through U.S. Foreign Military Sales
Latvia seeks to replace its legacy Soviet systems with Western equipment. Its acquisitions 
of ground systems from the United States generally support the country’s national defense 
concept, as well as relevant NATO defense objectives related to the Baltics. As of Novem-
ber 2022 (the most recent date for which data were publicly available at the time of writ-
ing), Latvia had active FMS cases with the United States worth approximately $339 million.18 
Based on DSCA’s website, Latvia’s major FMS procurements of ground-based systems include 
HIMARSs and UH60M Black Hawk helicopters.19 In addition to U.S. FMS procurements, the 
LNAF has procured ground systems from a number of other foreign suppliers, all friendly to 
the United States and mostly aligned with U.S. interests, as shown in Figure 3.2.

Latvia has acquired Patria armored personnel carriers (APCs) from Finland, Spike anti-
tank guided missile systems from Israel, RBS-70 portable surface-to-air missile systems from 
Sweden, and Scimitar light tanks, Spartan APCs, and other armored vehicles from the United 
Kingdom. Austria and Denmark have provided U.S. M109 artillery and Stinger surface-to-air 
missile systems secondhand.20

In sum, Latvia procures foreign ground systems from the United States and other West-
ern suppliers to meet its national defense priorities and NATO objectives and seeks to ensure 
that the capabilities the LNAF acquires can be absorbed and sustained. For ground systems, 
the procurement of HIMARS through U.S. FMS will provide accurate, longer-range indirect 
fire support, while the procurement of Javelins will enable advanced antitank capabilities. 
These two FMS procurements of ground-based systems are a direct result of the systems’ 

16	 DoD, 2022b, p. 10.
17	 2019 Latvian National Defense Concept, quoted in Janes, Janes Country Intelligence Reports: Latvia, 
November 15, 2022, p. 14.
18	 Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, “U.S. Security Cooperation with Latvia,” fact sheet, U.S Department 
of State, November 4, 2022c.
19	 DSCA, “Latvia,” webpage, undated-d.
20	 Janes, “Latvia—Army: Ground-Based Air Defence,” webpage, last updated February 25, 2021.
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effectiveness on the ground in Ukraine and Latvia’s national defense requirements. Further-
more, the procurement through FMS of UH-60s gives the Latvian defense establishment 
enhanced battlefield mobility while divesting from Soviet-era equipment. In general, Latvia 
needs support in acquiring the right capabilities in line with national and NATO objectives 
and Latvian national resources, incorporating and integrating them into its armed forces, 
and sustaining them.21

Latvia is a relatively novice partner in the FMS process, but the country is learning 
quickly and is working with the ODC to seek help in meeting challenges that have emerged 
in such cases as the UH-60, M109 modernization, and HIMARS. Such challenges include 
the obtainment of pre-LOR design support for FMS cases, including understanding what 
to ask for and sustainment requirements, and long timelines for delivery of U.S. equipment. 
With regard to HIMARS, the ODC Riga has increased U.S. support of Latvia in the design or 
pre-LOR phase of the FMS process since 2021, whereby details about capability and sustain-
ability are worked out ahead of the submission of the LOR. But it is extremely challenging 
to elicit answers to questions from experts in the U.S. government (e.g., U.S. Army Security 

21 DSCA, “Latvia—UH-60M Black Hawk Helicopters,” press release, August 3, 2018; Janes, “Latvia—Air 
Force,” Janes World Air Forces, October 17, 2023b; U.S. Department of State, Integrated Country Strategy: 
Latvia, April 12, 2022.

FIGURE 3.2

Total Latvian Defense Procurements from Foreign Sources, 2018–2022

SOURCE: Features information as of May 17, 2023, from SIPRI, undated.
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Assistance Command) and industry on cost and technical information; this delays decisions 
on what to put in the LOR. More broadly, the bilateral nature of the U.S. acquisition system 
could create inconsistencies and interoperability problems—for example, in the national 
HIMARS procurements across the three Baltic states. Related to the long delivery timelines, 
the first two UH-60 Black Hawk helicopters were delivered four years after initiation of the 
case in December 2022. In the interim, the Latvians had requested that the helicopters be 
armed, but this would have required a new LOR, which would have further delayed the deliv-
ery of the equipment.22

Other Security Cooperation Tools Available to Support Foreign 
Military Sales Cases
Aside from the FMS cases mentioned in the previous section, the United States conducts a 
full panoply of security cooperation activities in the ground domain with Latvia. Latvian 
personnel participate in U.S. education and training, military-to-military events, subject-
matter expert exchanges, exercises, and key-leader engagements. Latvian forces take part in 
several exercises designed to enhance interoperability and readiness, including Allied Spirit 
(led in 2022 by Latvia’s 1st Mechanized Infantry Brigade at the Joint Multinational Readiness 
Center at Hohenfels, Germany), Crystal Arrow (a NATO Combat Readiness Evaluation of 
the eFP), Swift Response (a USAREUR-AF readiness exercise), the Army’s annual Defender 
Europe, and Saber Junction.23 

Latvia has one of the oldest partnerships in the SPP with the Michigan National Guard, 
which involves frequent exchanges and engagements with both the Latvian Army and the 
Zemessardze on force generation, UH-60 maintenance, and involvement in Michigan’s state 
training exercise Northern Strike, among other activities.24

U.S. and NATO land forces are present in Latvia—mostly at Ādaži Military Base (or Camp 
Adazi) and Lielvārde Air Base—and contribute in several ways to the mix of security coop-
eration activities with the country. Among U.S. forces, elements of the 4th SFAB are embed-
ded at Camp Ādaži in Latvia’s mechanized infantry brigade on a rotational basis to help train 
and advise in such areas as planning, artillery firing tactics, medical training, and security 
of supply lines.25 

22	 U.S. government officials, interview with the authors, December 5, 2022.
23	 Nathaniel Gayle, “U.S. Army Exercise Allied Spirit 22 Concludes in Hohenfels, Germany,” U.S. Army, 
February 14, 2022; Alexandra Shea, “CRYSTAL ARROW 2021—NATO eFP Battle Groups in Latvia,” web-
page, Joint-Forces.com, April 9, 2021; 7th Army Training Command, “Updated: Press Release—Saber Junc-
tion 20 to Be Held in August,” USAREUR-AF, July 30, 2020; USAREUR-AF, “U.S. Army Soldiers to Partici-
pate in Exercise Swift Response Alongside NATO Allies in Latvia,” May 11, 2022a.
24	 Michigan National Guard, “State Partnership Program,” webpage, undated; Ashley Goodwin, “Michigan 
National Guard, Latvia Strengthen Partnership,” U.S. Army, June 15, 2021.
25	 John Vandiver, “Specialized US Army Unit Helps Russia’s Neighbors Train Against Large-Scale Attacks,” 
Stars and Stripes, February 16, 2022.



Aligning Strategic Priorities and Foreign Military Sales to Fill Critical Capability Gaps

28

NATO forces include a Canadian-led eFP battle group at Ādaži, a NATO Force Integra-
tion Unit in Riga, and a headquarters for the Multinational Division–North.26 The eFP in 
Latvia is a rotational brigade-size group, with 1,700 troops from ten countries, with the objec-
tive of facilitating “NATO’s deterrence” and “strengthen the defences of the Alliance.”27 The 
eFP Battle Group is included in Latvia’s national defense plans and exercises with the LNAF 
to enhance interoperability with NATO forces, but it does not do advising or other forms of 
security cooperation.28 The Danish-led Multinational Division–North is a command element 
designed to provide a headquarters for the eFP Battle Group and follow-on NATO forces and 
conduct planning and training.29

In this light, a number of opportunities certainly exist for U.S. forces present in Latvia on 
a rotational basis to work with the Latvian forces to expand capabilities and interoperability 
and to support FMS cases. In addition, exercises involving Latvia could be aligned with pre-
LOR activities (e.g., helping Latvia understand the components of a capability that the coun-
try is interested in and know what to ask for) and with IOC and FOC of the acquired system.

Sovereign Capabilities and Opportunities for Co-Development or 
Co-Production
Latvia is directing considerable effort toward establishing regional (Baltic) security of supply 
and self-reliance in key military goods and consumables in the event of a conflict with Russia 
that could result in supplies being cut off until U.S. and NATO forces can reinforce and assist. 
The Latvian government entered into an agreement in 2019 with a new domestic company, 
VAIROG, to produce artillery shells and small-caliber ammunition.30 The country is seeking 
to expand the domestic defense industrial base through co-development and co-production 
agreements with other Baltic states and with other NATO allies. Latvia and Estonia are work-
ing with Finland to co-produce Finland’s Patria 6×6 wheeled armored vehicle.31

26	 NATO, “NATO’s Military Presence in the East of the Alliance,” July 28, 2023c; Ministry of Defence, 
Republic of Latvia, “NATO eFP Battle Group,” webpage, undated; U.S. Army NATO, “NATO Force Integra-
tion Unit (NFIU) Latvia,” fact sheet, May 6, 2018.
27	 Ministry of Defence, Republic of Latvia, undated.
28	 Allied Land Command, “Enhanced Forward Presence (eFP),” webpage, undated.
29	 Ministry of Defence, Republic of Latvia, “Inauguration of Headquarters Multinational Division North at 
Camp Ādaži,” July 3, 2019.
30	 Public Broadcasting of Latvia, “LTV’s De Facto: LMT Could Take on Military Industry Development in 
Latvia,” webpage, October 10, 2022.
31	 Tim Fish, “Finland, Latvia to Jointly Procure 360 Land Vehicles; Estonia, Sweden Could Join,” Breaking 
Defense, September 14, 2021.



