CARNEGIE
INTERNATIONAL PEACE

JUNE 2023

UKRAINE INITIATIVE

Envisioning a Long-Term
Security Arrangement
for Ukraine

Eric Ciaramella






Envisioning a Long-Term
Security Arrangement
for Ukraine

Eric Ciaramella



© 2023 Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. All rights reserved.

Carnegie does not take institutional positions on public policy issues; the views represented herein are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of Carnegie, its staff, or its trustees.

No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means without
permission in writing from the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Please direct inquiries to:

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
Publications Department

1779 Massachusetts Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20036

P: + 1202 483 7600

F: + 1202 483 1840
CarnegieEndowment.org

This publication can be downloaded at no cost at CarnegieEndowment.org.

Photo Credit: Gustavo Valiente/Europa Press via Getty Images



Contents

Summary 1
Introduction 3
No Time Like the Present 5
A Wartime Compact—and Beyond 7
Political and Legal Codification 8
Multiyear Aid and Financing 10
Defense Industry Ramp-Up 12
Consultations, Coordination, and Information Sharing 14
The EU and Reconstruction 16
Russia and the Postwar Order 18
Conclusion 18
About the Author 21
Notes 23

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 35






Summary

The moment has arrived for Western leaders to offer a practical vision for Ukraine’s long-
term security. This paper lays out a detailed proposal for a sustainable multilateral security
arrangement in which Ukraine has a strong military that is backed by legally codified
pledges of support—training, equipping, and defense industrial cooperation—from the
United States and Europe. The model outlined in this paper draws on official Ukrainian
government proposals and lessons from the United States’ security relationships with close
partners that are not treaty allies, notably Israel. It prioritizes a strategy of deterrence by
denial: by fielding a robust, modernized, and well-trained military, Ukraine can raise the
cost of future aggression to such a point that Russia would lose confidence in its ability to
achieve its objectives there through force.'

Independent of battlefield developments, Ukraine and its partners must negotiate a long-
term security arrangement now. Reaching a consensus sooner rather than later on a frame-
work makes more sense than putting off controversial decisions until large-scale hostilities
end. A security arrangement has the potential to undermine President Vladimir Putin’s
conviction that Russia can outlast Ukraine and the West. It can also assure Ukraine that it
will be able to defend its sovereignty even if it does not liberate its entire territory this year.
Many of the elements contained in this proposal can be implemented during wartime—
indeed, some of them are already in place—and strengthened after the war.

The proposed security model is not necessarily an alternative to NATO membership, which
enjoys strong support from Ukraine’s leaders and public. The allies have promised the coun-
try an eventual place in NATO, but they have made clear that this will not be on the agenda



while the war is ongoing. Even once the war ends, they are unlikely to move swiftly to admit
Ukraine. Therefore, the proposal here seeks to enhance the country’s ability to defend itself
as it remains outside of NATO for the foreseeable future. At the same time, it emphasizes
the critical role Ukraine’s EU accession will play in its long-term security.

The United States must lead the conversation on a future security arrangement. Not only
does its unparalleled capacity for security assistance and multinational coordination make it
vital to the success of the arrangement, but a clear long-term U.S. pledge to Ukraine would
also prompt Europe to increase its commitments, thereby ensuring proper burden-sharing,.
The proposed arrangement would be flexible enough to encompass commitments from the
EU as a collective, from individual member states, and from other countries. To make the
U.S. commitment to Ukraine credible and durable, the Biden administration must work
with Congress to secure broad bipartisan support.

This study identifies five elements that are critical to a future security arrangement:

*  Strong political and legal codification that ensures the arrangement will endure
regardless of electoral cycles and leadership changes in the United States and Europe

* A predictable, multiyear pipeline for military supplies that enables Ukraine to plan
and sustain a future force structure capable of deterring Russian aggression

*  Support for Ukraine’s defense industry, as well as targeted defense industrial invest-
ments in the United States and Europe to prepare for a long war and an extended
period of Ukrainian military reconstitution

*  Mechanisms for political consultations, information sharing, and coordination to
ensure that Ukraine’s military needs are met in a timely fashion

*  Clear linkage to Ukraine’s EU accession process and postwar reconstruction

Much of the public debate to date has focused on Ukraine’s request for security “guarantees”
in response to the failure of the previous “assurances” encapsulated in the 1994 Budapest
Memorandum. To avoid confusion, and in light of the historical baggage these terms carry,
this paper uses “arrangement” or “commitment” to refer to the future legal and political
framework in question.”
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Introduction

Ukraine’s long-term security will be among the most vexing questions the United States and
Europe will face in the years ahead. With membership in the European Union (EU) and
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) still far down the road, the country is stuck
in a dangerous gray zone: outside the European security order and facing an acute military
threat of indefinite duration. President Joe Biden and other Western leaders have made

clear that they will not send their countries’ own forces to defend Ukraine while it is under
attack.> What is more, in surging equipment to Ukraine ahead of its counteroffensive, the
United States and European countries have drawn down their stocks without a clear plan to
sustain high levels of military aid thereafter.

That is why Ukraine and its partners must come up with a security arrangement now: one
that is solid enough to shake the Kremlin’s belief that it can wait out the West. It is not

wise to put off this discussion until the outcome of Ukraine’s counteroffensive is clear.

Nor should achieving clarity on Ukraine’s long-term security relationship with the West

be viewed solely as a tool to facilitate a hypothetical diplomatic endgame, which is still far
from certain. Rather, it is urgent to design and implement a formula so that Kyiv can build a
robust, sustainable self-defense force even if the war rages on for the indefinite future.

This might seem like a tall order, and no exact model for such a complex multilateral
arrangement exists. But Ukraine and its partners are closer to a solution than it may appear.
The massive military support the United States, Europe, and others have provided since

the onset of Russia’s full-scale invasion, and the political and bureaucratic innovations that
have accompanied this aid, is a solid foundation upon which to chart a formal long-term



plan. Ukraine’s government has made a serious proposal with the Kyiv Security Compact
to translate this ongoing support into a more enduring framework.’ And the United States’
close defense relationships with non-treaty-allies—notably Israel—can offer lessons for how
to make an arrangement work.

This paper examines what a long-term security arrangement for Ukraine might look like and
how to make it credible and sustainable. Drawing upon an analysis of Ukrainian require-
ments and insights from existing successful security models, it proposes a latticework of mul-
tilateral agreements and commitments centered around training and equipping a substantial
future military force. It would obligate the parties to ensure Ukraine’s ability to defend itself,
but not to fight on the country’s behalf. The proposal recognizes the sustainment challenges
Ukraine’s partners face and emphasizes long-range planning, coordination, prioritization,
standardization, and defense industrial solutions, all of which would save costs over time.

The United States, together with Europe, must lead the discussion on security commitments
to Ukraine. No other country can match its ability to source, coordinate, and deliver timely,
impactful security assistance, intelligence support, and defense-industrial solutions. A strong
U.S. pledge to Ukraine would also prompt Europe to make larger and more enduring secu-
rity commitments, thereby creating an equitable and sustainable transatlantic formula for
supporting Ukraine’s self-defense. The proposed framework would allow for contributions
from the EU and individual member states; non-EU countries, such as the United Kingdom,
Norway, and Tiirkiye; and Ukraine’s non-European partners.

Critically, Kyiv and its partners need not wait until the war is over to design and implement
a security arrangement. They can put much of the proposal here in motion now as many

of its elements are already, to a certain extent, in place. A long-term pact must be closely
linked to Ukraine’s EU accession process too, with the country’s security policy and defense
industrial base gradually integrating with those of the union, albeit heavily linked to the
United States. Once the war ends, the arrangement can be enhanced to bridge the period
until Ukraine joins the EU, which will confer its own security guarantee.

