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 What has been the impact on European 

security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

2   |   CSSR Research report No. 06/23

1 The authors of this article are clearly among those who wish Ukraine well and hope that it will defeat Russia and then win ensuing peace by becoming 
a prosperous and democratic country, firmly rooted in Western institutions.

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 

Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 
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 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 
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Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 
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 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 
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Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 
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 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 18 Daniel Treisman, "Putin Unbound." Foreign Affairs, April 6, 2022, accessed on 6.10.2023, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/arti-

cles/ukraine/2022-04-06/putin-russia-ukraine-war-unbound
19 Samuel Charap and Kaspar Pucek, “Rightsizing the Russia Threat: Whatever Putin’s Intentions Are, He Is Hemmed In by Limited Capabilities”, 
Foreign Affairs, October 3, 2023, accessed on 6.10.2023, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/eastern-europe-and-former-sovi-
et-union/rightsizing-russia-threat

Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 
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 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 
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Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 



7   |   CSSR Research report No. 06/23

 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 

23 Tony Judt, “Postwar: A History of Europe Since 1945”, Penguin Books, 2006, pp. 150, 302.
24 Vaira Vīķe-Freiberga (President of the Republic of Latvia 1999-2007) shared the details of her conversation with French President Chirac in Élysée 
Palace during the annual Conference on Russia 2022 (panel discussion “The Return of History or the End of the World? The Russian Ultimatum to 
the West”), March 4, 2022.
25 DW, “Germany: President Steinmeier Criticized for Russia Ties”, 4.3.2022, accessed on 20.9.2023, https://www.dw.com/en/german-presi-
dent-frank-walter-steinmeier-under-fire-for-russia-ties/a-61344699
26 Nicu Popescu and Mark Leonard, “A Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations”, ECFR, November 2007, accessed on 20.9.2023, http://www.ecfr.eu/publi-
cations/summary/a_power_audit_of_eu_russia_relations.

Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 
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 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 
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Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 



 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 
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 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 
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Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 



 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  
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 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 
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Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 



 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 

Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 
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Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 



 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 
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Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 

Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

41 Jorge Liboreiro and Shona Murray, “Impasse Continues over Hungarian Veto on EU Military Aid for Ukraine,” Euronews (October 2, 2023), accessed on 
9.10.2023, https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2023/10/02/impasse-continues-over-hungarian-veto-on-eu-military-aid-for-ukraine.

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 

Table 1. Changes in Europe: From Partnerships to Containment



 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 
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Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 

Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 
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necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 



 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 
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Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 

Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

43  "Madrid Summit Declaration: Issued by NATO Heads of State and Government Participating in the Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Madrid 29 
June 2022", NATO, June 29, 2022, accessed on October 6.10.2023, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_196951.htm

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 



 What has been the impact on European 
security of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine? 
This is, undoubtedly, a complex question 
and the ultimate answer will depend on the 
outcome of that war. There has been consid-
erable pessimism in that regard, even 
among analysts who wholeheartedly sup-
port Ukraine’s war effort.1  Ukraine’s defeat 
would result in an emboldened and more 
assertive Russia. A frozen conflict would 
most likely become a source of instability in 
Europe. Even Ukraine’s victory may not 
necessarily mean the end of war, because 
ultimately, it will be up to Russia to give up 
its imperial pretensions and accept that its 
neighbours are sovereign states which are 
entitled to choose their own economic and 
security partners. Russia may end up choos-
ing peace with its neighbours, but it is 
unlikely to happen any time soon. It is most 
unlikely if Russia comes up with some sort 
of victory in its war against Ukraine, justify-
ing its current violent maximalist policy 
goals. This has led many to conclude that 
Ukraine’s victory in the war – perilous as it is 
due to Russia’s formidable nuclear capabili-
ties – is the only viable path to a more 
peaceful Russia. 

 The specifics of the ongoing war fall 
beyond the scope of this paper, as the main 
emphasis of the analysis is on the war’s 
implications for European security, not the 
war itself. The aim of the paper is to take 
stock of the extent to which Russia’s 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has 
facilitated the convergence of EU and NATO 

     member states’ views on Russia. Thus, the 
impact of the war will be viewed through the 
lens of the extent to which the states that 
are members of the EU or NATO have man-
aged to develop a shared understanding on 

the security challenges that Russia poses to 
Europe, and the Baltic states in particular. 

 The underlying assumption of this 
study is that a shared understanding of the 
external threat and how to address it is the 
key to successful security policy. The subse-
quent sections focus on three key aspects 
of European security. The first section looks 
at the significance of strategic clarity in 
addressing a common threat. The second 
section examines the empirical evidence 
supporting the claim that European states 
now have a shared understanding of Russia 
and how to deal with it. Most EU states have 
come a long way since 2007, which is taken 
as the point of departure for the subsequent 
analysis. Indeed, EU member states’ posi-
tions on Russia have hardened and become 
more aligned with the views of Poland and 
the Baltic states. The third section, however, 
looks at the implications for the Baltic 
states’ security and potential problems with 
sustaining the consensus on how to deal 
with Russia. Although, at a very basic level, 
the positions of EU states are similar, and 
the military and economic aid to Ukraine has 
been almost unprecedented, it is likely that 
EU-wide consensus on Russia may prove to 
be elusive.