Security Cooperation Activities with Key NATO Allies

29

Estonia

Being able to engage in kinetic effects against Russia represents Estonia’s highest defense 
priority. Estonia’s National Defense Development Plan for 2031 went into effect in Decem-
ber 2021 and is focused on improving territorial defense and maritime and surveillance sys-
tems.32 The National Defense Development Plan lays out a plan to focus on broader wartime 
structures, including an increase in protection units, strengthening of antitank capabilities, 
self-propelled artillery in the 2nd Infantry Brigade, and greater contributions to strategic 
and tactical intelligence.33 Estonia prioritizes medium-range air defense and has learned—
from the war in Ukraine—lessons related to the need for mobile systems with regional 
range capability.34 

In case of a Russia-related contingency, while there is a need for Estonia to increase its 
conventional capabilities, there is also an impetus to focus primarily on societal resilience 
based on the view of NATO as Estonia’s main security guarantor. Estonia is expected to 
persevere through an initial Russian attack and slow down Russian aggression until NATO 
forces arrive. With NATO forces in-country, Estonia’s focus would then shift to enabling its 
allies to fight on the eastern flank. 35 

Major Estonian Procurements Through U.S. Foreign Military Sales
As of November 2022 (the most recent date for which data were publicly available at the time 
of writing), Estonia’s active FMS cases with the United States amounted to approximately 
$158.4 million.36 The country’s major U.S. FMS cases for ground systems include the pro-
curement of HIMARS and Javelin missiles.37 Also, in an effort for the United States and Esto-
nia to engage in dialogue to address Baltic security gaps, the Department of State provided 
$92.2 million in FMF to Estonia from fiscal years 2017–2021. In fiscal year 2022, the United 
States provided $140.5 million in FMF to demonstrate its commitment to Estonia’s security 
following Russia’s illegal annexation of the Crimean Peninsula.38 

32	 International Institute for Strategic Studies, “Chapter Four: Europe,” Military Balance, Vol. 123, No. 1, 
2023.
33	 Republic of Estonia Defense Forces, “The National Defense Development Plan,” webpage, undated.
34	 Rojoeff Manuel, “Estonia Allocated Budget for Mid-Range Air Defense Systems,” Defense Post, Septem-
ber 22, 2022.
35	 Tony Lawrence, “Estonia: Size Matters,” PRISM, Vol. 10, No. 2, 2023.
36	 Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, “U.S. Security Cooperation with Estonia,” fact sheet, U.S Depart-
ment of State, November 2, 2022b. 
37	 DSCA, “Estonia,” webpage, undated-a.
38	 Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, 2022b.
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Since 2017, Estonia has had a limited number of international procurement partners. As 
depicted in Figure 3.3, in terms of value of arms transfers, the Republic of Korea is at the top 
of the list, with just more than one-third of all foreign procurement (34 percent). The Neth-
erlands provides a similarly sizable contribution of around 31 percent. France, Israel, and the 
United States all round out the bottom with less than 20 percent of contributions each. These 
procurements in 2022 accounted for $170 million of spending by the Estonian Defense Forces 
(EDF).39 Recent procurement partners include the Netherlands (infantry fighting vehicles 
and APCs), the United Kingdom (mine countermeasure vessels), and France (surface-to-air 
missiles), in addition to capabilities procured from the United States.40

In May 2023, Estonia signed a contract with Israel Aerospace Industries to produce 
advanced long-range loitering munitions, which are expected to arrive in 2024.41 This pro-
curement will increase Estonia’s indirect fire capabilities and will provide Estonia with the 

39 Janes, “Estonia—Country Overview,” webpage, last updated July 13, 2023a.
40 Data for 2018–2022, as of June 21, 2023, from SIPRI, undated.
41 Israel Aerospace Industries, “Estonia Has Signed a Contract with Israel Aerospace Industries to Acquire 
Long-Range Loitering Munitions,” press release, May 2, 2023.

FIGURE 3.3

Total Estonian Defense Procurements from Foreign Sources, 2018–2022

SOURCE: Features information as of May 30, 2023, from SIPRI, undated.
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capability to influence an adversary from long distances in the future, allowing the EDF to 
strike from a longer distance.42 

Other Security Cooperation Tools Available to Support Foreign 
Military Sales Cases
With such a small defense force, it is challenging for Estonia to incorporate new systems and 
to recruit, train, and retain skilled personnel for those systems. For that, the country needs 
outside assistance and targeted security cooperation efforts. While U.S. defense equipment 
can cost more when compared with that from other foreign suppliers, the procurements are 
also assessed through political and interoperability lenses. U.S. exercises, specialized train-
ing, and personnel exchanges with the United States help improve interoperability and are 
seen as part of the broader security cooperation package that Estonia receives if it purchases 
U.S. equipment.43

Estonia participates in a handful of NATO exercises and battle groups and is gearing up 
to be a more active host nation. Most recently, elements of the EDF and the Estonian Defense 
League took part in DEFENDER 23’s Swift Response exercise, where these volunteers were 
able to develop their combat skills and improve operational readiness, while at the national 
level, NATO members could test their interoperability.44 Estonian-led exercises, which bring 
together the Estonian armed forces and allied nations, include Spring Storm (Estonia’s larg-
est annual exercise),45 Hedgehog (the largest NATO exercise in Estonia, comprising more 
than 15,000 troops and ten NATO members),46 and Saber Strike (hosted every two years to 
improve cold-weather combat readiness and interoperability).47 These large-scale tests and 
drills help improve the EDF and contribute to NATO’s collective defense goals. 

In addition, Estonia has a robust partnership with the state of Maryland through the SPP. 
Estonia has also hosted the Multinational Corps Northeast high-readiness force headquar-
ters since 2017. The Multinational Corps Northeast is one of the multinational battle groups 
responsible for NATO ground troops and is prepared to command land units in NATO’s 

42	 Israel Aerospace Industries, 2023.
43	 For an overview of the FMS Total Package Approach, see Defense Security Cooperation University, 
2022,p. 5-5; for a discussion of U.S. security cooperation goals with Estonia, see U.S. Department of State, 
Integrated Country Strategy: Estonia, April 6, 2022a.
44	 Steven Lee, “Estonian Defense League Soldiers Participate in US Army’s Swift Response,” U.S. Army, 
May 16, 2023.
45	 Joshua Whitaker, “MD Guard Soldiers Participates in Spring Storm 23,” Defense Visual Information Dis-
tribution Service, May 26, 2023.
46	 Estonian Defense Forces, “The Estonian Defense Force Large Military Exercise SIIL (Hedgehog) Started 
Today,” webpage, May 16, 2022.
47	 Robert Fellingham, “U.S. Army’s New M-SHORAD Hits Their Mark During Exercise Saber Strike Live 
Fire in Estonia,” Defense Visual Information Distribution Service, March 10, 2022.
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Response Force.48 There has been a NATO-led battle group in Estonia since mid-2017 as part 
of the Alliance’s eFP.49 Ämari Air Base hosts NATO Air Policing detachment, while Tallinn 
hosts the NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence50 and one of NATO’s Force 
Integration Units, which are responsible for coordinating logistics, transportation, and infra-
structure in the event of a rapid mobilization.51 

Sovereign Capabilities and Opportunities for Co-Development or 
Co-Production
Estonia does not have significant sovereign capabilities, in that the country does not inde-
pendently produce its ground-based systems. Estonia’s defense industrial base is small and 
specialized, with some production capability for information technology systems, software, 
cyber security, surveillance, and electromagnetic warfare. Estonia has some indigenous 
maintenance capability for ground systems and can produce unmanned air and land sys-
tems.52 Most significantly, Estonia and Latvia have agreed to jointly procure a medium-range 
air defense system, which should give Estonia a fully operational air defense capability by 
2025. Both Estonian and Latvian companies will be involved.53 It also bears mentioning that 
Estonia signed on to the Patria armored vehicle program with Finland and Latvia, through 
which it will acquire an unspecified number of vehicles.54

In 2016, the United States and Estonia signed a Reciprocal Defense Procurement Agree-
ment, which essentially allows the governments to do business with one another’s industrial 
bases for procurements and for research, development, test, and evaluation.55 In all, there 
will likely be opportunities for collaboration with Estonian companies in niche areas. While 
the country is not on a trajectory to independently produce high-end ground systems, as 
its recent efforts with Latvia and limited science and technology engagement with the U.S. 
Army show, there will likely be opportunities for focused collaboration in the future. 

48	 Republic of Estonia Defence Forces, “Estonian Division,” webpage, last updated March 30, 2023.
49	 International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2023.
50	 International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2023.
51	 NATO, “NATO on the Map: Civilian and Military Structures,” undated.
52	 Janes, “Estonia—Defence Production and R&D: Defence Industry,” webpage, March 1, 2022a.
53	 Nicholas Fiorenza, “Ukraine Conflict: Estonia and Latvia Jointly Procure IRIS-T Air-Defence System,” 
Janes Defence Weekly, May 24, 2023.
54	 Janes, 2022a.
55	 Government of the Republic of Estonia and Government of the United States of America, Reciprocal 
Defense Procurement Agreement Between the Government of the Republic of Estonia and the Government of 
the United States of America, September 23, 2016.
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Poland

Poland’s greatest security concern is the existential threat from Russia, a threat that Polish 
leaders assess has increased since the 2014 and 2022 invasions of Ukraine.56 Even before Rus-
sia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine, Polish leaders had been warning their public and international 
partners of the threat that Russia posed to Eastern Europe.57 Currently, the Polish govern-
ment has expressed worries that the United States and other NATO members do not per-
ceive the Russian threat with the same sense of urgency. Poland’s geographic location further 
confounds its defense challenges. Its immediate proximity to Kaliningrad’s robust network 
of surface-to-air missile systems would severely limit the Polish air force from achieving air 
superiority and providing air support to land and maritime forces.58 In January 2023, in a call 
for the country’s politicians to elevate national security above domestic political divisions, 
Polish president Andrzej Duda stated, “the security of Poland and the security of the Polish 
people are today of utmost importance.”59 From a Polish perspective, if allowed to reconsti-
tute their strength, Russian forces would learn lessons from the current war with Ukraine and 
improve their capabilities. Therefore, Poland and the region have a relatively short window of 
time to enhance military capabilities and readiness on NATO’s eastern flank.60 

Major Polish Procurements Through Foreign Military Sales
Poland made substantial investments in its defense capabilities since 2018, much of which 
were dedicated to modernizing its ground-based systems with U.S. equipment. At the end of 
October 2022, the country had approximately $20 billion in active FMS cases. These cases 
include M1A2 Abrams tanks, M1A1 SA (Situational Awareness) Abrams tanks, Javelin mis-
siles, HIMARS launchers with Army Tactical Missile System and shorter-range Guided Mul-
tiple Launch Rocket System (GMLRS) missiles, Patriot batteries with the Integrated Battle 
Command System (IBCS) Integrated Air and Missile Defense Battle Command System, Hell-
fire air-to-ground missiles, and Apache attack helicopters.61

56	 Daniel Tilles, “Poland to Raise Defence Spending to 5% of GDP, Highest Level in NATO, Says Ruling 
Party Chief,” Notes from Poland, July 18, 2022.
57	 Tilles, 2022.
58	 Janes, “Poland—Air Force: Executive Summary,” webpage, last updated July 23, 2022b.
59	 Polish Press Agency, “Poland’s Security a Top Priority Says President,” January 1, 2023.
60	 Marcin Terlikowski, “ Poland and NATO’s Next Strategy: Deterring Russia and Making European 
Defence Work (for the Alliance),” Elcano Royal Institute, February 16, 2022.
61	 Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, “U.S. Security Cooperation with Poland,” fact sheet, U.S. Depart-
ment of State, October 31, 2022a; DSCA, “Poland,” webpage, undated-g; Jaroslaw Adamowski and Jen 
Judson, “Poland Requests Six Additional Patriot Batteries from the United States,” Defense News, May 24, 
2022. Poland obtained a waiver to procure IBCS for Patriot ahead of the U.S. Army’s IBCS procurement for 
its future Integrated Air and Missile Defense System. 
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The United States is Poland’s preferred weapons provider (see Figure 3.4), and Poland has 
been more successful than most countries in obtaining the equipment that it needs through 
the FMS process. 

