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Report of Working Group 5: European Security 

 
By Dalia Alic and Tim Street 

Co-convenors: Thomas Jonter (Sweden) and Cliff Kupchan (USA) 
 
1. Introduction 
 
The Working Group on European Security, convened between 2 and 4 November 2025 under the 
auspices of the 63rd Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs, addressed three central themes: 
(1) the Ukraine-Russia war and its regional implications, (2) security developments in the Nordic region, 
and (3) long-term perspectives on the future of European security. The discussions were held under the 
Chatham House Rule, allowing participants to engage in open, non-attributable dialogue. 
 
The Chairs opened by emphasising that the purpose of the working group was analytical rather than 
predictive, in order to explore pathways toward ceasefire and sustainable peace, and to identify viable 
diplomatic, political, and structural solutions to Europe’s emerging security challenges. 
 
2. Summary of discussions 
 
2.1 Ukraine–Russia security 
Background 
Presenters provided status quo of the war in Ukraine, the evolution of the conflict since 2022, and the 
prospects for diplomacy. Among others, one presentation focused on the future of the European Security 
Order with a focus on arms control, and one on the military situation and potential ceasefire conditions 
for ending the war in Ukraine. Some participants emphasized that the initial invasion had been justified 
by Moscow as a response to NATO enlargement and instability in Donbas and Luhansk. Reference was 
made to the early 2022 so called “Istanbul Communiqué”, which had outlined provisional arrangements 
on Crimea, autonomy for the Donbas, and limitations on Ukrainian armed forces, before talks collapsed 
in May 2022 after Boris Johnson’s intervention. 
 
Military and political assessments 
Since negotiations to end the conflict broke down there has been a war of attrition, marked by 
entrenched frontlines, heavy losses on both sides, and an increasing reliance on drones, missiles, and 
intelligence-based operations. Several interventions highlighted that Ukraine’s counteroffensive had 
produced limited results and that both armies had reached a level of exhaustion. It was noted that early 
assessments on all sides proved inaccurate: Russia’s expectation of a rapid campaign was met by 
unexpected Ukrainian resistance, while Western assumptions regarding the feasibility of a decisive 
Ukrainian counter-offensive proved equally unrealistic. 
 
It was observed that Russian strategic objectives, notably preventing NATO expansion and asserting 
control over occupied territories, had remained consistent for two decades. Moscow was viewed as 
seeking either full control over Donetsk and Luhansk or a “frozen” status quo. Conversely, Kyiv’s 
objective was to preserve its sovereignty, strengthen security guarantees, and maintain the path toward 
European integration. 
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Interventions noted that Russia’s mobilization of reservists and volunteers aimed to stabilize frontlines, 
while Ukraine’s manpower and ammunition shortages were becoming acute. Views were expressed that 
the balance on the battlefield could shift again depending on Western support and the political posture 
of the United States. 
 
Diplomatic and strategic dimensions 
Participants referred to shifts in trans-Atlantic policy following changes in the U.S. administration. It 
was noted that Washington’s new approach emphasises expedient conflict termination, with proposals 
for a temporary freeze of frontlines and limited territorial adjustments, while expecting Europe to 
assume greater responsibility for Ukraine’s post-war security. European reactions were divided: some 
capitals viewed renewed U.S.–Russia dialogue as pragmatic; others warned that premature concessions 
could undermine the principles of sovereignty and territorial integrity. It was observed that these 
developments had unsettled European partners, with one intervention stressing that Europe had become 
“eager to sit at the table, but limited in its power.” 
 
