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INTRODUCTION

Between February and July 2024, twenty-
two countries entered into bilateral security
agreements with Ukraine. This paper provides
a comparative analysis of these agreements,
aiming to identify and explain key similarities
and differences in them, thereby offering a
clearer understanding of their content and
potential implications.

This analysis starts with providing the
background to the events leading up to the
conclusion of the 2024 bilateral agreements. It
delves into Ukraine’s long-standing aspirations
for NATO membership and examines the
significance of the 2022 Kyiv Security Concept
and the 2023 G7 Joint Declaration. These two
documents were instrumental in shaping the
bilateral security agreements, as they provided
the theoretical and programmatic foundations
for the subsequent accords.

A thorough comparative analysis of
the agreements allows for a deeper
examination of their specific content,
as well as the identification of
commonalities and differences. This
analysis reveals three key findings:

e The 2024 bilateral security agreements
exhibit a high degree of uniformity,
reflecting their shared objective of
delivering similar, consistent security
commitments to Ukraine.

e However, subtle yet significant differences
exist in areas such as military and non-
military support to Ukraine, Russia’s
accountability, compensation mechanisms,
and Ukraine’s potential NATO accession.

¢ These differences can largely be attributed
to the specific national interests and
capabilities of each state, their political
will, and temporal factors.

The concluding section discusses the signi-
ficance of the 2024 security agreements,
explores the implications of their differences,
and critically assesses the limitations of such
accords.

1. LAYING THE
GROUNDWORK

Kyiv expressed its desire to join NATO on
multiple occasions during the past twenty
years.! Ukraine’s potential membership in
NATO was formally acknowledged for the first
time only in 2008 at the NATO Bucharest
Summit.? Over time, notably following Russia’s
annexation of the Crimean Peninsula in 2014,
the Ukrainian aspiration to access NATO
intensified. In 2019, constitutional amend-
ments were enacted in order to formalise this
objective and enshrine it at the constitutional
level. Ukraine’s National Security Strategy of
2020 underscored that NATO accession is one
of the country’s most crucial security
objectives.® Just 7 months after the start of
Russia’s full-scale invasion on 24 February
2024, Ukraine officially applied for fast-track
accession to NATO.* Prior to this, a debate had
already been underway among NATO members
regarding how to guarantee Ukraine’s

The debate revolved less around Kyiv meeting
the accession criteria and more around the

strategic, geopolitical ramifications of an
eventual NATO membership

sovereignty and security. Many experts
highlighted that the most credible, long-term
security guarantee for Ukraine would be to join
NATO since the latter’s protective umbrella
would deter Moscow from attacking again.

However, the whole debate revolved less
around Kyiv meeting the accession criteria and

! Louisa Brooke-Holland, “NATO Enlargement: Ukraine,”
House of Commons Library, 20 July 2023.

2 Brooke-Holland, “NATO Enlargement.”
3 Brooke-Holland, “NATO Enlargement.”

4 Volodymyr Zelenskyy, “We Are Taking Our Decisive
Step by Signing Ukraine’s Application for Accelerated
Accession to NATO - Address by President Volodymyr
Zelenskyy,” Official Website of the President of
Ukraine, 22 September 2022.
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more around the strategic, geopolitical
ramifications of an eventual NATO member-
ship. In particular, the main concern stemmed
(and stems) from the risk of NATO’s direct
involvement in the Russian-Ukrainian conflict
due to Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty.
Therefore, it quickly became evident that the
likelihood of an official NATO invitation to
Ukraine was nearly non-existent as long as the
war continued.> Simultaneously, the Allies
recognised that offering a “conditional
invitation” to Ukraine would not resolve the
issue. A conditional invitation implies one that
would enter in vigour only once Russia fully
retires its troops from Ukraine (chronologically
conditioned) or that would only cover those
Ukrainian territories that have not been
occupied by the Russian Federation (geo-
graphically conditioned). A chronologically
conditioned invitation for Ukraine to join NATO
after the end of the war could potentially
incentivise Russia to prolong the conflict for
strategic purposes, while a geographically
limited one would compromise the intrinsic,
historical NATO commitment to collective
defence.®

With an official NATO invitation off the
table, Euro-Atlantic countries widely

The KSC centres on:

e forming a core group of guarantor states
that is committed to a multi-decade effort
aimed at bolstering Ukraine’s self-defence
capabilities, both for immediate defence and
to deter potential future Russian attacks.
This includes provisions for training and
equipping Ukraine’s military forces, fortifying
its defence industry, and strengthening its
intelligence sector;

e establishing arapid, collective, and automatic
mechanism to address potential future
Russian aggression and ensure security
guarantees;

e holding Russia accountable through the
implementation of international sanctions.

It is crucial to emphasise that the KSC
considers security guarantees for Ukraine not
as a substitute for NATO accession but rather
as a temporary measure until that scenario
eventually occurs.®

The Kyiv Security Concept considers security
guarantees for Ukraine not as a substitute for

recognised the need to provide Ukraine
with interim, yet effective, security
measures. On 13 September 2022,
the co-chairs of the Working Group
on International Security Guarantees

NATO accession but rather as a temporary
measure until that scenario eventually occurs

for Ukraine, Anders Fogh Rasmussen

and Andrii Yermak, published the so-called
Kyiv Security Concept (KSC).” Less robust
than Article 5, the KSC outlined the rationale,
structure, and potential scope of the long-term
security guarantees needed for Ukraine’s self-
defence and resilience development before its
expected future accession to NATO.

