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	3. EPRS | European  ParliamentaryResearchService
Strategicforesightanalysison
the futureofthe EUandUkraine
This analysis looks atthefutureoftheEUand Ukraine, usinga timehorizon
of2035. It was launched in June2022as a StrategicForesight Conversation,
a few months after the Russian invasion of Ukraine on 24 February 2022.
Theensuing war hasdrastically changed allaspectsoflifein Ukraine, affects
theEU in many significant ways and shifted pre-war geopoliticaland geo-
economic paradigms. The European Council decision of 24 June 2022 to
givecandidatestatus to Ukraineand Moldova added totheneed fora long-
term perspectiveon EU-Ukrainerelations.
The analysis is based on foresight methodologies, including a multi-stage
stakeholder consultation and scenario building. Four scenarios examine
futuredevelopmentsalong two main axes: theUkraine-Russiarelationship,
addressing the development and possible outcome of the war,
characterised by the level of hazard; and the EU-Ukraine relationship,
characterised by thelevelofintegration.
The resulting policy considerations address four areas of future EU action:
firstly, thetransition from militarysupport towards anewEuropean security
architecture; secondly, theprocess ofEUenlargement, reconstruction and
recovery of Ukraine; thirdly, the development of an effective, green and
sovereign European Union; and fourthly, continuity and review of EU
relations with five countries which are key to the conflict: Russia, Belarus,
Türkiye, China and theUS.
EU-Ukraine2035
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	5. EU-Ukraine 2035
I
Executive summary
The  Strategic Foresight Conversation (SFC) on the futureof the EU and Ukraine was a multi-stage
stakeholder consultation in which more than 50 experts from various backgrounds participated
between June 2022 and June 2023. The Russian invasion of Ukraine on 24 February 2022 and the
ensuing war has not only changed allaspects oflife in Ukraine, but is also affecting theEU in many
significant ways and has shifted geopolitical and geo-economic paradigms. The SFC investigated
future relations between theEU and Ukraine across a range of cross-cutting domains. Against the
backdropoftheEuropean Councildecision of24June2022to givecandidatestatusto Ukraineand
Moldova, a rather long time horizon of 2035 was chosen, to allow to look beyond the war and
includeviews on reconstruction,EUenlargement and EUexternalrelations.
The process consisted of three phases. Phase one explored the EU-Ukraine relationship and
considered the impact of possible developments. Phase two identified drivers of change and
developedfourscenarios:
1. Fair Stability assumes that Ukraine would regain all of its territory and join the EU and
NATO,while a new cooperativeRussianregimesignsa peaceagreement.
2. Cold War II assumes that the front would get stuck without agreement between the
parties, leading to a bipolar world and partialUkrainianintegrationinto theEUand NATO.
3. Frozen Conflict assumes that the parties would negotiate trade-offs after the front got
stuck, leading to Ukrainian neutrality and a stagnant EUaccession process.
4. Devastated Europe assumes that Russia would escalate the war, leading to NATO
involvement in thewar and a strongerand enlargedNATO, but a disunited,weak EU.
Scenarios arenotpredictionsbuta toolto imaginepossiblefutures–bothdesirableandundesirable
ones. They served as stepping stones to formulatepolicy considerations in phasethreeoftheSFC;
thesepolicy considerations wereput in thepoliticalcontext ofEuropeanParliament resolutions.The
actionable conclusionsof theseconsiderationswereclustered intofourareas forEU action:
1. From military support towards a new European security architecture: the EU could
transition from the coordination of and public support for short-term military and
economic aid to Ukraine towards developing a future security architecture for wider
Europe, which may involvediplomaticefforts.
2. TowardsEU enlargement, reconstruction and recovery: Ukraineshouldaddress reforms
needed for EUaccession, in particularthoseregardingtheruleoflaw. TheEUcould prepare
for shifts in distribution ofpoliticalpower and financialmeans and developa coordinated
position on enlargement for several accession candidates, balancing the principle of
individualmerit anda groupapproach. Parallelism between Ukraine'sEUaccession andits
reconstruction is important. Reconstruction requires coordination, financing and the
contribution ofreturning refugees.
3. Building an effective, green and sovereign European Union: the EU could prepare its
institutions for enlargement, whileaddressingthedoublechallengeofachieving strategic
autonomy in its energy, raw material and agricultural needs and delivering on the
European Green Deal. It could drawlessons from earlierenlargements.
4. Reviewing the EU'sexternal relations: theEU could preparefor different possiblefuture
relationships with Russia and Belarus, facing more antagonistic or cooperative
governments. It could carefully calibrate its relations with Türkiyeand China, taking into
account US-China relations and theneed for de-risking economicrelations.
Although certain elements of the scenarios and policy considerations have already materialised,
therearestillmany open questions thatarerelevant for futurepolicymaking.
 


	6. EPRS| EuropeanParliamentaryResearchService
II
Table of  contents
1. Process: The strategic foresight conversation_______________________________________1
1.1. Introduction ______________________________________________________________1
1.2. Phase 1: 360° exploration____________________________________________________3
1.3. Phase 2: Scenario building ___________________________________________________5
1.3.1. Developing the scenario grid ______________________________________________5
1.3.2. Scenarios ______________________________________________________________6
1.3.3. Links between scenarios – Pathways________________________________________12
1.3.4. Comparison with availablescenarios _______________________________________13
1.4. Phase 3: Towards policy considerations________________________________________14
2. Findings: Policy considerations_________________________________________________16
2.1. EU support relatedto the war and diplomacy___________________________________16
2.1.1. European Parliament resolutions __________________________________________17
2.1.2. Expert views___________________________________________________________18
2.2. The European security architecture and defence ________________________________21
2.2.1. European Parliament resolutions __________________________________________22
2.2.2. Expert views___________________________________________________________23
2.3. EU enlargement __________________________________________________________29
2.3.1. European Parliament resolutions __________________________________________29
2.3.2. Expert views___________________________________________________________31
2.4. Reconstruction and recovery of Ukraine _______________________________________36
2.4.1. European Parliament resolutions __________________________________________37
2.4.2. Expert views___________________________________________________________39
2.5. Internal functioning of the EU _______________________________________________43
 


	7. EU-Ukraine 2035
III
2.5.1. European  Parliament resolutions __________________________________________43
2.5.2. Expert views___________________________________________________________44
2.6. EU strategicautonomy and (green) normative power ____________________________47
2.6.1. European Parliament resolutions __________________________________________48
2.6.2. Expert views___________________________________________________________51
2.7. EU relations with key countries ______________________________________________54
2.7.1. Russia ________________________________________________________________54
2.7.2. Belarus _______________________________________________________________59
2.7.3. Türkiye_______________________________________________________________62
2.7.4. China ________________________________________________________________65
2.7.5. The US _______________________________________________________________68
3. Conclusions and way forward__________________________________________________72
3.1. Process:Overview and comparison ___________________________________________72
3.2. Findings: Towards four areas ofaction_________________________________________73
4. Annexes___________________________________________________________________79
4.1. European Parliament resolutions_____________________________________________79
4.2. Methodology ____________________________________________________________80
360° exploration: Questions in the June 2022 expert survey__________________________80
360° exploration: 'What if?' questions in the 29 September 2022 workshop______________81
Scenario building methodology________________________________________________83
Policy considerations: Questions in the March 2023 expert survey_____________________85
Clustering topics for the four areas of action ______________________________________87
4.3. Background oftheexperts consulted _________________________________________89
 


	8. EPRS| EuropeanParliamentaryResearchService
IV
Table of  figures
Figure1: Thethree phases of the Strategic Foresight Conversation _______________________2
Figure2: Links between conditions and scenarios, pathways___________________________12
Figure3: Example ofa Futures Wheelused to identify impacts and possible actions ________83
Figure4: Steps from exploration to scenario building_________________________________84
Figure5: SFC experts by nationality _______________________________________________89
Figure6: SFC experts by affiliation ________________________________________________89
Table of tables
Table 1: Initialscenario grid ______________________________________________________5
Table 2: Summary of EU-Ukraine2035 scenarios ______________________________________7
Table 3: Various ways of clustering topics throughout the SFC process ___________________87
 


	9. EU-Ukraine 2035
1
1. Process:Thestrategicforesightconversation
1.1.  Introduction
The Russian invasion of Ukraine on 24 February 2022 and theensuing war has not only drastically
changed allaspects oflife in Ukraine, but is also affecting theEUin many significant ways, notleast
by shifting pre-war geopoliticaland geo-economicparadigms. TheEuropean Council's decision to
grant Ukraine the status of candidate country for EU membership on 24 June 2022 intensified
developments in the relationship between the EU and Ukraine, building on the 2014 EU-Ukraine
Association Agreement, which has been fully applied since 2017. While the situation in Ukraine is
still evolving and many international and EU efforts are focusing on the immediate effects of the
war, the long-term implications ofthewar areof an unprecedented magnitudeand posecomplex
challenges to decision-makers.
Strategic foresight can helpto address theimplications ofthewar and its two-way consequences
on both Ukraineand theEUfroma long-termperspective. Therefore,theEPRSPolicy ForesightUnit
(PFOR) decided in June 2022 to launch a Strategic Foresight Conversation (SFC) on investigating
future relations between the EU and Ukraine across a range of cross-cutting domains, seen from
various angles of the developing relationship. The conversation process involved more than 50
experts, who mainly lookedat possibledevelopmentsand challengesfroman EUperspective, while
also taking theimpact on Ukraineand theglobalenvironment into account. It used an anticipatory
governance1
approach to develop considerations for policymakers on the EU-Ukraine relationship
against thebackdropoftheongoing war.
As the name indicates, the SFC was organised as a conversation process, involving regular
consultations with experts (multi-stage stakeholder engagement approach) on the various topics.
These consultations took different forms, ranging from online surveys and online expert
consultations to workshops with groups of participants. Experts from EU-wide and national think
tanks,universities, EUinstitutionsand variousUkrainian stakeholder organisations participated.All
surveys, workshops and onlineinterviews weredoneunder Chatham Houserules, in orderto create
a trusted environmentin which participants could speaktheir mind freely. As a consequence,none
oftheremarks madearelinked to any specificperson.
From the start, it was a challenge to look beyond the immediate concerns of the war towards
potential futures for the EU and Ukraine. Structuring the process into three distinct phases helped
to accommodatethis challenge:
Phase 1: the first phasefocused on gathering as many elements as possibleabout theEU-Ukraine
relationshipthrough a 360°exploration and by considering their impacts over thenext 1-5 years.
Phase1 thus allowed participants to develop their thinking beyond immediate and short-term
events towards possible medium-term futures. It was launched with a survey in June 2022 and
concluded with an in-person workshopin Brussels on 29September2022.