It was noted that Moscow remained cautious toward ceasefire proposals, fearing that Ukraine could use 
such pauses to rearm and that President Putin wanting to avoid failure. Furthermore, the point was made 
that demands for Russia to accept a ceasefire provide Moscow with leverage, and should thus be avoided. 
Some interventions emphasized that both sides viewed territorial concessions as politically 
unacceptable, and that any agreement would require external incentives, such as sanctions relief, 
International Criminal Court considerations, or recognition of Russia’s de facto control of Crimea. 
Another key challenge will be preventing nuclear proliferation (including in Europe) given that a 
nuclear power (Russia) was able to invade a non-nuclear weapon state (Ukraine) with impunity.  More 
optimism was expressed regarding the potential for US-Russia nuclear arms control to be revived via a 
follow-on agreement to New START.  
 
Participants also discussed identity and sovereignty as underlying causes of the conflict. It was noted 
that for Russia, Ukraine’s full sovereignty was perceived as being incompatible with historical and 
cultural narratives, whereas Ukraine’s resilience was seen as rooted in popular mobilization rather than 
institutions. In terms of resolving the conflict, participants noted that the war had unified both the 
Russian and Ukrainian populations against one another, thus making a just and sustainable peace more 
challenging. 
 
Legal and security aspects 
Participants drew parallels with previous conflicts, including the Dayton Agreement which brought an 
end to the Bosnian war, and the Kosovo war, highlighting lessons on international monitoring, 
autonomy, and sovereignty. It was observed that Moscow frequently referred to Kosovo as a precedent 
for recognizing separatist regions (despite its traditional support for Serbia). Moreover, UNSC 
Resolution 1244 was backed by Russia. It was observed that if Russia accepts UN / international control 
in, for example, Lukhansk, this could be a ‘way out’ of the conflict. Others underlined the risk of 
normalizing territorial fragmentation. In addition, President Trump’s inability to focus on sustained 
diplomatic initiatives was highlighted. 
 
Views were expressed on possible confidence-building measures, including moratoria on attacks 
against energy infrastructure, as well as successful examples of the exchange of prisoners, and limited 
cooperation in the Black Sea when it comes to trade routes. Althought it was broadly agreed that these 
remain fragile and temporary steps, one participant argued it would be worth trying again to develop 
these agreements. In addition, the role of international arbitration was highlighted as a potential means 
of resolving interstate problems e.g. boundary disputes. 
 
Hybrid and cyber threats 
One participant introduced the concept of hybrid warfare, encompassing drone incursions, cyberattacks, 
and disinformation campaigns. Participants debated whether drone incidents over Europe were 
deliberate acts or accidents, and who the perpetrators might be. While some held Russia responsible for 
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cross-border activities, others highlighted the lack of evidence called for analytical restraint and better 
verification mechanisms. 
 
Prospects for ceasefire and peace 
It was underlined that any viable ceasefire depends on alignment between three conditions: military 
balance, political readiness to compromise, and credible security arrangements. A number of 
interventions concluded that, under current circumstances, the conflict risks hardening into a “cold 
peace” marked by entrenched mistrust, rearmament, and a long-term erosion of cooperative security 
norms in Europe. 
 
2.2 Nordic Security 
 
Background 
The second part of the session focused on the shifting security environment in Northern Europe 
following Finland and Sweden’s accession to NATO. Interventions noted that the Nordic region’s 
accession to NATO (Finland 2023, Sweden 2024) has profoundly altered northern European defence 
structures. The High North and Baltic Sea, once buffers between blocs, are now part of NATO’s 
integrated defence planning. It was observed that the decision of these states to join the alliance were a 
result of both the war in Ukraine and declining confidence in U.S. security guarantees. 
 
National perspectives 
The presentation from a Nordic participant outlined Denmark’s new Defence Cooperation Agreement 
with the United States, approved in mid-2025, covering enhanced maritime surveillance, seabed 
infrastructure protection, and expanded patrol capacity. Emphasis was placed on meeting NATO’s 
defence spending commitments, conscription reform, and the acquisition of long-range precision strike 
capabilities. The discussion highlighted that Denmark remains a non-nuclear weapon state, supporting 
NATO’s deterrence posture while maintaining its policy of prohibiting nuclear weapons on its soil 
during peacetime. Similar policies were noted across other Nordic countries. 
 