A desire to ensure the country’s territorial defense is the main driver behind Poland’s deci-
sions to procure ground-based systems. The urgency is due, in part, to the need to replace the 
equipment that Poland provided to Ukraine but is also a reflection of the country’s broader 
interest in modernizing its military.

FIGURE 3.4

Total Polish Defense Procurements from Foreign Sources, 2018–2022

SOURCE: Features information as of June 2, 2023, from SIPRI, undated.
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Other Security Cooperation Tools Available to Support Foreign 
Military Sales Cases
As a major security partner in Eastern Europe, Poland receives significant attention in terms 
of the number of key leader engagements involving high-ranking officials. The Polish armed 
forces also engage in U.S. Army staff talks and have personnel exchange agreements with the 
U.S. Army. Poland also actively engages in military exercises with the United States and has 
a long-standing state partnership with the Illinois National Guard, which was one of the first 
SPP relationships established with a former Soviet Bloc country.62 

The security force adviser teams from the 4th SFAB have been present in Poland since 
2021—first with the 17th Brigade and since fall 2022 with the Polish 18th Mechanized Divi-
sion.63 The SFAB is now focused on preparing to receive new weapon systems, often following 
FMS cases, and ensuring that the Polish Army is prepared to operate equipment and under-
stand U.S. tactics, techniques, and procedures. For example, the SFAB has a field artillery 
advising team transitioning to the Polish unit that received in 2023 the HIMARS that the 
United States delivered to Poland. There may be opportunities for the SFAB to work with 
Polish forces on higher-level capabilities, such as weapons integration. Poland may look to the 
SFAB to help them employ and integrate the new HIMARS-like capabilities (Multiple Launch 
Rocket System [MLRS]) that Poland purchased from South Korea.64

The United States has a total of 10,000 troops in Poland. Most are part of a permanent 
rotational presence supporting NATO and the U.S.-European Deterrence Initiative. In addi-
tion to rotational forces, the U.S. Army V Corps established a forward command at Camp 
Kościuszko in Poznań. This Army garrison headquarters and the accompanying field support 
battalion are now permanently stationed in Poland, serving as the first permanently stationed 
U.S. forces on NATO’s eastern flank. The V Corps presence in Poland directly supports the 
country’s objectives of enhancing its interoperability with the United States and NATO.65

In the context of SFAB engagements, there is an opportunity for U.S. Army advisers to 
work more closely with Polish forces at the division level and above, helping with issues 
related to institutional capacity-building. Furthermore, V Corps headquarters staff could be 
directed to work bilaterally with Polish land forces to improve Poland’s ability to communi-
cate across units and with NATO and U.S. forces. Other U.S. rotational forces could poten-
tially be required to include Polish forces in U.S. readiness exercises. For example, Poland’s 
18th Mechanized Division could be invited to participate in a U.S. warfighter training exer-
cise to gain more experience participating in operations at division level. These combined 
exercises could provide both U.S. and Polish forces with a more realistic assessment of their 

62	 Illinois.gov, Illinois National Guard, Polish Military Mark 25-Year Partnership,” press release, April 16, 
2018.
63	 James Liker, “Forward Deployed, 4th SFAB Trains to Advise, Assist, and Lead,” DVIDS, April 19, 2023. 
64	 U.S. Army V Corps, “U.S. Army V Corps Kicks Off European HIMARS Initiative,” press release, March 2, 
2023; Bartosz Głowacki, “Poland Buying Korean Made MLRS, Continuing Seoul Spending Spree,” Breaking 
Defense, October 20, 2022.
65	 U.S. Department of State, “U.S. Security Cooperation with Poland,” fact sheet, October 31, 2022c.
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ability to work together in a potential conflict. More opportunities to conduct subject-matter 
expertise exchanges and mobile tactical teams could be arranged between U.S. combat sup-
port personnel and maintainers who are in-country with their Polish counterparts. This 
could enhance Polish sustainment capability and interoperability. 

Sovereign Capabilities and Opportunities for Co-Development or 
Co-Production
While the Polish government has emphasized the importance of developing the country’s defense 
industry capabilities, it has not yet succeeded in developing its sovereign capabilities as successfully 
as other large European countries. The state-owned Polish Armaments Group (PGZ) is a pool of 
60 individual defense firms that covers land systems and a wide variety of other defense prod-
ucts. Most Polish defense manufacturing addresses domestic defense needs and NATO objectives 
for advanced ground-based systems.66 Poland has not exported a platform or a complete weapon 
system for more than a decade, according to the International Institute for Strategic Studies.67 

Poland has relied on commercial partnerships to develop its defense industrial base. In terms 
of major land capabilities, the NAREW short-range air defense program is a good example of 
a case where Poland is working with the United Kingdom to produce missile components in a 
Polish plant and eventually produce British CAMM (Common Anti-Air Modular Missile) mis-
sile launchers entirely in Poland.68 This program is then intended to be integrated into the U.S. 
Patriot system, which also includes an agreement to produce components in Poland.69 Another 
partnership is underway between PGZ and BAE Systems to cooperate on producing M88 
armored recovery vehicles and providing life-cycle support for Poland’s new M1A2 Abrams 
tanks.70 Agreements that Poland made with the South Korea to produce K2 tanks under license 
in Poland will provide Poland with additional technology and industrial capacity.71

Poland continues to look for offset opportunities with its land acquisitions with the objec-
tive of developing its defense industrial base. Its recent purchase of HIMARS, for example, 
includes an agreement for production under license in Poland. In the future, Polish officials 
hope that the introduction of new defense technology and workforce skills will enable Polish 
firms to maintain and service U.S. systems and serve as part of the U.S. global supply chain.72

66	 SIPRI, “Top 100 Arms-Producing and Military Service Companies in the World, 2021,” December 2022. 
67	 International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2023.
68	 The first NAREW system consists of Polish radars, Polish trucks, and British launchers and missiles. 
Andrew Chuter and Jaroslaw Adamowski, “UK, Poland to Pool Missile Development for Their Land, Naval 
Forces,” Defense News, October 5, 2022. 
69	 SIPRI, undated.
70	 Army Technology, “BAE System and PGZ Partner to Cooperate on Combat and Recovery Vehicles,” 
November 22, 2022. 
71	 Poland has received licenses to produce a number of South Korean weapon systems, including K9 and 
Krab self-propelled guns and K239 Chunmoo self-propelled MLRS (see SIPRI, undated).
72	 International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2023.
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Poland relies on major foreign acquisitions to fill capability gaps because its domestic 
industry is not developed enough to co-develop or produce on its own the types of advanced 
equipment it desires. The country is currently working to enhance its ability to support its 
land acquisitions with domestically produced components, parts, and maintenance.

Finland

Since Russia’s renewed aggression toward Ukraine in 2022, Finland has shifted its rela-
tionship with Russia from coexistence to hostility. According to its former chief of defense, 
retired General Jarmo Lindberg, Finland is ready to defend itself just as much as the rest 
of the Alliance.73 Finland became a NATO member on April 4, 2023, putting to an end its 
long-held role as a nonmember partner of the Alliance.74 Finland brings to NATO substan-
tial and highly capable forces in the northern region and expertise in national resilience.75 
Additionally, Finnish government leaders have stated that cooperation with NATO enables a 
better practical cooperation in the security environment and predictability in the Baltic Sea 
region.76 According to Finland’s government website, accession to NATO and the security 
guarantees associated with it enhance the stability of the Baltic Sea region alongside that of its 
Scandinavian neighbors.77 Finland is expected to close some long-standing NATO capability 
shortfalls in such areas as air, sea, and ground lift and integrated air and missile defense.78

The 2021 Government Defence Report to Parliament is Finland’s most recent guiding 
defense document.79 The document states that the Finnish Defence Forces’ most important 
objectives are the military defense of Finland and maintaining deterrence so that a military 
response is not ultimately required. To achieve these objectives, the readiness of Finland’s 
military assets and forces and maintaining a well-functioning general conscription are criti-
cal. Additionally, the perceived deterioration of the national security environment has pushed 
the Finnish government to place a priority on creating a more comprehensive situational 
awareness system. More specifically, the government’s aim is to ensure the presence of suf-
ficient early warning and support for decisionmaking in case the conflict spectrum expands. 
Complementing this strategy document is the 2022 government report on changes in the 
security environment, which adds an assessment on the security environment and changes 

73	 Vazha Tavberidze, “The View from Finland: With or Without NATO, You Need to Be Able to Defend 
Your Own Country,” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, April 16, 2023.
74	 NATO, “Finland Joins NATO as 31st Ally” April 4, 2023a.
75	 NATO, “Press Statement by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg with the President of Finland, 
Sauli Niinistö,” April 4, 2023b.
76	 Finnish Government, Government Report on Changes in the Security Environment, April 13, 2022. 
77	 Finland in Nato, “Finland and NATO—FAQ,” webpage, Finland Abroad, undated. 
78	 Minna Ålander and William Alberque, “NATO’s Nordic Enlargement: Contingency Planning and 
Learning Lessons,” War on the Rocks, December 8, 2022.
79	 Finnish Government, Government’s Defence Report, September 2021. 
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to national security related to the war in Ukraine. The 2022 document adds—as a priority—
security cooperation and alignment with key partners, especially the NATO Alliance.80

Major Finnish Procurements Through Foreign Military Sales
The United States has $13.6 billion in active sales cases with Finland under the FMS system.81

In addition to maritime missile equipment and fighter aircraft, Finland has also been procur-
ing ground systems from the United States through the FMS process many times since 2018. 
The Finnish government acquired 150 M30A1 GMLRSs and 250 M31A1 GMLRS Unitary 
warheads for an estimated cost of $535 million.82 They also acquired 350 FIM-92K Stinger 
man-portable missiles in 2022 for an estimated cost of $380 million.83 The Netherlands and 
the United States are Finland’s top foreign providers of defense equipment (see Figure 3.5).

