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Executive Judgment
The Russia-Ukraine war has become less a single campaign than a competition between two endurance
systems. Russia appears to be using coercive attrition: it seeks to trade manpower, ammunition,
missiles, drones, political intimidation, and time for gradual territorial and strategic advantage. Ukraine
appears to be using resilient denial: it seeks to prevent operational collapse, impose disproportionate
costs, keep the Black Sea and Russian rear areas contested, and maintain the Western coalition long
enough to force either a favorable negotiation or a durable defense of sovereignty.

The central question for 2026-2027 is not simply who captures a village or holds a trench. It is whether
Russia can keep converting industrial mass, manpower reserves, and authoritarian control into pressure
faster than Ukraine can convert defense-in-depth, drone innovation, Western support, and political
legitimacy into denial. Public evidence suggests neither side is close to a clean victory. Russia has
scale, strategic depth, and ammunition throughput; Ukraine has tactical adaptation, legitimacy,
Western intelligence and arms, and increasingly disruptive long-range and maritime drone capacity.
The probable base case is continued attrition with episodic escalation, though a poorly designed
ceasefire, a shift in Western support, or Russian internal economic strain could alter the trajectory.

Figure 1. Conceptual strategic logics. This is an analytic abstraction, not a battlefield map.

Dimension Russia Ukraine Assessment

Core logic Wear down Ukraine and the
West through time, firepower,
infrastructure pressure, and
negotiation delay.

Deny breakthrough, preserve
sovereignty, raise Russia’s
costs, and sustain Western
support.

The war is increasingly a contest of
institutional endurance, not only
battlefield maneuver.

Main strength Scale: manpower pool,
artillery flow, strategic depth,
energy/resource base,
centralized control.

Adaptation: drones,
small-unit learning, Western
intelligence, legitimacy, Black
Sea asymmetry.

Russia has mass; Ukraine has
innovation and coalition leverage.
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Dimension Russia Ukraine Assessment

Main weakness High casualties, corruption,
rigid command, precision
limitations, sanctions, tech
dependence, naval
vulnerability.

Manpower shortage, air
defense missile scarcity,
energy vulnerability, war
fatigue, Western political
dependence.

Both sides are structurally
constrained; neither has a decisive
unrestricted path.

Likely 2026-2027
pattern

Continued pressure, mass
salvos, local offensives,
coercive diplomacy.

Defense-in-depth, rear
strikes, air-defense triage,
coalition diplomacy, selective
counterpunches.

Attrition plus drone warfare is likely
to dominate.
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Scope, Method, and Limits of Public Information
This report uses publicly available information through 2 June 2026, including open-source military
assessments, official statements, think-tank work, media reporting, and public aid and economic
datasets. It treats official Russian and Ukrainian statements as evidence of narrative and intent, not
automatically as verified fact. Public estimates of casualties, ammunition production, drone output,
territorial control, interception rates, and damage to infrastructure are often incomplete or politically
contested.

The report deliberately avoids tactical execution guidance. It discusses classes of capabilities, strategic
effects, and broad operational patterns, but it does not identify targets, recommend attack methods, or
provide operational planning advice.

Three uncertainty filters are used throughout:
• Source bias: Russian, Ukrainian, Western, and non-Western sources may emphasize different facts, omit

inconvenient data, or frame the war to influence audiences.

• Measurement uncertainty: battlefield control and casualty counts are difficult to verify independently, and
reported numbers can differ sharply.

• Temporal instability: the war is dynamic; missile stocks, air-defense interceptors, Western aid decisions,
Russian production, and domestic politics can change within weeks.
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I. Russia’s Strategy
Russia’s strategy appears to be built around the assumption that time favors the larger, more
authoritarian, resource-rich state if it can prevent Ukrainian breakthroughs and fracture Western
commitment. Moscow’s declared goals have shifted in emphasis since the opening 2022 language of
“demilitarisation” and “denazification,” but the strategic pattern still suggests an effort to subordinate
Ukraine’s sovereignty, control or permanently weaken Ukrainian territory and military capacity, and
revise the European security order around a Russian veto over Ukraine’s Western integration [S8, S17,
S20].