The proposed plan is not necessarily an alternative to NATO membership, which will
remain a key demand from Ukraine’s leaders and public. Rather, it recognizes that the allies
are not ready to admit the country and offers a way to anchor it into the European security
system for the time being. It is, in theory, an interim solution. But with NATO membership
still an uncertain prospect, this solution must be credible enough to endure. It also proceeds
from a clear understanding that Russia will remain a threat to Ukraine’s sovereignty and
territorial integrity—and thus to Europe’s security—for a long time, while preserving room
to maneuver with Moscow if it changes course.
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No Time Like the Present

The interest of the United States and Europe in Ukraine’s long-term security is clear and
compelling.® Russia’s invasion poses a threat to European security and prosperity, which
Washington has a strong interest in upholding. Russia and any other would-be aggressors
must be deterred from attempting to change borders through military force. At the same
time, the United States and Europe are not willing to deploy their own forces to defend
Ukraine at present due to their desire to avoid a direct war between nuclear powers.

Western leaders have signaled that they will support Ukraine “for as long as it takes.”” But
such well-intentioned statements have not dampened Russian President Vladimir Putin’s
confidence that time is on his side. In his mind, the West is fickle: it will tire of the war, cur-
tail support for Ukraine, and move on to other matters. Many in Kyiv share his assessment.
Ukrainian officials worry that the West’s rhetoric will not be matched by sustained support,
and that time will work to Russia’s advantage. For both sides, the U.S. presidential election
in 2024 looms large: with some leading contenders critical of ongoing military support for
Ukraine, Washington’s long-term policy is uncertain.®

The United States and its allies recognize that they must develop an arrangement “on sus-
tained security and other commitments™ to help Ukraine defend itself in a protracted war,
and during an even longer period of postwar economic reconstruction and military reconsti-
tution. President Volodymyr Zelensky, for his part, contends that Russia’s aggression will not
end and that peace, whenever it comes, will not be durable unless his country’s long-term
security is guaranteed.'® At the same time, Western officials are hesitant to clarify what an
arrangement might look like. Discussions have reportedly run aground amid disputes over
the details."! With the trajectory of the war uncertain, the reluctance to develop an enduring
framework for Ukraine’s role in the European security order is understandable—but it is
also shortsighted.

Western misgivings stem from a belief that it would be futile to think about a long-term
security arrangement until the outcome of Ukraine’s counteroffensive, or even the war, is
clear.? U.S. officials describe a “window of opportunity” this year for Ukraine to advance
on the battlefield, with some viewing it as Kyiv’s best chance to turn the tide of the war
decisively in its favor.”” Many in the West expect a Ukrainian breakthrough would prompt
Putin to come to the negotiating table on terms more favorable to Ukraine.' Some,
meanwhile, hope that a resounding military defeat for Russia would unleash even more
radical changes that lead to a wholesale reversal of Kremlin policy toward Ukraine—and
possibly Putin’s ouster.
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This wait-and-see approach has led Ukraine and its partners to avoid tough conversations
about the country’s long-term security in the hopes that an answer will reveal itself in time.
Reinforcing this reluctance is the fact that there are competing theories about how a security
arrangement would fit with various scenarios for how the war will end.

According to one line of thinking, a security plan for Ukraine should be held in reserve as a
tool to facilitate peace talks.” In other words, refraining from firm commitments now would
allow the West to later deploy a security arrangement to prod Kyiv into accepting a negoti-
ated settlement that falls short of its stated goal of liberating the country’s entire territory.

At the same time, tying a security arrangement to peace talks would hold the prospect of
bringing Russia into the conversation. Without Russian buy-in, the theory goes, no arrange-
ment will endure.

However, waiting to define a security arrangement is likely to result in less room for ma-
neuver, not more. Even a Ukrainian military success this year would be unlikely to end the
war.'® Conditioning a security arrangement on peace talks that could still be years away
would leave Ukraine in an untenable limbo and would delay important decisions about the
structure of its future military force. On the other hand, if the Ukrainian counteroffensive

is less successful, a hastily presented plan might look like a consolation prize. It is also not
sensible to hope for the emergence of a “good tsar” who might reverse Russia’s course. Not
only has Putin’s regime proven resilient in the face of military setbacks, but also the depth of
Russian elite hostility toward Ukraine means that a true change in the Kremlin’s approach
will require a national reckoning that is, at best, a distant prospect.

Some Western officials are reluctant to articulate a long-term vision also because they fear
that doing so before Ukraine liberates all of its territory'” might force it into a premature
peace that legitimizes Russia’s aggression and causes permanent partition.' To be sure, the
territorial issue will be challenging if the time comes for an armistice or peace settlement.
But most measures discussed in this paper—training, equipping, and defense industrial
solutions—can be codified into a long-term arrangement that neither depends on Ukraine
regaining control over its entire territory nor precludes it. Security commitments would be
active from the outset rather than triggered by a future Russian attack, making redundant
the stipulation of boundaries within which the arrangement would apply.

A third school of thought centers on the notion that Ukraine will not be secure until it is

in NATO and that any other security arrangement would undermine that goal.” There are
compelling moral and practical arguments in favor of admitting Ukraine into the alliance,*
but there is currently no consensus among the allies to do so.?' They have even indicated
that membership will be at best a long-term prospect after the end of the war.”* An interim
security arrangement would acknowledge this fact. It would also not prejudge a decision by
the allies to admit Ukraine one day nor foreclose the possibility that both sides might decide
to make this arrangement permanent. Either way, it would improve Ukraine’s interoperabili-
ty with NATO in the meantime.?
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In sum, the arguments in favor of delaying discussion on a security arrangement for Ukraine
are not persuasive. Bringing clarity to the long-term vision now holds the prospect of
diminishing Putin’s war optimism and persuading him that he is fighting a losing battle.** It
would also assure Ukraine of the West’s continued commitment to its sovereignty regardless
of how the war develops. Some sort of Western-backed security arrangement will be a re-
quirement for most foreign private companies to invest in reconstruction efforts in the years
ahead.” Finally, a multilateral security arrangement would drive down the cost of sustaining
Ukraine’s military and spread the burden equitably among Ukraine’s partners through a
predictable framework that emphasizes long-range planning, prioritization, standardization,
and defense industrial solutions, including support to indigenous firms.

A Wartime Compact—and Beyond

Zelensky and numerous Ukrainian officials have suggested that Ukraine could replicate
Israel’s security model with a capable army, a dynamic industrial base, a skillful intelligence
apparatus, a strategic culture centered on self-defense, and a multifaceted relationship with
the United States.”® A multilateral security arrangement for Ukraine based on this model is
not a far-fetched idea, although there are important differences, not least of which is the fact
that Israel, unlike Ukraine, has nuclear weapons and does not face aggression by a nuclear
superpower.

The right formula for such a future security arrangement, as one European diplomat has
said, “needs to be less than Article 5 but more than the Budapest Memorandum.”* This
might seem like a tough needle to thread, but the Kyiv Security Compact (KSC) that
Ukraine’s government issued in September 2022 provides a helpful point of departure for
discussions. It envisions a core group of partners committing to a “multi-decade effort” to
support Ukraine’s development of a “robust territorial defense posture,” including by train-
ing and equipping its forces, investing in its defense industry, and enhancing its intelligence
capabilities.”® The KSC is a change from previous Ukrainian requests that partners commit
to sending troops or imposing a no-fly zone, both of which were nonstarters in the United
States and Europe.