80 Finnish Government, 2022.
81 U.S. Department of State, “U.S. Security Cooperation with Finland,” fact sheet, April 11, 2023b. 
82 DSCA, “Finland—Guided Multiple Launch Rocket Systems (GMLRS),” press release, November 2, 2022a. 
83 DSCA, “Finland—Stinger Man Portable Ground to Air Missiles,” press release, December 1, 2022b. 

FIGURE 3.5

Total Finnish Defense Procurements from Foreign Sources, 2018–2022

SOURCE: Features information as of May 30, 2023, from SIPRI, undated. 
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In 2014, the Netherlands agreed to transfer most of the remaining stock of Leopard 2A6 
tanks to Finland, amounting to 100 main battle tanks for an estimated price of €200 mil-
lion.84 Although the decisionmaking for this purchase remains unavailable in the public 
domain, the benefits of this procurement had been mentioned by Finnish service members 
in a press release, stating that it was “excellent to see how[,] in such a short time[,] these tanks 
were introduced into operational use” and because of extensive use of these tanks within the 
NATO Alliance.85 These main battle tanks and Finland’s existing stock of Leopard 2A4 tanks 
have been approved for upgrades and modernization by a German manufacturer in Decem-
ber 2021.86 

Other Security Cooperation Tools Available to Support Foreign 
Military Sales Cases
Finland’s army is its leading armed service, and Finnish professional forces are able to inte-
grate modern systems into their force structure and sustain them. As Finland integrates its 
military forces into the NATO alliance, this ally—which already requires minimal support in 
fielding defense systems—may seek other opportunities to amplify the value of FMS through 
other forms of security cooperation. Given Finland’s willingness to invest in its own defense 
and the country’s robust defense procurement processes, multiple opportunities exist to 
expand U.S.-Finnish security cooperation activities.

Finland regularly carries out multiple military exercises, such as Reccex 22, Hammer 22, 
Kontio 22, Lightning Strike 23, and Northern Forest 23,87 that are aimed to test the readiness 
of ground service members and their equipment. Because of Finland’s 830-mile land border 
with Russia,88 strategy documents have emphasized the importance of quality and readiness 
levels in training and equipping its land forces.89 

Before joining NATO in 2023, Finland already extensively cooperated with the United 
States in matters of security and was already highly interoperable with the rest of the NATO 
alliance. The United States and Finland signed an Acquisition and Cross Servicing Agree-
ment in 2008 after they signed a Memorandum of Understanding in 2005, which increased 
Air Force activities and exercises in Finland and facilitated defense procurement by Helsin-

84	 Defense Update, “Finland Is Buying Dutch Leopards for €200 Million,” January 19, 2014. 
85	 Finnish Defense Ministry, “The Finnish Defence Forces Has Received the Total Delivery of the Main 
Battle Tank Leopard 2A6,” Finnish Army, October 25, 2019. 
86	 Army Recognition, “Finland to Upgrade Its Fleet of Leopard 2A4 and 2A6 Main Battle Tanks,” Decem-
ber 15, 2021. 
87	 Finnish Defense Ministry, “Exercises,” webpage, Finnish Army, undated.
88	 Equivalent to 1,340 kilometers.
89	 Finnish Government, 2021. 
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ki.90 In 2016, both countries signed a Statement of Intent to enhance defense cooperation in a 
wide variety of areas, such as defense capability and readiness and exchange of information 
at strategic and operational levels. They upgraded it in 2018 to include Sweden and signaled 
interest in deepening their cooperation in 2022 in reaction to the war in Ukraine. The United 
States and Finland routinely conduct military ground exercises together—most recently, the 
Hammer 22 exercise hosted by Finland91—and also both regularly participate in multilat-
eral exercises regionally, such as Aurora, Cold Response, Trident Jupiter, Northern Coasts, 
and BALTOPS (Baltic Operations). Finland also co-hosts the Arctic Forge 23 exercise with 
Norway in the north of the Scandinavian peninsula to train interoperability in the Arctic 
domain.92 Despite Finland joining the Alliance, NATO has not planned to deploy any battle-
group or presence in the country.93 

Sovereign Capabilities and Opportunities for Co-Development or 
Co-Production
Finland has a well-developed defense industry, and its main defense industry company, Patria 
(which is mostly owned by the Finnish government), produces APCs and artillery domesti-
cally.94 Prior to joining NATO, Finland had also carefully developed a defense industry that 
was able to sustain its forces independently, particularly in terms of the country’s ability to 
store and import food and energy and to independently upgrade and service all critical mili-
tary equipment.95 Finland also possesses some domestic industries that are specialized in 
niche products for international markets, especially in mine laying and countermeasures.96 
In fact, an official Finnish government priority is to maintain the country’s technological 
prowess and availability of these systems so that they can continue to be exported and supply 
Finnish forces where needed.97 In this context, accession into NATO will most likely provide 
more opportunities than threats to Finland’s defense industrial base.

90	 U.S. Department of State, 2023b. 
91	 Charles Leitner, “Hammer Through the Fall: U.S. and Finnish Forces Conduct Combined Exercise,” 
Defense Visual Information Distribution Service, November 14, 2023. 
92	 Hilde-Gunn Bye, “High American Winter Training Activity in Northern Norway and Finnish Lapland,” 
High North News, February 8, 2023. 
93	 Blanca Castro, “How Finland’s NATO Membership Will Change Security in the Baltics” Euronews, 
April 7, 2023. 
94	 Patria, “Protected Mobility and Defence Systems,” webpage, undated.
95	 Charly Salonius-Pasternak, “Defense Industrial Policy in Finland: Drivers and Influence,” Armaments 
Industry European Research Group, January 2018. 
96	 Gene Germanovich, James Black, Linda Slapakova, Stephen J. Flanagan, and Theodora Ogden, Enhancing 
US-Finnish and Regional Defence Cooperation: An Exploratory Analysis, RAND Corporation, RR-A1424-1, 
2021.
97	 Finnish Defense Ministry, Industrial Participation in Defence Procurements, 2017. 
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Finland has been developing new agreements on joint procurement and development of 
weapon systems closely with Sweden, signing new agreements in 2023 to co-purchase various 
types of land platforms.98 Closer cooperation with Sweden falls under the objective of devel-
oping closer interoperability with its closest neighbor, with which it had signed numerous 
agreements, such as those in 2005, 2008, and 2017. 

Sweden

Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine also prompted Sweden to end its neutrality and to join 
NATO on March 7, 2024. When NATO did not come directly to the defense of Ukraine, the 
Swedish government decided it needed to pursue stronger security guarantees in the form of 
NATO membership. Prior to this realization, Sweden had already begun a shift in its defense 
strategy in response to the budding Russian threat. In 2015, Sweden brought back its Cold 
War–era total defense concept, which refers to “the combined efforts of the military services, 
relevant civilian agencies, and various societal actors, including businesses, in the face of an 
armed aggression from abroad.”99 

Swedish Minister for Defence Pål Jonson noted that his nation thinks that “the whole 
northern flag of NATO would be strengthened by Sweden being a full-fledged member into 
NATO.”100 In the long term, Russian aggression will underpin Swedish national defense 
policy and its concept of total defense.101 Sweden’s report on security policy submitted in 
April 2024 was, in part, motivated by the Swedish Defence Commission’s findings that “a 
major war in the region cannot be ruled out” and that adversaries have once more returned 
to a strategy of using conflict to control territory.102 

Major Swedish Procurements Through Foreign Military Sales
As of February 2023, the United States had “approximately $1.95 billion worth of active sales 
cases for U.S.-origin defense articles and services to Sweden” under the FMS program.103 One of 

98	 Army Technology, “Finland and Sweden Sign Arrangement to Jointly Procure Mobile Systems,” May 8, 
2023.
99 Bengt Sundelius and Jan Eldeblad, “Societal Security and Total Defense: The Swedish Way,” PRISM, 
Vol. 10, No. 2, March 10, 2023, p. 98.
100 Mari Yamaguchi, “Swedish Defense Minister Says NATO Full Membership Is Top Priority,” Associated 
Press, June 6, 2023.
101 Ministry of Defence, Sweden, “The Swedish Defence Commission Submits Its Report on Sweden’s Secu-
rity Policy to Minister for Defence Pål Jonson,” Government Offices of Sweden, June 19, 2023.
102 Ministry of Defence, Sweden, 2023; Ministry of Defence, Sweden, “Swedish Defence Commission Sub-
mits Final Report on Military Defence: Strengthened Defence Capability, Sweden as an Ally,” Government 
Offices of Sweden, April 26, 2024. 
103 Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, “U.S. Security Cooperation with Sweden,” fact sheet, U.S. Depart-
ment of State, February 14, 2023.
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the most significant FMS cases of U.S. Army equipment was the purchase of 15 UH-60M Black 
Hawk helicopters, which were delivered to Sweden between December 2011 and April 2013.104

Sweden’s largest ongoing FMS case with the United States for ground-based systems is the 
Patriot ground-based air defense missile system, which came on contract in August 2018.105

A 2019 assessment the Swedish government commissioned of its 2016–2020 defense act 
found that land capabilities were insufficient relative to anticipated requirements. As a result, 
Sweden has been making changes to remedy this issue, focusing heavily on procurements of 
ground-based air defense.106

Besides defense procurements from the United States, Sweden procures defense equip-
ment from several key European partners. Figure 3.6 illustrates Sweden’s defense imports 
from foreign partners from 2018 through 2022. 

104 DSCA, “Sweden—UH-60M Blackhawk Helicopters,” press release, September 30, 2010. 
105 “Sweden Submits Order for More Patriot Missiles from the US,” Local Sweden, December 23, 2022; Jen 
Judson, “Sweden Locked In to Buy Patriot Missile Defense System,” Defense News, August 10, 2018.
106 Saab, “Saab Receives Order for Support of Ground Based Air Defence from Sweden,” press release, Feb-
ruary 1, 2023.