The practical military method is coercive attrition: infantry pressure, artillery and glide-bomb fire,
missiles and drones against infrastructure, information operations to signal inevitability, nuclear and
escalation rhetoric to restrain Western choices, and diplomacy designed to lock in gains or create
pauses that Russia can exploit. This does not mean every Russian operation is perfectly coherent;
public reporting also indicates command rigidity, costly assaults, logistics strain, corruption, and
adaptation under duress. But the overall pattern favors slow pressure rather than high-risk decisive
maneuver.

Why long-term attrition?
• Comparative scale: Russia can tolerate higher absolute manpower and equipment losses than Ukraine,

even if the political and demographic cost is rising. Public casualty estimates are uncertain, but most
Western assessments place Russian losses above Ukrainian losses while also noting Russia’s larger
manpower base [S3, S16].

• Industrial window: Russian endurance depends on whether domestic production plus imports exceed
expenditure. Public estimates suggest very high Russian artillery and rocket-round output in 2025,
supplemented by external supply, though imports and production quality remain uncertain [S4].

• Defense-favoring battlefield: dense mines, drones, artillery, electronic warfare, and fortifications punish
maneuver. For Russia, persistent small advances may seem more realistic than sweeping operational
breakthroughs.

• Western fatigue as a center of gravity: Moscow appears to calculate that democracies are vulnerable to
election cycles, budget disputes, competing crises, and fear of escalation.

• Negotiation delay: a prolonged war can normalize occupation, harden facts on the ground, and pressure
Kyiv to accept terms short of full restoration of territorial integrity.

Why artillery, missile, and drone offensives?
Russia’s firepower campaign is not merely tactical. It tries to create cumulative pressure on Ukrainian
forces, air defenses, energy systems, logistics, and civilian morale. Large salvos combining missiles and
drones are designed to saturate defenses, force Ukraine to spend scarce interceptors, and expose gaps.
Public reporting on the 2 June 2026 salvo - more than seventy missiles and more than six hundred
drones according to Ukrainian officials and AP reporting - illustrates the volume-based approach, even
though individual claims remain contested [S1]. The Patriot interceptor shortage reported in June 2026
indicates why Moscow may believe massed strikes can exploit a temporary air-defense vulnerability
[S2].
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Figure 2. Industrial attrition model. The decisive variable is flow over time, not stockpiles alone.

Instrument Russian strategic purpose Likely effect Major limitation

Artillery and glide
bombs

Keep continuous pressure on
Ukrainian lines and force
defensive depletion.

High tactical attrition; favors
Russia in ammunition-heavy
sectors.

Consumes barrels, shells, aircraft
sortie capacity, and trained
crews; accuracy and coordination
vary.

Missiles and
Shahed-type
drones

Overwhelm air defense,
attack energy/infrastructure,
create psychological
pressure.

Can impose national-scale
costs and force Ukraine into
interceptor triage.

Expensive missiles are finite;
drones are more scalable but
vulnerable to EW and evolving
defenses.

Infantry assaults Probe defenses, seize small
increments, absorb attrition
with manpower.

Can produce gradual
advances under heavy fire
support.

High casualties and morale
problems; limited operational
exploitation.

Information warfare Portray Russian victory as
inevitable; divide Western
publics; frame escalation as
Western responsibility.

Can affect aid debates and
risk perceptions.

Less persuasive in Ukraine and
much of Europe; credibility
erodes when claims conflict with
visible events.

Nuclear/escalation
threats

Constrain NATO intervention
and long-range weapons
decisions.

Raises escalation anxiety and
slows some Western policies.

Overuse can desensitize
audiences; direct escalation
carries enormous risk to Russia.

Diplomacy/ceasefir
e talk

Seek pause, recognition,
restrictions on Ukraine, or
Western division.

May freeze gains or create
political pressure on Kyiv.

Ukraine and many European
governments distrust Russian
intentions after Minsk and 2022.

Russia’s Strengths
Strength Strategic meaning Evidence / caveat

Manpower scale Allows continued offensive pressure despite
severe casualties.

Scale does not equal quality; recruitment costs
and morale pressures can accumulate [S3, S16].

Shell production and
imports

Sustains artillery-centric warfare and local
fire superiority.

Public estimates point to large 2025 output, but
precise throughput and quality are uncertain
[S4].
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Strength Strategic meaning Evidence / caveat

Strategic depth Rear areas, industry, and command
structures are harder for Ukraine to fully
disrupt.