The United States and Europe must further develop this framework, incorporating lessons
from the former’s relationship with Israel and other countries that are not its treaty allies. A

credible arrangement should be based on the following five principles:

*  Strong political and legal codification that ensures the arrangement will endure
regardless of electoral cycles and leadership changes in the United States and Europe
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* A predictable, multiyear pipeline for military supplies that enables Ukraine to plan
and sustain a future force structure capable of deterring Russian aggression

*  Support for Ukraine’s defense industry, as well as targeted defense industrial invest-
ments in the United States and Europe to prepare for a long war and an extended
period of Ukrainian military reconstitution

*  Mechanisms for political consultations, information sharing, and coordination to
ensure that Ukraine’s military needs are met in a timely fashion

*  Clear linkage to Ukraine’s EU accession process and postwar reconstruction

Political and Legal Codification

Mindful of the Budapest Memorandum’s failure to prevent Russia’s aggression, Ukraine’s
leaders insist that any new security arrangement be built on more solid political and legal
footing.” Thus, the KSC proposes that signatories make interlocking commitments to
Ukraine, through a “joint strategic document” and a series of bilateral “legal and political
commitments...both at the executive level of government and by the respective legislatures.”
This structure may seem convoluted, but there is a logic to it. A “minilateral” framework
document signed by Ukraine and a core group of its partners® should assert the overarching
goals and parameters of a security arrangement, much like formal defense treaties do.*!
Signatories would then enumerate their specific commitments to Ukraine in separate bilater-
al documents. A framework text is not only symbolically important; it would also be a clear
reference point for all subsequent defense cooperation activities and agreements between
Ukraine and its partners.”” It would have a diplomatic multiplier effect as well, giving greater
heft to the commitments than the sum of their parts.

The legal codification of these commitments is a thornier question, but it is necessary to
ensure that they are enduring. A formal treaty would be the ideal outcome, but the KSC
avoids setting the bar so high after Ukraine’s partners, especially the United States, expressed
skepticism about the idea. Existing U.S. partnerships with non-treaty allies show that there
is a wide range of other models to draw inspiration from. For example, there is no formal
defense treaty between the United States and Israel but the U.S. commitment to Israeli
security is governed by law. This includes the requirement to maintain Israel’s “qualitative
military edge” (QME): the technological and tactical advantage to deter and, if necessary,
defeat, a numerically superior adversary.?

The concept of QME dates from the Cold War, when NATO allies in Europe had to main-
tain a qualitative edge in their training and weapons systems in order to offset the Warsaw
Pact’s quantitative advantages. It has been the framing for U.S. military aid to Israel since
the 1973 Yom Kippur War. In 2008, Congress codified a definition for QME and required
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the executive branch to certify that any arms sales to Israel’s neighbors do not damage its
QME.** Successive administrations have described QME as the cornerstone of U.S. policy
toward Israel and have used it to govern arms sales, training, and exercises.

Israel’s QME does not offer a perfect parallel to Ukraine’s case. True QME for Ukraine
is impossible because, unlike Israel, it does not have nuclear weapons and its only relevant
adversary is a nuclear superpower. Moreover, Washington does not sell weapons to any of
Kyiv’s potential adversaries, and so the regional balancing effect of QME in Israel’s case
is irrelevant to Ukraine’s. But Ukraine is a far larger country than Israel and can field a
substantial, well-equipped, high-readiness deterrent force. The Ukrainian military is
already demonstrating on the battlefield that it is capable of inflicting serious losses on

an invading force.

If QME proves inapt, Ukraine and its partners might consider adopting a new term—for ex-
ample, “qualitative deterrent balance™—as a guiding star for long-term security assistance.
Framework nations would commit to helping Ukraine match or offset Russian battlefield
advantages with a mixture of superior equipment, training, and intelligence, as well as
public-private solutions such as cooperation with Western technology firms. The exact term
matters less than setting out a clear strategic vision with which Kyiv and its partners can
align their activities over time and to remove any lingering doubts about the durability of
the arrangement.

Critically, the strong bipartisan support for Israel’s QME provides continuity across ad-
ministrations and largely insulates the relationship from changes in political leadership or
party control in Washington. The dialogue between the executive and legislative branches
on issues related to Israel’s security is not always smooth, and it probably would not be in
Ukraine’s case either. But QME has gained a talismanic quality over time, ensuring stability
and predictability regardless of which party controls the White House and Congress.

The United States’ commitment to Taiwan’s security offers another model of a legal
framework that has survived political changes in Washington. It is codified in the Taiwan
Relations Act (TRA), which was adopted in 1979 to preserve unofficial relations with the
island in the wake of the U.S. recognition of the People’s Republic of China. The TRA
stipulates that Washington will provide Taipei with “defense articles and defense services
in such quantity as may be necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense
capability.”*® The TRA is not a mutual defense treaty—in fact, it was adopted in part to
offset the United States’ decision to abrogate the one dating from 1954 and to withdraw
its forces from the island, two of Beijing’s conditions for establishing diplomatic relations
with Washington.

Aspects of the Taiwan case are not applicable to Ukraine, such as the United States’ policy

of “strategic ambiguity” as to whether it would intervene if the island were attacked. And,
as with Israel’s case, the executive branch and Congress do not always see eye to eye on the
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details of this defense relationship. But the fact that the TRA has enjoyed strong bipartisan
support for more than four decades and is a central pillar of U.S. policy shows the important
role Congress can play in making a security commitment more credible and enduring.’’

The Israel and Taiwan examples underscore the importance of a strong legal and political
foundation. For Ukraine’s arrangement, each signatory must find its own way to signal
domestic cross-party support and codify its commitments into law. This is an especially
critical step for the United States to take ahead of the 2024 presidential election. Clarifying
that U.S. support for Ukraine will continue no matter who wins the election would reduce
Putin’s confidence that he can wait out the Biden administration, assure Ukraine that it will
not be cast aside, and persuade Europe to increase its commitments. This will require the
Biden administration to share ideas with, and solicit views from, leaders in Congress in order
to build the broadest possible bipartisan coalition.

Multiyear Aid and Financing

If Ukraine is to have a robust deterrent force—the core of any security arrangement—it will
need significant external support. A detailed analysis of its long-term force requirements is
beyond the scope of this paper. Planning for the cost of Ukraine’s future force will depend
on a variety of assumptions, the most important of which regards the state of the war.*® A
protracted, high-intensity conflict would require Ukraine to field the largest, heaviest, high-
est-readiness force possible, whereas a prolonged ceasefire, armistice, or negotiated settlement
would lessen some of the requirements. Other factors, such as the postwar state of Russia’s
armed forces and the strength of multilateral security commitments,* will also influence
Ukraine’s future requirements.

At present, most of the planning assumptions entail significant uncertainties. But Ukraine’s
backers can clarify a key one immediately: a stable, predictable multiyear framework for
external military aid. The Israel model, again, offers a useful example.* Since 1999, the
United States and Israel have signed ten-year memoranda of understanding (MoUs) that lay
out annual U.S. security assistance levels agreed by the two governments. The most recent
one, signed in 2016, is valued at $38 billion, or $3.8 billion per year, a portion of which

is devoted to missile defense programs.?! As executive-level agreements, the MoUs do not
commit Congress to appropriate the funds. To date, however, it has largely adhered to the
funding levels stipulated in them.*?

A multiyear MoU for Ukraine would be a central pillar of a long-term security arrangement
and would have advantages over the current crisis-driven funding approach. In addition

to signaling enduring U.S. support, it would allow Kyiv to start planning its future force
structure and making major acquisitions in anticipation of its postwar military reconstitu-
tion effort.’ Putting a price tag on a ten-year or even five-year aid program might seem like
a political nonstarter, especially in the United States, where some members of Congress have
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criticized what they see as a “blank check” for Ukraine. But a multiyear MoU could mitigate
that unease by setting out a vision for stable and predictable financing rather than relying on
supplemental appropriations. What is more, there is already bipartisan interest in one.*

European and other countries would be likelier to make major multiyear pledges if they are
confident of the United States’ commitment. Norway’s announcement in February of a five-
year, $7-billion military and civilian aid package for Ukraine shows what such pledges could
look like.” To date, U.S. aid accounts for roughly 63 percent of the $70 billion in interna-
tional military and security assistance pledged to Ukraine.“® Part of the reason the United
States’ share eclipses that of Europe is the efficiency with which the Department of Defense
can source and deliver emergency security assistance. Over time, a predictable multiyear
framework could even out U.S. and European commitments, thus dampening criticism in
the United States that the country is shouldering too much of the burden.