FIGURE 3.6

Total Swedish Defense Procurements from Foreign Sources, 2018–2022

SOURCE: Features information as of May 30, 2023, from SIPRI, undated.  
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Other Security Cooperation Tools Available to Support Foreign 
Military Sales Cases
Given the variety of security cooperation activities it already conducts with the United States 
and NATO, and now that it has become a NATO member, Sweden has plenty of opportuni-
ties to broaden its FMS relationship with the United States and amplify the benefits of FMS 
through security cooperation activities in support of FMS. 

In addition to FMS, U.S.-Swedish security cooperation has primarily consisted of military 
exercises, education, and training. Sweden regularly participates in NATO-led military exer-
cises, many of which include U.S. military units. For example, in a 2022 exercise called Nordic 
Strike, USAREUR-AF, U.S. Special Operations Command, and Swedish Armed Forces units 
participated in HIMARS training in Sweden.107 U.S. and Swedish forces also participate in 
smaller bilateral exercises on occasion.108 These exercises aim to enhance interoperability, 
tactical proficiency, and joint operational capabilities in different environments. 

Additionally, the United States and Sweden have several bilateral defense agreements, 
which primarily focus on information-sharing, acquisition, and research and development. 
Relevant to FMS, Sweden is, like many countries, party to an agreement with the United 
States “concerning end-use, retransfer and security assurances regarding U.S. sold or granted 
defense articles, related training or other defense services (including all associated compo-
nents and technical data).”109 The two countries also signed a bilateral Defense Cooperation 
Agreement in December 2023.110 

Given Sweden’s March 2024 NATO accession and its emphasis on building up its ground 
capabilities, the U.S. Army could lend its expertise to help stand up, organize, and train new 
Swedish structures, including the new brigade called for in the Total Defence 2021–2025 bill 
and the new division-level headquarters.111 As the Swedish army grows, this presents a clear 
opportunity to help with training and exercises, especially increased joint training. The U.S. 
Army could also help with training on specific capabilities, such as deep fires and target 
acquisition during live-fires exercises. To navigate the limited Swedish bandwidth resulting 
from the limited number of military personnel, the U.S. Army could consider leveraging 
command-post exercises or already-scheduled activities to conduct U.S. security cooperation 
activities rather than scheduling additional engagements. Finally, the lack of standardization 
in NATO equipment presents an opportunity for U.S. FMS and training efforts.

107 USAREUR-AF, “US Army and Swedish Armed Forces Build Interoperability During Exercise Nordic 
Strike,” press release, September 27, 2022b.
108 See, for example, Defense Visual Information Distribution Service, “Sweden and U.S. Bilateral SOF 
Exercise,” undated.
109 U.S. Department of State, Treaties in Force: A List of Treaties and Other International Agreements of the 
United States in Force on January 1, 2020, 2020, p. 425.
110 U.S. Department of State, “U.S. Signs Defense Cooperation Agreement with Sweden,” December 5, 2023c. 
111 Janes, “Sweden—Army: Executive Summary,” webpage, last updated January 20, 2021.
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Sovereign Capabilities and Opportunities for Co-Development or 
Co-Production
Sweden has a well-established defense industrial base that plays a significant role in support-
ing the country’s defense capabilities. Sweden has a mix of state-owned and private defense 
companies that contribute to the production and development of major military equip-
ment. Perhaps the most well-known Swedish defense company is Saab, which specializes in 
aerospace and defense systems. Saab produces fighter aircraft, surveillance systems, radar 
systems, and missile systems, most prominently including the Gripen multirole fighter air-
craft.112 BAE Systems Hägglunds, a Swedish-based subsidiary of British-owned BAE Sys-
tems, is more focused on the land domain. It has developed platforms, such as the CV90 
infantry fighting vehicle, which is widely used by the Swedish Armed Forces and several 
NATO members.113 

Sweden’s robust defense industrial base has made it less reliant on foreign suppliers of 
defense equipment than many other countries in NATO. Sweden’s arms exports are con-
strained, however, by a Swedish law that “prohibits the manufacture and sale of arms” and 
requires companies to obtain “an exemption licence to operate. The law says there must 
be a defence and security justification for granting them one. It must benefit the Swedish 
armed forces or contribute to the development of technologies that will be useful to them.”114 
According to Swedish government interviewees, it has been fairly easy for companies to dem-
onstrate a defense and security need to produce equipment, such as the Gripen, but this rule 
continues to hamper Sweden’s potential as an arms exporter.115 

Conclusion

By virtue of their geographic locations, all six NATO allies examined in this chapter are 
essential to deterring aggression on the Alliance’s eastern flank. For this reason, the use of 
U.S. FMS to bolster their land force capabilities is key to the successful implementation of 
U.S. and NATO defense plans for a Russia-related contingency in the EUCOM AOR. At the 
same time, each of the six nations has its own defense policies and priorities and different 
levels of experience with U.S. FMS and security cooperation activities and contributes in 
different ways to the NATO alliance. As a result, each country leverages FMS and the tools 
available in the U.S. security assistance toolkit differently. The examination of these six 

112 Information drawn from International Institute for Strategic Studies, Military Balance+ database, 
undated. See also Saab, “Gripen E-Series,” webpage, undated. 
113 BAE Systems Hägglunds, “BAE Systems, Ritek AS to Produce Two New CV90 Variants for Swedish 
Armed Forces,” BAE Systems, press release, April 20, 2023. 
114 As quoted in Romain Mielcarek, “Arms Sales: The Swedish Model,” trans. by George Miller, Le Monde 
Diplomatique, September 2019; Swedish government officials, interview with the authors, February 7, 2023.
115 Swedish government officials, interview with the authors, February 7, 2023.
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allies shows the importance of advancing an approach that relies on multiple security coop-
eration tools as a way to use FMS to the greatest strategic effect. The country-based analysis 
also revealed specific findings relevant to FMS and other forms of security cooperation, 
which we present in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4

Findings and Recommendations

This chapter is divided into three sections. In the first section, we summarize five overall 
and high-level findings from the study to provide the context for the discussion that follows. 
Findings link to more than one recommendation. In the second section, we present our rec-
ommendations, which we group into three categories. First, we offer recommendations to 
the U.S. Army and DoD related to the FMS case prioritization framework that we propose 
in this report; second, we offer recommendations to USAREUR-AF staff; and third, we offer 
recommendations for the USAREUR-AF in working with the Joint Community. In the third 
section, we present our conclusions. 

Findings

In response to research question two presented in Chapter 1—how can USAREUR-AF lever-
age the available security cooperation tools and other DoD partners to assist allies with 
successfully addressing identified capability gaps—we have identified in the course of our 
research five overarching findings, which we summarize in the following sections.

Finding 1. There Is a Steep Learning Curve for Novice Partners in the 
Foreign Military Sales Process
While allies and partners that have low to moderate FMS experience require more engage-
ment from the U.S. security cooperation enterprise, they tend to learn and improve quickly 
and realize high payoffs in terms of capability development. Generally speaking, these coun-
tries are often new U.S. allies and NATO members and new to the FMS process. The addi-
tional engagement that novice FMS customers require from the U.S. security cooperation 
enterprise usually involves additional time and attention from the embassy team on the front 
end of a sale, deeper collaboration with DSCA, more time and energy from DASA DE&C 
staff, and more forms of security cooperation with U.S. military forces (such as Building 
Partner Capacity activities).

We found that along the spectrum of novice to experienced FMS partners, different coun-
tries adapt differently to the U.S. FMS system. Mutual learning, such as offering training for 
partner officials in DSCA courses, plays an important role. Adapting to a security assistance 
relationship entails far more than sending a small number of students to train in the United 
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States, and the level of engagement with the FMS process differs from country to country. 
Countries adapt to the FMS process at different speeds based on their defense institutions’ 
capacity (in terms of personnel and monetary resources) and level of security cooperation 
engagement with the United States. Some allies create dedicated positions to manage their 
security cooperation relationships with the United States, while partner nations with larger 
defense budgets and bureaucracies might even mirror the U.S. FMS system as a way to work 
with the United States as seamlessly as possible.

Our discussions with both U.S. government and allied SMEs suggested that novice FMS 
partners improve at a relatively quick rate in terms of both their national planning processes 
and their ability to navigate the U.S. FMS process. These countries tend to have a relatively 
good understanding of the capabilities they need for national defense and think holistically 
about developing them, including having an awareness of their absorptive capacity and life-
cycle costs. While novice partners require more time to navigate an FMS case, early involve-
ment by U.S. government personnel and frequent people-to-people engagement throughout 
the process help them work through the analytic and administrative processes. While expe-
rience with U.S. FMS is undoubtedly an important aspect in prioritizing FMS efforts, a low 
level of FMS experience does not, on its own, suggest a lower-payoff or lower-priority rela-
tionship. In fact, the tendency of some novice partners to use FMS to fill identified capability 
gaps in the face of scarce resources or their significance to U.S. and NATO defense planning 
can sometimes make FMS an ideal fit for addressing their needs. 

Finding 2. NATO Allies Determine Their Defense Procurement 
Priorities Primarily Based on Their Own Inventory Needs and 
National Interests Rather Than Their Relationship with the  
United States
For each of the countries studied, ground-system procurements were driven primarily by 
national factors than by the relationship with the United States. This seems intuitive, as each 
individual country has its own national interest shaped by numerous factors, such as its polit-
ical system, economy, and geography. Moreover, for countries that share a land or maritime 
border with Russia, their national defense priorities and ground-system procurements often 
go beyond NATO defense objectives. Differences in national interests can sometimes lead a 
partner nation to procure ground systems that do not align clearly with shared defense objec-
tives, creating difficulties in aligning the FMS process with U.S. strategic priorities. An ally 
might seek a system from U.S. FMS that meets their own defense objectives but that the U.S. 
Army does not consider to be a capability development priority for that ally. Also, there is a 
tendency among U.S. allies to seek to procure high-end systems through U.S. FMS for which 
they might not be the top priority based on the role that these allies are expected to play in 
U.S. and NATO defense plans. This dynamic has increased with U.S. assistance to Ukraine 
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and with such systems as HIMARS proving their battlefield utility.1 This creates competing 
demands on the U.S. FMS system, where the U.S. security assistance enterprise must consider 
the sale in relation to orders for the same system from other allies, as well as other sources 
from which the ally in question might obtain a similar capability and the ally’s other defense 
needs. 