Phase 2: in thesecond phase, allfindingsweresummarisedand uncertainties and driversofchange
were identified, which formed the basis for building scenarios. Scenarios are imaginations of
possiblefutures in theform of narratives leading from thepresent to a particular future. Scenarios
1
The OECD defines 'anticipatory governance' as the 'systematic embedding and application of strategic foresight
throughout the entire governance architecture, including policy analysis, engagement, and decision-making'
(Foresight and anticipatory governance: Lessons in effective foresight institutionalisation, OECD 2021).
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are therefore  not predictions but rather a tool to help visualise the possible consequences of
decisions or developments. Thedevelopmentofthewar and thelevelofintegrationofUkraineinto
the EU were identified as two main drivers of change. Following the methodology of building
scenarios along two axes on a 2 x 2 grid (see Section 4.2), four scenarios were developed. Draft
scenarios were discussed with participants in a second workshop on 26 January 2023 and then
developed into four consistentnarratives. Buildingscenarios is likeclimbing a hillin order to havea
better view from the top. The scenarios therefore constitutea tool to elevate thinking beyond the
medium term towardspossiblelong-termfutures.
Setting the time horizon for the scenarios involved the challenge of taking account of both the
development of the war in the medium term and post-war political and economic developments,
including EU enlargement, the reconstruction of Ukraine and the future security architecture of
Europe, in thelong term.Thewar and post-war elementswerealso used to structurethescenarios.
Whereas initially a timehorizon of2040was envisaged(focusingon post-war developments), some
experts preferred a shorter horizon upto 2030(focusing on thewar). Finally, 2035 was chosen as a
compromise date. Taking into account the 2024 elections for the European Parliament, this time
horizon correspondsto two moreparliamentary mandates andrelatedEUinstitutionalcycles.
Phase 3: having reached a long-term outlook into four possible futures, the conversation process
descendedthehillagain towards considering themediumand short term in thethird phase. Based
on a second survey anda finalworkshopon 30March 2023–and on remarksmadein earlier phases
– a set of policy considerations was drafted. This was done systematically by asking experts to
imaginethesteps necessary to achieve(or avoid)each scenario,a processknown as 'backcasting'.
Figure1: The threephases of theStrategicForesight Conversation
Source: Author, EPRS.
Policy considerations aretriggers for decision-makers to beawareofthechallenges, opportunities
and actions that lie ahead, and of the complex interrelationships between these. Policy
considerations do not prescribe what should be done, and are therefore not recommendations.
However, they aim to focus on what theEUcould do about a particular issue, and arethereforenot
merely descriptiveeither.Thepolicy considerations werecomparedto elements ofexisting policies
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and European  Parliament resolutions related to Ukraine, adopted in 2022 and 2023. The overview
of findings is presented in the next chapter of this report. The broad scope of the scenarios and
policy considerations reflectsthewidevariety ofviews expressed.
This is not theonly foresight exerciseon thewar and the futureofUkraine,and we mention some
examples of similar projects in Section 1.3.4. What distinguishes this study from other foresight
exercises on Ukraine is the combination of a comprehensive approach, a focus on the EU and a
relatively long time horizon. Finally, and inevitably given thedynamics ofevents, certain elements
of thescenarios and policy considerations presented as possibilities havealready materialised.For
instance, a coordination structure for the reconstruction of Ukraine under the umbrella of the G7
was decided upon in December 2022, Finland joined NATO in April 2023 and an agreement in
principle with Türkiyeon Sweden's NATO membershipwas reached in July 2023. Furthermore, the
June 2023 revolt of the Wagner group confirmed the possibility of internal rifts inside Russia,and
NATO decidedin July 2022 to provideUkrainewith certain security guarantees.Whilethis confirms
the correctness of certain expert views, there are still many open questions that are relevant for
futurepolicymaking.
1.2. Phase 1: 360° exploration
Phase one consisted of expert consultations on five policy areas and five cross-cutting
perspectives important for the EU-Ukraine relationship. Initial opinions about the future were
gathered from experts through an online survey over the summer of 2022 in five policy areas:
security and defence, energy and resources, agriculture and food, economy and finance, and
migration and refugees. Thesurvey asked experts inter alia about their least desired, most desired,
and expected future outcome in their policy area.A series of online meetings per policy area with
theseexperts served to clarify theviews expressedand identify blind spots.
Theseresults wereused topreparea series of'whatif?' questionswhich werediscussed at a full-day
workshop with a wider group of experts on 29 September 2022 (the annex contains the list of the
'what if' questions used). Participants conducted a series of impact analyses, aiming to answer the
question 'What could happen if a certain event were to occur?' In the morning,they explored the
five policy areas mentioned above.In theafternoon, they explored fivecross-cutting perspectives:
the EU-Ukraine cooperation and accession process, reconstruction of Ukraine, democracy andthe
rule of law (including impunity and international justice), the impact on thefunctioning of the EU,
and theEU's strategicautonomyand globalrole. Phaseoneresulted in lists ofpossibleimpactsand
sometimes actions related to the'what if' questions, as wellas first indications ofwhat the experts
considered to bethemain driversofchangeoffuturedevelopmentsin theEU-Ukrainerelationship.
Thesefindings wereconsolidated and formed thebasisofscenario building during phasetwo.
Not surprisingly, experts considered the development of the war to be the main driver of events.
These discussions led to a first set of elements for building scenarios, regarding the potential
outcome of the war, possiblepost-warinternational agreements and the roleof international
actors. Thesecan be summarisedas follows:
− Experts noted that a Ukrainian victory could consist of recapturing most or all of its
territory. If Russia were to keep control over parts of Ukraine, it could entrench itself
behind a 'newiron curtain', which could be thestart ofa frozen conflict or another Cold
War. Russia could also escalate the war. A defeat of Russia in such an escalated conflict
could even lead to fragmentation of the country. Defeat could also lead to regime
change, which could mean the emergence of a more democratic political system, but
equally ofa possibly even moreautocraticsystem (ora mixif Russia wereto break up).
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− Experts  considered theoptionsofa ceasefireagreement ora morecomprehensivepeace
agreement thatwould settleterritorialquestions andreparations. A ceasefireagreement
seemed to entailmorerisks ofrecurringconflict (as,for instance,shownby thesituation
in Nagorno-Karabakh). Nevertheless, history provides examples of lasting situations
without a peace agreement (Germany before reunification, Korea and Cyprus). A peace
agreement suggests a morestable outcomein which both parties come to terms with
newterritorialrealitiesand reparations, but history equally providesexampleswherethis
was not thecaseand feelings ofresentment led to renewedconflict (theVersailles Treaty
after World War I).
− Experts mentioned theroleofthird countries in theconflict. This included theroleofthe
US as the one of the main providers of financial and military support, of Türkiye as a
possiblemediatorbetweenUkraineand Russia, ofIran asa provider ofweaponstoRussia,
and of China, which, on the one hand, supports Russia and, on the other hand, might
pressurethecountryto avoid further escalation.
As regards EU accession, the reconstruction of Ukraine and developments in several policy
areas, experts came to further initial conclusions, which would become elements of the scenarios
and later ofthepolicy considerations. Thesecan besummarisedas follows:
− Experts identified therelationshipbetween thereconstructionofUkraineand itspossible
EU accession as particularly important.This raised the question of how the EU could
cooperateand coordinatewith other important donors such astheUS, theUK or theG7.
Experts discussed how reconstruction could ideally enhance the Ukrainian economy
('build back better'), or how a failed effort dueto lack of funds might lead to economic
loss, poverty and further migration. Ukraine's integration into the single market might
work out positively for its economy,or increased competition might lead to theclosure
ofnon-competitiveUkrainianindustriesand businesses.Expertsalso discussed theroles
ofcountries and privateinvestors, and potentialRussian war reparationscontributing to
Ukrainian reconstruction.
− A long war or frozen conflict entails various risks and could make Ukrainian politicians
and society feel less urged to improvetheruleof law and to focus on themilitary effort
instead. 'War fatigue' in EU countries might undermine support for accession, which
could reinforceUkrainian allegations of'unfulfilled EUpromises', thusfurther diminishing
support for democraticreforms.TheEUseems to lack a clearnarrativeonwhy supporting
Ukraine is in the interest of the EU. While Ukraine is suffering destruction of its energy
infrastructure and farmland, the EU could suffer further energy supply disruptions and
high energy prices could affect the willingness of EU citizens to support the war. Food
shortages could shift the focus of EU agricultural policy back from quality to quantity,
thereby undoing someofits environmentalachievements.
− Experts concluded that theinfluxofrefugees into EUcountries has putpressureon their
already tight housing markets and education systems, which might lead to 'solidarity
fatigue' among EU citizens. Refugees staying in EU countries could further absorb EU
values regarding democracy, sustainability and the fight against corruption and
repatriate these to Ukraine upon return. Money and skills transferred home from the
'Ukrainian diaspora' could contribute to reconstruction of the Ukrainian economy.
However, post-war migration might lead to a loss of skilled workers for the Ukrainian
economy, including farmers.
− Experts discussednegativeloopsin which thewar causes economicloss, energypoverty,
food scarcity and migration flows, which in turn becomedrivers offurthereconomicloss
(inflation) or further negative impact. However, they also discussed 'positive loops' in
which, for instance,economicrecoveryand increased tradecould bebeneficialfor both
theEU and Ukraineor thepossiblespreadingofEUvalues through returning refugees.
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1.3. Phase  2: Scenario building
1.3.1. Developing the scenario grid
Apart from an initial exploration of impacts, phase 1 also initiated the search for themain drivers
of change of possible futures forthe EU and Ukraine. As stated above, experts clearly identified
thedevelopment andoutcomeofthewar as themain driverofchange.For reasonsexplained in the
annex,it was decided to build four scenarios alongan X-axis and a Y-axis that constitutea 2x2grid.
The development and outcome of the war would constitute the driver on the X-axis of this grid.
Having considered several alternative options, the final X-axis indicates the level of hazard in the
Ukraine-Russia relationshipin thelong term, ranging from lowhazard on theleft end of theX-axis
to high hazard on its right end.
X-axis: Levelof hazardinthe Ukraine-Russiarelationshipinthe longterm
Low hazard---------------------------------------Medium ------------------------------------Highhazard
It was clear from thediscussions that,oncetheUkraine-Russia relationshiphadbeen addressed on
theX-axis, theY-axis shouldaddresstheUkraine-EUrelationship. After consideringseveraloptions,
it was decided that the Y-axis would indicate the level of EU-Ukraine integration.Therefore,the Y-
axis ranges from minimalintegration at thebottomto maximumintegration at its top.
