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Executive Summary
• The crisis between Europe and Russia has solidified and become the new norm. Hopes
of rapprochement were disappointed; instead, relations between Moscow and its
European neighbors are developing towards a form of “escalated alienation.”
• Full implementation of the Minsk Agreement is becoming increasingly unlikely. In
the short term, all parties could accept a situation in which the conflict in Ukraine
froze in its present state. However, in the medium to long term, a further “frozen
conflict” would pose a significant risk to European security.
• In light of profound disagreements between Russia and the West, fundamental debate
about the European security order is neither purposeful nor opportune at the current
time. Rather, tangible steps towards de-escalation are the order of the day.
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De-escalation: the Primary
Objective in Ukraine

towards a peaceful settlement in Ukraine. Finally, Europe was said to have failed to pursue its own initiatives with sufficient vigor,
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The Future of European Security
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was the central and eastern European states
that had actively sought EU membership.
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Russia and Europe: How Much
Cooperation is (Still) possible?

Stability and reconstruction in Afghanistan, as well as the fight against international
terrorism and organized crime, were further
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