 1. Strategic clarity
 
 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its 

aftermath, heart-breaking as it is for Ukraine 
and its people, has revealed useful informa-
tion to Western policymakers about Russia’s 
intentions. There was already evidence that 
Russia was a revisionist power prior to 2022, 
but the evidence could be interpreted in a 
variety of ways, and there was little clarity as 
to the lengths to which Russia was prepared 

to go to challenge the existing security 
order.2 Revisionism is hard to detect in 
advance, albeit it seems that its sources are 
primarily domestic.3  Through their actions, 
however, states reveal information about 
their intentions. That information is 
precious in the sense that states would 
normally keep that information to them-
selves4  or manipulate it to deceive others.5  
There is little wonder that international rela-
tions literature places such an emphasis on 
the clarity of the strategic environment that 
states may face.6  This clearly had far-reach-
ing implications for EU and NATO member 
states, when they were in the process of 
estimating Russia’s intentions. 

 Russia’s key decision-makers had made 
it clear from 2007, that Russia was dissatis-
fied with the Western rules-based order and 
alleged US hegemony.7  It was clear that 
Russia’s aim was to facilitate a global transi-
tion to multipolarity, which, in its view was 
inevitable8  and represented a more demo-
cratic form of global governance.9 The real 
question, however, was always about Rus-
sia’s timeframe for transitioning to multipo-
larity and the means that Russia was willing 
to use to keep its sphere of influence in 
Europe and beyond.10  Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine largely provided 
answers to questions about what Russia 
wanted to accomplish in its foreign policy 
and the means that it was ready to use. 

 There were plenty of indications of Rus-
sia’s greater foreign policy assertiveness in 

the years that preceded its invasion of 
Ukraine on February 24, 2022. A key aim for 
Russia was to prevent European states from 
joining NATO, and Russia largely succeeded 
in achieving this aim by going to war against 
Georgia and then annexing Crimea in the 
wake of Ukraine’s Revolution of Dignity. The 
frozen conflict in Moldova – a legacy from 
the times when the Soviet Union broke up in 
the early 1990s – effectively prevented Mol-
dova from seeking EU and NATO member-
ship. These measures, however, could be 
interpreted in a variety of ways. On the one 
hand, these could be seen as precursors of 
aggressive measures to roll-back Western 
influence in Eastern Europe. On the other 
hand, they could be interpreted as defensive 
measures driven by regime insecurity and 
aimed against the expansion of Western 
influence in states that are Russia’s neigh-
bours.11 

 Moreover, attempts by Moldova, 
Ukraine, and Georgia to facilitate closer rela-
tions with the EU and NATO went against 
Russia’s growing military power. Russia not 
only wanted to keep its neighbours within its 
sphere of influence, but also increasingly 
had the means to do so12,  as was demon-
strated by Russia’s annexation of Crimea 
and the ensuing war in Ukraine’s Donbas 
region. The use of military power came at 
the expense of Russia’s soft power,13 but 
from Moscow’s perspective, this was proba-
bly just the cost of doing business. Although 
Western policymakers were reluctant to 
accept Russia’s de facto veto power over 

further EU and NATO enlargement in Eastern 
Europe, there was little that could be done to 
challenge Russia’s policies. There was not 
enough evidence, however, that Russia was 
planning a major war in Europe and that it 
was ready to challenge NATO over its pres-
ence in frontline states such as the Baltic 
states and Poland. Russia could also be an 
opportunistic power that would actively use 
below-threshold instruments to weaken its 
neighbours and the West more generally. It 
might exploit existing fault lines and polarize 
societies, but it was unlikely to confront the 
West openly. An assessment of military and 
economic capabilities may not offer suffi-
cient proof of a state’s revisionist intentions, 
because great powers accumulate military 
power to defend their interests and intervene 
on behalf of their allies and clients. Thus, the 
debate prior to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in 2022, largely reflects uncertainty about 
Russia’s intentions.14 

 The assessment of Russia’s intentions 
began to change throughout 2021, when 
Russia amassed its forces near Ukraine’s 
borders and issued a series of demands in 
mid-December to NATO. Putin’s leverage 
Belarus grew considerably due to the deterio-
ration of relations between EU/NATO and 
Belarus after the fraudulent presidential elec-
tion in Belarus in August 2020. This provided 
Russia with the opportunity to threaten 
Ukraine, not just from the east and the south, 
but also from the north. This was the missing 
piece in Putin’s invasion plan. Lukashenko’s 
weakness and his dependence on Russia 
meant that Russia could use Belarus as the 
staging ground for the invasion. And yet, 
despite public warnings from the US intelli-
gence community and political leaders,15  
there was still some ambiguity about Rus-
sia’s intentions and specific war plans. It was 
alarming that Russia was using its military to 
threaten Ukraine, but its actions could be 
interpreted as an exercise in coercive diplo-

macy,  rather than a determination to invade. 
After all, the key aspect of coercive diploma-
cy16 is that a plausible military threat can be 
used to extract a concession from the adver-
sary to avoid war. Since Russia had not been 
able to achieve its key objectives in Ukraine, 
it had the motivation to try to coerce Ukraine 
by using the threat of military invasion to that 
end. 

 The above considerations were put to 
rest by Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. 
Three aspects of the invasion were of key 
importance when it comes to an assessment 
of Russia’s intentions. First, the scale and 
audacity of Russia’s invasion was astound-
ing, and it soon became clear that Russia 
aimed at replacing Ukraine’s pro-Western 
political leadership. Russia was not just 
aiming to coerce Ukraine into fulfilling Rus-
sia’s demands. It wanted to assert control 
over Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policies 
with potentially catastrophic consequences 
for Ukraine’s citizens and frontline NATO 
members. 