In the case of the United States, Congress would decide whether to appropriate funds at

the levels set out in any MoU and, most importantly, whether they are flexible enough for
Ukraine to acquire major defense systems. Typically, Congress authorizes and appropriates
security assistance for one or two years, and the executive branch must “obligate” the fund-
ing—decide how it will be spent—before it expires at the end of the relevant fiscal year. But
due to the complexity of planning and contracting and the uncertainty of future appropri-
ations, those compressed timelines have made it difficult for Ukrainian and U.S. officials to
balance Ukraine’s urgent needs with longer-term ones.

Congress might consider authorizing and appropriating funds for multiyear use, as it has
done for certain Ukraine-related aid.*® It might also consider offering Ukraine the use

of “cash flow financing,” a statutory mechanism that allows Israel to pay for major arms
purchases in installments using assumed future appropriations.” Paired with a multiyear
MoU, cash flow financing would allow Ukraine to acquire more expensive capabilities—
such as U.S. fighter aircraft, air-defense systems, and modern armored vehicles—that would
otherwise be difficult to buy with single-year funding amid other urgent priorities.*® Cash
flow financing is not without controversy, however, because it creates future obligations to
appropriate aid in order to honor contracts with U.S. firms signed in previous years.”

MoUs are flexible policy tools that would offer the opportunity for Ukraine to make its own
commitment to the United States and partners too. They can include explicit expectations of
Ukraine regarding things such as defense-sector reforms, transparency in contracting mat-
ters, and strict monitoring and accountability requirements. The Department of Defense’s
Office of the Inspector General is already engaged in ensuring that all U.S. weapons sent

to Ukraine reach their intended recipients.”> An MoU could strengthen this mechanism by
requiring regular reporting by and consultations with the Ukrainian government. Enhanced
end-use monitoring can help ensure that sensitive U.S. and allied technology does not fall
into Russia’s hands or end up on the black market.
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Defense Industry Ramp-Up

External military support has kept Ukraine in the fight longer than most analysts expected.
But there is a dwindling supply of off-the-shelf weapons the United States and its allies

can make available to it at present.”> Moreover, the scale and duration of the war has
revealed shortfalls in the West’s defense industrial base as factories struggle to keep pace
with staggering battlefield consumption rates.” Production of some key inputs rests with a
handful of small-scale providers that are hampered by outmoded production techniques or
supply bottlenecks.

Mitigating these shortfalls has become a key priority for the United States and EU, but

a broader industrial solution will be a necessary component of any security arrangement.
Ukraine and its partners must be able to ramp up production of critical weapons systems
and munitions to negate Russia’s current advantages, especially in artillery and air power.
Clear and predictable multiyear funding in the context of a long-term security framework
would help spur the targeted defense industrial investments needed to meet Ukraine’s future
force requirements. Crucially, the country’s partners must find a way to help it rebuild its
defense industrial base, which would diminish the external support it will need over the long
haul. The EU should begin gradually integrating Ukraine into its defense industrial base and
procurement mechanisms in the context of the country’s EU accession process.

At present, the EU defense industrial base is even less prepared than the U.S. one to sustain
Ukraine in a long war. It is, as two analysts have described, fragmented into “more than

25 different Pentagons, each with its own national procurement.” The EU is taking steps

to remedy the situation, but incentives for common procurement remain insufficient.’® In
March, the EU member states and Norway reached a landmark deal to supply Ukraine with
€1 billion’s worth of artillery ammunition within the following twelve months and to jointly
procure a further €1 billion’s worth of shells after that.”” These are critical steps to offset
Russia’s artillery advantage. But the joint-procurement element of the deal—a bellwether for
the EU’s broader ability to harmonize and ramp up its defense industrial base—encountered
immediate challenges as the member states argued about whether countries not party to the
deal were eligible for contracts.’® They have agreed on a way forward, but the dispute presag-
es trouble for future initiatives. Without large multiyear orders at the EU level, defense firms
have warned that they cannot adequately scale up production, delaying future deliveries.*

Ukraine is also exploring creative ways to become more self-sufficient in weapons pro-
duction. General Valeriy Zaluzhny, the head of the armed forces, has said that relying on
partners for major systems will only be a “solution for [a] transition period” while the coun-
try reconstitutes its domestic arms manufacturing industry.®® Zelensky has stated this as a
priority.® Once a major producer of armaments within the Soviet Union, Ukraine’s defense
industry suffered amid the economic turmoil of the 1990s and especially after the start of
the Kremlin’s military aggression in 2014, when traditional supply chains linked to Russia
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were disrupted.®® Since last year, Russian strikes have damaged key plants and infrastructure.
Some companies have moved their operations abroad.®> Chronic underfunding, corruption,
and poor management also have hampered the industry’s development.®*

Ukraine’s indigenous research, development, and manufacturing capabilities have significant
potential to help meet the country’s long-term requirements. The invasion has prompted
firms to suspend export contracts—historically the bulk of their business—in order to fulfill
domestic orders. Kyiv is understandably tight-lipped about the details, but evidence from the
battlefield suggests domestic firms are already making important contributions to sustaining
the military by repairing damaged equipment and producing new systems and munitions.

Ukraine has begun serial production of artillery ammunition at locations across the
country.”® Co-production agreements reached with multiple NATO countries also allow

it to produce critical munitions abroad, some of which are now reportedly reaching the

front lines.® Ukrainian firms have fielded new systems, including the missile that sank the
Russian flagship Moskva last April. A spokesperson for Ukraine’s state arms manufacturer
claimed that it delivered seven times more equipment to the military in the first nine months
of 2022 than it had in the entire previous year.”” Last November, Ukraine invoked martial
law to seize the assets of several defense firms, a step officials said was necessary to ramp

up production.®®

In a long-term security arrangement, the United States and its allies must make com-
mitments to support Ukraine’s indigenous manufacturing capabilities, without which

Kyiv will be unable to sustain a robust deterrent force over the long haul. Some of that

work has already begun. U.S. officials have noted ongoing efforts to build “sustainment
capacity in Ukraine” and to standardize long-term requirements, which will help integrate
domestic manufacturing into the transatlantic supply chain.®” In May, German arms giant
Rheinmetall and Ukraine’s state defense conglomerate announced that they had signed

a strategic cooperation agreement to build and repair German armored vehicles inside
Ukraine, with the potential to jointly develop new systems in the future.”” A Turkish defense

firm is also considering building a drone production facility in Ukraine.”

Ukraine’s partners will have to consider what portion, if any, of their future security aid it
will be able to spend on indigenous production. It might seem advantageous to condition
future aid on “buy American” or “buy European” provisions, but failing to help Kyiv get its
defense industry back on its feet will only prolong and raise the cost of the support it will
need from its allies. Here too, Israel offers a useful model. In the 1980s, the United States
began permitting the country to use a share of its aid to buy arms from domestic firms, with
the goal of building a self-sustaining defense industry.”? This feature, known as offshore pro-
curement (OSP), helped Israel’s defense industry grow into one of the world’s most vibrant:
Israeli companies now routinely export niche military technology to the United States and
collaborate on research and development with U.S. firms. OSP was so successful in achiev-
ing this goal that the United States began to phase it out in the latest ten-year MoU.
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For a model like this to work in Ukraine, Kyiv will need to reform its defense industry and
introduce transparent corporate governance practices and effective oversight. The govern-
ment is reportedly moving ahead with a reform plan aimed at combating corruption in the
industry, but it remains to be seen whether the changes will take hold.” Still, Ukraine has
enormous capacity for technological innovation, as shown by its creative employment of
Western weapons and development of homegrown software and systems that its forces use
in battle.”* Ukrainian officials and entrepreneurs hope to foster this wartime innovation to
create a dynamic technology sector, as Israel has done.”

Consultations, Coordination, and Information Sharing

Regular consultations at all levels between Ukraine and its partners will be critical to the
long-term health of a security arrangement. For example, the dense network of relationships
among NATO allies—forged through frequent interactions among leaders, ministers,
ambassadors, and various officials—builds and sustains trust, helping them craft common
threat assessments, coordinate policy responses, and plan for contingencies. The United
States has similar consultative mechanisms with other treaty allies, such as Japan and South
Korea, as well as with close security partners, such as Israel, Egypt, and Taiwan.