Finding 3. NATO Allies Often Consider U.S. Foreign Military Sales 
in Relation to Alternative Procurements They Can Make from Their 
Domestic Industries and from Other European Allies
Most allies will look to their own industrial base first when procuring a capability. Next, they 
tend to consider procurement from European allies, and finally, they consider U.S. FMS. 
Sometimes, allies work through this process sequentially and in priority order. By prioritiz-
ing their own industrial bases, countries invest in their future ability to meet defense needs 
and stimulate their domestic economies. By looking to European allies, they often obtain 
NATO interoperability and strengthen important bilateral and multilateral ties that overlap 
with the broader Alliance. This logic is related to the idea of European strategic autonomy, 
within which European countries are enhancing their own voice within and contribution to 
the Alliance while becoming less dependent on the United States for their security.2 The pri-
oritization of European sources is also influenced by EU trade regulations.3 The United States 
is almost always an important option because of the reasons presented in Finding 4. However, 
even when European allies opt for U.S. FMS, the option will be considered in relation to the 
benefits of these two other sources (domestic and European).

Finding 4. NATO Allies Make Procurement Decisions Based on 
Trade-Offs Among System Quality, the Time to Develop a Capability, 
and Overall Cost
As allies weigh procurement from domestic sources, European countries, and U.S. FMS, they 
are influenced by system quality, capability development timelines, and cost. While allies 
will seek a system from the United States for system quality, they may choose another option 
because of the time it will take to field the system and the overall cost. While the Total Pack-
age Approach is a selling point, this comes with additional cost and time. In many cases, it 

1	 Jim Mitre, “How the Ukraine War Accelerates the Defense Strategy,” War on the Rocks, March 21, 2023; 
Sam Skove, “Why It’s Hard to Double GMLRS Production,” Defense One, March 30, 2023b; Sam Skove, 
“U.S. to Sextuple 155mm Production, Improve Arms Factories,” Defense One, March 28, 2023a.
2	 Lucia Retter, Stephanie Pezard, Stephen J. Flanagan, Gene Germanovich, Sarah Grand-Clement, and 
Pauline Paillé, European Strategic Autonomy in Defence: Transatlantic Visions and Implications for NATO, 
US and EU Relations, RAND Corporation, RR-A1319-1, 2021. 
3	 Council of the EU and the European Council, 2023; Ministry of Defence, Netherlands, A Stronger Neth-
erlands, a Safer Europe: Investing in a Robust NATO and EU—2022 Defence White Paper, 2022, pp. 7, 33–34.
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might benefit an ally more to field a system that is of comparable quality faster, or, if an ally is 
capable of integrating and sustaining a capability independently, to not seek a total package. 
The United States can better target its FMS to have higher strategic effect by understanding 
how allies weigh these trade-offs, and how they relate to U.S. defense objectives. 

Finding 5. The United States Is a Top Partner for Capability 
Development, and U.S. Foreign Military Sales Is Valued for NATO 
Interoperability, System Quality, and the Total Package Approach
While national defense priorities are often the primary driver of procurements, U.S. FMS is 
often a top consideration for capability development. Allies value U.S. FMS because of NATO 
interoperability, system quality, and the United States’ Total Package Approach that accom-
panies many FMS cases. NATO interoperability factors heavily into the defense planning 
of most U.S. allies because the Alliance guarantees their security, and the allies project that 
they would only participate in a high-end contingency as part of a multinational coalition. 
By buying from the United States, a country remains interoperable with the countries it will 
fight alongside in a contingency. The United States is also known for top-quality systems. 
While allies also weigh timelines and cost, U.S. materiel is usually considered to be qualita-
tively better than equivalent systems from other sources. Finally, the Total Package Approach 
is a selling point for some allies. When buying equipment through the U.S. FMS system, the 
ally gets a whole system, not just a piece of equipment. This can include the training, techni-
cal support, and maintenance needed to integrate a system into the country’s force structure 
and develop a capability. 

Recommendations

We offer several recommendations based on our research findings for how USAREUR-AF 
and the U.S. Army as a service can amplify the strategic impact of FMS, including through 
the use of other security cooperation tools. 

Recommendations for the U.S. Army and Department of Defense 
Regarding the Foreign Military Sales Prioritization Framework

The U.S. Army and Department of Defense Should Consider Adopting and 
Implementing the Foreign Military Sales Case Prioritization Framework That We 
Propose in This Study to Align Foreign Military Sales with Strategic Priorities
Such a framework can help security cooperation planners consider country prioritization 
based on a combination of the criticality of the partner in U.S. and NATO defense plans, and 
the extent to which, in essence, the partner nation necessitates U.S. government resources. 
The framework will also help security cooperation planners and implementers think through 



Findings and Recommendations

51

different security cooperation approaches required to work with allies and partners repre-
senting a range of proficiency and experience working with the United States, particularly in 
the FMS context. 

As our first finding states, U.S. allies in Europe differ in their experience with the FMS 
process. There are both novice and mature FMS partners on either end of the spectrum, and 
both types require different security cooperation approaches. Novice FMS partners require 
significantly more support from the U.S. government in determining which systems best 
meet their needs and with integrating the systems to develop actual combat capability. This 
support may include helping the allied country officials to better understand—in the pre-
LOR design phase—exactly what the country will need to attain a specific operational capa-
bility that is linked to its defense needs and NATO defense objectives, how much it will cost to 
acquire and support those capabilities (both infrastructure and personnel support), how they 
can be successfully absorbed into its force structure, and the maintenance and sustainment 
requirements over time. Conversely, allies in the EUCOM AOR who are more experienced 
with FMS require less help navigating the FMS process but could be engaged in collabora-
tive efforts to meet regional equipment needs and expand industrial capacity to fill requests 
for NATO-compatible equipment. These countries have ample experience and expertise and 
could potentially play a greater role in helping address regional needs for equipment and 
expanding capacity to fulfill requests with NATO-compatible capabilities (which cannot be 
met through FMS). 

Referring back to the prioritization framework we presented in Chapter 2 and to the six 
categories we identified, we provide recommendations for security cooperation engagement 
with countries that fall within each of the categories in our framework.

Supported frontline defenders: For countries in this category, we recommend the follow-
ing security cooperation activities: 

•  For those countries that need support with FMS processes: Include advisers from Army 
organizations for pre-LOR discussions, when requested by the ally. This will ensure that 
the partner nation gets what is most operationally effective, viable, and sustainable to 
meet both NATO and national defense objectives. 

•  For those countries that also need capacity-building security assistance: Consider task-
ing SFAB or other Army operational forces in-country to act as SMEs for training or in 
an advisory capacity. 

•  For all countries in this category: Consider multilateral Army staff talks.

Capable frontline defenders: These countries are preferred U.S. FMS partners. For coun-
tries in this category, we recommend U.S. FMS and an FMS Fast Track option, targeted expo-
sure to U.S. capabilities in exercises and trade shows to show how both existing force struc-
ture and new systems can be integrated to produce new capabilities, and bilateral Army staff 
talks to help determine opportunities to achieve NATO defense objectives using cooperative 
development or even their own systems. 



Aligning Strategic Priorities and Foreign Military Sales to Fill Critical Capability Gaps

52

Supported troop contributors: For countries in this category, we recommend exposure 
to U.S. trade shows and inclusion in exercises that showcase key U.S. ground systems that are 
preferable for countries to acquire.

Capable troop contributors: Similar to capable frontline defenders, these are preferred 
U.S. FMS partners. For countries in this category, we recommend an FMS Fast Track option 
and targeted exposure to U.S. capabilities in exercises and trade shows to show how new 
capabilities can help meet NATO defense objectives, increased cooperative development with 
the United States, and encouragement of the countries to sell their own systems to key NATO 
allies to help them close capability gaps.

Key enablers: For countries in this category, we recommend emphasizing cooperative 
development opportunities, encouraging the development of sovereign capabilities for non-
critical systems, and providing a Fast Track option for FMS. Targeted exposure to U.S. capa-
bilities in exercises and trade shows would also help to demonstrate how new capabilities can 
be integrated into current systems and meet NATO defense objectives and how domestically 
produced defense systems can be made interoperable with U.S. and other NATO systems. 
Also, because countries in this category are so familiar with the U.S. FMS system, they are in 
a good position to advise other allies that are less experienced with the FMS process, includ-
ing some frontline countries.

Committed supporters: These countries may be open to sending a liaison officer to a key 
position in the United States to learn more about FMS or receiving U.S. training to improve 
interoperability with NATO. They could also be supported through bilateral talks in defining 
and developing niche capabilities that may be supported with targeted FMS cases to achieve 
U.S. and NATO defense objectives.

Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa Internal Planning
While most of the FMS process remains outside the purview of USAREUR-AF, the Service 
Component Command controls multiple tools by which it can influence the FMS process or 
conduct other forms of security cooperation in-theater in support of FMS. These recommen-
dations are for the component staff as they seek to maximize the value of U.S. FMS. Table 4.1 
summarizes our main recommendations for USAREUR-AF internal planning and connects 
them to the five high-level findings previously presented.

In the remainder of this section, we discuss in detail each of the six recommendations we 
advance for USAREUR-AF internal planning. 

Consider Taking on a Greater Role in Security Cooperation Planning
In alignment with our Findings 1 and 5, USAREUR-AF should consider creating guidance 
that prioritizes security cooperation activities to enhance partner operational capability 
based on NATO defense objectives. Direct involvement of USAREUR-AF in the Significant 
Security Cooperation Initiative (SSCI) design process for land-based capabilities is likely to 
enhance the command’s ability to prioritize security cooperation activities to make sure they 
are more focused on developing high-priority capabilities. It would also enable USAREUR-AF 
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to monitor progress in improving capabilities. Increasing USAREUR-AF’s input in the SSCI 
process would increase the command’s influence over the security cooperation delivered to 
countries that meet U.S. operational priorities and NATO defense objectives. This could help 
to ensure that Title 10 resources are dedicated to meeting capability targets for deployability 
and interoperability. It is admittedly more work for the command, but the potential payoffs 
for USAREUR-AF are considerable.

TABLE 4.1

Summary of Findings and Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa 
Internal Planning

Recommendation Findings

1.	 USAREUR-AF should consider taking 
on a greater role in security cooperation 
planning by leveraging its forces in theater 
for security cooperation purposes and by 
taking a more active role in the Significant 
Security Cooperation Initiative–designing 
process for land capabilities.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice 
partners in the FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for 
capability development, and U.S. FMS is valued for 
NATO interoperability, system quality, and the Total 
Package Approach. 