Y-axis: Levelof EU-Ukraine integrationinthe longterm
Minimalintegration----------------------------Medium ----------------------------Maximumintegration
Putting thetwo axes together results in a cross oftheUkraine-Russia relationship, characterised by
thelevelofhazard, and oftheEU-Ukrainerelationship, characterised by thelevelofintegration.This
creates four quadrantswhich each 'host'a scenario thatcorresponds to thevalueson both axes for
that quadrant. Thescenarios weregiven namesthatreflected their main characteristics.
Table 1: Initial scenario grid
Fair Stability
Lowhazard, high EU-Ukraineintegration
Cold War II
High hazard, high EU-Ukraineintegration
Frozen Conflict
Lowhazard, lowEU-Ukraineintegration
Devastated Europe
High hazard, lowEU-Ukraineintegration
Source: Author, EPRS.
To makethefour scenarios comparable, they werestructured according to thesameset ofpoints.
After discussion of preliminary scenarios in a series of online expert interviews and a second
workshopon 26January 2023, thefollowing 10 pointswereselected:
War and geopolitics
1. Thelevel of EU and US support toUkrainein terms ofweapons delivery and financialaid:
thescenarios consider optionsofstrong andsteady support, andof'limited' support.
2. Theoutcome of the war: thescenarios consider two optionsin which Ukraineregainsallof
its 1991 territory and two where parts of it remain under Russian control. One scenario
describes nuclear escalation and direct NATO involvement. In no scenario does Russia
conquer thewholeofUkraine,becauseno expert considered this plausible. In two scenarios,
Russia is part ofa post-war internationalagreement.
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3. Thepoliticaland  economicsituationof Russia: thescenarios consideroptions in which the
Russian regime is replaced by a more constructive one, continues on a similar path of
autocracy and power consolidation, or collapses, leading toa fragmentation ofgovernance
structures.
4. Roleof China and Türkiye:apart from Russiaand theUS,thescenariosconsidertheroleof
thesetwo countries morespecifically, as they werethemostmentioned by experts.
5. Developments in Belarus: the scenarios give special attention to Belarus, because of its
closeinvolvement in thewar, its geographicalproximity to theEU(Belarus hasbeen part of
the Eastern Partnership since 2009) and the effects of its developments on the future
European order.
European development trajectory
6. The future European security order and the role of NATO: based on experts' views, it is
assumed in all scenarios that NATO will remain the key pillar of a future European security
order, but the scenarios consider variations in new NATO members and the scope and
natureofNATO's involvementin thepost-war order.
7. ThefutureofEU enlargement: thescenarios considerseveraloptions forUkraine'spossible
EU accession: one option of full accession of five countries after negotiations,one of an
open-ended, staged approach, one with a small enlargement not including Ukraine, and
onewithout any enlargement.
8. Internal decision-makingin the EU and the consequences for EU support for Ukraine:
the scenarios describe two cases of positive decision-making dynamics regarding EU
relations with its neighbours(ofwhich oneincludes EUreform), and two negativeones.
9. The reconstruction and economic recovery of Ukraine and the EU's role in it: the
scenarios consider four different ways of coordinating Ukraine's reconstruction – two
leading to the recovery of its economy, and two not doing so. They also link these to the
possiblecontributionofreturning refugees.
10. EU strategic autonomy and normative power, related to the implementation of the
Green Deal:onescenario leads to successfulimplementation oftheGreenDealand a more
autonomous EU, another to the EU sharing transatlantic autonomy with the US, and two
others to partialor failed implementationoftheGreen Dealand a loss ofEUautonomy.
It was important to draft each scenario as a long-term future projected in 2035. However, many
elements of each scenario also address steps towards that end-picture, taking place in a medium-
term future. Structuring the10points in two groups –thosemainly addressing thedevelopment of
thewar in themedium term and thoseaddressing enlargement,reconstructionand futurepolicies
in thelonger term –accommodated this internaltension in thetimehorizon.
1.3.2. Scenarios
Table2belowshows thesummary gridofallfour scenarios. It containsveryshortindicationsofeach
scenario along the10selectedpoints. This is followedby foursuccinct descriptionsofeach scenario.
Although allscenarios point to possiblefutures and are,in that sense,equalto each other, theyare
obviously not equally desirable. From an EU perspective, the two scenarios above the X-axis (Fair
Stability and Cold War II) are more desirable, because they show strong internal EU cohesion,
whereas the two scenarios below the X-axis show a disunited and ineffective EU. The Fair Stability
scenario represents theoutcomethatis mostdesirablefromboth an EUand Ukrainian pointofview.
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Table 2:  Summary ofEU-Ukraine 2035 scenarios
Fair Stability
War and geopolitics
1. Strong EU andUS support to UA
2. UA recapturesall1991 territory
3. New, cooperativeRussianregime accepts
comprehensive peace agreement(territory,
reparations, warcrimes) inexchangeforendof
sanctionsand economic reintegration
4. CN andTU balance relationswithUA andRU
5. Regime change inBelarus
Europeandevelopmenttrajectory
6. UA becomeskeyNATO member; MD joinslater; GE
blockedbyRussianpresence inAbkhazia/S. Ossetia
7. UA, MD, Albania, NorthMacedoniaandMontenegro
wouldjointhe EU by 2033
8. EU reformsitself toabsorbnew members, whoget
longtransition periodsforEU acquis
9. EU coordinatesreconstructionof UA inline with
accessionandGreenDeal; economic recovery,many
refugeesreturn
10. GreenDealontrack: renewablesreplacefossilfuels;
UA is a showcase of greenagriculture; progress
towardsEU strategic autonomy
Cold War II
War and geopolitics
1. SteadyEU and US supportto UA
2. Front getsstuck, RUentrenchesitself inpost-2014
Crimea/Donbasterritorybehindnew ironcurtain
3. Antagonistic, autocratic Russianregime continues
hybrid actionsagainstUA andWest, while orienting
eastward
4. CN sideswithRU; TUremainsclose NATO ally
5. BelarusincreasinglyintegrateswithRU
Europeandevelopmenttrajectory
6. UA and MD getsecurityguaranteeswithoutNATO
membership, GEdoesnot; IrelandjoinsNATO
7. UA, MD, Albania, NorthMacedoniaand
MontenegroenterastagedEUaccessionprocess
8. Stagedapproach givestime forEUreforms
9. G7 leadsreconstructionof UA withoutChinese
investment; slow economicrecovery; some
refugeesreturn
10. EU struggleswithGreenDeal; USrestrictionson
Chinese raw materials; conceptof transatlantic
strategic autonomygainsinfluence
FrozenConflict
War and geopolitics
1. LimitedEUand US support toUA
2. ExhaustedRUand UA negotiate trade-offs: creation
of 'Donbasrepublic', withthe presence partlyof UN
blue helmets, partlyof Russiantroops; electionsin
Donbasand Crimeain10 years; neutralityforUA
3. Semi-cooperative Russianregimesurvivesand
focusesoninternalrecovery
4. CN balancesRU/UA relations, TUmediates
5. BelaruslooselyalignedwithRU
Europeandevelopmenttrajectory
6. UA neutral; noNATO enlargementafter
Finland/Sweden
7. NoEU appetite/urgencyforaccessionof UA andMD,
but accessionof Albania, NorthMacedoniaand
Montenegro; UA andMD disillusioned
8. DisunityinEU increasesoversupporttoUA,
enlargement, financialmeansandreforms
9. Private investorsdrive reconstructionof UA;
recessioninUA; some refugeesreturn
10. RecoveryinEUwithoutfocusonGreenDealoron
strategic autonomy; continueduse of (evenRussian)
gas; trade withCN continues
DevastatedEurope
War and geopolitics
1. Strong EU andUS support to UA
2. UA initially winsbackterritory, provokinga
desperate Russian(nuclear) escalation, drawing
NATO intothe war, pushingRUout of 1991 UA
3. Fragmentationof Russianpowerstructurescreates
a failedcore state
4. CN supportsremainingRussiancore state inreturn
forinfluence inSiberia; TUisstrong NATO ally
5. CivilwarindisintegratingBelarus
Europeandevelopmenttrajectory
6. UA, MD, GE, IrelandjoinNATO tocounterunstable
securitysituationinBelarusand RU
7. War-damagedEUmembersblockenlargementand
prioritise reconstructionathome
8. DisunityinEU increases; humanitarianproblems
and securitydominate the EUagenda
9. IMF andWorld Bankleadpartial reconstructionof
UA withUS influence; fewrefugeesreturn
10. EU inpermanentpoly-crisis: inflation, lackof
energy, housing, healthcare;GreenDealfails;EU
not capable of developingstrategic autonomy
Source: Author, EPRS.
Note: to save space, the following country abbreviations have been used in the grid:
CN = China EU = European Union GE = Georgia MD = Moldova
RU = Russia TU = Türkiye UA = Ukraine US = United States
EU-UA
Integration
LOW UA-RU Hazard HIGH
M
A
X
M
I
N
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Fair Stability
War  and geopolitics
In this scenario, theEU and the US would give strong and steady military and financial support to
Ukraine, irrespective of the political party in power in the US. Due to the robust military actions of
the Ukrainian army, constant deliveries of Western heavy weapons and strict economic sanctions,
Ukraine would win the war and Russia be driven out of Ukraine. Victory would also be enabled by
thefall ofPutin's regimein thefinalphaseofthewar, beforeit could haveescalated. A newRussian
government would adopt a more constructive approach to Ukraine and its Western partners,
resulting in a comprehensive peace agreement,including (partial) payment of reparations and an
internationaltribunalfor theprosecutionofwar crimes. In return, Westerncountries would lift their
sanctions and allow Russia to gradually reintegrate into the global economy. China and Türkiye
would have played a role of mediator, facilitating this outcome. The EU and the US would co-sign
the agreement between Russia and Ukraine. Russia would be more cooperative, but not develop
truedemocracy. Most Russianswould copewith the consequences ofa lost war, ranging from lost
relatives and feelings of humiliation to poverty. Belarusian President Lukashenko, lacking Putin's
support, would losepowerand Belarus would embarkon a moreindependent coursefromMoscow.
European development trajectory
Sweden and Finland would join NATO during thewar and Ukrainewould join immediately after.As
the most experienced army in NATO,Ukraine could assure a leading role on NATO's eastern flank.
Crimea would return to Ukraine, Russian troops would leave Transnistria as part of the peace
agreement and Moldova would abandon neutrality and join NATO. However, Russia's continued
presence in South Ossetia and Abkhazia would block Georgia from joining NATO. With peace and
stability regained, neutralEUcountriesAustria,Cyprus,IrelandandMaltawould notapply forNATO.