 Second, the brutality of the invasion was 
shocking as evidenced by the horrific atroci-
ties committed by Russian troops against 
both Ukraine’s military and civilians. Torture 
and mass graves in Bucha and Irpin, as well 
as the brutal destruction of Mariupol, and 
deportation of Ukrainian children from the 
occupied territories bore evidence of what 
Russia’s rule in Ukraine would be like if it 
were to succeed. Ominously, Russia’s war 
against Ukraine includes elements of geno-
cide.17  

 
 Third, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine rang 

alarm bells in Western capitals because 
Russia had issued an ultimatum to NATO 
two months before the invasion. In the 
absence of this, one could still assume that 
Russia was a limited aims revisionist, and 
that it mainly wanted to keep hold of Ukraine, 

Belarus, Moldova, and some other parts of 
the post-Soviet space, and that its revision-
ism did not apply to the states that had 
joined the EU and NATO in the aftermath of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. It turned 
out that this was not the case. Had Ukraine 
collapsed in the early days of Russia’s inva-
sion, an emboldened Putin may have 
pressed further and demanded a reduction 
in NATO’s military presence in Central and 
Eastern Europe, thus giving Russia a free 
hand in this region. 

 When it comes to a characterization of 
the specific ways in which Russia operates, 
its actions have two key characteristics. 
First, after Russia had identified the West as 
an adversary, it pursued behaviour that has 
been largely unconstrained. While the policy 
options of the Western states were limited 
by self-imposed constraints, Russia’s 
behaviour was not. Importantly, Russia’s 
repression at home has enabled aggression 
abroad.18  Over the past two decades, 
Russia has assassinated (or tried to assas-
sinate) individuals on Western soil (Alexan-
der Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal), annexed 
the territory of a sovereign state (Crimea), 
reduced cities to rubble by aerial bombing 
(Syrian war), and interfered in the electoral 
processes of other states (intervention in 
the 2016 US presidential election). To be 
fair, Russia’s attempts to influence the 
West, undermine its unity, and to polarize its 
societies have often been conducted from a 
position of weakness, and Russia has tried 
to avoid retaliation for its actions. The point, 
however, is that Russia’s behaviour has 
been largely unconstrained, which Moscow 
probably regards as a strength in its 
attempts to assert control over the post-So-
viet space and undermine its Western 
adversaries. 

 The invasion of Ukraine offers substan-
tial evidence of Russia’s unconstrained 
behaviour. Its troops have committed mass 
atrocities, and its crimes against the civilian 
population appear to be widespread in 
occupied territories. Russia has targeted 

railway stations crowded with people, trying 
to evacuate from Ukrainian cities, and has 
also launched missile strikes against shop-
ping malls in broad daylight. In its attempts 
to break Ukraine’s resistance, Russia has 
resorted to nuclear blackmail which includ-
ed vague threats of a nuclear Armageddon 
and holding the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power 
plant, the largest in Europe, at risk. In the 
winter of 2022/23, Russia used coordinated 
missile strikes against Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure to attempt to make living con-
ditions for Ukraine’s citizens unbearable. In 
the spring of 2023, Russia blew up the Nova 
Kakhovka dam and flooded large swaths of 
Ukraine’s territory, thus creating an ecologi-
cal catastrophe. These actions demonstrate 
that Russia is ready to go to great lengths to 
achieve victory in its war against Ukraine, 
and probably sees the lack of clear limita-
tions on its behaviour as a strategic advan-
tage. Although Putin’s conduct of the war 
against Ukraine is somewhat constrained by 
Russia’s limited military capabilities,19  in 
terms of the menu for behaviour, it has few 
limitations. 

 Second, Russia has consistently 
demonstrated an ability to absorb the high 
costs of confrontation. Economic sanctions 
against Russia were imposed in 2014 after 
the downing of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 
by Russian-controlled separatist forces and 
intensification of the military conflict in 
Ukraine’s Donbas region. Those sanctions 
have remained in place ever since, and 
unprecedented economic sanctions were 
imposed on Russia after its full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia has tried to 
limit the damage of sanctions to its econo-
my, but it has also doubled down on the 
policies that produced the sanctions in the 
first place. 

 Russia’s readiness to absorb costs is 
even more apparent when its military casu-
alties are taken into consideration. Although 
precise numbers of Russian troop losses 
are not available at this point, the total 
number of casualties – killed or wounded – 

extends into the hundreds of thousands. 
Russia’s military recruited contract soldiers, 
starting from the spring of 2022. Partial 
mobilization was then announced in Sep-
tember that same year. Later, inmates from 
Russia’s prisons were recruited to support 
the war effort. Although Putin’s decision to 
start the war was a miscalculation, he was 
right about the readiness of ordinary Rus-
sians to endure suffering on behalf of 
Putin’s regime.20 

 As Russia was preparing for a long war, 
it demonstrated that neither high economic 
nor military costs could dissuade it from 
continuing the war. The war has revealed 
that Russia’s weapons systems are techno-
logically less advanced than those that have 
been provided to Ukraine by its Western 
partners. In addition, Russia’s soldiers are 
less motivated and worse equipped than 
those of Ukraine. It seems though that the 
difficulties that Russia is facing on the 
battlefield will supposedly be compensated 
for by Russia’s ability to incur higher costs 
than Ukraine can afford to suffer in this con-
flict. Although losing military equipment and 
troops negatively affects Russia’s ability to 
attain its objectives in Ukraine, its readiness 
to absorb the high costs of the war also 
demonstrates resolve and may prompt polit-
ical leaders in Western capitals to question 
the utility of continuing to support Ukraine 
in the coming years. Although it seems 
unlikely that Russia’s capacity to absorb the 
costs will help it to prevail over Ukraine, it 
may still prolong the war. 