2.	 USAREUR-AF should align exercise 
objectives with FMS cases. Exercises 
could be aligned with pre-LOR activities 
(e.g., training, planning), and then to 
support IOC and FOC associated with 
fielding the respective capability—further 
leveraging U.S. forces in theater.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice 
partners in the FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for 
capability development, and U.S. FMS is valued for 
NATO interoperability, system quality, and the Total 
Package Approach.

3.	USAREUR-AF should establish and 
support a systematic process for the 
design phase of proposed procurement 
programs that allows U.S. planners to 
identify systems and capabilities that are 
tailored to partner abilities, force plans, 
absorptive capacity, and sustainment prior 
to the submission of LORs.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice 
partners in the FMS process.

4.	USAREUR-AF should leverage U.S. Army 
training and forces in theater (e.g., SFAB, 
State Partnership Program) to advise 
novice FMS partners and to ensure that 
they are targeting the right capabilities for 
these partners.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice 
partners in the FMS process.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions 
based on trade-offs among system quality, the time to 
develop a capability, and overall cost.

5.	USAREUR-AF should task operational 
forces to fill key and niche security 
cooperation roles, such as helping 
partners better integrate systems into their 
force structure and maintain them.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions 
based on trade-offs among system quality, the time to 
develop a capability, and overall cost.

6.	USAREUR-AF should consider novel 
security cooperation approaches to bring 
allies and partners together, such as 
convening periodic multilateral operational 
Army staff talks with Baltic, Black Sea, or 
Nordic countries.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice 
partners in the FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for 
capability development, and U.S. FMS is valued for 
NATO interoperability, system quality, and the Total 
Package Approach. 
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USAREUR-AF is also uniquely positioned with regional and AOR-wide awareness that 
is not resident in, but would be beneficial to, country teams. Allied nations, supported by 
their respective ODCs, develop plans for integrating new capabilities within their militaries, 
including internal training and sustainment plans. However, if another country in the region 
is further along in developing related infrastructure and expertise, USAREUR-AF is likely 
the first echelon to have that knowledge and ability to coordinate between the two. For exam-
ple, future Lithuanian HIMARS operators could benefit from Romania’s HIMARS academy 
and Estonia’s HIMARS sustainment plans. USAREUR-AF is best positioned to make those 
types of connections.

Align Exercise Objectives with Foreign Military Sales Cases
Also, in connection with Findings 1 and 5, USAREUR-AF should ensure strong connec-
tivity between USAREUR-AF exercises and the security cooperation activities planned and 
resourced by the International Operations Division to promote interoperability with allies 
and partners (which is allowed under most Title 10 authorities, whereas Building Partner 
Capacity activities are not). USAREUR-AF’s Exercises Division should be aware of current 
updates in security cooperation, including FMS, so that they can plan exercises that both 
incorporate and assess the new capabilities and can provide lessons back to the G-5. Because 
USAREUR-AF exercises are generally focused on meeting U.S. readiness objectives, they 
could also consider U.S. readiness to engage with allies and ensure interoperability. Exercises 
could be aligned with pre-LOR activities (e.g., training, planning) and then to support IOC 
and FOC associated with fielding the respective capability, further leveraging U.S. forces in-
theater. The processes of assessing partner absorptive capacity, identifying capability gaps, 
and designing courses of action to rectify gaps can be accomplished, in part, through com-
bined exercises. Aligning exercises that are already planned to build collective capability, 
strengthen relationships, and meet U.S. Army training objectives with the FMS process could 
increase the efficacy of security cooperation tools. Furthermore, exercises could demonstrate 
new-to-market capabilities and serve a strategic communications purpose in support of FMS. 

Establish and Support a Systematic Process for the Design Phase of Proposed 
Procurement Programs
In relation to Findings 1 and 4, establishing and implementing a systematic process could 
help U.S. planners identify systems and capabilities that are tailored to partner abilities, force 
plans, absorptive capacity, and sustainment prior to the submission of LORs for FMS cases, 
enhancing the overall efficiency of the FMS process. The design phase is important to the 
success of any security cooperation endeavor, including FMS and other forms of procure-
ment. The most critical aspect of a successful FMS case is that the capability and selected 
system are tailored to partner needs, and the requisite analysis should occur prior to the 
submission of an LOR. In our engagements with novice FMS allies, we found that they were 
seeking more support early in the FMS process, such as drafting LORs or working through 
pricing and availability. In many cases, allies were open to receiving U.S. support prior to the 
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drafting of an LOR. In all cases, allies valued timely dialogue occurring between the submis-
sion of the LOR, the receipt of the LOA, and when delivery takes place. 

Leverage U.S. Army Training and Forces In-Theater to Advise Novice Foreign 
Military Sales Partners
In connection to Findings 1 and 4, when it comes to novice FMS partners, USAREUR-AF has 
some security cooperation tools that they control (e.g., SFAB) and others that they can influ-
ence (National Guard SPP). USAREUR-AF needs to be aware of and seek to coordinate with 
SPP on military-to-military events to ensure that the events are targeting the right capabili-
ties for those allies and partners. At USAREUR-AF headquarters in Wiesbaden, Germany, 
there is a National Guard (2-star) Reserve Component Advisors Office, which could spear-
head the coordination of SPP activities through the National Guard Bureau. Moreover, it is 
important to link SFAB expertise and tasks and SPP relationships and other activities to FMS 
cases to support absorption of new capabilities and integration with partner force structure 
and concepts. Army forces in-theater could help allies develop and implement concepts of 
operation for capabilities they acquire through FMS and align them with NATO defense 
objectives and U.S. defense plans. U.S. forces in-theater could focus on improving deployabil-
ity and interoperability of equipment obtained through the FMS process.

Task Operational Forces to Fill Key and Niche Security Cooperation Roles
U.S. forces are focused on maintaining their readiness and find it an extra burden to engage 
in security cooperation activities. However, security cooperation objectives are often aligned 
with U.S. Army readiness objectives. In line with Finding 4, in many cases, working with 
an ally can help U.S. Army organizations meet some of their own training objectives while 
simultaneously increasing the capability and readiness of an allied force. They could help 
partner nations better integrate systems into their force structure and maintain them, and, 
in the long run, make better use of U.S. Army resources. Also, some early security coopera-
tion interventions could ultimately lighten the Army’s load when operating from host-nation 
bases. The Army should consider establishing requirements in deployment orders to select 
Army forward-deployed and rotational forces to work with allies to make FMS more effective 
on the receiving end. This would involve providing specific tasks with stated objectives (e.g., 
NATO objectives or links to U.S. defense plans), including facilitating informal outreach, 
to U.S. forces functionally matched with allied units. Army operational forces could serve 
as informal, objective advisers to the host nation regarding procurement decisions in some 
cases; SFAB advisers could help facilitate these activities.

Consider Novel Security Cooperation Approaches to Bring Allies Together
In connection with Findings 1 and 5, USAREUR-AF should convene periodic multilateral 
operational Army staff talks with Baltic, Black Sea, or Nordic countries. Such events would 
create requirements for action for both the United States and its allies to introduce new capa-
bilities and could help ensure synchronization and interoperability of common capabilities 
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across the region. Multilateral talks with senior Army officials would create an environ-
ment for dialogue and the sharing of operational lessons. This could ultimately foster greater 
interoperability through the alignment of procurement strategies and sharing of best prac-
tices related to critical functions, such as sustainment. Multilateral staff talks may also allow 
for combined approaches to security cooperation. For example, there may be opportunities 
for experienced FMS partners to advise and assist novice partners in procuring and integrat-
ing new systems, thereby increasing interoperability. Before creating new organizations from 
scratch, USAREUR-AF might consider how to leverage its existing coordination mecha-
nisms, such as the Nordic-Baltic Eight (NB8),4 to coordinate security cooperation approaches 
with allies.

One novel approach could be establishing regional centers of excellence, common train-
ing areas, or regional support centers. For example, one Eastern European partner might 
be selected to host a training range and higher-echelon sustainment center for HIMARS. 
Rather than leave a partner to handle this responsibility on its own, USAREUR-AF would 
ensure U.S. Army support and coordination with other NATO allies that would be partners 
in the endeavor. 

Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa in Working with 
the Joint Community
Most stakeholders in the FMS process are outside USAREUR-AF. One of the ways in which 
the security cooperation community can better align FMS to strategic priorities is by work-
ing more closely with these external stakeholders. These recommendations concern how 
USAREUR-AF works with other DoD organizations to improve the capabilities of allies. 
Table 4.2 summarizes our main recommendations for USAREUR-AF’s engagement with the 
broader DoD security cooperation community and connects them to the five high-level find-
ings previously presented.

In the remainder of this section, we discuss in detail each of the six recommendations we 
advance for USAREUR-AF and the Joint Community. 

Establish a Foreign Military Sales Fast Track Option for Specific Countries and 
Systems
In line with Findings 2, 3, 4, and 5, countries in categories 2 and 4 (capable frontline defend-
ers and capable troop contributors) could benefit from a Fast Track option based on their 
strategic priority laid out in U.S. and NATO defense plans and ability to reach FOC with 
minimal U.S. government support. 

4	 NB8 is a regional cooperation format that brings together five Nordic countries and three Baltic coun-
tries: Finland, Sweden, Norway, Iceland, Denmark, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. See Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Republic of Estonia, “Nordic-Baltic Cooperation (NB8),” webpage, last updated January 31, 2023. 
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TABLE 4.2

Summary of Findings and Recommendations for U.S. Army Europe and Africa 
and the Joint Community

Recommendations Findings

1.	 Establish an FMS Fast Track for 
select allies and defense systems 
that includes expedited technology 
release review, fewer steps in the 
pre-LOR phase, or modified Foreign 
Disclosure procedures. 

Finding 2: NATO allies determine their defense procurement 
priorities primarily based on their own inventory needs and 
national interests rather than their relationship with the United 
States. 

Finding 3: NATO allies often consider U.S. FMS in relation to 
alternative procurements they can make from their domestic 
industries and from other European allies.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based 
on trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a 
capability, and overall cost.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for 
capability development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO 
interoperability, system quality, and the Total Package 
Approach. 