Ukraine and framework signatories should create a standing body of representatives modeled
after NATO’s North Atlantic Council. This steering group should have the authority to
conduct oversight of the arrangement and ensure that all parties are meeting their obliga-
tions.”® Ukraine must have the right to seek immediate consultations with other parties to
the agreement if it perceives a threat, as NATO allies can do under Article 4. The parties
could then decide to surge emergency aid and take other measures to help Ukraine eliminate
the threat.

The steering committee could preside over a web of working groups consisting of Ukrainian
and partner-country defense policy officials, planners, and procurement specialists.”” These
groups would conduct long-range capabilities planning; ensure the timely sourcing and
delivery of equipment and training; and develop recommendations on acquisitions, stan-
dardization, and defense industrial issues. As Ukraine decides which major weapons systems
to acquire, a multinational coordination body will be critical for refereeing among the
country’s partners, whose defense firms will be competing for lucrative contracts.

This bureaucracy would not be difficult to set up. It can be built on the basis of the success-
ful multinational coordination mechanisms the United States and its allies established after
Russia launched its full-scale invasion. Over the past year, the defense ministers and military
chiefs of more than fifty countries forming the Ukraine Defense Contact Group (also
known as the Ramstein Group) have gathered a dozen times under U.S. leadership, virtually
and in person, to assess Ukraine’s needs and to coordinate the provision of weapons.” This
high-level pledging mechanism is complemented by the International Donor Coordination
Center (IDCC), a multinational U.K.-led team that includes military personnel from more
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than two dozen countries as well as embedded Ukrainian officers.”” The IDCC, based at

a U.S. army base in Wiesbaden, Germany, matches requests from Ukraine’s military with
donor stocks and coordinates the delivery of equipment. This mediating role is critical: in
response to any request from Ukraine, the IDCC needs to identify a source for the weapons
system, training, maintenance, ammunition, and transportation to the Ukrainian border—
each of which might be fulfilled by different partner countries.

The ad hoc nature of the surge of military supplies to date has meant that Ukraine is fielding
many different types of equipment, each requiring its set of specialists to conduct training,
maintenance, and repairs. U.S. and European officials recognize that this is unsustainable
and are working to remedy it.*” In November 2022, the U.S. European Command estab-
lished a “dedicated headquarters element” known as the Security Assistance Group-Ukraine
(SAG-U) charged with long-term coordination.? Located alongside the IDCC in Wiesbaden
and staffed with several hundred personnel under the leadership of a three-star U.S. general,
it is supposed take over many of the IDCC’s functions.® The Department of Defense envi-
sions it as part of a transition from crisis management mode to a more “enduring capability”
to support Ukraine.* The SAG-U can play a critical role in a security arrangement for
Ukraine.® It should be co-led with Europe—or, at a2 minimum, be closely linked to a similar
European body. It must have a mandate to conduct long-range capability planning with

the Ukrainian General Staff and should focus on standardizing the systems and munitions
Ukraine uses, with the goal of interoperability with NATO. The SAG-U should also build

Ukraine’s capacity to train its own forces.

In addition to defense and political consultations, intelligence sharing will play a large role
in a security arrangement. In the fall of 2021, U.S. intelligence provided Ukraine and allied
countries with what Central Intelligence Agency Director William Burns described as
“accurate and precise insights and information” about Russia’s plans for a full-scale attack.®
Since the full-scale invasion began, the United States has shared “significant, timely intel-
ligence with Ukraine to help defend them from Russian aggression.”®® While the details of
this cooperation remain classified, it is clear that Ukraine has benefited a great deal from
allied intelligence, as strategic warning and on the battlefield. It will require similar support
to defend itself over the long haul.

Some might fear that a Ukraine that is enmeshed in a U.S.-backed security arrangement
will feel free to engage in provocative behavior toward Russia, hoping to collectivize the
risks as it settles scores. This concern should not be dismissed, especially in light of reports
of bold operations against targets in Russia.®” (Kyiv would be justified in conducting attacks
on military and logistics infrastructure on Russian soil, even if certain types of operations
might not necessarily be wise.) Ukraine and its backers will never have interests that overlap
entirely—even if they were to become treaty allies. But a security arrangement—with its
constant consultations, information sharing, and threat assessments—would help avoid mis-
understandings among them and encourage transparent decisionmaking. This alliance-like
trust, along with Kyiv’s increasing confidence in its own security, would likely curb, rather
than embolden, risk-taking.
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The EU and Reconstruction

A multilateral security arrangement must be clearly linked to Ukraine’s EU accession
process.®® The country’s eventual membership in the union would provide a security guar-
antee of its own. The EU’s mutual defense pledge, codified in Article 42.7 of the Treaty

on European Union, is often dismissed as inferior to NATO’s Article 5 because it is not a
U.S.-backed guarantee. But that is the wrong way to think about it. Putin or a successor
would be highly unlikely to attack the EU even if Ukraine were a member. The political and
economic consequences of doing so would be far more severe than those Russia has suffered
since February 2022. Moreover, because most EU member states are also in NATO, a leader
in the Kremlin would have to worry that an attack on the union might end up drawing the
alliance, and thus the United States, into a direct conflict that Russia could not win.

Last June, Ukraine received official EU candidate status. A date for the opening of formal
accession talks has yet to be set, with Brussels and powerful member states reluctant to speed
up the normal application process.®” But the EU would risk little if it started talks immedi-
ately. After all, Ukraine would still need to align its laws with those of the union before it
could join. Moreover, starting talks would provide it with a powerful incentive for reforms.
That incentive will be reinforced by Kyiv’s desire to attract private-sector investment in
postwar reconstruction. Those two factors—the prospect of EU membership and the need to
rebuild the economy—are likely to create greater reform momentum than Ukraine has had
in its entire postindependence history.

The EU should think creatively about the steps it can take to enhance Ukraine’s security

and integration in the period before membership, and in particular to facilitate reconstruc-
tion. Various proposals have been floated for a staged accession process in which candidate
countries would gain greater access to EU decision-making structures and resources as they
meet various benchmarks, rather than the current “in or out” binary.”® The EU could also
give Ukraine early access to defense research and development initiatives and build upon the
country’s munitions co-production arrangements with various European countries to further
integrate its defense industrial base with the rest of Europe.” Steps like these would buttress
a multilateral security arrangement and signal to Russia that Europe is preparing for the long

haul.

The EU or a European-led coalition of the willing might also consider military missions
with limited mandates,” aimed at reinforcing Ukraine’s security during the postwar period
while it waits for membership. For example, the EU could deploy a monitoring mission
along Ukraine’s border with Belarus and whatever parts of the border with Russia are
uncontested once large-scale hostilities end. In essence, this would be a larger, armed version
of the mission the EU has run in Georgia since that country’s 2008 war with Russia.
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The EU or a coalition of the willing would also be well-placed to deploy a demining and
maritime security mission” to police and protect Ukraine’s Black Sea export corridors.*
Europe has an interest in facilitating Ukraine’s sea-based exports, not only to help restart its
economy but also in light of recent tensions over land-based exports of agricultural goods.”
A Black Sea mission would have to be closely coordinated with Tiirkiye and consistent with
the Montreux Convention, which regulates maritime traffic through the Turkish Straits.

A more ambitious option would be a European-led military mission aimed at facilitating
Ukraine’s economic recovery and reconstruction. A Reconstruction Security Force could
involve troops from EU countries or from an ad hoc coalition deploying jointly with
Ukrainian forces to special industrial zones designated by the government. These zones
should be far from the front lines to minimize security threats and to signal to Russia that
the mission is not aimed at supporting any potential Ukrainian military action. Armed with
air defense and early-warning systems, the force would have a mandate to protect areas of
concentrated economic activity, including reconstruction projects involving European and
G7 companies, from air and missile attacks. Many foreign private companies are reluctant to
invest in Ukraine’s reconstruction because of security concerns. A Reconstruction Security
Force, if paired with sovereign-backed war insurance to indemnify large projects,” could go
a long way toward giving them the confidence to do so.