5 “NATO Summit Will Not Formally Invite Ukraine to Join
Alliance,” Reuters, 19 June 2023.

& Judie Dempsey, “Judy Asks: Is Ukraine’s NATO
Membership Realistic?” Carnegie Europe, 6 July 2023;
“What Long-Term Security Guarantees Will the West
Give Ukraine?” The Economist, 30 June 2023.

7 Anders Fogh Rasmussen and Andrii Yermak, “Kyiv_
Security Concept — International Security Guarantees
for Ukraine: Recommendations,” Official Website of
the President of Ukraine, 13 September 2022.

At the 2023 NATO Summit in Vilnius, the Allies
reaffirmed that Ukraine would join NATO in the
future and attempted to facilitate its accession
path by eliminating the requirement for a
Membership Action Plan and by upgrading the
NATO-Ukraine Commission to Council status.®
However, as had happened in Madrid one year
before, NATO did not officially invite Ukraine to
join the Alliance, nor did it establish a concrete
plan for future accession. As expected, this
decision strongly disappointed Kyiv, which had

8 Anders Fogh Rasmussen and Andrii Yermak, “Ukraine
Needs More Security Guarantees,” The Wall Street
Journal, 22 September 2022.

°® Louise Brooke-Holland, “How do countries join
NATO?” House of Commons Library, 14 March 2024;
NATO Heads of State and Government, “Vilnius
Summit Communiqué,” NATO, 11 July 2023.
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previously asked to be formally invited to join
NATO on that occasion.™

Despite this, some progress was made on the
issue of security assurances. On the sidelines of
the Vilnius Summit, the Group of Seven
signed the Joint Declaration of Support
for Ukraine (G7 Joint Declaration) on
12 July 2023.* Subsequently, more
than 30 other countries have declared
their formal support.?

The G7 Joint Declaration aims at:

e providing Ukraine with security assistance,
modern military equipment, intelligence
cooperation, and cyber-defence support;

e establishing a consultation mechanism for
rapid response and sanctions in case of
further aggression by Russia;

e strengthening Ukraine’s economic stability,
supporting recovery efforts, and providing
technical and financial assistance for
immediate needs and domestic reforms;

e promoting Ukraine’s Euro-Atlanticintegration.

The signing of the G7 Joint Document was
motivated by two main factors. Firstly, it meant
to reinforce the credibility of the Euro-Atlantic
bloc’s support for Ukraine amidst concerns
of fatigue, thereby signalling to Russia that it
could not achieve its strategic goals through
prolonged warfare.’* Secondly, it aimed to
secure tangible and enduring support for Kyiv
in anticipation of Donald Trump’s possible
return to the White House.*

A notable similarity in structure, proposals,
and terminology becomes apparent between
the 2022 Kyiv Security Compact and the 2023

0 Tom Balmforth, “Ukraine Wants NATO Invite at Vilnius
Summit, Urges “Courage,” Zelenskiy Aide Says,”
Reuters, 29 June 2023.

11 European Council, “G7: Joint declaration of support
for Ukraine,” European Council, Council of the
European Union, 12 July 2023.

2 Julia Kazdobina, “Making the Glass of Ukraine’s
Bilateral Security Agreements Half Full,” Stockholm
Centre for Eastern European Studies, 2 July 2024.

13 “What Long-Term Security Guarantees.”
14 “What Long-Term Security Guarantees.”

G7 Declaration, as acknowledged by Andrii
Yermak himself.*> While the KSC outlines the
key rationale, scope, and potential shape of
long-term (and interim) security commitments
to Ukraine, the G7 Declaration describes

The 2023 G7 Joint Declaration has served as
the political and programmatic foundation for

the subsequent bilateral security agreements

more concretely how such commitments
are structured and developed.'® In turn, the
2023 G7 Joint Declaration has served as the
political and programmatic foundation for the
subsequent bilateral security agreements that
Ukraine and multiple countries have signed
in 2024. Building on the G7 Joint Declaration,
each bilateral treaty spells out how it intends
to further the former’s original content.

2. COMPARING AND
CONTRASTING

Several bilateral security agreements between
Euro-Atlantic countries and Ukraine have
been signed this year, while others are still
in preparation. This paper analyses the
agreements signed before the last day of the
Washington NATO Summit (11 July 2024).Y
These agreements offer security commitments
to Ukraine to ensure its self-defence and
resilience in the long term. This support
entails supplying military materials; increasing
and improving military training for Ukrainian
defence forces; and enhancing cooperation
in the defence industry, information security,
and cyber security. Furthermore, they aim to
hold Russia accountable through international
sanctions and create a rapid, automatic
mechanism for collective response in the
event of future Russian aggression. In terms

15 Anrdrii Yermak, “Ukraine should receive reliable
security guarantees and unite the whole world around
Volodymyr Zelenskyy’s Peace Formula,” Official
Website of the President of Ukraine, 21 July 2023..

16 Andrir Tyushka and Tracey German, “Ukraine’s
10-Point Peace Plan and the Kyiv Security Compact
- an Assessment,” European Parliament — Directorate-
General for External Policies, Policy Department, 30
October 2023.

7 For the full list, see Annex A. The security agreement
between European Union and Ukraine has been
listed in Annex A, but it has not been included in the
analytical comparison.
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The 2024 bilateral agreements provide more
limited security commitments if compared

to the guarantees originally proposed in the
2022 Kyiv Security Concept

of values, the signing countries recognise
Ukraine’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations and back its
liberal-democratic reforms. From an economic
perspective, they accord to support Ukraine’s
reconstruction and recovery efforts.

