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Abstract: After more than four years of bloody clashes, several failed attempts to peace-
fully resolve the dispute such as the Minsk Agreements, Ukraine is still stuck in a mil-
itary stalemate. In 2024, presidential candidate Donald Trump promised to end the
Russo-Ukrainian war within 24 hours. A year later, US Vice President Owens admitted
that ending the war in Ukraine was “much more difficult” than Trump had previously be-
lieved. On the occasion of the fourth anniversary of the Russian invasion, Ukrainian Pres-
ident Zelensky stressed that Russia had failed to seize Ukrainian territory or change the
country’s geopolitical course, and declared a “victory” for Kiev. On the other hand, Pres-
ident Putin, in his speech on May 9, 2026, said that the war would soon end in victory.
Will the next February 24, 2027, be marked by peace, guaranteed security and stability
for Ukraine? Will the greatest geopolitical challenge since World War II be resolved? This
military conflict, without delving into the epistemological debate “what is war”, realizes
Brzezinski’s dangerous thesis “that the most unfavorable bad news for the United States
is the possible Alliance between China and Russia”. Europe is excluded from this global
trilogy of great powers. In Kiev and Europe, they hope that time is working against Pu-
tin. However, after the crisis in Iran, sanctions against Russia disappeared. Moreover, Xi
Jinping emphasized that “Russia must not lose this war”. Several scenarios are circulating
in this direction, from the most optimal for one or the other side to the most catastrophic.
And is it even possible for a nuclear power to lose a war today? Honestly, it seems that D.
Trump shares this opinion. The stakes for all leaders are significant. Xi and Putin dream
of a new world order. Trump dreams of the exploitation of Ukrainian rare earth and en-
ergy resources. Discreetly, the EU also hopes for the Ukrainian cake.
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INTRODUCTION

Is a peace agreement between Russia and Ukraine possible in conditions when
both sides are acting with maximalist positions? Russia seeks to annex the entire
Donbas and to make Ukraine’s membership in NATO impossible. (Galeotti, 2024)
Ukraine has no intention of giving up even a single inch of Donbas, and at the same
time it demands solid security guarantees, regardless of the fact that the Russian
army controls 90% of the territory of Donbas. The US believes that a peaceful solu-
tion is possible, but the European troika led by Macron, Merz and Stammer do not
accept such a scenario. The war has entered its fifth year and several possible scenari-
os for a peaceful epilogue are circulating among experts. I believe that this war cannot
be treated as an ordinary bilateral conflict between Russia and Ukraine, but as the
beginning of new restructurings of the international order. (Duclos, 2023, pp. 4-9)
Therefore, the epilogue of this conflict is not only a question of concluding peace
between Moscow and Kiev, but also implies determining the positions of the other
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actors who are directly or indirectly involved in this conflict. Xi Jinping’s meetings
with Trump and Putin in Beijing (May 2026) indicate a new design of international
relations in which the EU is completely marginalized. After the events of Euromaidan
(February 2014), the expulsion of pro-Russian President Yanukovych (February 22,
2014), Russia annexed Crimea (March 2014) and a month later the war in Donbas
began (April 2014), between the Ukrainian army and separatists supported by Mos-
cow. This dynamic turn was followed by several attempts to peacefully resolve the
dispute, which did not result in success. In the fall of 2014, the Minsk I Agreement
was signed between Russia and Ukraine, along with the “Package of Implementation
Measures” (Minsk II). This agreement was very similar to the Ohrid Agreement of
2001, which overcame interethnic tensions in North Macedonia. (Marolov, 2013,
pp- 134-154) When everyone was convinced that the situation would calm down,
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom Boris Johnson, assessed the text as a
“masquerade”. Then, during the peace talks in Istanbul (April 2022), he convinced
President Zelensky to block the negotiations. Despite the military truces, Belarus
and Israel alternately tried to organize peace meetings between Putin and Zelensky,
but without success. After Donald Trump was elected president of the United States,
the question arose about the fulfillment of the campaign promise that he would “pac-
ify Russia and Ukraine in 24 hours”. From the very beginning of his term, Donald
Trump put pressure on both sides. In August 2025, he met with President Putin in
Alaska, and later prepared a 28-point peace plan. Donald Trump initiated peace talks
between Russia and Ukraine in Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, and in Geneva.
All attempts ended in failure, and the war in Iran marginalized the Russian-Ukrainian
conflict. At this point, it is difficult to predict when peace will prevail? What the epi-
logue will be is not yet known, but several scenarios are in circulation. One scenario
in which Putin would be the bigloser is “Europe, together with the US, unites against
Russia and, similarly to the fall of 2022, the Russian army withdraws. Donbas would
grow into a frozen conflict with possible guerrilla actions by Russophones”. The sec-
ond scenario is: “Putin and Trump manage to force Zelensky to make concessions.
Russia keeps Donbas and Crimea.” Putin fulfills his plans. However, Ukraine switch-
es to partisan warfare in Donbas. The third scenario is a war of attrition, which is
practically happening now. Trump withdraws from peacekeeping missions. Drones
and ballistic missiles on both sides attack sensitive targets without control. The war
could degenerate in another direction if one of the Baltic states, due to its geographi-
cal proximity to Russia, allows Ukraine to bomb from its territory. That would mean
a direct clash between NATO and Russia, and possibly the activation of Article S of
the Washington Treaty. Finally, the question of the depletion of resources and human
capacities is out of place, given that their allies do not deviate from military and finan-
cial assistance. The Iranian crisis has shown that the West and China, despite sanc-
tions, have increased imports of energy from Russia. Although this idea is realistic,
Paris, Berlin and London, under the pretext that Russia will attack Europe and faced
with the “so-called Thucydides Trap”, are financing the war in Ukraine, dreaming of
the geopolitical space and rare earth and energy resources of Ukraine.
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METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