Some might worry that the deployment of Western troops to Ukraine in the context of
reconstruction would risk escalation with Russia. These concerns should not be taken lightly.
But some of the risks can be mitigated by placing any potential missions under European,
rather than U.S., leadership, and by clearly messaging their limited mandate.

The EU or a European-led coalition would certainly look to the United States for intel-
ligence, logistical support, and political backing for missions like these. If designed with
limited, purposeful mandates, they would have the potential to win a broad cross-section of
support in Europe. They would appeal to Ukraine’s closest backers in Central and Northern
Europe as a strong signal of solidarity while advancing the ambition of France and other
member states to enhance the EU’s strategic autonomy. Moreover, the EU would benefit
from providing security for Ukraine’s economic recovery: faster reconstruction and greater
private investment would likely reduce Ukraine’s dependence on EU aid over the long haul
and spur a larger return of Ukrainian refugees.
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Russia and the Postwar Order

Skeptics might argue that no security arrangement with Ukraine will work unless Russia is
part of it. In theory, Moscow would be able to challenge any arrangement: it will retain the
ability to strike targets in Ukraine or initiate offensive military action against it at any time.
But therein lies the benefit of the deterrence by denial strategy proposed in this paper: by
making unambiguous political and legal commitments to train and equip Ukraine’s military
over the long haul, the country’s partners can raise the cost of aggression to such a point that
Russia loses confidence in its ability to achieve its objectives there by military force.

Ukraine’s security relationship with the United States and Europe must not be negotiated
with Moscow. But a long-term security arrangement need not prejudice potential future
confidence-building measures. Before the 2022 invasion, for example, the United States and
its allies proposed to Russia that they would commit not to deploy offensive ground-based
missile systems or station permanent combat forces in Ukraine.” Moscow rejected these
proposals as insufficient and invaded anyway. But that does not mean the ideas should be
abandoned.

One day, Russia’s leaders might be willing to discuss European security in a less confronta-
tional manner. At that point, proposals on confidence-building measures should be devel-
oped jointly by the United States, Europe, and Ukraine to ensure they do not damage the
latter’s security. In the distant future, Russia might even decide to reengage in arms-control
talks. The political framework and consultative mechanisms proposed in this paper would
allow Ukraine and the West to coordinate their positions and approach Moscow from a
position of unity and strength. In addition, by sidestepping the rigid binary between NATO
membership and nonmembership, the proposed arrangement would have the potential to
expand the options available to other countries that seek greater security but, for whatever
reason, cannot or do not wish to enter into a formal defense treaty with the United States.”®

Conclusion

The security arrangement outlined in this paper can be seen as a piece of scaffolding. The
framework agreement signed by Ukraine and its partners would be the load-bearing base
plate, providing the principles underpinning the arrangement. The bilateral MoUs and other
country-specific commitments on training, equipping, and defense industrial cooperation
would be the vertical poles keeping the scaffolding upright. Steps by each signatory to
legally codify these pledges would be the horizontal poles stabilizing the scaffolding. And
the day-to-day management of the arrangement through planning, exercises, consultations,
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information sharing, and joint threat assessments would be the scaffolding platforms making
the structure usable. EU integration should bind the respective commitments to a more solid
edifice, even though Ukraine still has a long road ahead to membership. Ultimately, like
scaffolding, the security arrangement would be a temporary structure. It could be removed
as soon as it has outlived its purpose; that is, once Ukraine is a member of the EU and,

perhaps, NATO.

The architects of such an arrangement must bear in mind the lessons of repeated past failures
to guarantee Ukraine’s security. The 1994 Budapest Memorandum is the prime example of
a model not to be repeated: it was too vague to be taken seriously by Russia and relied on

its goodwill, with no enforcement mechanism. But Ukraine also missed the chance over

the next two decades to build a modern army. When Russian forces moved into Crimea in
February 2014 after the Revolution of Dignity, the country’s new leaders had to confront the
reality that the country had only 5,000 combat-ready troops.”” Ukraine has taken a far more
serious approach to its national defense since then, and especially since last year, but it must
never again allow its military to fall into neglect, no matter the external security commit-
ments it receives.

Ukraine’s experience in negotiating with Russia in the early days of the full-scale invasion
has colored the way it approaches future security arrangements. In March 2022, Kyiv offered
to declare military neutrality in exchange for the withdrawal of Russian troops and security
guarantees from the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council.'®
This was a serious attempt to negotiate, aiming to resolve what Putin had claimed was one
of his primary war objectives: blocking Ukraine’s NATO membership. But Putin’s excessive
demands were unacceptable to Ukraine,'”" especially after it discovered evidence of mass
atrocities perpetrated by Russian troops in the Kyiv suburbs. In light of Putin’s imperialistic
rhetoric and move to annex large swaths of Ukrainian territory last fall,'> Ukraine now
scorns the ideas of neutrality and of a security framework involving Russia.

The EU must not repeat NATO’s mistake of giving Ukraine the hope of eventual member-
ship without a concrete plan and timetable to make it happen. At the Bucharest Summit in
2008, the allies promised that Ukraine (and Georgia), which wanted a formal Membership
Action Plan, would eventually join NATO, a compromise solution borne of the fact that

the allies—and Ukrainians themselves—were deeply divided on the issue. Since 2014, the
queries of Ukrainian officials about the status of the Bucharest declaration have been met
with noncommittal responses from the allies.'” The EU must take a different course: it must
back up Ukraine’s candidate status with genuine progress toward membership.

The post—Cold War order is over, but what comes next is by no means certain. One thing is
clear, however: no matter how the war ends, Ukraine will be central to Europe’s security for
decades. The search for a solution cannot wait for the war to end. There is a great deal Kyiv and
its partners can do now to lock in a future security arrangement that bridges the period until
the country gains formal security guarantees as part of Western institutions. As Ukrainians
continue to fight for their freedom, preparing for the long haul is a no less urgent task.
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The insights in this section are derived from the author’s conversations with more than a dozen U.S,,
European, and Ukrainian officials between February and May 2023.

Kofman and Lee, “Beyond Ukraine’s Offensive.”

Historical parallels are often drawn with West Germany and South Korea: both countries accepted a de facto
territorial partition when they received U.S. security guarantees. In the case of West Germany, it pledged at
the 1954 Nine-Power Conference in London never to resort to force to achieve the reunification of Germany
as a condition for its membership in NATO, which it entered the following year. See “Final Act of the
London Conference,” NATO, October 3, 1954, https://www.nato.int/archives/1st5years/appendices/1b.
htm.

Officials in this camp also worry that Russia will retain a permanent chokehold on the Ukrainian economy
unless its forces are pushed out of southern Ukraine, away from sea-based export routes and Ukraine’s
industrial and agricultural heartland. As a result, they want to defer long-term discussions until Kyiv has a
“better map” to work with.

David Brennan, “Only NATO or Nukes Can Save Ukraine From Russia: Estonia Foreign Minister,”
Newsweek, March 2, 2023, https://www.newsweek.com/

only-nato-nukes-can-save-ukraine-russia-urmas-reinsalu-1785023.