After the war, Ukraine would focus on complex EU accession negotiations.It would have to solve
certain issues regarding governance and the rule of law, for instance reintegrating Donbas and
avoiding a new oligarch system. Long transition periods for implementing theEU's environmental
and agriculturallegislation would allowfor demining and fulfilling all accession obligations. In this
scenario, theEUwould embarkon internalreform (votingin Council, smaller European Commission,
number ofEuropeanParliament seats)toallowforenlargement involvingseveralcountries.Albania,
Montenegro andNorth Macedonia (the Western Balkan countries that fulfil all criteria), would join
theEUwith Moldova andUkraineby 2033. Ukrainewould becomethemainrecipient ofEUregional
and agriculturalfunds. Enlargementwould lead to labour mobility and economicgrowth.
The EU and Ukraine would coordinate reconstruction with input from the US, other G7 countries
and China. This would facilitatelinking investmentsto theaccession processand theEUGreen Deal.
Many refugees would return and contributeto accession and reconstruction. 'Building back better'
a modern, sustainableand digitalUkrainianeconomy, togetherwith localcitizens and civil society,
would attract foreign investors. In mostEUcountries, Green Dealimplementation would beon track.
Renewables would increasingly replacefossilfuels and greenagricultureemergeas a newstandard,
Ukraine being a showcase example. The new European order would be based on multilateralism,
with a strong EU being an essential pillar in NATO, wielding its value-based regulatory power, and
making substantialprogresstowards strategicautonomy in its defenceand its economy.
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Cold War  II
War and geopolitics
In this scenario, theEUand theUSwould also givesteady military and financialsupport to Ukraine.
However, although EU and US support would strengthen Ukraine enough to drive Russia back to
theareas oftheDonbas region capturedin 2014, it would not beableto recaptureallofits territory.
Russia would entrench itselfin Crimea and theoccupied partsofDonbas, buildinga modern version
of the iron curtain along this frozen frontline. From behind this 'new wall' and based on an
antagonistic understanding of opposing blocks, Russia would continue cyber-attacks and other
forms ofhybrid warfareagainst Ukraineand its Western allies. A futuresuccessor to President Putin
would not change this policy and the underlying narrative of Russian exceptionalism. Because
Western sanctions stayed in place, the Russian economy would re-orient itself towards the East.
China and Russia would bedriven increasingly intoeach other'sarms, alsobecauseofever moreUS
economicrestrictions on China. In spiteoftheir differences, Russia and China would beconsidered
as representatives ofa competing world order. TheEUwould increasingly sharethisvieworiginating
from the US, leading to a bipolar world. Türkiye would have to give up its mediating role and,
possibly under pressure of US sanctions on trade with Russia, cement its Westward orientation.
Belarus would enter into a formalunionwith Russia,in which Russia would havethedecisivevote.
European development trajectory
Sweden andFinlandwould join NATO and theincreasing tensionofa bipolar world might alsopush
Ireland to abandon itsneutrality.NeutralEUcountries Austria,Cyprus andMalta would nottakethat
step. NATO membership would not be an easy option for a divided Ukraine, which would instead
get security guarantees from its Western allies. This would encourage Moldova to abandon its
neutrality and sign a similar security compact, which would not cover Transnistria. Ukraine and
Moldova would de facto progressively integrate into many of NATO's structures, but a stronger
Russian presencein South Ossetia and Abkhazia woulddepriveGeorgia ofsimilar guarantees.
TheEUwould discuss howto integratea divided Ukraineinto the'European family'and finally allow
accession ofits freeterritories, referring to theprecedent ofCyprus, becauseEUintegration would
be seen as a political imperative in a bipolar world. Albania, Montenegro, North Macedonia (the
Western Balkan countries fulfilling all criteria) and Moldova would also accede. All new members
would follow a staged or 'step-by-step' integration process into the various EU policies; this
arrangement would allowtheEUto postponeinstitutionalreforms.As most EUMember Statesare
also NATO members and part of the security compacts with Ukraine and Moldova, EU-NATO
cooperation would increase, creating a true transatlantic security architecture. The OSCE, once
meant as a pan-Europeansecurity structure,would increasingly loseimportanceand focus on non-
military tasks.
In this bipolar world, China would not participate in Ukraine's reconstruction, which would be led
by a special G7 task force. Following subsequent packages of US restrictions on exports to China,
theUS and theEU would cooperatemoreon tradeand industrialpolicy with a view to controlling
the global flow of technology and raw materials. Changing supply chains and energy flows would
make the EU struggle to implement its Green Deal. In a world of geopolitics, the concept of
European strategicautonomywould bereplaced by transatlanticstrategicautonomy.
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Frozen Conflict
War  and geopolitics
In this scenario, the EU and the US would be increasingly hesitant about their support to Ukraine.
After 2024, a Republican US President could prioritise domestic growth and the geo-economic
confrontationwith China over financialand military aid to Ukraine, whileEU Member States would
increasingly differ in thelevelof support they give. Russia could initially profit from thesituation by
making someterritorialgainson thebattlefield. However, thefront would bestuck.BothRussiaand
Ukrainewould concludethat theycould notwin thewarand would lookfor away toend theconflict
and prioritiseeconomicand socialrecovery. Negotiations, possiblyfacilitated by Türkiyeand/orthe
UnitedNations,wouldleadto a cease-fireagreementand thecreationofa provisionalindependent
Donbas republic. UNbluehelmetswould bestationedin thosepartsofDonbasconqueredby Russia
since February 2022, while Russian troops would withdraw to the areas captured in 2014. Parties
would agreeon holding internationally supervised elections in 10yearsto decideon thefinalstatus
of Donbas and Crimea. Ukraine would remove the aim of NATO membership from its constitution
and pledgeneutrality. Belaruswould continueitsalignment with Russia, butmighthavesomemore
room for an independent course. China could continue trading with both Russia and the EU,
knowing that tradewith theUSwould bedecreasing.
European development trajectory
Ukraine would no longer aspire to NATO membership, knowing that the new American foreign
policy would focus on potential conflict with China and push for a solution to end hostilities. The
only new countries joining NATO would be Sweden and Finland. Now that peace had returnedto
theEuropean continent, most EUMember Stateswould feelless urgency to push forward with the
EU accession of Ukraine and Moldova. The EU would have opened accession negotiations,which
would be stuck on a combination ofissues. MemberStateswouldpoint to weaknesses in Ukrainian
democracy and theapplicationoftheruleoflaw, whileless vocally admittingthatthefinancialcosts
of enlargement and reconstruction did not resonate with EU voters. This would lead to
disappointment in Ukraine,particularly iftheEU agreed on EU accession for a few countries in the
Western Balkans. Different views on EUaccession would lead to a serious deteriorationin relations
between Member States. InternalreformoftheEUwould not takeplace.
Thedivisions insidetheEUwould bereflectedin thepreferenceofUkrainefor inviting only 'friendly
countries' and their companiesto contributeto thereconstruction ofitsfreeparts. Privateinvestors,
not theEU, would bethe main drivers ofUkraine's reconstruction. Most ofthem would comefrom
the US, Poland, Türkiye or China. They would invest in the best parts of the Ukrainian energy and
agriculture sector, while many small and medium-sized Ukrainian enterprises would go bankrupt.
Without thefull benefit of theEU internalmarket,and facing thehugecosts ofreconstruction and
demining, the Ukrainian economy would slip into recession. Whereas some Ukrainian refugees
would return to rebuild their country, others would stay abroaddue to better opportunities. Most
EUMember States wouldslowly recover from theimpact ofthewar. TheEUwould prioritisegrowth
over greening in its internal recovery plans andthe Green Deal would be 'adjusted' to low growth
perspectives. EU strategic autonomy would be difficult to achieve, with imports from China under
pressurefrom Americansanctionsand energyhard to secure.
 


	19. EU-Ukraine 2035
11
DevastatedEurope
War and  geopolitics
In this scenario, strong EUand USmilitaryand financialsupport toUkrainewould createa Ukrainian
military superiority that would push the Russian army swiftly out of Donbas. However, contrary to
theFair Stability scenario, this would not lead to thefallofPresident Putin.When Ukrainelaunched
its attack on Crimea, Russia would escalate the war, for instance with a counter-offensive from
Belarus, which would join thewar actively.Escalation might involveTransnistria or countries in the
region, for instance Armenia, Azerbaijan or Iran. In this scenario, Russia would be under so much
pressurethat it would launch nuclear missiles on western Ukraineto interruptWesternsupplies and
cut Ukraine off from its allies. This would lead to NATO invoking Article 5, once nuclear fallout
reachednearby NATO countries. Targeted NATOairstrikeswould destroy most oftheRussian army
in Ukraine, theBlack Sea fleet and (nuclear)launchingsitesin Russia. In theensuing chaoticsituation,
parts oftheRussianarmy could surrender,whileother partsandprivatemercenaries couldcontinue
fighting. The war might escalate further if Russia were to launch (nuclear) attacks against NATO
countries, which would drawNATO further into thewar.A militarycoupagainstPutin could follow,
but this scenario assumesthat a newmilitary government would notbeableto controlthesituation
or lead successful negotiations. This would lead to a rather chaotic fragmentation of Russia into
diverse power centres, and regional entities might increase their independence. This would
redesign the power balance in the Black Sea basin, with regions formerly under Russian control
(Crimea, Transnistria, South Ossetia and Abkhazia) reintegrating into the countries to which they
belong under international law. All these countries (Ukraine, Moldova,Georgia)would join NATO.
China would take advantage of the situation and bring parts of central Asia and parts of Siberia
(further)into its sphereofinfluence. At thesametime, China would makesurethat what remained
of Russia would not be defeated completely. The Russian defeat in Ukraine would split the
population and army ofBelarus upto thepoint ofcivilwar.
European development trajectory
Thedevastating war would changethemood in Europe, especially ifNATO countries wereattacked
after escalation. Although this could lead to a sentiment of collective resilience, this scenario
assumes that enthusiasm about Ukraine's liberation would be overshadowed by multiple crises in
the EU and fear of an upcoming war with China. In Russia, feelings of resentment and humiliation
would prevail.Western powers would focus on a strong newsecurity architecturein Europe, most
likely with NATO as its central pillar. However, the question of EU enlargement would split EU
Member States evenfurtherbetween thoseadvocating fast-track accessionofUkraineandMoldova
and thosewho would prefer no enlargement at all. The IMF andthe WorldBank wouldcoordinate
the reconstruction of Ukraine under strong US guidance. Although EU standards would apply in
some sectors, based on the Association Agreement, the need for further alignment with EU
standardswould declinewithout a perspectivefor accession. FewUkrainianrefugeeswould return
without economicprospects. EUcountries hit by thewar would focus on reconstruction and social
issues at home. Inflation in the Eurozone would be high, poverty widespread and housing and
healthcareseriousproblems. Networks ofopportunisticand sometimes criminalenterprises would
flourish, fostering corruption insidetheEU. TheEUwould beineffectivein managing thispoly-crisis,
theEU Green Dealwould fail, andits internationalinfluencewould benegligible.