Sweden was noted for maintaining one of the most consistent disarmament and non-proliferation 
profiles in Europe. Even during its NATO accession process, Stockholm continued to underline the 
humanitarian dimension of nuclear disarmament and the need for balanced risk reduction within 
alliance frameworks. 
 
Finland’s approach was described as pragmatic and adaptive. After applying for NATO membership, 
Finland participated as an observer at the first TPNW meeting in June 2022 but, following the policy 
direction of Prime Minister Petteri Orpo’s government, decided in late 2023 to withdraw from any 
further participation, even as an observer.  
 
Norway was recognised for its enduring commitment to arms control and disarmament within NATO’s 
framework. While Oslo has consciously refrained from hosting nuclear weapons or pursuing 
independent nuclear capabilities, it continues to align with NATO’s overall deterrence posture, 
balancing alliance obligations with a long-standing humanitarian disarmament legacy. 
 
Participants also considered the potential for future tension and cooperation in the Arctic region, for 
example, given US President Donald Trump’s ambitions regarding Greenland . It was noted that the 
region’s strategic importance has increased due to climate change, resource access, and competition 
over maritime routes. Calls were made for preserving the Arctic as a low-tension area. 
 
Hybrid and infrastructure security 
Attention was drawn to the vulnerability of undersea cables, pipelines, and energy infrastructure in the 
Baltic Sea, particularly after the sabotage of Nord Stream pipelines. Several experts warned against 
attributing blame too quickly, and called for international coordination mechanisms to ensure 
transparency in investigations. 
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Views were expressed that hybrid threats, cyber interference, and GPS jamming presented major 
regional challenges. One intervention cautioned that “Europe has deterrence without risk reduction,” 
stressing the need for confidence-building and renewed arms control dialogue in the High North. 
 
Regional cooperation and the U.S. role 
Participants agreed that Nordic-Baltic cooperation had deepened significantly, including intelligence 
sharing, joint training, and naval integration. Yet concerns were raised over growing scepticism toward 
U.S. reliability. While the formal cooperation with Washington remains, it was said to be “accompanied 
by a great portion of uncertainty.” 
 
It was proposed that a joint Nordic strategy, building on frameworks such as the Stockholm Initiative, 
could advance issues of non-proliferation, verification, nuclear-testing transparency, and arms-control 
dialogue in the Baltic and Arctic regions. 
 
It was further suggested that European and Nordic cooperation might become more autonomous in the 
future, building on existing arrangements within the EU and NATO. A few participants saw 
opportunities for new regional defence initiatives, though others warned against institutional duplication. 
 
2.3 The Future of European security 
 
Background 
The final sessions addressed long-term prospects for European security and governance. The discussion 
reflected diverse analytical and normative views on Europe’s strategic autonomy, the balance of power, 
and the potential role of collective security mechanisms. 
 
EU defence and strategic autonomy 
One presentation underlined that Europe has long been a distinct and influential pole of global 
multipolarity and should be viewed as such in all security deliberations. Participants noted that beyond 
trilateral or triangular negotiations among major powers, a genuinely stable international system must 
also include Europe as an autonomous and active security actor. 
 
Attention was drawn to the vulnerability of undersea cables, pipelines, and energy infrastructure in the 
Baltic Sea, particularly after the sabotage of Nord Stream pipelines. Several experts warned against 
attributing blame too quickly, and called for international coordination mechanisms to ensure 
transparency in investigations. 
 
Interventions considered the prospects for deeper European defence integration. References were made 
to the concept of an EU army, long promoted by several European leaders. It was underlined that while 
such an initiative could enhance independence, it raises challenges of leadership, financing, and 
sovereignty delegation. 
 
Several speakers cautioned that EU defence structures should avoid duplicating NATO 
functions/structures. Article 42(7) of the EU Treaty was noted as a legal basis for mutual defence, but 
it was observed that political consensus remains fragile. The issue of the federalisation of Europe was 
discussed as both an opportunity for efficiency and a challenge to national sovereignty. 
 