 All in all, Russia’s behaviour in the past 
15 years has gradually (and then suddenly) 
provided Western policymakers with strate-
gic clarity regarding Russia’s intentions and 
persistent behavioural patterns. The con-
frontational policies pursued by Russia were 
a cause for concern long before Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine in 2022. However, Rus-

sia’s readiness to start and sustain a brutal 
war, the atrocities committed by its troops, 
and foreign policy ambitions extending 
beyond Ukraine, made it clear to Western 
policymakers that Russia was a major 
threat that had to be confronted despite the 
risks inherent in such a policy.21

 As the war has gradually evolved into a 
war of attrition, a consensus that Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine was provoked by NATO’s 
weakness rather than Russia’s fear of a 
powerful NATO has begun to emerge among 
Western analysts and policy-makers.22 

Although there is still room for debate on 
specific aspects of Russia’s actions and the 
circumstances under which Russia would 
be ready to escalate beyond the current 
state of confrontation, strategic clarity has 
allowed Western policymakers to arrive at a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenges posed by Russia and the responses 
needed to deal with them. Thus, on the one 
hand, Russia has potentially become a more 
serious threat to European security, but, on 
the other hand, there is now a consensus 
within the transatlantic community that this 
is the case and that the threat posed by 
Russia requires a strong military, economic, 
and political response. As the next section 
demonstrates, however, disagreement on 
how to deal with Russia ran deep within the 
EU and NATO. The shared view that Russia 
must be confronted is a relatively recent 
phenomenon.

 2. Political and practical   
 assistance to Ukraine
 
 This section looks at the origins of the 

West’s Russia policy and traces its evolution 
over the past decades. It then looks at the 
assistance that has been provided to 
Ukraine and how the positions of EU and 
NATO member states on Russia have 

changed over time. Overall, the threat that is 
posed by Russia to European security is 
neither new, nor unique. The cornerstone for 
European security has been transatlantic 
security cooperation. The emergence of 
NATO was the result of three security chal-
lenges to European security: the successful 
Soviet nuclear test in September of 1949, 
the communist takeover in China, and the 
communist invasion of South Korea in 
1950. This resulted in NATO’s policy that 
was aptly characterized by Lord Ismay: keep 
the Russians out, the Americans in, and the 
Germans down.23

 Europeans and Americans were capa-
ble and willing to adapt to the security chal-
lenges posed by the Soviet Union in the 
past. They have, however, been reluctant to 
confront the challenges posed to European 
security by Putin’s Russia since the early 
2000s, including Russia’s invasion of Geor-
gia since August of 2008, hybrid war and the 
occupation of parts of Ukraine since March 
of 2014. It was only when Russia launched 
an overt full-scale attack against Ukraine to 
fully occupy the country in February of 
2022, that the European and American posi-
tion on Russia changed. 

 Before Russia’s brutal invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, it was tacitly acknowl-
edged by many in Western Europe that 
Ukraine belonged to the sphere of Russia’s 
special interests and privileges.24  Germany 
pursued a special relationship with Russia 
for decades and developed a close econom-
ic relationship with it, thus funnelling 
billions of euros into Putin’s pockets. Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schröder (1998-2005) devel-
oped a close personal relationship with Rus-
sia’s president and agreed to represent the 
interests of Russian companies after the 
end of his tenure as Chancellor. This 
schröderization of German politics by 
having close ties with Russia received much 
criticism from such Central Eastern Europe-

an states as Poland, the Baltic states, and 
Ukraine. Even after Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, German President 
Frank-Walter Steinmeier and aides like Jens 
Plötner, the foreign policy advisor to Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz, and Andreas Michaelis, 
State Secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, have tried to make the case for 
closer ties with Russia, “a strong inclination 
towards Moscow” per the words of major 
Polish officials.25  

 The change in Russia’s relations with 
the West from the previous era, however, has 
been notable. In 2007, the European Council 
on Foreign Relations (ECFR) published “A 
Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations” outlin-
ing the positions of European countries 
towards Russia. This report was published 
before Russia’s attack against Georgia in 
2008. The report identified five major diverg-
ing groups of states in Europe, based on the 
preferred relationship with Russia: ‘Trojan 
Horses’ (Greece and Cyprus), ‘Strategic Part-
ners’ (France, Germany, Italy and Spain), 
‘Friendly Pragmatists’ (Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia), 
‘Frosty Pragmatists’ (Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, 
Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom) 
and ‘New Cold Warriors’ (Poland and Lithua-
nia).26 Although this division coincided 
roughly with the geographical location of EU 
member states and their proximity to Russia 
(with Russia’s neighbours being more con-
cerned about Russia’s intentions and ambi-
tions in Europe), there was more complexity 
to the states’ positions vis-à-vis Russia than 
meets the eye. 

 The following paragraphs look at the 
subsequent trajectories of the EU member 
states in greater detail. The paradigm 
change will be assessed along the criteria 
which follows: countries which have 
remained strategic partners and the extent 

to which European powers have moved from 
friendly-frosty relations to new Cold-War 
warrior positions. The assessment looks 
firstly at the European countries which were 
the first to provide military aid to Ukraine for 
its defence against Russia’s attack, the 
share of GDP that Europe committed to 
Ukraine, as well as the speed of delivery of 
military support and overall support to 
Ukraine. The second part focuses on how 
the European states have changed their 
political discourse toward Russia, which is 
underlined by their practical support to 
Ukraine. The subsequent analysis takes the 
ECFR report from 2007 as the starting point 
in assessing the extent to which the posi-
tions of European states have moved away 
from their pre-2008 positions.