The 2024 security agreements are based on the
2023 G7 Joint Declaration, which, in turn, has
been directly inspired by the 2022 KSC. Despite
this connection in terms of structure and
rationale, there are also important differences
between the KSC and bilateral security
agreements. Overall, the security commitments
to Ukraine via bilateral agreements in 2024 are
comparatively weaker in terms of expected
duration than the ones originally outlined
in 2022 by the KSC. For instance, the KSC
suggested a “multi-decade effort” to support
Ukraine, while the various bilateral agreements
span only ten years and present the possibility
for the signatories to withdraw with a short
notice period.®® Another difference regards
the boldness of the commitments. The KSC
suggests that guarantor states collectively
commit “to use all elements of their national
and collective power and take appropriate
measures [...] to enable Ukraine to stop the
aggression, restore its sovereignty, ensure its
capability to deter its enemies and defend
itself against any threat.” ¥ The 2024 security
agreements do not use such language. Hence,

the 2024 bilateral agreements provide more
limited security commitments if compared to
the guarantees originally proposed in the 2022
Kyiv Security Concept.

3. SIMILARITIES

A comparative, comprehensive analysis of the
security agreements between Kyiv and each
of the 22 guarantor states reveals a shared
underlying structure:

8 From three to six months.
19 Rasmussen and Yermak, “Kyiv Security Concept,” 7.

e Military Security. In each security
agreement, there is a specific section
dedicated to military and security
cooperation, as well as to the support of a
resilient defence force in Ukraine. Within
this type of section, it is possible to discern
some recurring themes: 1) defence industry
cooperation; 2) supplying defence material
and military equipment to Ukraine; and,
crucially, 3) increasing interoperability with
NATO.?

e Non-Military Security. Each signatory
country pledges to enhance cooperation
with Ukraine on human and information
security and to contribute to strengthening
the resilience of Ukraine’s critical
infrastructure. Moreover, in every bilateral
agreement, the parties agree to increase
cyber security cooperation and to fight
both malign foreign interference and
manipulation of information.

e Recovery and Reconstruction. All signatory
states have committed to supporting
Ukraine’s reconstruction and sustainable
development. Such commitments aim to
foster conditions conducive to Ukraine’s
attainment of stability and socio-economic
recovery.

e Ukraine’s Reform Process. Although
there are minor differences in
conceptual terms, each country
supports Ukraine’s reform process in
the legal, political, economic, social,
and defence spheres. This process
specifically aims to implement
principles of good governance;
strengthen the defence sector while also
modernising it; reinforce justice, rule
of law, and democratic principles in the
country; fight corruption; and better
contribute to wartime and post-conflict
reconstruction. For Ukraine, undergoing
such a reform process is essential to realise
its Euro-Atlantic aspirations.

e Accountability and Sanctions. Another
common element is the firm commitment
to holding Russia accountable through

20 Only Japan does not make any mention of Ukraine
— NATO interoperability. Estonia does not explicitly
mention NATO-Ukraine interoperability but indirectly
addresses it within the security agreement.
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robust sanctions and combating sanctions
circumvention. These measures (should)
serve as both punishment for ongoing
Russian aggression and as a deterrent
against potential attacks in the future.

e Cooperation in the Event of a Future
Armed Attack. Each security agreement
establishes an automatic responsive
mechanism in case of future Russian
aggression against Ukraine.? This includes
1) immediate consultation within 24 hours
to develop countermeasures or deterrence
strategies, potentially involving a collective
reaction by the various signing states,
and 2) provision of swift and sustained
security, military, and economic assistance
to Ukraine, along with measures to impose
economic and other costs on Russia. To
guarantee an effective and comprehensive
collective response to any potential Russian
armed attack, the security treaties can also
be amended to take into consideration any
similar mechanism that will eventually be
adopted by Ukraine with otherinternational
partners.?? As explained in the next section
of the paper, such automatic responsive
mechanism can be triggered in different
ways.

e Euro-Atlantic Aspiration. In a somewhat
uniform manner, each signing country
recognises Ukraine’s Euro-Atlantic
aspirations and is committed to facilitating
this process. Nonetheless, there are some
differences in the degree of commitment
among Ukraine’s partners on this issue.

e Just Peace. All the bilateral security
treaties embody the concept of a
just peace, which entails achieving
an ethical and sustainable
absence of war in Ukraine, based on the
fundamental principles of Ukraine’s Peace
Formula.?

21 poland and Romania are exceptions in this case since
they establish such automatic mechanisms also “in
the event of a significant escalation of the current
aggression.”

22 The US delineates a slightly different responsive
mechanism to an eventual future armed attack against
Ukraine. For more, see Article 2 of the US-Ukraine
security agreement as well as “Implementation of
Article II: Defense and Security Cooperation” of the
Annex to that agreement.

2 Volodymyr Zelenskyy, “Ukraine’s Peace Formula,”
Official Website of the President of Ukraine.

e Duration. All bilateral securitiesagreements
are valid for 10 years, with the possibility of
termination after 6 months from the date
of formal notice (with the exception of the
Ukrainian-Swedish agreement that does
not provide any information about the
possibility of early termination).?*

4. DIFFERENCES

Differences between the 2024 bilateral
agreements can be grouped into five broad
categories: 1) military support to Ukraine; 2)
non-military support to Ukraine; 3) automatic
mechanism in the event of an armed attack;
4) Russia’s responsibility and possible
countermeasures; 5) Ukraine’s accession in
NATO.

e Military Support. Each security agreement
generally highlights the need to supply
Ukraine on the basis of the latter’s
immediate military necessities, such as
ammunition, armoured vehicles, and air
force capabilities. Nonetheless, upon closer
scrutiny, it seems evident that differences
exist concerning specific types of military
aid that each country provides.”> For
instance, the United Kingdom prioritises
supporting the development of Ukraine’s
naval fleet, whereas Latvia emphasises
providing drones. In contrast, Poland
has opted not to specify the exact type
of military aid it will offer — probably to
allow more flexible and adaptive decision-
making.