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1.3.3. Links  between scenarios – Pathways
It is important to note once again that scenarios are imaginations of possible futures and not
predictions.Although themethodologyappliedleads to fourscenarioson a 2x2 grid,this does not
mean that thesearetheonly possiblescenarios, nor that thenarrativeofevents in each scenario is
the only possible option within that scenario. Scenarios are a tool to help visualise the possible
consequences of decisions taken under certain conditions. Both the conditions and the decisions
may bedifferent in therealfuture,leading to different'pathways' of events. Thepurposeofhaving
several scenarios is to reflect a broad range of possible futures, to show policymakers the various
implications ofdifferent conditions and decisions. At thesametime, thenumber ofscenariosmust
stay limited in order to bepractical.
Each scenario needs certain conditions to be fulfilledin order to unfold. If theseconditions are
not fulfilled, other scenarios becomemorelikely,particularly regardingtheoutcomeofthewar.We
havevisualised someoftheseconditions in an arrowdiagram below. Forexample, thearrows in the
clockwise direction could be summarised as follows: strong Russian resilience in the war makes a
Ukrainian victory (Fair Stability) less likely and an entrenched front (Cold War II) more likely. If,
however, that front collapses, this increases the chances for escalation of the conflict (Devastated
Europe). If Russia is not defeated in such an escalated conflict and switches to a strategy of
negotiations,theoptionofa ceasefireagreement (Frozen Conflict)becomesmorelikely. If,however,
due to Ukrainian resilience and strong Western support, Russia is defeated, this might reopen the
road towards a Ukrainian victory and a comprehensive peace agreement (Fair Stability). Similar
considerations can be made for the arrows in the counter-clockwisedirection. This diagram does
not necessarily coverallpossiblerelations betweenconditions andscenarios. However, it illustrates
thefluidity between scenarios and possiblepathways,particularly whilethewar is ongoing.
Figure2: Links betweenconditions andscenarios,pathways
Source: Author, EPRS.
Furthermore, alternative pathways do not always lead towards another scenario, but can also
lead todifferent outcomes withinascenario – a 'subscenario'. Everystageoftheprocessinvolves
'junctions' in the sequence of events, which can lead to different futures. The real future can
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thereforeconsist ofelements  from different scenarios. Onecould,for instance,imaginethat in the
Devastated Europe scenario the impact of nuclear attacks not only leads to confusion and chaos,
but possibly also to increased feelings of unity in the face of a common enemy. This could change
the outcome of the scenario towards a more united European stance on enlargement and better
prospects for common solutions to the poly-crisis. Equally, one could imagine that in the Fair
Stability scenario the war is won by Ukraine and its reconstruction and accession happen as
described, but without Russian agreement to all aspects of the suggested peace agreement, for
instancewithout agreementon thesettlementofreparations.
Thescenarios developedin phase2oftheprocesshaveserved as narrativesthat drawtheattention
to multiple important elements that will play a role and have to be addressed in many EU and
national policies for the coming years. From this point, the process moved towards formulating
policy considerations.
1.3.4. Comparison with available scenarios
While developing the scenarios, the project team had access to a few other publicly available
scenarios. One of the first set of scenarios published was by Matthew Burrows and Robert A.
Manning from the Atlantic Council. Their first version, published in April 2022, consisted of four
scenarios, named 'A frozen conflict', 'A double cold war', 'A nuclear apocalypse' and 'A brave new
world'. Although thesenamesshowsomesimilarityto thefour scenarios ofthis StrategicForesight
Conversation, they differ in two essential ways: firstly, they haveno clear time horizon but mostly
envisage developments for a limited number of years from 2022; secondly, they focus on the
outcome of the war and do not include considerations on EU accession and very few on the
reconstruction of Ukraine.2
One month later, the authors published an updated version, called
'Three possible futures for a frozen conflict in Ukraine'. They concludedthat a frozen conflict had
become the most likely scenario and presented three variations with a time horizon of only two
years. The main difference between thesethree scenarios is the territory regained from Russia by
Ukraine, varying from nothing,to the 24 February 2022 status quo, to all but Crimea. These three
scenarios also highlight concerns about the economic impact of the war and the possibility of
increasingly different approachesbetween theUS and theEU.3
Another setofscenarioswas published in July 2022, coming fromtheFrench think tankFuturibles.4
The Futuribles foresight exercise also differs from this Strategic Foresight Conversation because it
has a short time horizon until 2025 and therefore focuses more on the development and possible
outcome of the war itself. Nevertheless,Futuribles started by also analysing non-military trends in
areas such as energyand infrastructure, agricultureand food, macroeconomics and financeandthe
humanitarian dimension, calling this 'the framework in which the scenarios unfold'. The paper
presented sixscenarios, starting with three'most plausible'ones ('stalemateand instabilities','high
intensity conflict in Ukraine – towards a world of blocs', and 'fears, national self-interest and
territorial expansion of the conflict'). These were followed by three 'less plausible' ones ('Russian
territorial objectives achieved', 'return to the pre-conflict status quo' and 'third world war'). The
plausible scenarios were presentedas narratives of 2-3 pages, while the less plausible ones were
presented in only oneparagraph.
2
See: M. Burrows and R. Manning, How will the Russia-Ukraine war reshape the world? Here are four possible futures,
Atlantic Council, April 2022.
3
See: M. Burrows and R. Manning, Three possible futuresfor a frozen conflict in Ukraine, Atlantic Council, 26 May 2022.
4
See: F. Bourse, M. Segur, A. Lebec and C. Louis, What scenarios for the war in Ukraine?, Futuribles, 12 July 2022.
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Similar to  our considerations at the end of Section 1.3 on possible pathways within and between
scenarios, both Atlantic Council and Futuribles consider options of shifts from one scenario to
another or within a scenario. Futuribles has partly visualised these in so-called 'bifurcations'. The
three Atlantic Council scenarios from May 2022 and the six Futuribles scenarios were not
constructed along axes on a 2 x 2 grid, and could be read as gradual variations along one or more
dimensions. For the three Atlantic Council scenarios, this appears to be the dimension of the level
of territory that Ukrainecan keepunder its control. For thesix Futuribles scenarios, thesituation is
morecomplex. Nevertheless, thescenarioscould beput on a scalefrom mostfavourableto Ukraine
(return to the pre-conflict status quo), via various in-between situations (stalemate, bipolar world,
multipolar world of self-interest), to the least favourable scenarios (Russian territorial objectives
achieved and third world war). Neither the Atlantic Council nor Futuribles develop policy
considerationsbased on thescenarios, althoughseveraloftheseareimplied in thetext.
In thecourseoftheSFC, theproject teamhasbeen in contactwith a third grouppursuinga foresight
exercise regarding the future of Ukraine, whosereport was publishedshortly before this one.This
foresight exercise was requestedby the Ukrainian parliament (Verkhovna Rada) shortly after the
outbreak ofthewar andconducted as a joint project between theInter-factionalUnion ofMembers
ofParliament 'StrategicForesightofUkraine'in theVerkhovna Rada and theAll-Party Parliamentary
Groupfor FutureGenerations in theUnited Kingdom, with strong organisationalsupport from the
United Nations Development Programme(UNDP).5
This scenario exerciseis similar to ours in terms
of methodology (using various forms of stakeholders analysis) and long-term view (using 2040 as
thetimehorizon), but differsmostlybecauseofits focus on internaldevelopmentsin Ukraine, rather
than EU-Ukraine relations. As the title suggests, thefocus of the report is on scenarios. It develops
four scenarios 'for therecovery and development ofUkraine', which arenot placed on a 2 x 2 grid,
but rather stand next to each other as independent possiblefutures. Threeofthescenariospaint a
rather negative view of Ukraine's future, called 'Slow slide to world war', 'Drift to autocracy' and
'Decentralised digital survival'. In the fourth and positive scenario, called 'The hard work of unity',
Ukraine regains all of its territory, including Crimea, and joins the EU andNATO.Nevertheless, and
bearing in mind that thereport was requestedby theUkrainian parliament, thereport looks beyond
thescenarios to what it calls 'strategicimplications', which aresimilar to our policy considerations.
These are divided into general implications for all scenarios and specific ones for each scenario.
Examples of general strategic implications are: 'tackle corruption as key to effective recovery and
development', 'develop international partnerships and innovations for the military industry',
'developdigitalskills and thedigitaleconomy' and 'continuethede-oligarchisation movement'.
Our report distinguishes itself from thesethree other scenario exercises by combining a long time
horizon and a broad approach in terms of topics and geography, with a focus on policy
considerations.
1.4. Phase 3: Towards policy considerations
Policy considerations aretriggers for decision-makers to beawareofthechallenges, opportunities
and actions that lie ahead, and of the complex interrelationships between these. Policy
considerationsdo not prescribewhat should bedone, and arein that sensenot recommendations.
However, policy considerations highlight what the EU could do about a particular issue. The
policy considerationsaddress similar categories as thescenarios, but they havebeen structured in
seven sections accordingto theEU's capacity to act.
5
See: C. Baylon and I. Kylymnyk, Scenarios: Ukraine 2040, Kyiv, 2023.
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Thepolicy considerationsderived  from thedialogueswith experts wereput in a politicalcontext by
opening each section with a short factualdescription oftheissuesat stakeand a summaryofviews
expressed in European Parliament resolutions related to Ukraine, adoptedbetween theautumnof
2021 and June 2023. The complete overview of findings is presented in Chapter 2. To make the
policy considerations moreusefulfor EUpolicymakers, each sectionin Chapter 2ends with a set of
considerationswhich could serveas guidancefor EUaction, presented in a bluebox.
Thepolicy considerations arestructured into threeblocks:
1. A briefdescription ofthemain issues,including references to importantdecisions of
the(European)Counciland Commissionregarding thetopic.
2. An extract ofkey elements ofEuropeanParliamentresolutionsregardingthetopic.
3. Theviews of theexperts consulted in theSFC, structuredaccording to subtopics.
Theexpert views were gathered in two main ways:
a. The collective outcome of the survey of June 2022, the workshop of 29 September
2022 and theonlineconsultations conductedfromOctober 2022untilFebruary2023.