Ukraine’s long-range drones are narrowing but
not eliminating this advantage.

Energy/resource base Provides fiscal and industrial resilience
despite sanctions.

Oil price caps, sanctions, refinery strikes, and
labor constraints still create pressure [S13, S14].

Authoritarian
mobilization

Centralized control can suppress dissent,
redirect resources, and absorb public pain.

Suppression is not the same as genuine consent;
elite and regional stresses are difficult to
measure.

Long-war endurance The regime can pursue strategic patience
without near-term electoral accountability.

Economic stagnation and casualty burdens may
still create latent instability [S13].

Russia’s Weaknesses
Weakness Strategic meaning Evidence / caveat

High casualties Losses degrade unit quality and require
continuous recruitment.

Public numbers vary widely; directionally,
attrition is severe [S3, S16].

Corruption and rigid
command

Reduces adaptation speed and
combined-arms effectiveness.

Russia has learned and adapted in drones/EW,
but command culture remains a recurring
weakness.

Precision-warfare
limits

Limits ability to achieve decisive effects
without volume.

Mass salvos substitute quantity for precision and
invite air-defense adaptation [S19].

Sanctions and tech
dependence

Constrain advanced components, finance,
and long-term modernization.

Workarounds and third-country channels exist;
sanctions bite gradually rather than immediately
[S13, S14].

Naval vulnerability Black Sea Fleet freedom of action has been
sharply reduced.

Ukraine’s uncrewed maritime systems exploit a
cost-imposition asymmetry [S11, S12].

International isolation Limits access to Western capital and
technology and deepens dependence on
China, Iran, North Korea, and gray networks.

Non-Western states do not all align with the
West; Russia retains diplomatic and commodity
leverage.
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II. Ukraine’s Strategy
Ukraine’s strategy appears to be resilient denial: prevent Russian operational success, preserve state
functions, maintain societal will, and keep international support alive while imposing rising costs on
Russia. Kyiv cannot normally match Russia shell-for-shell or man-for-man. Its advantage lies in
disciplined defense, decentralized adaptation, drones, Western intelligence and weapons, strategic
communications, and the moral-political weight of defending recognized sovereignty [S5, S9, S10].

Ukraine’s approach is also increasingly technological. It has used FPV drones, reconnaissance-strike
loops, maritime drones, interceptor drones, and long-range strike systems to offset manpower and
ammunition shortages. Official Ukrainian figures claim very large defense-industrial growth and drone
capacity in 2026; these numbers should be treated as claims but are directionally consistent with
broader reporting on Ukraine’s defense-tech acceleration [S6, S18].

Why defense in depth and mobile defense?
• Ukraine’s rational priority is survival of the state and army. Trading space selectively can be preferable to

losing trained formations in exposed salients.

• Dense drones and artillery make large maneuver dangerous; defense in depth creates kill zones and
absorbs Russian assaults before they become operational breakthroughs.

• Mobile fire teams, dispersed logistics, and rapid drone feedback loops help Ukraine compensate for
material inferiority.

• Preserving reserves is critical because Ukraine’s manpower constraint is more politically and
demographically severe than Russia’s [S10].

Why drones, precision strikes, and rear-area interdiction?
Ukraine’s strike logic is cost imposition. If Ukraine cannot match Russia’s volume, it tries to hit the
systems that make volume possible: logistics nodes, depots, air-defense systems, maritime
infrastructure, fuel facilities, command nodes, and military-industrial bottlenecks. This report does not
provide target guidance; it simply notes the publicly visible strategic logic. The Black Sea campaign is
the clearest example: Ukraine, after losing much of its conventional navy, built a “technological navy”
of uncrewed maritime systems and related strike capabilities that constrained Russian naval freedom of
action [S11, S12].

Instrument Ukrainian strategic
purpose

Likely effect Major limitation

Defense in depth Prevent Russian
breakthroughs while
conserving combat power.

Raises Russian casualty and
equipment costs.

Requires manpower,
fortifications, mines, artillery, and
disciplined withdrawals.

FPV/recon drones Create cheap precision at
platoon-to-brigade scale.

Offsets shell scarcity;
improves small-unit lethality.

EW, weather, battery supply, and
operator fatigue limit
performance.

Long-range
drones/precision
strike

Disrupt Russian rear systems
and force air-defense
redistribution.