The methodological approach to this geopolitical analysis relies on a multi-
disciplinary approach, through which a combined analysis of the significance of
the territory around which the war is being fought, an analysis of the main actors
Russia, Ukraine, Europe, the USA and their interests is carried out. It generally in-
cludes three different phases: document analysis, remote investigation and legal or
peacebuilding assessment. The main steps of this methodology are: Data collection
and triangulation, Desk research, Analysis of secondary sources, Field work. This is
followed by Contextual and strategic analysis and System analysis as well as Legal
and ethical assessment.

FOURYEARS OF THE RUSSO-UKRAINIAN WAR -

GEOPOLITICAL STAKES

In February 2026, the four-year anniversary of the war was marked, which
entered a new phase of increased brutality and mutual exhaustion. Ukraine’s mili-
tary losses reach between 500,000 and a million killed/wounded. Over 20% of the
territory in eastern Ukraine (Donbas) is under Russian occupation, with two new
separatist states, the Luhansk People’s Republic and the Donetsk People’s Repub-
lic. According to estimates by The Center for Strategic and International Studies
(CSIS- https://www.csis.org/topics/ukraine-war), approximately 1.2 million peo-
ple have been killed, wounded, or missing on both sides. Russian forces, despite
their slow progress and territorial acquisitions, are on a constant offensive thanks
to their powerful ballistic missiles and the size of their army. Ukraine, initially sup-
ported by the US and the EU, with large financial, military, intelligence, satellite, and
digital technology, has built an efficient army. After four years of military conflict,
Ukraine is facing exhaustion and a large human deficit. Zelensky says he is ready to
compromise and meet with Putin, but that greater pressure from the United States
and Europe on Moscow is necessary to end the conflict. (2026) In 2026, the balance
of power between Ukraine and Russia has changed, but remains favorable to Russia,
which has potentially greater reserves. In April 2026, Russia controls approximately
20% of Ukrainian territory. These acquisitions were won in the first phase of the war.
In 2024 and 2025, Russia won only about 1% of the territory. The war in Ukraine
led to a decline in Russia’s power. The country has proven incapable of defending its
partners around the world, whether it be Venezuela, Syria or Iran. At the same time,
Moscow is unable to challenge the unilateral and interventionist policies of Donald
Trump, which Putin so fiercely opposed. With the favorable peace with Ukraine,
Putin seeks to revive Russia’s imperial ambitions that in The 1990s were underesti-
mated and marginalized by the West. Russia and Ukraine have more or less relied on
their allies in the past four years. China’s contribution to Russia, despite its alleged
neutrality, has been fundamental. Its partnership is permanent and ideological, and
is based on confrontation with the West. North Korea and, to a lesser extent, Iran
played a significant role in the critical periods of the war. Ukraine, for its part, is
completely dependent on Europe. European governments have done much to com-
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pensate for the absence of American military assistance. I believe that the interest
of Russia’s allies stems primarily from their anti-Americanism, the BRICS stance
on dedollarization and the establishment of a new world order. Claude Meyer in
his latest monograph emphasizes that Xi dreams of establishing a new world order
dominated by China (Claude Meyer, 2025, p. 25) Europe, in its desire to strengthen
its geopolitical position and resource handicap, sees Ukraine as a future member of
the EU and an important raw material partner. Enlargement has acquired a geopo-
litical perfume, while the principle of enlargement through the Copenhagen criteria
is reserved for the Western Balkans.