The discussion concluded that, regardless of institutional models, Europe must cultivate self-reliance, 
resilience, and sustainability in defence and security matters. Furthermore, Europe should be prepared 
for all potential scenarios involving its allies, partners, and neighbouring regions. When it comes to its 
security, Europe cannot and should not allow being put aside, and has to take a more active role in all 
negotiations. 
 
Geopolitical and institutional reflections 
Participants referred to the erosion of arms control regimes, including the Open Skies Treaty and 
strategic weapons agreements, as fundamental triggers of insecurity. It was noted that rebuilding arms 
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control would likely require returning to basic, verifiable frameworks rather than inventing entirely new 
systems. 
The discussion also covered Europe’s dependency on the U.S., with references to changing American 
leadership and possible shifts in NATO cohesion. It was emphasised that Europe must develop 
contingency plans to ensure stability regardless of U.S. electoral outcomes. 
 
Conceptual frameworks 
It was noted that Europe’s future security order could follow either of two models: a balance of power 
system reminiscent of the 19th century, or a collective security framework drawing on the UN Charter, 
the Helsinki Final Act, and the OSCE’s comprehensive security concept. A key question here is which 
of these orders a regional power (or hegemon) might see as being in their best interest, absent the US. 
 
Some participants argued that alliances, such as NATO, by design, function as instruments of collective 
defence (which are defined by an external enemy) rather than collective security, and that Europe must 
rebuild an inclusive system that encompasses Russia and Ukraine alike. It was suggested that the OSCE, 
though weakened, remains the only pan-European framework capable of this role. Another point raised 
was that the concept of non-offensive defence could be explored as a way of maintaining robust 
defensive capabilities whilst signalling peaceful intent to potential adversaries. 
 
Collective security and the role of the OSCE 
A number of interventions recalled that the OSCE had functioned effectively for its first two decades 
as a common security platform “from Vancouver to Vladivostok”, balancing both cooperative and 
deterrence-based approaches. The erosion of that system was attributed to competing economic and 
political pressures, and to the lack of sustained U.S.–Russian engagement. 
Participants suggested that reviving an inclusive European security dialogue, possibly through a 
renewed OSCE’s Helsinki conference, could serve as a confidence-building initiative once conditions 
allow. It was emphasised that sustained dialogue, rational discussion, and inclusion of all actors are 
prerequisites for any durable peace. 
 
3. Conclusions  
 
The Chair summarised the deliberations by noting that all participants recognised the urgency of 
restoring channels for dialogue and risk reduction in Europe. 

• On Russia-Ukraine, it was generally agreed that any ceasefire would be temporary unless 
accompanied by a credible long-term strategy. Several participants highlighted that justice, 
sustainability, and political will are essential elements for peace. 

• On Nordic security, there was consensus that regional cooperation is deepening and that 
deterrence must be complemented by renewed arms control and risk-reduction measures. 
Nordic enlargement to NATO and evolving Nordic disarmament policies have reshaped 
regional dynamics, illustrating both the opportunities and constraints of alliance-based 
deterrence. 

• On Europe’s future order, most participants acknowledged the need for an inclusive, rule-based 
framework capable of bridging divides between collective defence and collective security, with 
the OSCE cited as a potential platform for renewal.  

• Finally, participants underscored the continuing relevance of Track II dialogue, academic 
analysis, and civil-society initiatives, including the Pugwash movement, as indispensable for 
maintaining communication when official diplomacy remains strained. Pugwash could play a 
role here by helping to start a discussion on what European security - and defence - means in 
the 21st century, especially given the impact of the Russia-Ukraine war and the new political 
realities on the continent. 

• The Working Group concluded that while the path toward a stable European security 
architecture remains uncertain, “rational” dialogue and analytical engagement remain the 
essential foundations for peace. 