Raises costs in Russia proper
and occupied rear areas.

Russia adapts through dispersal,
EW, decoys, and air-defense
density.

Western weapons
integration

Add air defense, precision
fires, armor, training, and
intelligence.

Improves survivability and
strike reach.

Delivery delays, ammunition
shortages, and political
conditions constrain use.

Black Sea
asymmetry

Deny Russia maritime
initiative despite conventional
naval inferiority.

Protects grain routes and
imposes naval costs.

Requires sustained innovation
against Russian
countermeasures.
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Instrument Ukrainian strategic
purpose

Likely effect Major limitation

Information
diplomacy

Keep Ukraine visible as a
sovereign victim of
aggression and a security
partner.

Mobilizes aid, sanctions, and
legitimacy.

War fatigue and political
polarization in partner states
remain serious risks.

Ukraine’s Strengths
Strength Strategic meaning Evidence / caveat

Defensive will National survival provides political and
social motivation.

Morale is real but not infinite; losses and
exhaustion accumulate.

Tactical innovation Fast drone and software adaptation shortens
the learning cycle.

Innovation must be scaled industrially and
protected from Russian EW [S18].

Drone use Creates low-cost precision and information
dominance at small-unit level.

Russia also adapts and mass-produces drones.
Advantage is dynamic, not permanent.

Western intelligence
and weapons

Adds ISR, air defense, precision fires,
training, and finance.

Dependence creates strategic vulnerability to
political changes [S5].

International
legitimacy

Ukraine’s sovereignty claim aligns with UN
Charter principles and its peace formula
[S9].

Legitimacy does not automatically translate into
sufficient ammunition or interceptors.

Ability to hit rear
areas

Forces Russia to defend more territory and
infrastructure.

Damage estimates are contested; Russia can
disperse and repair.

Ukraine’s Weaknesses
Weakness Strategic meaning Evidence / caveat

Manpower shortages Limits offensive options and increases strain
on existing units.

Recruitment and mobilization are politically
sensitive [S10].

Air-defense missile
shortages

Creates vulnerability to ballistic missiles,
cruise missiles, and large drone salvos.

Patriot and other interceptor scarcity became a
major public concern in June 2026 [S2].

Shell and ammunition
dependence

Constrains artillery fires and counter-battery
work.

European support has grown, but aggregate aid
and ammunition flow may still lag needs [S5].

Power infrastructure
vulnerability

Russian strikes can create national
economic and humanitarian pressure.

CSIS assessed severe energy supply stress in
early 2026; exact current capacity is fluid [S3].

War fatigue A long war stresses families, labor markets,
budgets, and politics.

Fatigue can coexist with continued resistance.

Western political
dependence

Aid depends on elections, budgets, and
competing crises.

This is Ukraine’s largest grand-strategic
vulnerability.
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III. Comparative Analysis by Level of War

Figure 3. Qualitative comparison. Scores are analyst judgments, not measured quantities.

Level Russia Ukraine Strategic meaning

Tactical Trench assaults, artillery
saturation, glide bombs, drones,
EW, mine belts, incremental
infantry attacks.

Trench defense, mobile defense,
FPV drones, small-unit
reconnaissance-strike loops,
mines, counter-battery and EW
adaptation.

The tactical battlefield resembles a
sensor-saturated siege
environment. Drones make
concealment difficult and
maneuver costly.

Operational Multiple pressure axes in
Donbas and elsewhere;
attempts to stretch reserves;
deep strikes on energy and
defense industry; air-defense
depletion.

Defense lines, reserve economy,
interdiction of Russian logistics,
deep strikes, Black Sea denial,
selective counterattacks.

Operational success depends on
generating reserve advantage and
logistics disruption rather than
single breakthrough mythology.

Strategic Subordinate Ukraine, force
concessions, maintain occupied
territory, exhaust West,
preserve regime legitimacy,
revise security order.

Survive as a sovereign state,
prevent defeat, regain leverage,
integrate with Europe and the
West, secure aid and
guarantees.

Strategic centers of gravity are
political will, production,
manpower, and international
support.

Grand-strate
gic

Reshape European security to
limit NATO/EU influence in
Russia’s perceived sphere.

Defend the norm against
conquest and embed Ukraine in
Western institutions.

The war is a test case for whether
borders can be changed by force in
Europe and whether the West can
sustain deterrence.