PEACE INITIATIVES: FROM MINSK VIA ALASKA TO GENEVA

Since the worsening spiral of the war between the separatist forces of Donbas
supported by the Russian army and the regular forces of Ukraine in 2014, no more
attempts have been initiated to calm the situation. In September 2014, at the initia-
tive of the Trilateral Contact Group for Ukraine (Russia, Ukraine and the OSCE),
under the auspices of the OSCE, the Minsk I and Minsk IT Agreements were signed.
The agreements were also signed by representatives of the self-proclaimed “People’s
Republics” of Donetsk and Lugansk. Practically, these agreements are a partial copy
of the Ohrid Agreement of 2001, which resolved the interethnic conflict in North
Macedonia. It was about the right to use the Albanian language at universities and
in the majority Albanian-speaking municipalities with greater decentralization. The
demands of the Russophones from Donbas were similar. However, despite good in-
tentions, the Minsk Agreements failed because the West sought to gain time to sta-
bilize the front line in order to prevent the collapse of Ukraine, and at the same time
to provide Kiev with funds for armament, Angela Merkel noted. (Merkel, 2024)
For the Russian side, this was interpreted as evidence that the West never intended
to implement the agreements, but was preparing Ukraine for war. On February 21,
2022, Russia recognized the independence of Donetsk and Lugansk, which prac-
tically destroyed the Minsk Agreements. (Tervé, 2022). After Russia’s invasion on
February 22, 2022, Belarus and Israel (March 2022) alternately tried to organize
peace meetings between Putin and Zelensky, but all attempts were unsuccessful.
In March 2022, the international community convinced the warring parties to ne-
gotiate in Istanbul from March 2022. This meeting resulted in a draft framework
agreement on the neutrality and security guarantees of Ukraine. (Charap, Radchen-
ko, 2024). Zelensky accepted the process of “denazification”, “demilitarization and
giving up the dream of NATO membership’, as well as the recognition of Crimea as
Russian territory. However, this attempt to peacefully resolve the dispute will also
fail due to the sabotage of the negotiations, primarily by Boris Johnson. (Ashford,
2024) Other analysts believe that the Russian demands were maximalist, although
the Kremlin did not re-claim the secession of Donbas from Ukraine as it is today.
Others pointed out that after the successful counter-offensive, Ukraine, encouraged
by Western leaders, hoped for victory. Minsk I and IT have gone down in history, and
both Ukraine and the EU probably regret these agreements. (Hynek, Senk, 2025)
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The first optimistic peace visions were initiated by US presidential candidate Don-
ald Trump. On July 17, 2024, at the Republican Party Convention in Milwaukee, he
promised that he would “bring peace to the world and reconcile Russia and Ukraine
in 24 hours” Two days later, in a telephone conversation with Volodymyr Zelensky,
he confirmed that he would end the war in Ukraine. After his inauguration in the
White House, Donald Trump tried to force Ukraine, Europe and Russia to conclude
a peace agreement. However, his illusions did not work because he underestimat-
ed the resilience of Ukraine, the unity of the EU and Russia’s intentions. In March
2025, Donald Trump admitted that “his promise was sarcastic that he would end
the war in 24 hours”. For the Kremlin, Trump’s election was an unexpected bless-
ing. Putin hoped that Trump would cut off military aid to Ukraine and conclude
an economic agreement with Russia. He did indeed cut off the massive military aid
but maintained sanctions on Russia. In February 2025, US Secretary of State Marco
Rubio met with Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov in Riyadh. This was the
first diplomatic dialogue between the US and Russia since the Russian invasion of
Ukraine in 2022. In August 2025, Trump and Putin met in Alaska, which marked
a symbolic collapse of Putin’s isolationism by the West. On November 21, 2025,
the 28-point Russian-American plan for ending the war in Ukraine was revealed.
(Chance, Walsh, 2025) This plan was assessed as unbalanced and in favor of Russia.
Therefore, at the meeting in Geneva between representatives of the United States,
Ukraine and Europe, it was revised into 20 points. (Verdo, 2025) Finally, after the
talks in Abu Dhabi and the United Arab Emirates between Russia and Ukraine, they
continued on February 18,2026 in Geneva with the mediation of the United States
but without visible results. The territory of Donbas remained the main obstacle to
greater progress in the peace process. Meanwhile, Russia, having learned from the
experience of the ceasefire during the first peace talks in Istanbul in 2022, did not
accept Europe’s proposals for a ceasefire. “For us, these are parallel processes.” The
most difficult obstacle in the negotiations is Russia’s claim to the entire territory of
Donbas, given that 10% is under Ukrainian control and security guarantees.