 2.1. Ukraine support alliance

 Ukraine has received tens of billions of 
euros in military and economic aid since the 
start of Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. 
There are, however, only a few countries that 
have committed more than 0.75 percent 
from their GDP, up till now, to overall support 
for Ukraine.27  These are, in descending 
order, Norway (1.7 percent of GDP), Lithua-
nia (1.4 percent), Estonia (1.3 percent), 
Latvia (1.2 percent), and Denmark (1.1 
percent). There is also a substantial group 
of countries that have sent 0.45 to 0.75 
percent of their GDP in overall aid to 
Ukraine. Again, in descending order, these 
are Poland and Slovakia (0.7 percent), the 
Czech Republic and Germany (0.6 percent), 
and the United Kingdom and Finland (0.5 
percent). These are the ten countries that 
have pledged the largest share of their GDP 
to provide overall support to Ukraine during 
wartime. Across the Atlantic Ocean, the 
United States and Canada have spent more 
than 0.3 percent each in their support to 
Ukraine while major European powers such 
as France, Italy and Spain have not even 

pledged 0.1 percent to assist Ukraine during 
wartime (which is similar to Australia’s and 
New Zealand’s support to Ukraine while 
being physically located more than 10 time 
zones away from Europe). 

 The coalition of states which are sup-
porting Ukraine more than others include 
the North American NATO partners, Germa-
ny, the Visegrad Group, the Baltic states and 
the Scandinavian countries. Southern and 
Western Europe are committing a many 
times smaller share of their GPD than the 
top ten Central and Eastern European and 
Scandinavian states which are in closer 
proximity to Russia. 

 By February 23 of 2023, or one year into 
the war, the Baltic states and Poland had not 
only been the first to deliver military aid to 
Ukraine, but have also been the leaders in 
providing military assistance to Ukraine. For 
example, Estonia had sent 1.1 percent of its 
GDP, Latvia – 1 percent, Lithuania - 0.7 
percent, and Poland - 0.6 percent to directly 
support Ukraine’s defence efforts. The 
importance part of this is not just the share 
of military aid, but also the speed of delivery 
in the most crucial first days of war. 

 Latvia and Estonia have topped the 
main donors. Each has sent around 1 
percent of their GDP in military aid to 
Ukraine in just over six months from the 
beginning of the full-scale war, while Poland 
and Lithuania have sent more than 0.5 
percent of GDP in military aid to Ukraine. 
Britain, the United States, Norway, Denmark, 
the Czech Republic and Slovakia have been 
amongst the most ardent supporters.28  
While France and Germany were initially 
reluctant and have provided a much lower 
share of their GDP in terms of their military 
support to Ukraine, both of these major 
European powers have provided important 
air-defence capabilities.29 

 Among non-EU member states, while 
Turkey has provided Bayraktar attack 
drones to Ukraine, it has also significantly 
delayed Sweden’s accession to NATO. 
Furthermor, theThe United States is the top 
supporter to Ukraine politically and in terms 
of its aggregate aid, which includes such 
important military items as HIMARS MLRS, 
M2 Bradley armoured vehicles, Abrams 
tanks, and Patriot air defence systems, and 
now also ATACMS long-range missiles. 
Moreover, political support from the United 
States through NATO has rallied many of 
NATO’s European members to support 
Ukraine more actively. The United Kingdom 
was among the most important early sup-
porters of Ukraine. The British people and 
government were Ukraine’s main allies both 
politically and in terms of military support. 
With the help of British weapons and Lon-
don’s political clout, it was possible to 
launch myriad Western military support 
activities. A very important form of support 
was the supply of Western tanks, which 
Ukraine needs so desperately to liberate its 
occupied territories. 

 One side of support is commitment (the 
speed and the share of support that each of 
the allies are willing to give to Ukraine to 
support it in its defence against Russia). 
Another side is the aggregate military aid 
that major NATO and EU countries (includ-
ing the EU itself) have provided to Ukraine. 
The United States ranks as the top support-
er with 47bn USD in military aid and equip-
ment delivered to Ukraine from January 
2022 to May 2023. Signifying a breach with 
pacifism against revisionist powers and its 
previous reluctance to embrace security 
principles in a bolder way, the EU stands as 
the second major supporter with 30bn USD 
in military aid to Ukraine. Germany is the 
third major supporter to Ukraine (8bn USD) 
while the United Kingdom is the fourth (7bn 
USD). Poland and the Netherlands have 

spent more than 2bn USD on military aid to 
Ukraine, while Denmark, Canada, Finland 
and Sweden have spent more than 1bn USD 
to aid Ukraine’s defence against Russia with 
military support.30  In comparison, Europe 
has spent much more on Ukraine’s and its 
own security than the aggregate support 
from the United States (including Canada), 
which is a significant indicator in assessing 
Europe’s responsibility toward Ukraine’s 
defence and its own security.

 2.2. Changing course – a 
 European shift
 
 There has been a change in the percep-

tion of security within Europe that goes 
beyond military aid to Ukraine. The posi-
tions of key European powers on Russia 
have changed notably since ECFR’s “power 
audit” report of 2007. Nowhere has this 
change been more notable than in France 
and Germany. France has always attempted 
to facilitate negotiations and talk to Rus-
sian’s leaders, even when Russia has 
launched wars against its neighbours. First-
ly, French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 
negotiations with then Russian President 
Dmitry Medvedev, said Russia had agreed to 
pull back its troops from Georgia, but this 
agreement left the Russian military within 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia (allowing the 
occupation of around 20 percent of Geor-
gian territory after the August 2008 war). 
Even if French President Francois Hollande 
called the seizing of Crimea “unacceptable 
annexation” and urged Putin to stop, it did 
not change anything.31  Furthermore, even 
though Emmanuel Macron has been a 
strong supporter of a bolder European 
defence pillar, his statements and actions at 
the beginning of Russia’s war against 
Ukraine only weakened his standing among 
his European allies, and degraded his credi-
bility in the eyes of Putin.32  

