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Executive Summary
On 30 April 2025, the United States and Ukraine signed a landmark Economic Partnership Agreement, establishing 
the U.S.3Ukraine Reconstruction Investment Fund. While presented as a reconstruction initiative, the deal grants 
Washington privileged access to Ukraine's vast reserves of critical minerals4rare earths, lithium, titanium, oil, and 
natural gas. In practice, it formalises U.S. influence over Ukraine's economic and resource future, and lays the 
foundations for a long-term American presence in the reconstruction and industrial redevelopment of the country.

This white paper unpacks the implications of the deal within the broader strategic context of transatlantic security, 
resource competition, and the shifting balance of influence over Europe's eastern frontier. As European nations 
face heightened geopolitical risks4from Russian military pressure to doubts over future U.S. defence commitments
4the agreement is a signal of intent: America will lead in shaping the postwar order in Ukraine, with or without 
Europe's full participation.



Key Themes and Takeaways

Resource Access as Geopolitical 
Leverage

This agreement demonstrates how natural 
resource control is once again central to global 
power projection. In aligning reconstruction with 
mineral access, the U.S. has effectively secured 
first-mover advantage in a theatre where Europe 
has carried the largest immediate burden4
militarily, economically, and demographically.

Europe's Diminishing Strategic Agency

While European capitals have rallied to Ukraine's 
defence and financed major recovery packages, 
they have failed to assert economic leadership in 
postwar planning. The U.S.3Ukraine deal is a 
stark reminder that political solidarity is not the 
same as strategic positioning.

The Erosion of Multilateralism in War 
Recovery

Despite the existence of EU frameworks and G7 
coordination, the agreement reflects a broader 
trend towards bilateralism in conflict recovery. It 
may signal the fragmentation of traditional 
multilateral approaches and the rise of interest-
driven alliances focused on resource access and 
political alignment.

A Template for Future Conflict Zones

The structure of this agreement4blending hard 
power with economic anchoring4may become 
the model for post-conflict zones in the future: a 
hybrid of reconstruction, resource extraction, 
and enduring strategic footprint.



Why This Paper Matters Now
The deal arrives at a moment of deep uncertainty for Europe. A potential change in U.S. leadership, mounting 
pressure on NATO's cohesion, and widening cracks in the Western rules-based order have exposed the continent's 
vulnerabilities. If Europe does not recalibrate its approach4moving from moral support to strategic control4it risks 
becoming a bystander in the very regions where its interests are most at stake.

This white paper argues that unless European policymakers act swiftly to:

Secure parallel strategic access to critical resources,1.

Develop industrial and reconstruction partnerships independent of U.S. control, and2.

Reassert leadership in post-conflict theatres,3.

then Europe may find itself footing the bill for security4while forfeiting the long-term economic and strategic 
dividends to others.



Reconstruction as Strategy 4 The U.S. Model 
in Ukraine

"To subdue the enemy without fighting is the acme of skill." 4 Sun Tzu, The Art of War

The Economic Partnership Agreement signed between the United States and Ukraine on 30 April 2025 is far more 
than a post-war recovery package. It is a strategic architecture4an exercise in economic statecraft, resource 
security, and long-term influence projection4crafted with the deliberate intent to lock in American presence, 
power, and leverage in Eastern Europe for the coming decades.

From Battlefield to Boardroom

For much of the last two years, the Western narrative on Ukraine has revolved around tanks, artillery, and frontline 
resistance. Yet behind the scenes, a parallel contest has been unfolding4over who will shape Ukraine's post-war 
industrial, political, and economic trajectory. With this agreement, the United States has made its intentions clear: 
reconstruction is not a charitable act, but a strategic domain.



The U.S.-Ukraine Reconstruction Investment 
Fund
Unlike traditional post-war aid frameworks built around multilateral grants and slow-moving institutions, the U.S. 
deal establishes a bilateral, investment-led model:

Investment Structure

The U.S.3Ukraine 
Reconstruction Investment 
Fund is structured not merely 
as a financing vehicle but as 
a gateway for private sector 
alignment, technology export, 
and influence over critical 
infrastructure.

Mineral Access

Preferential access to critical 
minerals4including rare 
earth elements, 
hydrocarbons, and metals4
positions the U.S. to dominate 
the supply chain foundations 
of green energy, advanced 
manufacturing, and next-
generation defence systems.