2.	 Align FMS efforts across EUCOM; 
USAREUR-AF; Headquarters, 
Department of the Army (HQDA); 
and DSCA by improving coordination 
over identifying partner nation 
priority requirements, synchronizing 
messaging associated with the 
FMS cases, and ensuring that key 
allies have access to the Security 
Cooperation Information Portal to 
track their own FMS cases.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based 
on trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a 
capability, and overall cost.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for 
capability development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO 
interoperability, system quality, and the Total Package 
Approach.

3.	 Integrate with embassy teams to 
nest FMS planning within the broader 
defense partnership by presenting 
honest assessments of timelines 
and recognizing that allies may need 
to seek other avenues to obtain 
capabilities quicker.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners 
in the FMS process.

Finding 3: NATO allies often consider U.S. FMS in relation to 
alternative procurements they can make from their domestic 
industries and from other European allies.

Finding 4: NATO allies make procurement decisions based 
on trade-offs among system quality, the time to develop a 
capability, and overall cost.

4.	Remain responsive to partner needs, 
especially early in the FMS process, 
by prioritizing relationships with 
partner officials and making a point of 
responsiveness.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners 
in the FMS process.

Finding 2: NATO allies determine their defense procurement 
priorities primarily based on their own inventory needs and 
national interests rather than their relationship with the United 
States. 

5.	Coordinate across Army Service 
Component Commands and with 
EUCOM to ensure that FMS-provided 
land capabilities are interoperable 
with all domains and that Army FMS 
solutions are tailored to work well with 
FMS from the other services.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for 
capability development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO 
interoperability, system quality, and the Total Package 
Approach.
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Using our analytic framework for aligning FMS with strategic priorities, certain countries 
and systems should be prioritized over others. When it comes to FMS relationships with the 
United States’ closest allies, the barriers to effectively developing capability are often pro-
cedural. Navigating the technology release review process, for example, often takes a great 
deal of time. Information-sharing, particularly when it comes to foreign disclosure review, 
is also cumbersome. FMS would be most effective for countries in categories 2 and 4 if they 
could have a Fast Track option commensurate with their strategic priority in U.S. and NATO 
defense plans and experience with U.S. FMS.

A Fast Track option would be designed to reduce timelines and administrative burdens and 
might include such things as expedited technology review, fewer steps in the pre-LOR phase, 
or modified Foreign Disclosure procedures. This could be appropriate for those allies with 
whom the United States already shares high-level operational and technological information 
and who need minimal support in defining requirements and absorbing new capabilities. This 
could be thought of as similar to a Global Entry or other Trusted Traveler type of program, 
but instead of speeding up transportation security, it relies on previous vetting and established 
relationships to speed up the FMS process. This would allow those countries that are most 
adept at navigating the FMS process and that need capabilities quickly to deter Russia, as well 
as those countries that will deploy with the most capability in the event of a major contingency, 
to get the capabilities they need faster than what the FMS system usually permits. Such a pro-
gram would require policy change by the Department of State, DoD, and Congress. Depend-
ing on the extent of such a program, congressional legislative action may be required. 

Align Foreign Military Sales Efforts Among European Command; U.S. Army 
Europe and Africa; Headquarters, Department of the Army; and Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency
In connection with Findings 4 and 5, EUCOM, USAREUR-AF, Headquarters, Department 
of the Army (HQDA), and DSCA need to work in close alignment to deliver FMS to key allies 
in Europe. While DSCA (as the DoD overseer of FMS), HQDA (as the entity responsible for 
Army’s operational readiness), and EUCOM and USAREUR-AF (as force employers) all share 
an interest in aligning FMS to strategic priorities, their overall roles and responsibilities differ. 

Recommendations Findings

6.	 Integrate and combine multiple types 
of security cooperation resources 
(e.g., Section 333,a foreign military 
financing) to develop partner 
capabilities.

Finding 1: There is a steep learning curve for novice partners 
in the FMS process.

Finding 5: The United States is a top partner for 
capability development, and U.S. FMS is valued for NATO 
interoperability, system quality, and the Total Package 
Approach. 

a The purpose of Section 333 is “[t]o conduct or support programs providing training and equipment to national security 
forces of foreign countries for the purpose of building capacity of Partner Nations to conduct one or more” of a specific set 
of activities. For details, see DSCA, “Section 333 Authority to Build Capacity,” webpage, undated-h.

Table 4.2—Continued



Findings and Recommendations

59

Some specific ways in which they could work together to better align FMS to strategic pri-
orities include coordinating partner-nation priority requirements, synchronizing messaging 
associated with the FMS cases, and ensuring that key allies in Europe have access to the Secu-
rity Cooperation Information Portal to track their own FMS cases. If the allies already have 
access, they may need additional training to ensure that they know how to use the system.

Integrate with Embassy Teams to Nest Foreign Military Sales Planning Within 
the Broader Defense Partnership
In relation with Findings 1, 3, and 4, USAREUR-AF needs to work with DSCA and the ODCs 
to present honest assessments of timelines and recognize that allies may need to seek other 
avenues to obtain capabilities quicker. During the course of our research, key frontline coun-
tries noted that they could not get basic information on life-cycle costs for specific systems 
and on required munitions costs. 

Remain Responsive to Partner Needs, Especially Early in the Foreign Military 
Sales Process
During our research, multiple U.S. and allied government officials explained the importance 
of human touchpoints, relationship-building, and open communication to successful FMS 
sales. Multiple allied officials discussed problems reaching their U.S. counterparts and getting 
timely, accurate information early in the FMS process. In line with Findings 1 and 2, in the 
pre-LOR phase of the FMS process, this could be improved by prioritizing relationships with 
partner officials and making a point of responsiveness. Continuous dialogue in the pre-LOR 
and case development phases can help the partner get ahead of issues later in the FMS process. 

Coordinate Across Service Component Commands and with EUCOM 
to Ensure That Foreign Military Sales–Provided Land Capabilities Are 
Interoperable with All Domains
Joint interoperability is an imperative in today’s multidomain fight. Capability areas, such 
as integrated air and missile defense and all-domain fires, highlight the importance of land 
capabilities working together with air, maritime, space, and cyberspace capabilities. In line 
with Finding 5, USAREUR-AF can play an important coordinating role with the other ser-
vice components, EUCOM, and the broader security cooperation enterprise (including DASA 
DE&C and DSCA) to ensure that Army FMS solutions are tailored to work well with FMS from 
the other services and other forms of security cooperation that are building allied capability. 

Integrate and Combine Multiple Types of Security Cooperation Resources to 
Develop Partner Capabilities
In line with Findings 1 and 5, USAREUR-AF and the Joint Community need to consider ways 
to combine SSCI or Section 333 funding with FMF, where possible, to ensure that frontline 
allies have the capabilities that align with their NATO defense objective with U.S. operational 
plans. The importance of layering multiple forms of security cooperation was a key theme in 
our research.
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Conclusion

Our research suggests that for DoD to use the FMS tool to the greatest strategic effect, the 
U.S. Army should adopt an analytic framework based on an ally’s or partner’s role in defense 
plans and the level of U.S. government support the ally or partner needs to reach FOC . This 
could include a Fast Track option for select allies and partners. Additionally, the Army Ser-
vice Component Commands could take a greater role in security cooperation with the in-
theater forces they control and by working with the broader DoD community. Greater joint 
and interagency coordination and the implementation of a rigorous prioritization frame-
work could maximize the use of scarce resources while helping allies identify the best tool to 
develop their combat capability. FMS is sometimes, but not always, the most effective secu-
rity cooperation tool to build collective capability for a high-end fight in Europe. Allies and 
partners might also procure systems from their domestic defense industry, from other allies, 
or through direct commercial sales from U.S. or foreign defense companies. By promoting an 
FMS case prioritization framework, taking a greater role in security cooperation, and coop-
erating more closely with the Joint Community, USAREUR-AF can help bring the right tools 
to bear, improving NATO readiness for a high-end fight. 

Our study highlighted the importance of connecting all the Army-owned and Army-
influenced security cooperation tools to enable U.S. allies to meet their NATO defense objec-
tives and, ultimately, to factor as strong participants in any future contingency. We discuss 
the need to think through how the Army prioritizes its key allies and partners from a national 
security and FMS experience perspective and suggest ways to work with countries that fall 
into the six categories of the FMS case prioritization framework. We highlight specific issues 
and complexities relative to the six country case studies we examined. Some of our sugges-
tions are outside the box, such as retasking key elements of the operational force to do limited 
security cooperation when opportunities avail. Other suggestions are about replicating what 
we see as a good practice, such as USAREUR-AF taking a lead in the SSCI process, provid-
ing more help on the front end of the FMS process, or leveraging SFAB and SPP to fill gaps in 
security cooperation execution. Other suggestions are more additive to existing approaches, 
such as providing a forum for multilateral staff talks or ensuring that exercises link closely 
to FMS. Still others require USAREUR-AF to engage the Joint Community by working with 
EUCOM and DSCA to combine security cooperation and security assistance streams. We see 
great opportunity for the U.S. Army to gain an advantage in the strategic competition with 
Russia by thinking about how to coordinate better across U.S. agencies. The U.S. Army can 
also help key novice allies and partners improve their ability to work more effectively within 
the U.S security cooperation and security assistance systems.
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Abbreviations

AOR area of responsibility
APC armored personnel carriers
DASA DE&C Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Defense Exports and 

Cooperation
DoD U.S. Department of Defense
DSCA Defense Security Cooperation Agency
EDF Estonian Defense Forces
eFP Enhanced Forward Presence
EU European Union
EUCOM European Command
FMF foreign military financing
FMS foreign military sales
FOC full operational capability
GCC geographic combatant command
GMLRS Guided Multiple Launch Rocket System
HIMARS High Mobility Artillery Rocket System
HQDA Headquarters, Department of the Army
IAC international armaments cooperation
IBCS Integrated Battle Command System
IOC initial operating capability
LLF Lithuanian Land Forces
LNAF Latvian National Armed Forces
LOA letter of acceptance
LOR letter of request
MLRS Multiple Launch Rocket System
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NB8 Nordic-Baltic Eight
NDS National Defense Strategy
ODC Office of Defense Cooperation
OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense
OUSD-P Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
PGZ Polish Armaments Group
SCO Security Cooperation Office
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SFAB Security Force Assistance Brigade
SPP State Partnership Program
SSCI Significant Security Cooperation Initiative
USAREUR-AF U.S. Army Europe and Africa
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