 With respect to Putin and Medvedev, 
successive French Presidents have pursued 
talks with them and embraced rational-paci-
fist policies. Even when Russia was using 
military aggression against its neighbours, 
the French leadership urged other European 
states to treat Russia with respect. It was 
only after more than a year into the full-scale 
war that Macron made a U-turn in his 
approach to Putin and Russia. Even though 
he missed his “Churchillian moment” at the 
outset of the war, Macron is now supporting 
Ukraine not only militarily, but also in its 
joining both NATO and the EU in the future.33 

 With Germany, the turning point came 
with Olaf Scholz’s Zeitenwende speech. This 
was the moment that Germany abandoned 
its long-standing strategic thinking “Wan-
del-durch-Handel” principle, which had advo-
cated for the engagement of Russia into 
European pacifist thinking through trade 
and cultural exchanges.  In his remarks just 
a few days after Russia launched its full war 
against Ukraine Scholz asserted that “Putin 
is not just seeking to wipe an independent 
country off the map” but also that the Krem-
lin’s intent is “the demolishing of the Europe-
an security order that had prevailed for 
almost half a century.”34  He announced 
three important policy adjustments in 
response to this attempt by Russia to colo-
nize an independent European country – 
Ukraine. 

 First, Germany would support Ukraine 
militarily in its effort to defend against 
Putin’s Russia which wants to restore or 
rebuild the Russian Empire. Second, Germa-
ny is committed to sending its troops to 
Lithuania, Romania, or the Baltic Sea, the 
Mediterranean, or the North Sea to deter 
Putin and contain Russia, and to ensure 
efficient airspace policing within NATO. 

Third, and most importantly, Germany would 
finally abandon its pacifist stance and 
commit to NATO defence principles by 
embracing the two percent spending rule. 
Moreover, in his remarks, Scholz mentioned 
the urgent need to reinvest in German 
military capabilities to compensate for the 
complacency the German government had 
shown as a NATO member.

 Even though the initial vocal turn and 
novel policy declaration was sound and 
surprising, delivering on these promises has 
turned out to be rather difficult. In terms of 
military assistance to Ukraine, Germany has 
displayed a reluctance to take the initiative 
and assume leadership in supporting 
Ukraine. Instead, Scholz has been deferring 
to the United States to take the lead. This 
was very apparent in the Scholz govern-
ment’s decision-making process in sending 
Leopard II tanks to Ukraine: he conditioned 
the contribution to the participation of 
Washington and the provision of Abrams 
tanks.35 

 Furthermore, Germany’s constitution 
imposes direct and structural limits on 
spending, the so called “debt brake.” This 
obstacle is a principle designed to restrict 
structural deficits and safeguard the econo-
my from overbearing debt.36  Again, over-
coming its pacifist thinking is one side of 
the story. Political debates and structural 
caveats are other obstacles on Germany’s 
road to overcoming its freeriding within 
NATO and committing to at least the two 
percent spending rule. The German econo-
my would most certainly allow for the 
addressing of such shared European securi-
ty interests. 

 Finally, successive governments have 
drastically reduced the capabilities of the 
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Bundeswehr since the end of the Cold War. 
The Bundeswehr faces severe deficiencies in 
equipment, and its operational capabilities 
are in dire need of modernization. The coun-
try’s military stocks have reached alarmingly 
low levels, and Germany could only sustain 
combat operations for a few days, well below 
NATO’s standard of 30 days.37  This condition 
within the German military and the country’s 
rather slow and sluggish approach to 
increasing military spending to the promised 
two percent, make us question the aptness 
of German military capabilities for military 
challenges in places like the Baltic States. 

 Up till now and presently as well, Germa-
ny has fallen short of meeting this objective, 
with its defence spending averaging 1.2 
percent of its GDP.38 While there is a war 
raging in Europe, the German military pres-
ence and its inability to provide necessary 
capabilities is undermining the European 
security objective, although the opposite had 
been promised by Scholz’s Zeitenwende, 
much more than a year ago. The presence of 
40-year-old analogue radios, which are easily 
intercepted, have only a short range, and 
lower power, imposes risks on such crucial 
battlefield functions as command and con-
trol, aside from the possibility that the enemy 
could even intercept its communications.

 There has been a positive defence 
spending trend within NATO, especially since 
the beginning of Russia’s overt attempt to 
occupy the whole of Ukraine. In descending 
order, Poland (3.9 percent of GDP for 
defence), the United States, Greece, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Finland, Romania, Hungary, Latvia, 
the United Kingdom, and Slovakia are com-
mitting to a level higher than the two percent 
spending rule.39  A significant improvement 
when compared to just three NATO members 
having committed to the spending rule by 
2014, these transatlantic partners are also 
the fastest and most ardent supporters of 

Ukraine, militarily, financially, and politically 
against Russia’s aggression. A positive trend in 
terms of European commitment to its own secu-
rity is in place, but the political, military, and 
economic leaders of the EU, such as France (1.9 
percent of GDP for the military) and Germany 
(1.6 percent) are still dealing with domestic 
structural, political and will obstacles in 
embracing the rules of the transatlantic security 
community. 

 Even though France’s U-turn came rather 
late, and Germany’s policy adjustments herald-
ed by Zeitenwende have been difficult to imple-
ment, they are still substantial policy adjust-
ments for these major EU powers. Even though 
the policy change for both major powers is slow, 
neither are even close to strategic partnership 
with Russia. One of the major reasons is Russia 
ignoring French and German leadership-clout 
within Europe. The United States and the United 
Kingdom are proving to be the politically deci-
sive forces for Europe through NATO. 