Military Aid as Equity

A notable clause allows U.S. 
military assistance to be 
counted as contribution to 
the fund, effectively 
monetising its wartime 
support into long-term 
economic returns.

This approach mirrors elements of the "Marshall Plan" in form, but not in spirit. The original post-WWII American 
reconstruction aid was designed to rebuild a devastated continent and prevent Soviet expansion. The 2025 variant 
is targeted, conditional, and economically extractive. It rewards alignment with strategic outcomes.



The European Dilemma
Europe has spent the past decade espousing the principles of strategic autonomy, yet in Ukraine's reconstruction, 
it risks strategic irrelevance. Though European countries have:

Delivered over ¬100 billion in military and humanitarian aid,

Absorbed millions of refugees, and

Stretched already constrained energy markets,

they have failed to build a coherent industrial or investment strategy for Ukraine's long-term reconstruction.

This absence of economic statecraft from Brussels and Berlin stands in stark contrast to Washington's precision 
strike. While European leaders debate regulatory frameworks and budget ceilings, the U.S. has already walked onto 
the postwar chessboard and claimed the centre squares.

Indeed, this agreement may prove to be the most consequential geopolitical development of the year4not because 
it resolves the war, but because it defines what comes after.

"He who controls the supply chain controls the outcome." 4 Paraphrased from Andy Grove, former CEO of Intel



The Resource Frontier 4 
Why Critical Minerals Are the 
New Battleground

"Geopolitics is now a contest not just of armies, but of atoms, alloys 
and access." 4 Adapted from Henry Kissinger

Ukraine's mineral wealth is not simply an economic asset4it is a 
geopolitical weapon. In the 21st century, the ability to access, control, 
and secure supply chains for critical minerals is as decisive as controlling 
shipping lanes or airspace. The April 2025 U.S.3Ukraine agreement is a 
decisive move in this direction, transforming Ukraine from a frontline 
state into a resource state4its future inseparable from the contest over 
strategic materials.



Ukraine's Hidden Power: A Catalogue of 
Critical Assets
Long overshadowed by its image as a buffer zone, Ukraine is in fact one of Europe's richest untapped sources of 
critical minerals:

Lithium

Key to battery technologies for 
military vehicles, drones, and 
energy storage.

Rare Earth Elements 
(REEs)

Vital for radar systems, 
precision-guided munitions, and 
electronic warfare platforms.

Titanium

Crucial for aerospace alloys, 
hypersonic weapons, and naval 
systems.

Graphite and Cobalt

Central to both civilian green energy applications 
and military-grade battery innovation.

Natural Gas and Oil

Reserves in eastern Ukraine and offshore Black Sea 
areas may dramatically alter European energy 
dependency.

By securing preferential access to these materials, the United States has not only gained a foothold in Ukraine4it 
has carved out a future-facing strategic advantage in the looming global contest for mineral supremacy.



A Global Contest Intensifies

The U.S.3Ukraine deal must be understood in a wider context: the accelerating fragmentation of global trade into 
security-aligned blocs. The most urgent domain of this fragmentation is critical minerals:

China controls over 60% of global REE refining capacity and has used this leverage against Japan, Australia, 
and others in geopolitical disputes.

Russia's titanium exports, historically vital to Western aerospace, have been weaponised in the wake of 
sanctions and war.

Africa's mineral wealth, particularly in the DRC, is increasingly contested between Western firms, Chinese 
conglomerates, and hybrid Russian paramilitary interests (e.g. Wagner's resource deals).

In this strategic climate, Ukraine is not just a post-conflict nation4it is a rare European country with frontier-scale 
mineral potential, and the political willingness to offer it to the West.



Europe's Resource Dependence Problem
Despite ambitious energy and industrial policies, Europe remains deeply exposed:

80%
REE Imports from China

Europe's critical dependence on 
Chinese rare earth elements

Limited
Refining Capacity

Minimal domestic processing for 
lithium and cobalt

Slow
Mining Development

Regulatory complexity hampering 
new extraction

By failing to develop or secure new extraction partnerships4whether in Ukraine, Africa, or the Arctic4Europe is 
becoming not just energy dependent, but materials dependent. This is the Achilles' heel of European strategic 
autonomy.

Strategic Implications

The U.S. now holds a supply chain veto over a significant portion of future European defence and energy 
systems.

Ukraine, previously a partner of European solidarity, may become increasingly tied into American-led industrial 
ecosystems4potentially bypassing EU governance structures.