These consultations consisted mostly of online interviews with one expert in a
particular domain. In a few cases, they wereheld as groupinterviews with upto four
experts. Experts were first asked to react to the preliminary scenarios,followed by a
free conversation in which they could express their views on the challenges,
opportunitiesand possibleactions ahead.
b. Responses from participants who took part in a survey in March 2023, designed
specifically to gather policy considerations. This survey consisted of 10 groups of
questions, structured along the 10 points of the scenarios (see annex). Participants
were asked to identify policy considerations, thinking back from thepossiblefutures
presented in the scenarios. This method is known as 'back-casting'.By back-casting
future scenarios into the present, we ask ourselves: What actions should we take (or
not)in order to cometo this scenario, or conversely, to avoid it? This survey was sent
to 62 experts and returned by 15ofthem, a responsepercentageof24%.
An initialset ofpolicy considerations in theformofbullet points per topicwas discussed with those
participants thattookpart in theMarch 2023surveyin an onlineworkshopon 30March 2023. After
theworkshop, theyweretransformedinto flowing text and structuredinto subtopics.
To present thefindings in Chapter 2, thestructureofthe10 blocks of questions has been replaced
by a structure of seven sections, according to the EU's capacity to act in various domains. The first
section is directed at medium-term actions related to thewar, such asmilitaryand financialsupport
and diplomatic initiatives. The subsequent sections address long-term issues, such as the future
security architecture of Europe, EU enlargement and the reconstruction of Ukraine. Although the
accomplishment of these objectives is likely to happen in the long term, actions to achieve them
could start earlier;thisis particularly thecasefor thestrategicautonomy oftheEUand itsnormative
power. Achieving thegoals oftheEUGreenDealby 2030and ultimately 2050needs policy decisions
starting from today. Finally, the policy considerations address EU relations with five countries that
play an important rolein thewar.
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2. Findings:Policy  considerations
Thefollowing seven sections ofpolicy considerationseach start witha descriptionofthetopic, often
mentioning key European Councildecisions or Commission documents related to it. To further put
theconsiderations in a political context, an overviewofEuropean Parliament positions as adopted
in plenary resolutions follows;quotesfromtheseresolutions arealwaysaccompanied by a footnote
indicating therelevant point(s)oftheresolution. Thesectionson Parliamentpositions arefollowed
by the views of our experts. These represent a wide variety of policy considerations, which may
complement or sometimes evencontradict each other. Allconsiderationsmentioned in the'expert
views' sections express only theviews ofoneor moreexperts and do not reflect thepositionofthe
EUinstitutions, theEuropean Parliamentor theSFCproject team. Sometimes they areexact quotes,
but moreoften they arecondensed summaries ofwhat has been said. Theproject team has added
footnotes to several considerations for the purpose of clarification or as additional background
information. Thishas not been donesystematically butin places wheretheproject team considered
it useful. Each of the seven policy sections ends with a blue box of considerations for possible EU
action. These sets of key considerations lay out common denominators for EU action amongst the
diversity ofexpert views.
2.1. EU support relatedto the war and diplomacy
The EU has reacted coherently and rapidly in condemning the Russian invasion, deciding on
multiple packages of sanctions against Russia6
and providing considerable military, humanitarian
and financial support to Ukraine. Sanctions were coordinated with international partners, such as
theUS and theUK, as weredecisions on (financing)thedelivery ofweapons and ammunition.
In thefirst stageofthewar, diplomaticefforts by theEUand key Member States, notablyFranceand
Germany, involvedboth Russia and Ukraine, with a view to possibly ending the hostilities soon. In
later stages, diplomatic efforts focused mostly on supporting Ukraine, expressed, for instance,
through several visits by Commission President von der Leyen and European Council President
Michel to Ukraine. In March 2023, the European Council expressed support for the 10-point peace
plan of Ukrainian President Zelenskyy.7
6
For an overview and evaluation of the various EU sanctions against Russia, see: A. Caprile and A. Delivorias, EU
sanctions on Russia: Overview, impact, challenges, EPRS, European Parliament, March 2023.
7
See European Council Conclusions of 23 March 2023, point 2.
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2.1.1. European  Parliament resolutions
In its first resolution regarding thewar,adoptedon 1March2022,8
theEuropeanParliament strongly
condemned the Russian invasion and called for a diplomatic solution to the conflict, while
welcoming the sanctions against Russia and suggesting more targeted sanctions. Parliament also
called for 'strengthening Ukraine's defence capacities' and supported the 'historic decision to
allocate significant additional funding to provide Ukraine with defensive weapons through the
European Peace Facility'.9
It also welcomed EU support in the area of cybersecurity and called for
economic and financial support to Ukraine.10
The call for support to Ukraine was reiterated and
developed – adding humanitarian aid, for instance – in subsequent resolutions, such as those
adopted on 9 March, 7 April and 5 May 2022.11
The latter addressed the logistical challenges of
replacing blocked sea routes by land routes for trade,calling for betterrailconnectionswith theEU
and liberalising road, rail and inland waterway transport, welcoming the 'Getreidebrücke'
initiative.12
Parliament (indirectly) addressed possible war fatigue in EU countries by calling to fight Russian
disinformation in the EU and support citizens and enterprises suffering economically from the
consequences of the war. On 19 May 2022, it called for 'solidarity with thoseaffected by this new
severecrisis, in orderto helphouseholdsandcompanies,in particular SMEs', because'adetermined,
coordinatedandsolidarity-based European responseis essentialto limit thespread ofthe crisis by
identifying, preventing and mitigating its economic and social consequences, and therefore
maintaining Europeancitizens'support fortheactionstaken against Russia andfor theother actions
needed in supporting theUkrainiansin their defence'.13
Almost a year after the start of the war, Parliament focused more strongly on military support.On
2 February 2023,for instance, it called 'on theMember States toincreaseand acceleratetheir military
assistanceto Ukraine, in particular theprovision ofweapons,in responseto clearlyidentified needs'
and urged them 'to speed up the delivery of military support and equipment to Ukraine', while
welcoming 'the decision of the governments of several EU Member States, the US, the UK and
Canada to deliver modern main battle tanks to Ukraine'.14
On 16 February 2022, Parliament stated
that 'themain objectiveforUkraineis to win thewar againstRussia, understood as itsability to drive
all theforces ofRussia, itsproxies and allies out oftheinternationally recognised territory ofUkraine;
[and that Parliament]considersthat this objectivecan bemet only throughthecontinued, sustained
and steadily increasing supply of all types of weapons to Ukraine, without exception'. Parliament
reaffirmed its support for providingmilitary aid to Ukraine'for as long as necessary' and called 'for
8
Resolution of 1 March 2022 on the Russian aggression against Ukraine.
9
Ibid, point 27. For more information on the use of the European Peace Facility, see: B. Bilquin, European Peace Facility:
State of play as of 31 March 2023, EPRS, European Parliament, April 2023.
10
Ibid, points 30 and 34.
11
Resolution of 9 March 2022 on foreign interference in all democratic processes in the EU, including disinformation;
Resolution of 7 April 2022 on the conclusions of the European Council meeting of 24-25 March 2022, including the
latest developments of the war against Ukraine and the EU sanctions against Russia and their implementation;
Resolution of 5 May 2022 on the impact of the Russian illegal war of aggression against Ukraine on the EU transport
and tourism sectors.
12
Ibid (5 May 2022), in particular points 28, 29, 32 and 39.
13
Resolution of 19 May 2022 on the social and economic consequences for the EU of the Russian war in Ukraine –
reinforcing the EU's capacity to act, point 5.
14
Resolution of 2 February 2023 on the Preparation of the EU-UA Summit, point 7.
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serious consideration  to be given to supplying Ukraine with Western fighter jets, helicopters and
appropriatemissilesystemsand to substantially increasing munitions deliveries'.15
As regards diplomatic efforts, Parliament initially focused on reducing the threat of Russian
espionage, calling 'on the Member States to lower theRussian Federation'slevelofrepresentation
and reduce the number of Russian and Belarusian diplomatic and consular staff in the EU, in
particular wheretheir actions involveespionage, disinformation or military matters'.16
Ten months
later, it called on theCouncil, theCommission and theMemberStatesto 'support the10-pointpeace
plan presented by PresidentofUkraineVolodymyr Zelenskyy17
and towork towards establishing an
international coalition to implement that plan'.18
Parliament also called on others to take a clear
position on the conflict. In October 2022, it called 'on all countries and international organisations
to unequivocally condemn Russia'swar ofaggression and its attemptsto acquireterritoryby force
and through its sham referendums' and 'for the EU andits Member States to actively engage with
the many governments which have adopted a neutral position regarding Russia's aggression
against Ukraine'.19
In the same vein, in February 2023 Parliament called on 'the EEAS and the
Member States to increasetheir engagementwith world leaders from otherregionswith regard to
support for Ukraineand to strengthen internationalpressureon theRussian regime'.20
2.1.2. Expert views
EU support to Ukraine and the development of the war
Experts acknowledged that theEUand its Member Stateshavealreadygiven considerablesupport
to Ukrainein theform ofweapons and other equipment, humanitarianaid and theintroductionof
sanctions. They noted that 2023may bea decisiveyear on thebattlefield for thequestion whether
thewar is to becomea protractedconflict or could lead toa clear outcomein theforeseeablefuture.
So far, there has been a gap between military and economic resources promised to Ukraineby its
allies and thosedelivered. Lack of(timely)deliveryofthese, particularlyadvanced weapons systems
to control the airspace, would delay the Ukrainian counter-offensive and drag out thewar. In the
long term, experts noted, an unresolved conflict would drain theresources ofUkraineand its allies
and lead to more militarisation and corresponding budgetary consequences. A protracted low-
intensity conflict could benefit Russia, which could use the time to replenish its resources and
resumeactivehostilities onceready.
15
Resolution of 16 February 2023 on one year of Russia's invasion and war of aggression against Ukraine, points 8 and
18.
16
Resolution of 7 April 2022, point 32.
17
After presenting a 'formula for peace' at the UN General Assembly of September 2022, Ukrainian President Zelenskyy
presented a 10-point peace plan at the G20 leadersmeeting in Bali on 15 November 2022. It combinessectoral issues
– such as callsfor nuclear safety, food and energy security, and environmental protection – with conditions related to
ending the war, such as thereleaseof prisoners, restorationof territorialintegrity,withdrawalof Russian troops, justice
for war crimes, security guarantees and 'a document confirming the end of the war signed by the parties'. The
European Parliament called for supporting the plan on 2 February 2023 and the European Council did so on 23 March
2023; the EU has not presented peace plans of its own. At a press conference on 18 January 2023, Russian Foreign
Minister Lavrov said: [the Ukrainian peace plan] 'cram[s] everything together: food, energy and biological security, the
withdrawal of Russian troops from everywhere, repentance of the Russian Federation, a tribunal and condemnation.