Concerning the industrial cooperation in
defence, only France, Germany, Latvia,
Poland, Norway, and the UK affirm their
will to work with Kyiv on the possibility of
localising part of their military production
to Ukraine. In addition, Belgium, Canada,
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, ltaly,
Latvia, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sweden,
and the UK are favourable to exploring
opportunities for joint military production.

24 3 months in the Dutch-Ukrainian security agreement.

% For focus of each state’s military aid to Ukraine in
qualitative terms, see Annex B.
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Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are the only
countries that commit to allocating 0.25% of

their GDP to military and security support for
Ukraine in the future

Iceland is a unique case: despite not
having military expenditures, it commits
to supporting “efforts to improve the
capability of Ukraine’s security and defence
forces” and to working “with Ukraine
to enable the development of Ukraine’s
defence industry.”

Another aspect to consider is the economic
value of military aid that each signing
country is committed to sending to Ukraine
in 2024, as explicitly stated in the security
agreements. In Table 3, it is evident that this
factor varies not only numerically but alsoin
terms of the lexicon: e.g., “at least 1.8 billion
euros” (Denmark), implying that the final
amount can grow; “up to” 3 billion euros
(France), implying that the amount will
not grow; or even no numerical reference
at all (Italy and Poland). By comparing
each country’s quantitative military aid
to Ukraine in 2024 as a percentage of its
nominal GDP for the same year at current
prices, it is possible to understand who is
going to make the most significant military
contributions to Ukraine. Nevertheless, it is
essential to bear in mind that these figures
reflect only what is specified in the security
agreements. Moreover, these numbers are
not definitive: in fact, some of the signing
countries will approve additional military
aid packages throughout the current year.
Finally, it should be noted that Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania are the only countries

that commit to allocating 0.25% of their
GDP to military and security support for
Ukraine in the future. This commitment is
based on a proposal that has been put forth
by Kaja Kallas’ government in early 2024.%

Some of the agreements do not impose
restrictions on the utilisation of military
aid to Ukraine within specific parameters

or scopes. Notably, Canada, France, Italy,
Japan, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Sweden,
the UK, and the US do not highlight any
clear, concrete restrictions.?”’” In other
security agreements, it is put in writing
that Ukraine must use military materiel in
compliance with the UN Charter (Germany,
Latvia, Lithuania, and Spain), international
law (Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway,
and Spain), only for the specific aim of
Ukraine’s self-defence (Belgium, Denmark,
Estonia, Finland, the Netherlands, Iceland,
Lithuania, and Norway), and against
military targets (Denmark, Finland, and
Iceland). The US stressed the need for
guaranteeing the security of “United
States-provided defense articles and
technology in accordance with Department
of Defense’s Golden Sentry enhanced end-
use monitoring (EEUM) requirements.”?®
Similarly, Germany, the Netherlands, and
Belgium require that military equipment
supplied to Ukraine undergo rigorous end-
use monitoring.

Finally, Belgium, Denmark, Finland,
Germany, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway,
Spain, Sweden, and the US explicitly
commit to preventing the diversion and
illegal circulation of military material
provided to Ukraine; the other signatories
do not make such statements.

¢ Non-Military Security Support. All
guarantor states are also committed to
enhancing Ukraine’s security through
non-military means. Although there is
a high degree of similarity in this area
of cooperation, some differences still
persist.

Firstly, not all countries explicitly articulate
a commitment to bolstering Ukrainian
resilience against nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons-related (CBRN) risks.
Italy, Germany, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania,

27 The United States only vaguely states that “each
Party reaffirms its commitments to comply with its
obligations under international law, including the law
of armed conflict.”

28 “).S. — Ukraine security agreement,” Official Website
of the President of Ukraine, 13 June 2024,.
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Military Strategy for Ukraine’s Victory and Russia’s
Defeat,” Ministry of Defence - Republic of Estonia, 17
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Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, and
Sweden directly address this endeavour
within distinct sections of their respective
bilateral agreements. Others (Belgium
and the US) just mention it

against Ukraine, at the request of either
of the Participants.” Canada and Poland
explicitly state that this mechanism applies
only if the armed attack against Ukraine

WLERUCLLELUEA SRR |V/hile each agreement establishes an

section of their agreements.

=N IRAReYll CLtomatic responsive mechanism in the event
CCLISHLT-SLCLU NS QDL O AU tUre RuUSSIan aggression against Ukraine;

nevertheless, agreed to deploy
“CBRN and logistics experts on
missions related to the war”?
Canada, Denmark, Estonia, France, Iceland,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway,
and the UK do not make any mention of
CBRN risks.

Conversely, while almost all guarantor
states support enhancing  bilateral
cooperation in combating serious and
organised crime (SOC), Belgium, Denmark,
Luxembourg, Norway, and the US stand out
as exceptions.

Belgium, Canada, and Denmark are the
only countries that explicitly state their
intention to sign a General Security of
Information Agreement (GSOIA) with
Ukraine to enhance the sharing of
intelligence information on defence and
security matters. It is noteworthy that the
Norwegian-Ukrainian security agreement
uniquely lacks any reference to intelligence
cooperation.