Ukraine now boasts one of Europe’s most combat-capable militaries and would undoubtedly be an
important contributor to NATO. What is more, Putin himself has proven the deterrent power of NATO by

avoiding targeting its territory despite his numerous warnings. Most Ukrainians also firmly support joining
the alliance and are skeptical of other security arrangements. For detailed analysis of some of the arguments
in favor of Ukraine’s admission to NATO, see Dmytro Kuleba, “Why NATO Must Admit Ukraine,” Foreign
Affairs, April 25, 2023, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/ukraine/why-nato-must-admit-ukraine; Daniel Fried,
“To Secure Peace in Europe, Bring Ukraine into NATO,” Just Security, March 13, 2023, hteps://www.
justsecurity.org/85423/to-secure-peace-in-europe-bring-ukraine-into-nato/; and Sergey Radchenko, “It’s
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co.uk/article/its-time-for-nato-to-admit-ukraine/; and International Republican Institute, “IRI Ukraine Poll
Shows Strong Confidence in President Zelensky, a Surge in Support for NATO Membership, Russia Should
Pay for Reconstruction,” March 22, 2023, https://www.iri.org/news/
iri-ukraine-poll-shows-strong-confidence-in-president-zelensky-a-surge-in-support-for-nato-membership-
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Financial Times, April 6, 2023, https://www.ft.com/content/c37ed22d-e0e4-4b03-972¢-c56af8a36d2e and
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“Statement by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg with the Prime Minister of Finland, Sanna Marin,”
NATO, February 28, 2023, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/opinions 212274 .htm.

In April 2023, NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg announced that the alliance was working on a
“multi-year support initiative for Ukraine” that will help the country transition to NATO-standard
equipment and doctrine. NATO officials should aim high with this initiative, perhaps modeling it after the
EU-Ukraine Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement, which provided a long-term framework for
Kyiv to implement key economic and legal reforms in exchange for increasing access to EU markets. This
initiative might also be paired with a decision to upgrade the NATO-Ukraine Commission to a NATO-
Ukraine Council, involving Kyiv to a greater extent in alliance consultations. See “Speech by NATO
Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg at the International Summit of Cities and Regions in Kyiv, Ukraine,”
NATO, April 20, 2023, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/opinions 214041.htm.

Samuel Charap and Miranda Priebe, “Avoiding a Long War: U.S. Policy and the Trajectory of the Russia-
Ukraine Conflict,” RAND Corporation, January 2023, https://www.rand.org/pubs/perspectives/PEA2510-
L.html.

See, for example, Daniel Fata and Janina Staguhn, “Thinking Through Security and Coordination Aspects
Needed for Ukraine’s Reconstruction,” Center for Strategic & International Studies, September 15, 2022,
https://www.csis.org/analysis/

thinking-through-security-and-coordination-aspects-needed-ukraines-reconstruction.
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Tovah Lazaroff, “Zelensky: Ukraine Will Be Like Israel, Not Demilitarized Like Switzerland After War,”
Jerusalem Post, April 5, 2022, https://www.jpost.com/international/article-703335 and Tom Balforth and
Max Hunder, “War Spurs Ukraine to Ramp Up Defense Industry, Including ‘Army of Drones,” Reuters,
November 11, 2022, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/

war-spurs-ukraine-ramp-up-defence-industry-including-army-drones-2022-11-11/.

Amy Mackinnon and Robbie Gramer, “Ukraine Wants to Be NATO’s Friend—W ith Benefits,” Foreign
Policy, October 10, 2022, https://foreignpolicy.com/2022/10/10/

ukrainc—nato—accession—kyiv—security—compact—rasmussen/ .
Rasmussen and Yermak, “The Kyiv Security Compact.”

In the early 1990s, Ukraine sought to negotiate a legally binding security guarantee in exchange for
surrendering the nuclear weapons left on its territory after the Soviet collapse. For the early history of
Ukraine’s search for a security arrangement with the West, see Roman Solchanyk, “Russia, Ukraine, and the
Imperial Legacy,” Post-Soviet Affairs 9, no. 4 (1993), https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/106058
6X.1993.10641374. For an in-depth treatment of Ukraine’s nuclear disarmament process, see Mariana
Budjeryn, Inheriting the Bomb: The Collapse of the USSR and the Nuclear Disarmament of Ukraine, Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2022.

Choosing which countries to bring into the negotiations about the framework text will not be easy, but it
will be important not to have an overly broad coalition that might produce a “least common denominator”
set of commitments. At a minimum, the core group of signatories should include France, Germany, Poland,
the United Kingdom, and the United States, which together have provided the bulk of military aid to
Ukraine. Tiirkiye should also be invited to the talks; although its support for Ukraine has been more
ambiguous, it has the potential to play a major role in securing the Black Sea and supporting Ukraine’s
defense industry. Other countries could sign onto the framework once the text is agreed. Importantly, this
text must be negotiated outside of a NATO and EU context in order to avoid subjecting it to cumbersome
decision-making processes and the possibility of a single country vetoing it.

For example, the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949—Tlittle more than a thousand words long—is the
foundational text around which all of the alliance’s activities are structured. Article 5 is seen as the gold
standard for military alliances, but its succinct formulation merely commits each member to respond to an
attack on another with “such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force.” The treaty text
does not provide a blueprint for how to operationalize the alliance. Instead, the allies make specific
commitments to one another through regular consultations and multilateral political documents, such as
ministerial and summit communiqués; through bilateral intergovernmental agreements on training,
exercises, arms sales, military education, defense industrial cooperation, intelligence sharing, the status of
forces, and so on; and, in many cases, through provisions in their own domestic laws that regulate various
aspects of the alliance.

Ukraine is already making progress in persuading its partners to signal their long-term support clearly and in
writing, along the lines of what the KSC proposes. During his tour of European capitals in May 2023,
Zelensky signed a series of joint declarations with his Belgian, Dutch, French, German, and Italian
counterparts that committed them to continuing their long-term military support for Ukraine, both
individually and through multilateral formats. The text of these declarations could form the basis of the kind
of joint strategic document Kyiv has in mind.

Jeremy Sharp, “U.S. Foreign Aid to Israel,” Congressional Research Service, updated March 1, 2023, https://
sgp.fas.org/crs/mideast/R1.33222.pdf.

QME is defined in the Arms Export Control Act as: “the ability to counter and defeat any credible
conventional military threat from any individual state or possible coalition of states or from non-state actors,
while sustaining minimal damages and casualties, through the use of superior military means, possessed in
sufficient quantity, including weapons, command, control, communication, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance capabilities that in their technical characteristics are superior in capability to those of such
other individual or possible coalition of states or non-state actors” (22 USC § 2776(h)(3)).

For example, to create qualitative balance in air power—an area where Russia has a clear advantage—
Ukraine would not have to maintain a large, costly air force. Instead, Kyiv’s partners could ensure that it was
capable of defending its skies through robust layered and integrated ground-based air defenses, a moderately
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sized fourth-generation air force, and capabilities to hold strategic military targets inside Russia at risk, such
as long-range unmanned aerial vehicles. (A “match” is a comparable capability, whereas an “offset” is a
different capability that can have a similar strategic effect.)

36 “Taiwan Relations Act,” April 10, 1979, https://china.usc.edu/taiwan-relations-act-1979.

37 Shirley A. Kan and Wayne M. Morrison, “U.S.-Taiwan Relationship: Overview of Policy Issues,”
Congressional Research Service, December 11, 2014, https://sgp.fas.org/crs/row/R41952.pdf; Dennis Van
Vranken Hickey, “The Taiwan Relations Act: A Mid-Life Crisis at 35?2,” Wilson Center, March 2014, https://
www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/publication/TRAPolicyBrief. Hickey.pdf; and
Vincent Wei-Cheng Wang, “The Taiwan Relations Act at 40: New Dynamics of an Enduring Framework,”
Foreign Policy Research Institute, April 8, 2019, https://www.fpri.org/article/2019/04/
the-taiwan-relations-act-at-40-new-dynamics-of-an-enduring-framework/.