POSSIBLE SCENARIOS

At the Geneva talks, the delegations of Russia and Ukraine confronted their
strategic interests in order to find compromise solutions. In terms of Kiev’s territori-
al concessions, the “demilitarization” of the Donbas regions from which the Ukrain-
ians would withdraw was proposed. However, no consensus has been reached on
this issue. Russia’s annexation of 20% of Ukrainian territory would be recognized
“de facto” by the United States, which, according to international law, would have
little meaning if Ukraine did not accept these provisions. At the same time, a par-
adox is evident. However unfavorable it may be for Ukraine’s interests and sover-
eignty, this “plan” still contains elements that should logically make it difficult for
the Kremlin to accept it. For example, the lifting of sanctions would be gradual.
Russia cannot return its assets abroad (100 billion dollars have been allocated to
a US-Ukrainian investment fund, 50% of which goes to the US). At the same time,
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the upper limit for the Ukrainian armed forces would remain in accordance with
the Kremlin's demands (85,000), while Ukraine is demanding 250,000 soldiers.
From a European perspective, a kind of paradox of the Vitkoff-Dmitriev plan is that
a large number of provisions refer to European countries, although they were not
consulted during the preparation. Europe has certain arguments. Most of the frozen
Russian assets are kept in Europe, and a large part of the sanctions also depend on
the decisions of Brussels and London. If a ceasefire is achieved, Ukraine will have
to make territorial concessions and give up its membership in NATO. Therefore,
it is the Europeans who should guarantee its security. The Americans took into ac-
count the Ukrainian and European proposals, and the plan for which negotiations
are currently underway now contains only 19 points. (Tallés, 2026). What epilogue
is possible if these negotiations fail? In this context, three possible scenarios arise:
First scenario: if the Europeans and Ukrainians manage to establish a more or less
united front with the United States against Russia, which is unlikely in the Trump
era, Russia will find itself in a defensive role. But is this alliance strong enough to
collapse the Moscow-China axis, which has become even more stable after the war
in Iran? And can a nuclear power be defeated in general, especially since D. Trump
has shown great respect for V. Putin? Second scenario, which is more likely, is that
Putin will have the last word in this war. In this sense, a parallel can be drawn with
the American plan for Gaza. It is worth recalling that on the sidelines of the UN
General Assembly (September 2025), Trump met with the leaders of a group of
Arab and Muslim countries. They were able to redirect the initial plan conceived by
the White House, until the American president met with Netanyahu. By including
Netanyahu’s demands, Trump has largely destroyed the concessions he made to the
Arab states just days earlier. Following this precedent, it is quite realistic for Putin
and Xi, together with Trump, to toughen their relationship with Zelensky and find
a common position for the United States and Russia on peace in Ukraine. The third
scenario: if the Moscow-Washington agreement, for one reason or another, collaps-
es. D. Trump decides to completely exclude the United States from the conflict.
Trump has often said, “If they want to continue the war, let them do it without us.”
This scenario would be the most dangerous for Ukraine, which desperately needs a
ceasefire in the near future, as well as for Europe, which is forced to bear the burden
of the conflict alone. It should be added that, regardless of which scenario ultimate-
ly prevails, the “Witkoft plan” will represent a turning point not only for Ukraine,
but also for transatlantic relations. In fact, point 4 of the “plan” indicates that the
discussions will be conducted “between NATO and Russia, with the mediation of
the United States.” It could not be clearer that the current US administration no
longer sees itself as a pillar of European security alongside the Allies, but at best
as a “trusted third party” between Europeans and Russians. (Sabriu Bexheti, 2026,
pp- 159-164) How does Russia view the final outcome of this war? According to
Russia’s UN Ambassador Nebenzia, “European support for Kiev only prolongs the
war. Zelensky does not need peace as he stated in Munich 202S. For Zelensky, war
is a matter of politics and survival of power.” Russia is against temporary solutions.
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“Any agreement must be comprehensive, take into account our concerns about the
)
root causes of the conflict”