Only the US-Ukrainian security

the conditions for triggering it vary

happens after the cessation of current
hostilities. Portugal emphasises that such
armed attack must be “in violation of the
UN Charter” The US-Ukraine agreement
allows the mechanism to be triggered
by the mere “threat of an armed attack”
against Ukraine. Finally, Lithuania, Poland,
and Romania specify that the mechanism
can also be triggered “in the event of
a significant escalation of the current
aggression.”

e Russia’s Responsibility and Possible
Countermeasures. Overall, all the signing
countries acknowledge the imperative of
holding the Russian Federation accountable
forits aggression against Ukraine. However,
differences persist even here. For instance,
the UK and the US stand alone in omitting
any reference to establishing a special
tribunal aimed at investigating Russian
criminal acts in Ukraine and ensuring
genuine accountability of the Russian

e Some guarantor states will explore all legal

registered with the United

TR AT TS S Sl (Ve nues for utilising Russian assets, while
R IRl others only support finding a way to use

future president will have the
power to withdraw from it.3! rev

Automatic Mechanism in the Event of
an Armed Attack. While each agreement
establishes an automatic responsive
mechanism in the event of future Russian
aggression against Ukraine, the conditions
for triggering it vary. Most countries
stipulate that it can be activated only “in
the event of a future Russian armed attack

2 “Finland — Ukraine security agreement,” Official

Website of the President of Ukraine, 3 April 2024.
30 Kazdobina, “Making the Glass.”
31 Kazdobina, “Making the Glass.”

enues from those assets to support Ukraine

Federation. Although not mentioned
in their respective bilateral treaties, it
should be noted that both countries have
publicly supported the creation of a special
tribunal .3

32 J Hansler, “US Announces It Supports Creation of
Special Tribunal to Prosecute Russia for “Crime of
Aggression” in Ukraine,” CNN, 28 March 2023; P
Wintour, “UK Offers Qualified Backing for Tribunal to
Prosecute Russia’s Leaders,” The Guardian, 20 January
2023.
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Furthermore, some disparities exist
regarding Russian frozen assets and
their revenues. Some guarantor states
(like Canada, Estonia, Finland, France,
Iceland, Japan, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Spain,
Sweden, the UK, and the US) will explore
all legal avenues for utilising Russian assets
to aid Ukraine. Others (Denmark, Germany,
Latvia, and Portugal) only support finding
a way to use revenues from Russian
assets to support Ukraine. As evident,
the first formula is wider, so that it also
encompasses the possibility of directly
seizing Russian assets and somehow
channelling them to Ukraine. Evidently,
the second formula is stricter and does
not allow such interpretation. In addition,
Belgium and Norway explicitly support
both formulas. Italy simply glosses over
the issue, expressing support solely for the
immobilisation of sovereign Russian assets
until Moscow has paid for the damages
caused in Ukraine. Another interesting
characteristic is that the US-Ukrainian
security agreement is the only one that
does not mention the importance of
avoiding circumvention of sanctions.

Finally, the role played by Belarus in Russia’s
full-scale aggression against Ukraine has
been solely underlined in the Lithuanian-
Ukrainian security agreement.

NATO Accession. The various agreements
also present different perspectives
concerning Ukraine’s NATO membership.
Some countries unequivocally endorse
this scenario; Estonia is one of them, for
instance. Others, such as Italy and the
US, show a more timid — but still existent
— support for Ukraine’s accession to the
Atlantic Alliance while refraining from
decisive statements. Germany does not
mention such possibility at all but only
Ukraine’s “future membership in the Euro-
Atlantic Community.”33

To grasp the differences, let us provide
examples of how different countries frame
Ukraine’s perspective of acceding NATO:

33 “Ukraine-Germany security agreement,” Official

Website of the President of Ukraine, 16 February

2024.

Bilateral
agreement Quote
Ukraine- “Ukraine’s rightful place is in NATO.
Finland Finland is dedicated to supporting
security Ukraine’s reform efforts on its path

agreement | towards future NATO membership
by advancing practical and political
cooperation through NATO.”34

Ukraine- “Estonia and Ukraine will deepen their
Estonia cooperation [...] to advance, facilitate,
security and accelerate Ukraine’s [...] NATO

agreement | membership process” by advancing
“practical and political cooperation.”
[...] “Ukraine belongs in the Euro-
Atlantic family and will become a
member of NATO.”%

Ukraine- “The Participants reaffirm that
France Ukraine’s security is integral to
security Euro-Atlantic and global security.

agreement | France confirms that Ukraine’s future
membership of NATO would make an
effective contribution to peace and
stability in Europe. The Participants
will coordinate and strengthen joint
efforts to support Ukraine’s accession

to NATO.”3¢
Ukraine-UK | “The UK believes that Ukraine’s future
security membership of the North Atlantic

agreement | Treaty Organisation (NATO) would
make an effective contribution to peace
and stability in Europe. The Participants
decided on coordinating and
strengthening joint efforts to support
Ukraine’s accession to NATO.”%’

Ukraine- “The Participants will cooperate in
Italy security | helping Ukraine make the necessary
agreement | reforms on Ukraine’s path towards its
future NATO membership.”3®

Ukraine-US | “Ukraine’s future is in the North
security Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). [...]
agreement | Allies will be in a position to extend an
invitation to Ukraine to join the Alliance
when Allies agree and conditions are

met [...].”
Ukraine- “Germany is dedicated to supporting
Germany Ukraine’s reform efforts. These are
security essential for its European and NATO

agreement | aspirations. [...] This Agreement is
without prejudice to Ukraine pursuing
a pathway toward future membership

in the Euro-Atlantic Community.” 4°

Table 1. Framing of Ukraine’s accession prospects.