Tactical Comparison
Category Russian pattern Ukrainian pattern Analytic interpretation

Trench warfare Pressure through attritional
assaults, artillery, glide
bombs, and local probing.

Layered trenches, fighting
positions, fallback lines,
drones guiding fire.

World War I-like positional warfare
with 21st-century sensors.
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Category Russian pattern Ukrainian pattern Analytic interpretation

Drones Mass Shahed-type strikes;
FPV and reconnaissance
adaptation; Lancet-style
loitering munitions.

FPV saturation,
reconnaissance-strike loops,
interceptor drones,
long-range UAVs.

Drones are now ammunition,
reconnaissance, propaganda, and
industrial competition at once.

Artillery Seeks volume and local fire
superiority.

Uses scarcity more
selectively with drones as
substitutes.

Shell throughput remains a decisive
industrial variable.

Infantry assaults Often high-casualty
incremental attacks.

Small-unit defense,
ambushes, mobile reserves.

Manpower quality and rotation are
critical.

Armored warfare Tanks used cautiously, often
as fire support, because
drones/mines punish mass.

Armor retained for defense,
limited counterattacks, and
protected mobility.

Armored breakthrough is possible
but much harder without
air/EW/logistics superiority.

Electronic
warfare

Large EW ecosystem to jam
drones and communications.

Rapid adaptation, frequency
agility, drone/EW integration.

EW is now a daily tactical contest,
not a specialist niche.

Operational Comparison
Category Russia Ukraine Implication

Offensive axes Multiple local thrusts to
stretch Ukrainian reserves
and generate cumulative
pressure.

Prioritizes holding decisive
sectors and avoiding
encirclement.

Operational initiative can be
contested even without major
territorial shifts.

Defensive lines Dense belts in occupied
areas; mines, trenches,
layered fire.

Expanding fortifications and
fallback positions.

Defense has structural advantage
when adequately manned and
supplied.

Reserve
employment

Russia uses manpower to
maintain tempo; quality may
decline.

Ukraine must husband
reserves for crisis response
and possible counteroffensive
windows.

Reserve exhaustion is a key warning
indicator.

Rear interdiction Missiles/drones against
Ukrainian energy, logistics,
and industry.

Long-range drones and
precision strikes against
Russian rear systems and
occupied areas.

Both sides increasingly fight beyond
the front line.

Logistics Broad rail/road depth but
vulnerable nodes and long
lines in occupied territory.

Shorter internal lines in some
sectors but dependent on
Western supply chains.

Sustainment is a strategic variable,
not just a staff function.

Black Sea Conventional fleet
constrained by missiles,
drones, and risk.

Asymmetric maritime denial
and protection of export
corridors.

Ukraine has imposed a maritime cost
disproportionate to its conventional
fleet size [S11, S12].
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IV. Interpreting the War Through Modern Warfare
Lenses

Lens What it explains What it does not explain

Twentieth-century
total war

Mass mobilization, national production,
endurance, infrastructure attacks, and societal
resilience.

The war is not total war in the WWII sense for
NATO or most global actors, and nuclear
escalation constrains direct great-power entry.

Twenty-first-century
drone warfare

Cheap precision, battlefield transparency,
sensor-to-shooter compression, maritime
asymmetry.

Drones do not eliminate the need for artillery,
infantry, logistics, air defense, and political will.

Information warfare Narratives shape aid, morale, mobilization,
escalation fear, and diplomatic legitimacy.

Information does not substitute for shells,
interceptors, manpower, or fuel.

Industrial warfare Production throughput, imports, repair,
component supply, and ammunition flows
determine tempo.

Industrial metrics are uncertain and may lag
battlefield effects.

Attrition warfare Both sides seek to exhaust enemy forces and
political systems.

Attrition is not automatically irrational; it can
be rational when maneuver is too costly.

Proxy warfare Western support lets Ukraine survive and
impose costs on Russia without NATO direct
combat.

Ukraine is not merely a proxy; it is fighting for
its own sovereignty and national survival.

Hybrid warfare Cyber, sabotage, sanctions evasion,
disinformation, energy pressure, and
diplomatic manipulation operate alongside
combat.

Hybrid labels can become too broad; the
conventional war remains central.