38 Developing cost models is a complicated undertaking even when planners have a clear sense of what a future
force will look like. In Ukraine’s case, uncertainty about the future makes this task even harder. One can
think about the cost of a future Ukrainian force in three distinct phases. First, as long as high-intensity
combat continues, long-term rearmament will have to be balanced against acute battlefield needs, requiring
tradeoffs that are likely to increase costs. Second, during a cease-fire or armistice, Ukraine and its partners
will be able to focus on reconstitution, upgrading systems, and replenishing stocks. Finally, once Ukraine’s
force is fully modernized and equipped, the costs of sustaining it will level off. For a sense of the scale of
future costs, one can consider current spending levels as the ceiling. Ukraine’s military expenditures in 2022
reached $44 billion, on top of which its partners committed roughly $70 billion in military and security
assistance as of February 2023, although not all of it was for immediate needs. Footing such a bill over the
long run is not feasible for Ukraine’s partners: the price tag would approach a trillion dollars over a decade.
On the other hand, one can look to Poland, which has a similar population and threat environment to those
of Ukraine, for a rough estimate of what sustaining a modern, well-trained Ukrainian force in peacetime
might cost. The interim reconstitution phase will be a multiyear endeavor, the cost of which will end up
somewhere between peacetime sustainment and the extraordinary spending that has kept Ukraine in the
fight to date. For more on wartime spending by Ukraine and its partners, see “World Military Expenditure
Reaches New Record High as European Spending Surges,” Stockholm International Peace Research Institute

(SIPRI), April 24, 2023, https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2023/world-military-expenditure-
reaches-new-record-high-european-spending-surges and “Ukraine Support Tracker,” Kiel Institute for World

Economy, updated February 24, 2023, https://www.ifw-kiel.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/
ukraine-support-tracker/.

39 A legally enshrined set of security commitments, including through EU membership and its accompanying
security pledge (see later section), probably would reduce some of Ukraine’s force requirements insofar as this
would have its own deterrent effect. Still, Ukraine under any scenario will have to assume that it will need to
be capable of defending the country on its own.

40  Sharp, “U.S. Foreign Aid to Israel.”

41  “Memorandum of Understanding,” Department of State, September 14, 2016, https://2009-2017.state.gov/
documents/organization/265160.pdf. The 1999 agreement was the first to lay out specific funding levels over
a set period. An earlier U.S.-Israeli memorandum signed in 1975, two years after the Yom Kippur War and
concurrently with the Israeli-Egyptian interim agreement on Sinai, committed the United States to provide
military aid to Israel on “an ongoing and long-term basis,” including “advanced and sophisticated weapons.”

Washington also pledged to “view with particular gravity threats to Israel’s security or sovereignty by a world
power” and agreed to develop a “contingency plan for a military supply operation to Israel in an emergency
situation.” Elements of this memorandum might also prove appropriate to Ukraine’s case. See “Israel-United
States Memorandum of Understanding, 1975, accessed June 5, 2023, Jewish Virtual Library, https://www.

jewishvirtuallibrary.org/israel-united-states-memorandum-of-understanding-1975.

42 While the 2016 MoU did not mention QME, the White House’s press release did, as did a bipartisan House
of Representatives resolution in support. See “Memorandum of Understanding Reached with Israel,” White
House, September 14, 2016, https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2016/09/14/fact-sheet-
memorandum-understanding-reached-israel and “H.Res.729 - Expressing support for the expeditious

Eric Ciaramella | 27


https://china.usc.edu/taiwan-relations-act-1979
https://sgp.fas.org/crs/row/R41952.pdf
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/publication/TRAPolicyBrief.Hickey.pdf
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/publication/TRAPolicyBrief.Hickey.pdf
https://www.fpri.org/article/2019/04/the-taiwan-relations-act-at-40-new-dynamics-of-an-enduring-framework/
https://www.fpri.org/article/2019/04/the-taiwan-relations-act-at-40-new-dynamics-of-an-enduring-framework/
https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2023/world-military-expenditure-reaches-new-record-high-european-spending-surges
https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2023/world-military-expenditure-reaches-new-record-high-european-spending-surges
https://www.ifw-kiel.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/
https://www.ifw-kiel.de/topics/war-against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/
https://2009-2017.state.gov/documents/organization/265160.pdf
https://2009-2017.state.gov/documents/organization/265160.pdf
https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/israel-united-states-memorandum-of-understanding-1975
https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/israel-united-states-memorandum-of-understanding-1975
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2016/09/14/fact-sheet-memorandum-understanding-reached-israel
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2016/09/14/fact-sheet-memorandum-understanding-reached-israel

43

44

45

46
47

48

49
50

51

52

consideration and finalization of a new, robust, and long-term Memorandum of Understanding on military
assistance to Israel between the United States Government and the Government of Israel,” United States
House of Representatives, September 13, 2016, https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/house-

resolution/729/text.

The share of long-term force requirements that Ukraine will be able to finance itself remains uncertain and
will depend on the speed and scale of economic recovery and reconstruction. The current extraordinary levels
of defense spending—$44 billion in 2022, which amounted to 34 percent of GDP—will undoubtedly
diminish. The government will face pressure to spend more on reconstruction and social welfare, especially
considering the surge in poverty since the invasion. At the same time, Kyiv’s conviction that it can never fully

rely on external partners is likely to drive continued domestic investment in defense, reducing concerns
about potential free riding. See SIPRI, “World Military Expenditure.”

Congressman Jared Golden, “Bipartisan Veterans Call for Long-Term Security Assistance MOU with

Ukraine,” September 19, 2022, https://golden.house.gov/media/press-releases/
bipartisan-veterans-call-for-long-term-security-assistance-mou-with-ukraine.

“Broad Political Agreement on Multi-year Support Programme for Ukraine,” Government of Norway,

February 16, 2023, https://www.regjeringen.no/en/aktuelt/broad-political-agreement-on-multi-year-
support-programme-for-ukraine/id2963374/. Norway has pledged to provide Ukraine $1.5 billion in aid per

year over a five-year period; half of that will be devoted to military support in the first year, and the share of
military-to-civilian support will be reassessed each year.

“Ukraine Support Tracker,” Kiel Institute for World Economy.

Financial and humanitarian contributions, including the costs of supporting refugees, must also be
considered when estimating the U.S. and European shares of the burden of supporting Ukraine. The
arrangement envisioned here focuses on military and security commitments, but the proposed mechanisms
for coordination and consultation could be applied to nonmilitary aid as well.

In fiscal year 2023, Congress made available certain funds within the Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative
through the end of fiscal year 2024, allowing the executive branch a two-year window in which to obligate
the money. Funding for new acquisition contracts often takes many more years to spend. For a helpful
explainer, see Mark E Cancian, “Aid to Ukraine Explained in Six Charts,” Center for Strategic &
International Studies, November 18, 2022, https://www.csis.org/analysis/aid-ukraine-explained-six-charts.

Sharp, “U.S. Foreign Aid to Israel.”

Israel’s MoU is unique in many ways, one of which is that the United States deposits the lump sum of its
annual security assistance allotment at the start of each year into an account managed by the Israeli
government, which can then spend the funds as it sees fit. In Ukraine’s case, the United States and its
partners should design MoUs that ensure they can provide input to, and conduct oversight of, procurement
activities. This is not only because of valid concerns about Kyiv’s mixed historical record on defense sector
transparency—they will also want to be certain that Ukraine is spending wisely, and not on expensive
capabilities of little practical value.

Historically, the United States also allowed Egypt to use the cash flow financing mechanism for large
purchases. The Obama administration moved to end Cairo’s access to this benefit out of a concern that it
had misused it and racked up billions of dollars in debt. See, for example, Jeremy Sharp, “Egypt: Background
and U.S. Relations,” Congressional Research Service, updated May 2, 2023, https://sgp.fas.org/crs/mideast/
R133003.pdf and Ernesto Londofio and Holly Yeager, “In Debate Over Military Aid to Egypt, Contractual
Issues Loom Large for U.S.,” Washington Post, July 25, 2013, heeps://www.washingtonpost.com/world/
national-security/in-debate-over-military-aid-to-egypt-contractual-issues-loom-large-for-

us/2013/07/25/9d0834c0-f4a5-11e2-aa2e-4088616498b4 story.html.

David Vergun, “Defense Officials: U.S. Ensures Accountability of Systems Supplied to Ukraine,”
Department of Defense News, February 28, 2023, https://www.defense.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/
Article/3313904/defense-officials-us-ensures-accountability-of-systems-supplied-to-ukraine/.
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