34 “Ukraine-Finland security agreement,” Official Website
of the President of Ukraine, 3 April 2024.
“Ukraine-Estonia security agreement,” Official Website
of the President of Ukraine, 27 June 2024.
“Ukraine-France security agreement,” Official Website
of the President of Ukraine, 16 February 2024.
“Ukraine-UK security agreement,” Official Website of
the President of Ukraine, 12 January 2024.
“Ukraine-Italy security agreement,” Official Website of
the President of Ukraine, 24 February 2024.
“Ukraine-U.S. security agreement,” Official Website of
the President of Ukraine, 13 June 2024.

“Ukraine-Germany security agreement,” Official
Website of the President of Ukraine, 16 February
2024.
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In addition, it is noteworthy that countries
exhibiting a more cautious stance on Ukraine’s
NATO membership, such as Italy and Germany,
reference terms like “NATO” and “Atlantic”
significantly less frequently (10 times)
compared to the majority of signing states.
This frequency is nearly half of that observed
in most other countries, positioning Italy
and Germany as notable outliers. Japan also
stands out as an outlier, but this is obviously
attributable to its status as a non-NATO ally.

5. DISSECTING

Differences between the bilateral security
agreements may depend on 1) the national
capabilities and interests of each signing state,
which determine the best type of aid it can
provide to Ukraine in terms of comparative
advantage; 2) its political will; and 3) temporal
contingency. Let us provide some specific
examples:

e National Capabilities and Interests.
The specific capabilities and interests
of each country can explain a great part
of the differences between the bilateral
agreements. For example, many differences
in terms of military aid to Ukraine can be
explained by countries’ leading role within
NATO Capability Coalitions — established in
February 2024 within the Ukraine Defence
Contact Group (also known as Ramstein
Group) to quickly deliver critical military
systems and ammunition to Ukraine.*

The United Kingdom and Norway
significantly  contribute to Ukraine’s
maritime capabilities, mainly because they
co-chair the Maritime Security Capability
Coalition. Latvia explicitly prioritises
providing Ukraine with military drones,
mostly due to its prominent and leading
role in establishing the Drone Coalition for
Ukraine.*” The same applies to Lithuania,
which particularly emphasises the removal
oflandmines and unexploded ordnance due
to its leadership in the Demining Capability

41 Tim Martin, “Eight ‘Capability Coalitions’ Are Rushing
Arms to Ukraine. Here’s Who Will Donate What.
(EXPLAINER),” Breaking Defense, 9 May 2024.

42 Abbey Fenbert et al, “Latvian-Led Coalition to Arm
Ukraine with “Thousands” of Drones,” The Kyiv
Independent, 17 January 2024.

Coalition. Given its digital excellence and
its pivotal role in the IT Capability Coalition,
Estonia focuses on IT, e-governance, and
digital cooperation with Ukraine.

Finland devotes much space to stressing
the importance of OSCE and its principles
while expressing its readiness to utilise
OSCE mechanisms for supporting Ukraine’s
security, stability, and reconstruction
efforts. This unique focus stems from
Finland’s forthcoming OSCE chairmanship
in 2025, which positions it optimally to
help Kyiv in this regard.

The Polish-Ukrainian security agreement
emphasises Poland’s role as a key hub
for training Ukrainian military forces and
for defence logistics. The agreements
also underscore Warsaw’s commitment
to ongoing dialogue about the potential
interception of foreign drones on Ukrainian
territory that may pose a threat to Poland.
This focus is largely attributable to Poland’s
strategic geographic position in relation to
Ukraine.

e Political Will. Variations between security
agreements can be also explained by the
difference in political will among Ukraine’s
allies. For instance, decisions about how
many weapons are provided to Kyiv, setting
specific annual targets for military aid, and
using a supportive lexicon for Ukraine’s
NATO accession clearly depend on each
country’s political will.** For example, it
is not coincidental that Spain will provide
relatively less military aid to Ukraine
than Latvia this year, when measured as
a percentage of GDP in 2024 at current
prices.

Similarly, the extent of support for using
frozen Russian assets and their revenues to
aid Ukraine’s defence and reconstruction
also varies on the basis of political will. In
addition, the ease with which a signing
country allows the automatic consultative
mechanism — present in every bilateral
agreement — to be activated in the event
of a future armed attack against Ukraine
ultimately depends on its political will.

43 “Lithuania — Ukraine security agreement,” Official
Website of the President of Ukraine, 27 June 2024;
“Estonia — Ukraine security agreement.”
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Next security agreements will exhibit some

new small differences, reflecting the latest
political and military developments

The b

designed precisely to ensure a high degree
of uniformity between them so that each

guarantor state would assume similar roles

e Temporal Contingency. When different
security agreements are signed at different
historical moments, it is plausible that
the specific social and political scenario
changes over time, and so does the
military situation on the field. Therefore,
some of the differences in the bilateral
security agreements may be due to the
varying contingencies in which they were
drafted. For instance, the reason why
many agreements do not mention the
Czech ammunition initiative is that they
were signed before that initiative had
been proposed (i.e., before 7 March 2024).
It is conceivable that the next security
agreements will exhibit some new small
differences, reflecting the latest political
and military developments in Ukraine.