 Even though there have been debates inside 
the United States-led NATO about the degree 
and duration of its support to Ukraine, more 
than 80 percent of Americans agree that the 
United States must stand up for vulnerable 
people globally. More than 60 percent agree that 
there should be enduring military support to 
Ukraine until Russia abandons Ukraine com-
pletely and Putin and his regime are defeated.40  
Although some ambiguity still remains, there 
has been a notable change of course by states 
which previously embraced strategic ambiguity 
and pragmatism. Support for Cold War contain-
ment in Europe has grown considerably. 

 There has been a shift away from friendly 
relations with Russia within Europe (See Table 
1) Most of the Visegrad countries, the Baltic 
States and the Scandinavian countries have 
been the staunchest military, and overall, sup-
porters of Ukraine – a new coalition inside 

Europe with a strong voice and political influ-
ence within the EU and NATO to support 
Ukraine. Importantly, formerly non-aligned 
Sweden and Finland are among the top sup-
porters of Ukraine. They have also decided to 
join the transatlantic security community and 
Finland is now a NATO member, while Swe-
den’s membership has been hostage to Hun-
gary’s and Turkey’s political support in allow-
ing other states to join NATO. 

 While both formerly non-aligned Scandi-
navian states are no more pragmatic, frosty 
or friendly, the formerly friendly and pragmat-
ic Hungary has turned into a political and 
strategic asset for Putin against NATO 
enlargement even if only for a short time (in 
spite of its compliance with NATO’s 2 percent 
spending rule). The political position of Hun-
gary against European states joining NATO 
and against the EU’s support for Ukraine has 
rendered this country a Trojan horse – lever-
age which Putin’s Russia can utilize to frus-
trate EU decisions, the most recent example 
of this being the meeting between the Hun-

garian prime minister Victor Orban and the 
Russian president Vladimir Putin in China in 
mid-October 2023.

 The Southern and Western European 
states are not very staunch or rapid providers 
of support of various kinds to Ukraine; thus, 
they remain pragmatic Europeans, due to the 
absence of salient support to Ukraine 
indicated in this report. The bottom line is 
that there are no more strategic partners for 
Russia in Europe anymore, only one salient 
state which has undermined support to 
Ukraine by vetoing EU support packages to 
Ukraine.41 Partnerships and pragmatism 
would only mean the search for an opening, 
when and if any political change occurs 
within Russia, that can end the war against 
Ukraine.

 Conclusion – Implications  
 for the Baltic states

 What are the implications of the chang-

ing European security environment for the 
Baltic states? This is a difficult question to 
answer during the best of times, and it is even 
harder to answer at a time when a major war 
is being fought on the European continent. 
The outcome of this war will determine what 
lies ahead for the Baltic states, because the 
outcome of the war will be the difference 
between a defeated or victorious Russia. A 
defeated Russia, as dangerous as it may be, 
will constitute a lesser threat to its neigh-
bours. In addition, a defeat in its war against 
Ukraine may become the catalyst for domes-
tic political change in Russia. A less aggres-
sive and imperialist Russia may emerge as a 
result, although that is likely to be a lengthy 
process even in a best-case scenario. 

 The implications for the Baltic states, 
however, extend beyond the dynamics of the 
war between Russia and Ukraine. As much as 
the war has brought EU and NATO states 
together and facilitated the emergence of a 
shared understanding of the security chal-
lenge that Russia represents to European 
security, there are still two points for concern. 
First, the consensus on Russia that has 
formed since 2022, may turn out to be more 
fragile than it seems. The collective West has 
rallied to support Ukraine since the start of 
the war, and the above analysis demonstrates 
that political positions on Russia have con-
verged with the original “Cold Warriors” 
Poland and Lithuania. There are still differ-
ences when it comes to their preferred 
outcomes of the war and the extent to which 
they are ready to provide military and 
economic aid to Ukraine, which can become a 
hostage to democratic election cycles, local 
preferences, and war fatigue. While political 
promises must be tested against practical 
implementation, one vivid example in Europe 
is the election of a pro-Russian political 
establishment in Slovakia. This domestic 
political adjustment could change 
military-political support to Ukraine from a 
key ally, Slovakia.42

 The Visegrad nations and the Baltic 
states want Ukraine to win the war and return 
to its 1991 territorial borders. Such an 

outcome would reinforce the norm prohibit-
ing territorial conquest, strengthen the 
ruled-based international order, deter poten-
tial aggressors who might contemplate terri-
torial conquest elsewhere, establish precon-
ditions for the revival of Ukraine’s economy 
after the war, and would partially redeem the 
suffering through which Ukraine has been 
dragged by Russia’s aggression. Although 
these are all desirable outcomes, there is 
seemingly no agreement among the EU and 
NATO states about the viability of such an 
outcome. 

 There are concerns that Ukraine may 
not have the strength to prevail over Russia 
militarily (even with Western military and 
economic support). In addition, there are 
concerns that Ukraine’s military victory 
would be highly destabilizing at that stage of 
the war when Russian forces are defeated 
and forced to retreat. Russia has repeatedly 
issued nuclear threats, both at the start of 
the “special military operation”, and also at 
various later stages of the war. Russia’s 
nuclear threats have also deterred Western 
allies from moving more quickly with deliver-
ies of certain weapon systems, such as 
ATACMs, main battle tanks, and fighter jets. 