A new era of "mineral mercantilism" is emerging4wherein access is conditional, transactional, and strategically 
linked to alliance hierarchies.

"In the next war, you'll win not just with steel, but with lithium and logic." 4 Senior NATO logistics planner, 
confidential briefing, 2024



Post-War Zones as Strategic Real Estate

"The object of war is not only to win, but to shape the peace that follows." 4 General George C. Marshall

Ukraine is not the first theatre in which military intervention has segued into long-term economic entrenchment. It 
is, however, the first in modern Europe. From Iraq's oil contracts to Afghanistan's lithium deposits, the post-conflict 
settlement is where power solidifies, interests converge, and the real terms of sovereignty are negotiated. What 
sets the Ukraine deal apart is not its novelty4but its clarity.

Historical Precedents: Economic Statecraft After War

The United States has long understood that victory is not defined by battlefield success alone, but by post-war 
structuring. In both Iraq and Afghanistan, warfighters gave way to contractors, and contractors to corporations.

Iraq (200332011)

U.S. energy and construction firms secured 
billions in contracts as part of reconstruction 

efforts. Political influence translated into 
control of strategic assets, notably in oil and 
gas. The legacy? A fragile Iraqi sovereignty 

framed by foreign economic dependency.

Afghanistan (200232021)

Less overtly resourced, but potentially richer in 
the long term. U.S. and allied interest in 
Afghanistan's vast lithium and rare earth 
deposits remained nascent due to conflict 
conditions. The exit vacuum was quickly 
exploited by Chinese firms, who are now 
positioning for long-term extraction 
partnerships with the Taliban regime.

Kosovo and the Balkans

Though smaller in scale, similar patterns 
emerged in the 2000s4where NATO-led 

stabilisation was followed by infrastructure 
contracts, foreign ownership of critical sectors, 

and enduring Western influence.

Ukraine now becomes the first European case study in this model4offering lessons both in what to emulate, and 
what to avoid.



The Ukraine Pivot: Strategic Transparency or 
Strategic Lock-In?
Unlike Iraq or Afghanistan, the Ukraine agreement is not shrouded in reconstruction rhetoric. It is explicit in its dual 
function:

Stabilise and rebuild a sovereign ally;

Cement economic pathways that integrate Ukraine into U.S.-centric strategic ecosystems.

The presence of an investment fund4rather than a grant programme4marks a significant shift. This is not a 
"Marshall Plan"; it is closer to a sovereign asset management strategy4designed to extract long-term return from 
wartime alliance.

Implications for Ukraine

Pro: Rapid access to capital, technology, and security 
guarantees.

Con: Potential erosion of economic sovereignty; 
constrained policy autonomy; and growing 
dependency on Washington's strategic agenda.

Implications for Europe

The lesson is more sobering: strategic alignment 
without strategic control risks building a future Ukraine 
that is Western in security terms, but American in 
economic orientation.



Europe's Missed Opportunity
Despite leading in early support4military, humanitarian, and diplomatic4Europe failed to capitalise on its early 
advantage. No equivalent European reconstruction framework was proposed. No cross-European consortium of 
industrial or resource partners emerged. Fragmentation, bureaucracy, and a crisis-by-crisis foreign policy left the 
field open.

And so, while European taxpayers fund weapons and host refugees, Washington now secures the reconstruction 
dividend.

Towards a New Doctrine of Strategic Entanglement

The U.S. model in Ukraine signals the emergence of a new doctrine:

Conflict-to-Contract Strategy4wherein military assistance is monetised as future economic stakeholding, and 
post-war zones become anchor markets in a great-power supply chain contest.

This model may be deployed in:

Taiwan

Should conflict emerge

Sahel states

In the aftermath of Russian/Wagner 
destabilisation

Baltic states

In contingency scenarios involving grey zone 
aggression

Arctic and High North

Where warming opens new extraction 
opportunities

If Europe does not craft its own doctrine4combining defence, reconstruction, and strategic investment4it will find 
itself trapped in a junior role: financier of freedom, spectator of strategy.