Negotiations with Zelensky are out of the question, because he adopted a law that banned talks with the Russian
Government', and added, on the prospects for talks between Russia and the West: 'We are ready to consider serious
proposals and to decide on what we do next. So far, there have not been such proposals.'
18
Resolution of 8 February 2023 on the Preparation of the EU-UA Summit, point 8.
19
Resolution of 6 October 2022 on Russia's escalation of itswar of aggression against Ukraine, point 3.
20
Resolution of 16 February 2023 on one year of Russia's invasion and war of aggression against Ukraine, point 28.
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A war  oflong duration would also increasepressureontheunified support oftheEUand itsMember
States, as well as other allies, for a variety ofreasons. Thefact that Ukrainian infrastructure, in spite
of being continuously rebuilt after destruction, keeps being exposed to newdestruction, does not
encourage continuedeconomic support. If the global economy experiences recession or another
(banking) crisis, negative feelings about economic support to Ukraine could further increase. In
general, a long conflict could lead to a kind of 'war fatigue' amongpoliticians and thepopulation of
Ukraine's Western allies. This could result in or come along with changes of leadership in these
countries. In theEU, this could increasetheheterogeneity ofMember States'positions with respect
to military and economicsupport and possibly on sanctions, ultimately breaking EUunity through
internaldifferences and disputes. Oneexpertnoted that private(commercial)interests couldplay a
rolein such developments.
At the same time, experts acknowledged that Western allies are reaching their own limits, for
instance in terms of the non-availability of military equipment or other materials.So apart from
accelerating and enhancing decision-making on military support,EUcountriesshould also increase
production of ammunition and agree on a better strategy for their defence industries and
procurement,according to theseexperts.Besidesmilitary support, a fewexpertssuggested that the
EU could better enforce existing sanctions.21
One expert suggested that, in case of long-term
occupation ofparts ofUkraine(as in theFrozen Conflict or Cold War scenarios), theEUwould need
to developa strategy aimedat keepingUkrainiansin theoccupied territorieswithin theinformation
space of the EU and the Ukrainian government, to ensure they are protectedto some extent from
Russian propaganda.
EU diplomacy
Experts first explored challenges and opportunities for a possible diplomatic role for the EU as
mediator in theconflict between Russia andUkraine. Such challengescould emanatefromUkraine,
Russia or the EU itself. Experts considered, for instance, that the strength of EU diplomacy is often
linked to its high reputationin matters ofethicsand theruleoflaw, and that this could bechallenged
by candidatecountries such as Ukraineifthey seethat Member States havedifferent views on rule
of law issues inside the EU.22
Ukraine could also challenge the credibility of EU diplomacy if it felt
that theEUgavein on principles regarding territorialintegrity andrespectfor internationallaw. This
would also send the wrong signal to Russia regarding territorial integrity. Oppositeto such views
from Ukraine, experts noted, would be the view from Russia that the EU was discredited as a
potentialmediator in theconflict becauseofits unequivocalsupportfor Ukrainein thewar and for
the Ukrainian 10-point peace plan, as well as the prospect of Ukraine's EU membership. Finally,an
EUdiplomaticmediation effort could faildueto differing opinions within theEUonhowtodealwith
Russia,23
on what would bean acceptableoutcomeofthewar in territorialterms,or on thegoalof
Ukrainian EUmembership.
Apart from thesechallenges,experts saw opportunities for EU diplomacy. A proactive and united
EU would strengthen its role on the world stage and its effectiveness as a supranational actor.
Experts noted that thewar had alreadypushed theEUto act moreas an independentinternational
21
One expert referred to the Commission proposal of 2 December 2022 for a Directive on the definition of criminal
offences and penaltiesfor the violation of Union restrictive measures, currently being examined by the co-legislators.
22
Experts referred to different views on the role the Commission should play as guarantor of rule of law principles vis-
á-vis Member States in the cases of Poland and Hungary. The Commission launched proceedings against Hungary
and Poland for violationsof the rightsof LGBTIQ people in July 2021 and against Poland for violations of EU law by its
Constitutional Tribunal in December 2021, which were contested by these Member States.
23
A few expertsreferred to remarks by French President Macron in the early stages of the war that 'Russia should not
be humiliated'.
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leader on  security, building on the principles laid down in its Strategic Compass andoperating in
coordination with NATO. A few experts did see a potential role for the EU or some of its Member
States in possiblenegotiationsofa post-war agreement. Theyreferred to the'Normandy Format'in
which theEU had, since2014, delegated negotiatingpower to Franceand Germany combined with
a reporting obligationto theEuropean Council. Experts noted that,iftherewerenegotiations after
the current war between Russia and Ukraine, probably other Member States would wish to be
included in such a format, particularly eastern and NordicMember States.24
Finally, some experts considered that EU diplomacy should not so much focus on potential
mediation, but should reflect unequivocal EU support for Ukraine. Such a policy would fit in a
scenario likeFair Stability, in which theinterests ofUkraineand its allies coincideand reinforceeach
other, possibly leading to a new level of security and cooperation in Europe and globally. In this
respect, some experts saw a particular role for the EU to mobilise partners across the world,
including in UN fora, with a focus on so-called 'swing states' from the Global South, to mobilise
support for Ukraineand its peaceplan. This could helpto counter Russian and Chinesenarratives in
Africa and Latin America in particular. According to theseexperts, the EU should reject conditions
put forward by Russia, strengthen sanctions and crack down on the circumvention of sanctions.
Communication within theEUshould explain why peaceon Russian terms would not bebeneficial
to either Ukraine or the EU. These experts also considered that the EU should monitor Russian
influence and stability in Moldova and the Balkans to avoid a spillover from the conflict or
manipulation by Russia. In the Cold War and Frozen Conflict scenarios in particular, the EU should
be aware of and combat disinformation and other Russian hybrid threats. These experts also
emphasised thattheEUshould supportMoldova's European ambition moreactively.
24
The Normandy format is a diplomatic meeting format, established in June 2014, that brings together France,
Germany, Russia and Ukraine with the aim of finding a peaceful resolution to the conflict between Russia and Ukraine.
The Normandy format facilitated the Minsk agreements, which were never fully implemented. See, for instance:
Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), 9 February 2022, Understanding the Normandy format and its
relation to the current standoff with Russia. One expert suggested that a new format called P5+3 could consist of the
five permanent members of the UN Security Council (China, France, Russia, UK, US) plus Germany, Poland and Türkiye.
EU support relatedto thewar and diplomacy–
Key policy considerationsfor EUaction
• Continuing humanitarian and economic aid to Ukraine and enforcing sanctions on
Russia.
• Enhancing decision-making on and delivery of military equipment to Ukraineto avoid
thewar turning into a frozen conflict, leading to lower public support for thewar effort
in EUcountries.
• Fostering convergence between Member States' positions on what can be considered
acceptableand possibleoutcomesofthewar and EUaccession.
• Strengthening EU diplomacy through united positions, particularly regarding the rule
of law and international law, and using its potential to convince other countries in
internationalfora.
• Anticipating possibleparticipation by theEUor a groupofits Member Statesin possible
negotiations for a post-war agreement.
• Keeping upprinciples ofinternationallawand not compromising on theseto achievea
solution to theconflict.
• Monitoring Russian influence beyond Ukraine, particularly in Moldova and Western
Balkan countries, with a viewto avoiding spillovers from theconflict.
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2.2. The  European securityarchitectureand defence
Developing a future European security architecture should be basedon lessons from the ongoing
war.TheEUhas acknowledged that thecurrentworld is moredriven bygeopolitics and that security
and defence policies should be higher on the European agenda. The Versailles Declaration,25
adopted by theEUHeads ofStateand Governmenton 11March 2022, is a guiding documentin this
respect. It condemned theRussianinvasionofUkraine, noting that it violates internationallawand
undermines European security.The declaration's section on 'bolstering our defence capabilities'
states that European leaders 'decided that the European Union would take more responsibility for
its own security and, in the field of defence, pursue a strategic course of action and increase its
capacity to act autonomously'. This intention is followed by a list of concrete actions, such as a
substantialincreasein defenceexpenditure, incentivesfor jointprojects andjoint procurement, and
investment in capabilities, including cybersecurity and strengthening the EU defence industry. At
the European Council of 24-25 March 2022, European leaders endorsed the EU Strategic Compass
for Security and Defence,26
which outlines theEuropean securitypolicy upto 2030. TheseEuropean
decisions were followed by national action, of which the decision of the German government to
fundamentally change its defence policy ('Zeitenwende') and create a €100 billion fund for
investment in military procurementis oneofthemost remarkable.27
The new attractiveness of NATO as a security provider – reflected in the membership applications
ofSweden andFinland,theforward presenceofNATO in easternEuropeand thecentralroleofthe
US and NATO in coordinating military support to Ukraine – is another indicator of the direction in
which a futureEuropean securityarchitecturecould develop.Whereas NATO membershipis aspired
to by, but may not be possible in the short run for, Ukraine and Georgia, the international
community has come up with alternativeproposals to grant security to Ukraine,in particular, in a
more structured way. The plan for a Kyiv Security Compact, presented by former NATO Secretary
General Anders Fogh Rasmussen and Head of the Ukrainian Presidential Office Andrii Yermak has
gained much attention. Presented in September 2022, it envisages long-term security support to
Ukraineby a groupofmainly Westerncountries.28
NATOdecided atits 11July 2023Summit in Vilnius
25
The Versailles Declaration was adopted at the informal meeting of the European Council in Versailleson 10 and 11
March 2022.
26
Strategic Compass.
27
For an overview of important European and national decisions regarding security and defence in the first months of
thewar untilMay 2022,see: S. Clapp, Russia's war on Ukraine: reflectionson European security, neutralityand strategic
orientation, EPRS, European Parliament, May 2022.
28
Itskey recommendations include 'a multi-decade effort of sustained investment in Ukraine's defence industrial base,
scalable weapons transfers and intelligence support from allies, intensive training missions and joint exercisesunder
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to provideUkrainewith  certain securityguarantees, presenting theseas a transition towardsNATO
membership.29
Considerations regarding the future security architecture of Europe should also
include the role of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE),which did not
succeed in monitoring the situation in Donbas and avoiding escalation of the conflict, but is
nevertheless oneofthefewplatformswhereRussia and Western countriescouldstillmeet.
Experts discussed alltheseelements, which arestructured belowby starting with lessonsfrom the
war, then looking at the possible roles of NATO, the OSCE and security guarantees in a possible
futuresecurity architecture, and finally reflecting on theroleoftheEUand its defenceindustry.