 Overall, there has been a notable reluc-
tance on the part of Ukraine’s Western part-
ners to do everything possible to ensure 
Ukraine’s victory. This was partly the reason 
why Ukraine’s much-anticipated spring 
counter-offensive could only begin in early 
June 2023. In addition, Ukrainian forces had 
to attack Russian positions without close air 
support. Germany’s reluctance to provide 
Ukraine with Taurus missiles is another case 
in point. Germany has not delivered Taurus 
missiles despite the United Kingdom and 
France having already sent Storm Shadow 
and Scalp-EG missiles to Ukraine. Germa-
ny’s reluctance, however, has been the result 
of concerns that Taurus missiles could be 
used by Ukraine to make the Crimean Bridge 
inoperable. Potentially, this boils down to the 
unwillingness of the German chancellor Olaf 
Scholtz to see German missiles striking the 
Russian bridge, which is a notable symbol of 

Russian occupation to Ukrainians. In sum, 
there are still notable differences between 
the Baltic states and their NATO allies with 
regard to whether Ukraine can win the war 
and the extent and speed of military assis-
tance to Ukraine. 

 There is some disagreement on issues 
that are already vital for Ukraine, but it is 
quite likely that there is more to come. Rus-
sia’s unwillingness to scale down its ambi-
tions in Ukraine has made assistance to 
Ukraine relatively easy. The sheer brutality of 
Russia’s invasion has created a strong moral 
foundation for helping Ukraine. The voices 
advocating in favour of freezing the conflict 
have been made irrelevant by Russia’s con-
duct of its military operation. Russia has 
targeted hospitals, shopping malls and 
energy infrastructure with the clear intent of 
making life for Ukrainians unbearable. 
Although unlikely at this point, this may, how-
ever, change in the coming months or years, 
and Russia may reach out with proposals on 
how to end the war. Russia has not attempt-
ed meaningful diplomacy to settle the con-
flict. Russia’s intransigence has made help-
ing Ukraine the only viable policy option. If 
this were to change, it may become more 
difficult to maintain the shared position on 
how to deal with Russia. 

 The postwar relationship with Russia 
and Ukraine is another issue where disagree-
ment is to be expected. Although a decisive 
defeat of Russia and the collapse of Putin’s 
regime is still possible, such outcomes are 
not likely. Support for Putin’s regime might be 
shallow, but opposition to the regime and its 
confrontation with Ukraine and the West is 
still too weak. This means that Putin’s regime 
may endure even after the active phase of the 
military conflict comes to an end. In this 
scenario, Ukraine would still be insisting on 
reparations for the damage that it has 
incurred during the war. Ukraine would also 
keep pressing the issue of prosecuting Rus-
sian war criminals for the crimes that were 
perpetrated during the war. And Ukraine 
would still expect to move ahead with EU and 

NATO membership. If Finland’s and Swe-
den’s NATO membership has become a 
contentious issue, then Ukraine’s EU and 
NATO membership has the potential to 
become an even more divisive issue within 
the EU and NATO. None of these issues will 
be simple to deal with, and disagreements 
among Western allies are likely to surface 
at every step.  Nevertheless, what is clear at 
the moment is the present coalition that is 
supporting Ukraine and is being supported 
through enhanced cooperation between 
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, 
the Baltic states, as well as the Scandinavi-
an countries.

 Second, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
has underlined the significance of main-
taining a credible NATO deterrence and 
defence posture in the vulnerable frontline 
allies that may potentially become victims 
of Russia’s aggression. Thus, the Baltic 
states were forced to pursue two objectives 
from the start of the invasion. First, the 
provision of military and economic assis-
tance to Ukraine and, second, working with 
allies to bolster the NATO military presence 
in the Baltic region when the build-up of 
defence capabilities in the frontline states 
was lagging. While the main emphasis for 
the Baltic states has been on helping 
Ukraine and facilitating consensus within 
NATO in this regard, there has also been 
considerable progress in strengthening 
NATO deterrence in the Baltic region. 

 The outline for a stronger NATO 
defence posture was laid out during the 
Madrid summit. Moving from battlegroups 
to brigade-sized units “where and when 
required”43  made a lot of sense, and helped 
the Alliance to maintain some flexibility in 
this regard. After all, if the war was to be 
over quickly with ensuing catastrophic con-
sequences for Russia, keeping large forces 
in-place in the Baltic states may not even be 
necessary. As Russia has settled in for a 
long war and shows no signs of relenting, 
moving ahead with an increased NATO 
presence in the Baltic region has become 

necessary, although it may take several more 
years for the brigade-size units to materialize 
in the Baltics. 

 It is noteworthy, however, that the Baltic 
states have had to put pressure on their 
NATO allies for the brigades to eventually 
materialize. Although the NATO military 
presence in the Baltic region increased con-
siderably after Russia had invaded Ukraine, 
there was a reluctance to commit 
brigade-size units for permanent stationing 
in the Baltic states. It took considerable time 
and pressure for Lithuania to convince 
Germany that it should contribute the entire 
brigade that would be deployed in Lithuania 
on a permanent basis. Latvia’s dealings with 
Canada have also not been without disagree-
ment about the size of the contribution that 
Canada should make to Latvia’s security, and 

it appears that Estonia has not been 
successful in convincing the United King-
dom to deploy a brigade-size unit on a 
permanent basis. Although there is little 
doubt that NATO allies would do whatever it 
takes to help the Baltic states if they 
become targets of Russia’s aggression, the 
lack of permanently stationed forces weak-
ens the NATO deterrence posture. In addi-
tion, much more needs to be done to 
re-equip and increase the size of armed 
forces in most NATO member states. Simply 
put, the difficulty in supplying the Baltics 
with brigade-size units comes as a result of 
years of underinvestment in the armed 
forces. This will have to change for NATO to 
succeed in deterring Russia, once its 
military has recovered from the catastrophic 
impact of the war in Ukraine. 
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