CONCLUSIONS

The G7 Joint Declaration of July 2023 (later
signed by the EU asanon-enumerated member)
partially realises the conceptual framework
proposed by the Kyiv Security Compact (KSC) in
2022. In turn, the various bilateral agreements
signed in 2024 are patently based on the 2023
G7 Joint Declaration. Therefore, a clear fil
rouge exists between these bilateral security
agreements, the G7 Declaration, and the
KSC. However, it is evident that while the KSC
strongly advocated for securing robust security
guarantees for Ukraine, the 2024 bilateral
agreements reflect somewhat less binding
commitments.

ilateral security agreements were

and responsibilities outside of the NATO
framework

The 2024 bilateral security agreements were
designed precisely to ensure a high degree
of uniformity between them so that each
guarantor state would assume similar roles

and responsibilities and offer comparable
security commitments to Ukraine outside
of the NATO framework. While differences

between agreements do exist, they are either

minimal or do not alter the fundamental aim
of establishing a cohesive coalition of states
capable of offering comparable
commitments to one another. Had each state
independently provided security assurances
to Ukraine without coordination and a shared
basis (such as the G7 Joint Declaration)
that ensured structural, terminological, and
conceptual coherence, the outcome would
likely have been more confounded and less
impactful.

The 2024 bilateral security agreements hold
significant
Ukraine’s defence against Russian
aggression, post-war reconstruction
and recovery, and its political-military
alignment with the Euro-Atlantic
community. However, such agree-
ments present a number of limitations.
One notable aspect is the ease with which they
can be terminated with a notice period ranging
from 3 to 6 months. Moreover, while certain
agreements (Belgium, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
and Spain) specify that termination does not
inherently halt ongoing projects, this provision
is explicitly said to be contingent upon the
discretion of the participating states. Other
bilateral treaties (Canada, France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, Norway, Sweden, the UK, and the
US) do not even provide explicitly for the
continuation of such projects. Another aspect
regards whether the content of the various
security agreements will be applied bilaterally
instead of collectively. As highlighted by Julia
Kazdobina, engaging multiple partners
on a strictly bilateral basis seems to be
quite inefficient for  Ukraine.*
Ultimately, the security commitment
outlined in these agreements is not
commensurate with the level of
security that Kyiv would receive upon
NATO accession. While it is true that
the automatic mechanism in the event
of a new Russian aggression outlined
in all bilateral agreements bears resemblance
to NATO Article 4, such mechanism is merely

4 Kazdobina, “Making the Glass.”
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The security commitment outlined in these
agreements is not commensurate with the

consultative, namely for “determining
appropriate further measures,” without any
explicit mention of the possibility of armed
defensive support (e.g., Article 5). This aspect
leaves significant room for interpretation;
therefore, the concrete and specific
implementation of this mechanism will
substantially depend on the political will of the
guarantor states.

level of security that Kyiv would receive

upon

NATO accession

There is a sense that the security commitments
offeredto Ukraine through bilateral agreements
may have been considered by the Euro-Atlantic
community as the best viable alternative for as
long as NATO accession has not materialised.
For its part, Ukraine is fully aware that such

security agreements lack legally binding
commitments, thereby exposing their actual
implementation to political changes within
signing countries.* According to a recent poll
by the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology,
even if 65% of Ukrainians “[...] believe that
security agreements are useful for
strengthening Ukraine’s defence capabilities,”
51% think that they will not be sufficient “to
effectively counter Russia.”*® Despite
patent limitations, the agreements
contribute to providing Ukraine with
significant commitments that, if
effectively implemented, could
strengthen its security and self-defence
capabilities, support its domestic
reforms,and advanceitsinteroperability
with NATO. However, all this — again — largely
hinges on the political determination of the
Euro-Atlantic community to undertake such
long-term efforts. And it remains uncertain to
what extent the political will to act in such a
unified manner currently exists.

% Kazdobina, “Making the Glass.”

4 Anton Hrushetskyi, “Press Releases and Reports —
Perception of Security Agreements by Ukrainians,”
Kyiv International Institute of Sociology, 5 July 2024.
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ANNEX A.
THE LIST OF BILATERAL SECURITY AGREEMENTS IN CHRONOLOGICAL
ORDER
The United Kingdom 12 February 2024
France 16 February 2024
Germany 16 February 2024
Denmark 23 February 2024
Canada 24 February 2024
Italy 24 February 2024
The Netherlands 1 March 2024
Finland 3 April 2024
Latvia 11 April 2024
Spain 27 May 2024
Portugal 28 May 2024
Belgium 28 May 2024
Sweden 31 May 2024
Norway 31 May 2024
Iceland 31 May 2024
The United States 13 June 2024
Japan 13 June 2024
Estonia 27 June 2024
Lithuania 27 June 2024
The European Union #” 27 June 2024
Poland 8 July 2024
Luxembourg 10 July 2024
Romania 11 July 2024

Source: The Official Website of the President of Ukraine.

47 The EU-Ukraine security agreement is not included in the analysis.
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ANNEX B.
DEFENCE AID PRIORITIES AND CO-LEADERSHIP IN UKRAINE’S
CAPABILITY COALITIONS*8

Country

BEL
CAN
DNK

EST

FIN

FRA

DEU

ISL %

ITA

JPN
LVA
LTU

LUX
NLD
NOR

POL®

PRT
3{0]V]
ESP

SWE

GBR

USA

Signing States’ Priorities in Terms of Defence and

Security Material Aid to Ukraine

air force and defence capabilities; munition; maritime capability;
mine clearance; cyber security.

(Co-)Leadership in
Ukraine Defence Contact
Group’s Capability
Coalitions

X

armoured vehicles; artillery; air force capabilities; “weapons,
equipment, munitions, supplies, infrastructures.”