"He who rebuilds, rules." 4 Attributed to a senior U.S. envoy in post-invasion Baghdad



Strategic Autonomy or Strategic Irrelevance? 
Europe's Choice Point

"The problem with Europe is not that it lacks power, but that it lacks the will to use it." 4 Jean-Claude Juncker, 
former President of the European Commission

The United States has acted. Ukraine has aligned. The minerals are moving. And Europe, for all its proclamations of 
unity and resolve, finds itself at a crossroads4between aspiration and impotence. The vision of strategic 
autonomy, so often invoked in speeches and summit communiqués, is once again colliding with the reality of 
strategic latency.

This chapter explores the structural and political reasons behind Europe's drift, and what must now be done if it is 
to reassert relevance in shaping the future of its own continent.

The Mirage of Influence

Europe's institutional architecture4sprawling, complex, and consensus-driven4has proven sluggish in the face of 
rapidly evolving geopolitical events:

The EU's Strategic Compass, published in 2022, outlined ambitions for a more coherent defence identity. Yet 
real capability consolidation remains fragmented.

PESCO and EDF programmes have advanced defence R&D, but lack scale and urgency to rival U.S. industrial-
military initiatives.

In the case of Ukraine, there is no single European reconstruction vehicle, no coordinated industrial roadmap, 
and no strategic resource pact to match the U.S.3Ukraine agreement.

Instead, Europe has defaulted to financial burden-sharing without strategic agenda-setting4a pattern that risks 
becoming permanent.



A Continent of Fragmented Intent
Strategic incoherence stems not from malice, but misalignment:

France

Champions strategic 
sovereignty, particularly 
in Africa, but often 
alienates allies with 
unilateralism.

Germany

Remains cautious, 
balancing industrial 
pragmatism with political 
paralysis.

Eastern Europe

Closest to the frontline, 
pushes hardest for 
defence assertiveness4
yet lacks weight in 
Brussels' decision-
making.

The UK

Outside the EU but still a 
key European power, 
remains diplomatically 
isolated despite leading 
in military aid to Ukraine.

The result? No critical mass. No unified push. No European equivalent to the U.S. model of reconstruction through 
influence.



What Strategic Autonomy Requires Now
If Europe is to act as a strategic actor4not merely a donor4it must rapidly move beyond rhetoric. Three immediate 
shifts are needed:

From Subsidy to 
Stakeholding

Europe must not only fund 
Ukraine's recovery but take 
ownership of its reconstruction. 
This means equity positions in 
critical sectors, industrial consortia 
with political backing, and long-
term contracts that embed 
European presence into Ukrainian 
recovery.

From Fragmentation to 
Federation of Purpose

National defence and industrial 
strategies must be bound into a 
coherent continental vision. This 
could take the form of a European 
Defence-Industrial Compact for 
Ukraine4uniting firms, 
governments, and financial 
institutions under a single strategic 
aim.

From Soft Power to Strategic 
Power

Europe's postwar instincts have 
always leaned toward diplomacy, 
regulation, and aid. But the current 
world demands something more: 
decisive, risk-taking leadership that 
recognises power projection is not 
imperialism4it is survival.

The Risk of Irrelevance

Europe's failure to act decisively in Ukraine's reconstruction is not just a missed opportunity4it is a strategic 
warning:

If the EU cannot shape outcomes in a neighbouring country aligned with its values, it will struggle to influence 
theatres further afield4be it the Indo-Pacific, the Arctic, or North Africa.

If Europe becomes dependent on U.S. access to Ukrainian minerals, U.S.-led recovery pipelines, and U.S.-
centric defence architectures, then strategic autonomy becomes a myth4dignified by language but devoid of 
leverage.

"Strategic autonomy is not a declaration4it is a decision, and Europe must take it." 4 Ursula von der Leyen, 
Munich Security Conference, 2023



The Future of NATO 4 Unity, Divergence, and 
the Battle for Strategic Purpose

"NATO's success has never been guaranteed. It must be earned anew by every generation." 4 Jens 
Stoltenberg, NATO Secretary General

The U.S.3Ukraine Economic Partnership agreement underscores not only Washington's intent to shape post-war 
Europe, but also the strategic divergence within NATO itself. While the alliance has presented a strong front in 
military coordination and logistical support for Ukraine, deep fractures are re-emerging4particularly over long-
term strategic purpose, burden-sharing, and geopolitical vision.

As Washington repositions Ukraine within its own orbit of influence, and European capitals scramble to catch up, 
NATO risks becoming not a unified shield, but a contested platform4its political cohesion tested by divergent 
national interests and incompatible strategic assumptions.