2.2.1. European Parliament resolutions
From its first resolutions after the Russian invasion, Parliament has emphasised the central role of
NATO and the EU-NATO relationship for guaranteeing security in Europe. At the same time, it has
made multiple calls for further developing (elements of) the common security and defence policy
(CSDP). On 1March 2022, it stated 'that NATOis thefoundation ofcollectivedefencefor theMember
States who areNATO allies'andit welcomed 'theunitybetweentheEU,NATO and otherlike-minded
democraticpartnersin facing theRussian aggression'. At thesametime, it reiterated its callfor the
Member States to 'increasedefence spending and ensure more effective capabilities andto make
full use of the joint defence efforts within the European framework, notably the Permanent
Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and the European Defence Fund, in order to strengthen the
European pillar within NATO, which willincreasethesecurity ofNATO countries andMember States
alike'. 30
On 9 March 2022, Parliament adopted a resolution which focusedon foreign interference
and theneed to fight disinformation.31
In May 2022,Parliament called for moreambitionon theEU's
project for military mobility, alsoin termsofinfrastructure, andregrettedthattheEuropean Council
cut financing for it under theConnecting EuropeFacility (CEF II)for 2021-2027.32
Parliament addressed the need to develop the CSDP and implement various elements of the
Strategic Compass in particular in its resolution of 8 June 2022.33
It called for progress in foreign
policy and defence cooperation at Union level, as expressed in the Versailles Declaration, and in
establishing a defenceunion and a regular EUdefenceminister council. It called for enhancing and
upgrading intelligence sharing and cooperation among the Member States and with like-minded
partners, for instance by improving the resources and capabilities of the EU Intelligence and
Situation Centre and the European Union Military Staff Intelligence Directorate. It also called for
implementation of the most urgent aspects of the Strategic Compass, including operationalising
theproposalfor a rapid deploymentcapacity instrument. Parliamentalso encouragedtheMember
the European Union and NATO flags'; security guarantees that are 'binding based on bilateral agreements, but
brought together under a joint strategic partnership document – called the Kyiv Security Compact' and supported by
'a core group of allied countries' which could include 'the US, UK, Canada, Poland, Italy, Germany, France, Australia,
Türkiye, and Nordic, Baltic, Central and Eastern European countries'. See the full text of the Compact.
29
See: Vilnius Summit Communiqué of 11 July 2023, in particular point 11 (reaffirming the 2008 commitment that
Ukraine will become a member of NATO and an invitation to join 'when Alliesagree and conditions are met'), point
12 (agreement on a substantial package of expanded political and practical support for Ukraine and a NATO-Ukraine
Council), and point 13 (continued delivery of non-lethal assistance as a multi-year programme, helping Ukraine
rebuild itssecurity and defence sector and transition towards full interoperability with NATO).
30
Resolution of 1 March 2022 on the Russian aggression against Ukraine, points 24 and 25.
31
Resolution of 9 March 2022 on foreign interference in all democratic processesin the EU, including disinformation.
32
Resolution of 5 May 2022 on the impact of the Russian illegal war of aggression against Ukraine on the EU transport
and tourism sectors.
33
Recommendation of 8 June 2022 to the Council and the Vice-President of the Commission/High Representative of
the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy on the EU's Foreign, Security and Defence Policy after the Russian
war of aggression against Ukraine.
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States to  increase their defence budgets and investment and acknowledge the NATO target to
spend 2%ofGDPon defence.34
That sameday,Parliament adopted another resolutionon theCSDP,
this time related to security in the Eastern Partnership (EaP) area. In it, Parliament supports 'closer
defence and security coordination and cooperation with someEaPcountries' andcalled,inter alia,
for closer coordinationwith theOSCEand coordination between CSDPmissions and NATO actions.35
Parliament also mentioned the OSCE in relation to common values and democratic capacity-
building and as a platform to build politicalsupport for a specialtribunalfor thecrimeofaggression
against Ukraine.Parliament also urged theMember States to 'explore every option to re-establish
theOSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukrainemandate'. 36
In October 2022, Parliament addressed Russian threats ofa nuclear strike, calling on Russia to cease
such threats and on theMember States and internationalpartners to preparea quick and decisive
responseshould Russia conduct a nuclear strikeon Ukraine.37
Parliamentcalled on theCouncil, the
Commission and the Member States 'to engage with Ukraine on the topic of future security
guarantees, such as thoseproposed in theKyiv Security Compact'.38
2.2.2. Expert views
Lessons from the war: EU intelligence and geopolitical realism
Experts considered that theEUcould drawtwo particular lessonsfromthewar:firstly,theEUandits
Member States should reinforcetheir intelligencecapacity,to knowandbetter understandwhat the
drivers and plans of non-EU countries are; secondly, they should acknowledge geopolitics and
power as drivers ofinternationalrelations andshould adapt their own policies accordingly.
As regards reinforcing intelligence capacities, experts noted that,since the UK has left the EU, the
EU is no longer linked to important intelligencesystems oftheAnglo-Saxon world,in particularthe
UK's Secret IntelligenceService(also known asMI6),theUS CentralIntelligenceService(CIA)and the
Five Eyes intelligence-sharing alliancebetween theintelligenceservices oftheUS,the UK,Canada,
Australia and New Zealand.39
They also noted that no similar arrangement exists for sharing
intelligence information among EU countries, nor does an agreement on sharing intelligence
between theEUand NATO.Referring totheaim oftheStrategicCompassto strengthen anEUSingle
Intelligence and Analysis Capacity (SIAC) and boost capacities to detect and respond to hybrid
threats,40
these experts considered that the EU should invest in active intelligence and counter-
34
The NATO guideline that its members (called 'allies' in NATO terms) should spend 2 % of their GDP on defence was
reiterated more strongly in the NATO Vilnius Summit Declaration of 11 July 2023, point 27: 'Consistent with our
obligations under Article 3 of the Washington Treaty, we make an enduring commitment to invest at least 2% of our
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) annually on defence'.
35
Resolution of 18 June 2022 on security in the Eastern Partnership area and the role of the common security and
defence policy, in particular points 5, 10 and 17.
36
In, respectively: Resolution of 9 March 2022 on foreign interference in all democratic processes in the EU, including
disinformation, point 149; Resolution of 19 January 2023 on the establishment of a tribunal on the crime of aggression
against Ukraine, point 4; Resolution of 19 May 2022 on the fight against impunity for war crimes in Ukraine, point 30.
37
Resolution of 6 October 2022 on Russia's escalation of itswar of aggression against Ukraine, point 16.
38
Resolution of 2 February 2023 on the Preparation of the EU-UA Summit, point 8.
39
For more information on SIS and CIA, see their websitesat www.sis.gov.uk and www.cia.gov. For information on the
Five Eyes alliance, see, for instance, this informative blog of the UK Defence Journal.
40
For a short description of EU intelligence bodies and activities, see, for instance: N. Delcroix, Single Intelligence
Analysis Capacity (SIAC) and itsrole in supporting EU decision making, pp. 10 and 11 of Impetus#28 of autumn/winter
2019. For the plans of the EU Strategic Compass on SIAC, see: European External Action Service, 24 March 2022, A
strategic compass for security and defence – for a European Union that protectsitscitizens, values and interestsand
contributes to international peace and security, Chapter 3 pp. 33-41, in particular the following quote from page 33:
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intelligence. This  could include designing tools to infiltratetheinformation spheres ofthreatening
actors. Thesecould bestateactorsor non-stateactors,which might becomea growing threat in the
future. Experts noted that this would requiresubstantialinvestments in specialised personnelwith
specific skills, for instance regarding languages andinformation technology. They also pointedto
the need to map weaknesses in Member States' national intelligence services (mentioning recent
revelations in Germany)and suggested that such a 'counter-intelligenceprotectiveumbrella' should
also cover non-EUcountries in theWestern Balkans, Ukraine, Moldovaand Georgia.
As regards geopolitics, all experts concluded that the war has shaken the existing system of
European securityand has shown that theEUwas unprepared for such a challenge. They therefore
considered that theEUshould developitssecuritystrategyand itsunderstanding ofthegeopolitical
landscape. In doing so, the EU should address aspects of conventional war and weapons, such as
tanks and ammunition, as well as hybrid warfare, including cyber-attacks. The EU should develop
long-term plans for investment in research and development (R&D), the forging of international
partnerships and defence procurement. Some experts suggested that the EU should, in particular,
strengthen its capacities in the maritime, air and space domains. This could include a maritime
presencein other areas oftheworld, such astheIndo-Pacific. Oneexpertconcluded thatthecurrent
war has not only shown the weakness of the current European security system, but also indicated
theineffectiveness ofan approach based oninternationalagreementsand thepeacefulcoexistence
of countries and peoples, fostered by trade.41
Another expert said,in this respect,that EUcountries
should, in their relationswith Russia,focusless on intentions laid down in internationalagreements
and moreon realities happening 'ontheground'.
Severalexperts discussed thepossibleposition ofRussiain a futureEuropeansecurityarchitecture;
this would obviously depend on the outcome of the war. A few experts dwelled upon the role of
Crimea in security terms. OneexpertnotedthattheannexationofCrimea is a centralelement in the
success ofPutin's regimeand it can thereforenot betreated likeany other occupied partofUkraine.
Another expert pointedto thestrategicimportanceofCrimea for controlling theSea ofAzov, while
another considered that the liberation of Crimea by Ukraine might cause Russia to use nuclear
weapons. Moregenerally, mostexperts called for long-term vigilancein relations with Russia. They
argued that,as long as Russia has nuclear weapons, NATO should beready to respond to possible
aggression. Oneexpert envisaged a security order in which Russia should be deprived of nuclear
weapons or even be demilitarised. Other experts considered that no future Russian government
would agree to such conditions, even after a Russian defeat,and that, combined with feelings of
resentmentafter a Russiandefeat, thiswould beunlikely to lead to a stablesecurityenvironmentin
Europe. Some experts therefore suggestedthat new efforts should be made to includeRussia in a
future European security architecture – an opportunity that was missed in the 1990s. This could
most likely only happen after a Russian defeat, in a scenario similar to Fair Stability. Other experts
considered outcomeslikeCold War or Frozen Conflict to be morelikely and suggested that theEU
andNATO shoulddevelopa newstrategyofdeterrencetowards Russia.
Future security architecture:Roles of NATO and OSCE, security guarantees
Experts discussed variousoptionsfor a futuresecurityarchitecturein Europe. Mostexperts pointed
to the leading role of the United States and NATO in coordinating military support to Ukraine,for
instance through the meetings of the Ukraine Defence Contact Group, better known as the
'We will strengthen our intelligence-based situational awarenessand relevant EU capacities, notably in the framework
of the EU Single Intelligence AnalysisCapacity, as well as the EU Satellite Centre.'
41
The latter conclusion would question some fundamental principles of value-based EU foreign policy and this
discussion was not further developed by the experts.
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