X

air force and defence; maritime security; demining; technology;
drones.

Air Force Coalition

artillery; strike systems; munition; unmanned systems; electronic
warfare; ICT.

Information Technology
Coalition

generic primacy of “Ukraine’s key defence capability needs”;
munitions; artillery; demining.

X

air defence; artillery; long-range firepower; armoured vehicles; air
force capabilities.

Artillery Coalition
Integrated Air and Mis-
sile Defence Coalition.

air defence; artillery; armoured vehicles; munitions; maritime
security; IT; drones; demining.

Integrated Air and
Missile Defence Coalition
Armouring Coalition

maritime security; logistics; military equipment for servicewomen;
demining.

Demining Coalition

air defence; artillery; long-range firepower; armoured vehicles;
demining; reconnaissance means; unmanned systems; engineer

means; information technologies; electronic warfare; air force e
capabilities; maritime capabilities.
IT; demining; non-lethal military equipment. X

drones; munitions; IT; demining.

Drones Coalition

a generic prioritisation of “Ukraine’s most urgent needs”; demining

Demining Coalition

IT; air force; ground-to-ground artillery; intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance capabilities.

Information Technology
Coalition

air defence; artillery; long-range firepower; armoured vehicles;
capacity development in the air and maritime domains.

Air Force Coalition

ammunitions; maritime security; integrated air and missile defence
systems; combat aircraft.

Maritime Security
Coalition

heavy, armoured vehicles; air force and defence; unmanned vehicles;
artillery systems; ammunitions.

Armouring Coalition

a generic prioritisation of “Ukraine’s key capability needs”; air force

Maritime Security

and defence; maritime capabilities. Coalition
maritime security; air force; air and missile defence. X
integrated air and missile defence; artillery; armour; maritime X
security; IT; demining.

military equipment systems; air force and defence; maritime security;

armour; drones; mechanised capabilities; artillery; demining; X

unmanned capabilities.

air defence; artillery; long-range firepower; armoured vehicles;
combat air; ammunitions; maritime security; drones; artillery;
armour.

Maritime Security
Coalition
Drones Coalition

air and missile defence; munitions; ground manoeuvre; maritime
security; cyber security; command and control; artillery; drones;
demining; IT.

Air Force Coalition
Artillery Coalition

Source: Author’s own estimations.

8 The information in this table is updated to the date of signature of each security agreement. Military training is not
taken into consideration.

4 |celand has no military expenditures. Thus, it vaguely refers to “defence-related support.”

%0 poland does not specify the type of military aid but highlights significant forms of military aid provided to Ukraine in
recent years.
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ANNEX C.
COMPARING MILITARY AID TO UKRAINE TO GDP (2024)>!

T B:ilatfer.al military aid to Ukraine in 2024 2.024 C.iDP.a.t current  Military aid to Ukraine
(in billion EUR)* prices (in billion EUR)*? (% of GDP, 2024)**
BEL (“At least”) 0.977 596.640 ~0.16
CAN X 2040.552 X
DNK (“At least”) 1.8 373.151 ~0.48
290 | (“Over”) 0.1 39.572 ~0.25

0.4 (as of April 319, 2024). It is expected to
FIN grow “with at least two further packages in 280.455 ~0.14
the course of the year.”

FRA (“Upto”) 3 2850.816 ~0.10
DEU 7.1 4252.965 ~0.17
ISL X 30.339 X
Italy will keep the same level of additional
ITA military support (as of 2022 and 2023) in 2119.364 X
2024.
JPN X 3740.298 X
LVA (“Approximately”) 0.112 41.394 ~0.27
LTU gaociége\gl)l “increase with further 73.870 ~011
LUX (“At the time of the signature”) 0.08 80.578 ~0.10
NLD 2 1040.003 ~0.19
NOR (“At least”) 1.145 479.897 ~0.24
POL X 768.543 X
RRT (“At least) 0.126 272.215 ~0.05
{0]V) X 336.656 X
ESP 1 1499.862 ~0.07
SWE ~1.7% 567.425 ~0.30
GBR  (WPR°E] 3183.483 ~0.09
USA X 26189.411 X

Source: Author’s own calculations.

*1 This table only refers to the economic value of national military aid to Ukraine that is highlighted in the 2024 security
agreements.

52 The term ‘bilateral military aid to Ukraine in 2024’ refers to the economic value of military aid that a country is
committed to sending to Ukraine in 2024, as explicitly stated in its security agreement. The symbol ‘X’ indicates that
no specific numerical value for military aid in 2024 is provided in the agreement. It is important to interpret these
figures with caution, as there is no standardised method among countries for calculating the military aid that they
will send to Ukraine in 2024. For example, some countries may report a figure that excludes certain aid initiatives,
while others may include them. Additionally, some countries specify the amount of aid up to the date of signing, while
others include the total aid planned for the entire year.

53 “World Economic Outlook Database: April 2024 Edition,” the International Monetary Fund, last updated April 2024.
Since data was originally expressed in US dollars (USD), the author converted it to euros (EUR) for comparison
purposes, using Wise Currency Converter. The exchange rate considers the value of the EUR as of 16 August 2024.

% The symbol ‘X’ indicates that the percentage could not be calculated due to the absence of a precise numerical value
for military aid in 2024. The final numbers have been rounded up.

% This is a gross, arbitrary estimate, based on the fact that Sweden declared to send “8.5 billion euros of military aid
over the period 2022 —2026.” | estimated that this number corresponds, more or less, to 1.7 billion euros per year.
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