CONCLUSION

All elements indicate that the negotiations to end the war in Ukraine are at a stand-
still. Since the time of the Minsk I and II peace negotiations (2014/5), it has become
clear that Ukraine and the West have avoided establishing a peace solution according to
the model of the Ohrid Framework Agreement of 2001, which accepted the demands
of the Albanian minority in North Macedonia. Bilingualism was introduced, the use of
the Albanian language in higher education institutions, greater decentralization. Let us
recall that the Russophones in Donbas demanded autonomous status, the use of the
Russian language, which was previously banned, without demanding secession from
Ukraine. In parallel with the military actions, several peace initiatives for the war in
Ukraine were noted, but without much success. One of the key dilemmas is: what could
be the epilogue of this war? Several scenarios are considered in this direction. One sce-
nario is the unification of the entire West together with the USA against Russia, which
would weaken Russian military power. But the strengthening of the Beijing-Moscow
axis and the closeness of Putin, Xi and Trump make such a scenario impossible. The
second scenario is Putin’s victory, the fall of the entire Donbas under Russian control, as
well as a moderate acceptance of the remaining demands, which Zelensky considers a
capitulation that no Ukrainian will sign. The third scenario is a “continuation of the war”
that could degenerate into a loss of control of the so-called “Thucydides Trap”, which
could also involve a military conflict between NATO and Russia. What characterizes
this conflict is the great rapprochement of the two great powers from the “Heartland”
China and Russia, according to Mackinder’s classic theory. This danger to American
interests is also pointed out by geo-politician Zbigniew Brzeziniski in his major work
The Grand Chessboard (1997). The dilemma remains whether behind this conflict lies
the great project of China, Russia and the BRICS to establish a new world order from
which the USA and the EU would step aside in favor of China?
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YKPAHHA: B TBPCEHE HA HEYAOBUM MUP

Pestome: Caed noseue om wemupu 200uHu Kop8asU COABCBYU, HIKOAKO HEYCNeUHU Onu-
ma 3a MUpHo paspewiasare Ha cnopad, kamo Hanpumep Murnckume cnopasymenus, Yi-
patina 8ce owye e 3acedHara 86 8oeHHa namosa cumyayus. Ipes 2024 2. kandudamsm
3a npesudenm Aonard Tpemn obewya 0a cAoxcu Kpati HA PYcKO-yKpauHCKama éotina 6
pamkume na 24 uaca. Ioduna no-kvcro suyenpesudenmsm na CAIL] Oyenc npusnua, ue
npexpamsearemo Ha 8oiinama 6 Ykpaiina e ,mHo20 no-mpyouo”, omxorkomo Tpemn
e cmaman npedu. Ilo nosod wemsspmama 200UHUHA O PYCKAMA UHBA3US YKPAUH-
ckusm npesudenm 3eseHcku noduepma, we Pycus ne e ycnsaa da 3asseme ykpaumcka
mepumopusi uAu 0a NPOMeHU 2e0NOAUMUHECKUS KYPC HA cmpanama u 00s6u ,nobeda”
3a Kues. Om dpyza cmpana, npesudenmem Ilymun 8 pewma cu na 9 maii 2026 2. 3a6u,
e gotiHama ckopo e 3asvpuius ¢ nobeda. Ille 6sde au credsawjusm 24 gespyapu 2027
2. beasi3an om mup, 2apaumupana cuzyprocm u cmabusnocm 3a Yipaiina? Ille 6s0e Au
paspeueno Hati-20AAMomo 2eonosumutecko npedussuxameicmso caed Bmopama cee-
mosna eotina? Tosu soenen koHPrukm, be3 da ce 340460484 8 enucmemoroeuHUs Je-
bam ,kakeo e sotina", peasusupa onacnama mesa Ha Bcexcurcku e Hati-nebrazonpu-
amnama rowa Hosuna 3a Coedurenume wamu e esenmyasnusm ceto3 mexdy Kumaii u
Pycus”. Espona e uskatouena om masu zA06aina mpuanzyrayus Ha Beauxume cusu. B
Kues u Espona ce nadsieam, ue spememo pabomu cpewsy ITymun. Caed kpusama e Hpan
obaue canxyuume cpewsy Pycus usuesnaxa. Hewjo noseue, Cu Asunnum noduepma, ue
»Pycus ne mpabea da 2y6u masu eoiina”. HaxoAko cyeHapus yupkysupam 8 masu noco-
Ka, 0m HAtl-ONMUMAAHUS 3 eOHama usu opyzama cmpana 00 Hatl-kamacmpoParHus.
H ew3morncro au e u300u40 50pena cura da 3azybu eoiina duec? Yecmno kasarno, uszrexn-
da, ue A. Tpomn cnoders mosa mHenue. 3aA03ume 3a BCUHKU AUOEPU CA SHAYUMEAHU.
Cu u ITymun meumasm 3a Hos céemoser ped. Tpomn meumae 3a ekcnAOAMAYUIMA Ha
yKpauHcku pedkosemHu pecypcu u enepeuiinu pecypcu. Auckpemmo EC cougo ce Hadsea
Ha napue om yKpauxckama 6anuya.
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