Unity Under Fire

Since 2022, NATO has demonstrated impressive tactical unity. Joint exercises have increased. Force posture has 
hardened along the eastern flank. Interoperability has been tested and improved.

But unity of action has not yet translated into unity of strategy. The alliance faces multiple stress points:

Uneven burden-sharing

While Eastern European 
members like Poland, the 
Baltics, and the Czech 
Republic have exceeded 
NATO's 2% GDP defence 
target, larger economies like 
Germany and Spain continue 
to underinvest relative to their 
global influence.

Strategic ambiguity 
over China

The U.S. increasingly sees 
NATO as a potential tool for 
countering China's global 
influence. Most European 
members, however, remain 
reluctant to widen the 
alliance's geographic 
mandate or antagonise 
Beijing.

Diverging threat 
perceptions

Southern NATO members 
prioritise migration and North 
African instability; Nordic 
states focus on Arctic 
competition; the U.S. orients 
toward Indo-Pacific 
dominance; Eastern allies 
fixate on Russia. The result is 
a widening strategic 
bandwidth with no agreed 
hierarchy of threats.



The Ukraine Deal: A Wedge or a Wake-Up Call?
The U.S.3Ukraine agreement represents more than bilateral engagement4it is a message to NATO:

That Washington is willing to act unilaterally when European coordination stalls.

That strategic dividends will go to those who lead, not those who merely align.

That economic security is now inseparable from military alliance.

While some NATO members see this as a natural division of labour4America leads, Europe supports4others fear a 
reversion to transactional alliances rather than collective security.

This risks resurrecting a two-tier NATO:

One layer of decisive actors with industrial depth and strategic clarity.1.

Another of peripheral players whose commitment is measured in declarations, not outcomes.2.

The American Question

The unspoken truth within NATO is the uncertainty surrounding continued U.S. leadership. With a possible second 
Trump administration looming, and growing bipartisan fatigue over European defence subsidies, the alliance may 
face an existential moment.

Will the U.S. remain a dependable security guarantor for Europe?

Or will it pivot toward bilateral deals and Indo-Pacific primacy, leaving NATO as a hollow brand?

If the latter, the U.S.3Ukraine deal will be seen not as an anomaly4but as the new model: alliances redefined by 
economic interest, not institutional treaties.



Conclusion & Call to Action

"Strategy is the art of creating power." 4 Lawrence Freedman, historian of war and foreign policy

The U.S.3Ukraine Economic Partnership is not simply a trade agreement4it is a strategic watermark. It reveals a 
new global logic, one in which conflict, reconstruction, and economic statecraft are fused into a single, cohesive 
framework of influence.

This white paper has traced the implications of that model4from the minerals of the Donbas to the rare earths of 
Africa, from the diplomatic salons of Brussels to the icy frontiers of the Arctic. The message is clear: the future will 
belong to those who integrate military support, economic leverage, and strategic positioning4before, during, and 
after conflict.

Europe now faces a choice. It can remain a payer of wars and a passenger in peace, or it can rise as a sovereign 
actor with the power to shape outcomes across its periphery and beyond.

Recommendations for European Action

Establish a European Strategic Reconstruction Authority

A unified body with executive power to coordinate reconstruction, resource access, industrial 
planning, and security arrangements in post-conflict theatres4beginning with Ukraine.

Launch a Sovereign Minerals Alliance

A pan-European initiative to secure critical mineral supply chains through investment partnerships 
with African, Central Asian, and Arctic states4prioritising transparency, shared benefit, and strategic 
resilience.

Embed Economic Statecraft in Defence Planning

Defence ministries and industrial strategists must work together to align military deployments with 
long-term economic stakes4treating security not as a silo, but as a scaffold for sovereignty.

Reframe NATO Contributions as Strategic Investment

Move beyond 2% GDP targets and develop a model where military, industrial, and economic efforts 
are integrated into measurable outcomes4not just funding, but footprint and influence.

This is Europe's inflection point. The United States has acted, decisively and unilaterally. Russia and China are 
advancing their own strategies, often ruthlessly. The post-Cold War illusions of shared global governance are 
dying. A new era4unforgiving, transactional, resource-driven4is dawning.

Europe must not retreat into process while others build power through partnership. If the continent wishes to 
remain more than a museum of ideals and memories, it must fight for its future with the only tools that matter now: 
alignment, leverage, and presence.

The next deals are already being written. The only question is: who will be at the table4and who will be on the 
menu?