Cyber and Information Warfare
Cyber operations have mattered, but the war has not validated a simplistic “cyber Pearl Harbor” thesis.
Cyber activity is part of a larger pressure ecosystem: espionage, disruption, data theft, infrastructure
probing, influence operations, and narrative coordination. Russia’s information operations try to
legitimize the invasion, portray Ukraine as a Western puppet, amplify fear of escalation, and weaken
Western support. Ukraine’s information strategy emphasizes democratic resistance, evidence of civilian
harm, national resilience, and international law. Western narratives stress sovereignty and deterrence;
non-Western narratives are more mixed, often emphasizing energy prices, food security, colonial
memory, non-alignment, or skepticism toward Western double standards.

Industrial Warfare and Sanctions
Sanctions have not stopped Russia’s war machine, but they appear to increase costs, reduce access to
advanced components, complicate finance, and make Russia more dependent on gray-market channels
and non-Western partners. The more precise question is whether sanctions, oil price pressure,
technology controls, refinery disruptions, and labor shortages slow Russia’s production enough to
narrow its industrial window. Public reporting in 2026 points to Russian economic stagnation and lower
growth forecasts, but Russia still retains a large commodity base and wartime production priorities
[S13, S14].
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V. Historical Significance
Historical analogy Similarity Key difference Lesson

World War I trench
warfare

Static lines, artillery
dominance, mines, attrition,
high casualties.

Drones, satellites, EW,
precision weapons, cyber,
and globalized media create
a transparent battlefield.

Defense and firepower can
dominate maneuver when
technology favors detection and
denial.

World War II
industrial warfare

Production volume, logistics,
mobilization, and national
endurance matter.

Nuclear weapons and
NATO-Russia escalation
risks limit direct
great-power war.

Industrial capacity is strategy.
Factories and supply chains shape
front lines.

Cold War proxy wars External sponsors provide
weapons, intelligence, finance,
and diplomatic backing.

Ukraine is a sovereign
actor, not just a proxy
arena; Russia is directly
engaged.

Great-power competition can occur
below formal direct war while still
reshaping global order.

Network-centric
warfare

Sensors, precision, data, and
communications shape
combat effectiveness.

Networked systems are
vulnerable to EW, drones,
attrition, and ammunition
shortages.

Networks help, but mass and
resilience still matter.

Hybrid warfare Information, cyber, coercion,
energy, sanctions, and
diplomacy accompany kinetic
war.

The conflict remains a
brutal conventional land
war, not merely gray-zone
competition.

Hybrid tools support conventional
objectives rather than replacing
them.

Why this war will be studied
• It shows that high-intensity industrial war did not disappear after the Cold War; it returned with drones and

data layered on top.

• It reveals the vulnerability of exquisite, expensive air-defense systems when confronted by massed cheap
drones plus missiles.

• It demonstrates that naval power can be contested by a state without a traditional navy through maritime
drones and coastal strike integration.

• It shows that political legitimacy and international coalition management are operational resources.

• It warns that democratic defense-industrial bases built for short wars and limited contingencies may be
under-scaled for simultaneous crises.
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VI. Scenarios for 2026-2027
The following probabilities are subjective planning weights based on public information as of 2 June 2026. They are not
predictions and should be updated frequently as aid flows, air-defense stocks, Russian production, Ukrainian manpower,
and diplomatic conditions change.

Figure 4. Scenario probability weights. These are analytic judgments, not forecasts.

Scenario Probabili
ty

Conditions that would
increase probability

Risks Strategic implications

Frontline
stalemate

28% Ukraine prevents
breakthroughs; Russia sustains
pressure but gains little; aid
flows remain enough for
defense.

War fatigue,
infrastructure
damage, localized
crises.

Most likely base case;
favors endurance
competition and bargaining
pressure.

Russia gradual
advance

20% Ukrainian manpower shortfalls
deepen; air-defense
interceptors and shells remain
scarce; Western aid slows.

More Ukrainian
withdrawals; political
pressure for ceasefire.

Russia gains negotiating
leverage without needing a
dramatic breakthrough.

Frozen conflict /
ceasefire

16% US or European pressure for a
pause; both sides exhausted;
Russia seeks to lock in
occupied territory.

A bad ceasefire lets
Russia rearm and
destabilize Ukraine
politically [S7].

Could reduce immediate
casualties but create a
dangerous unresolved
security architecture.

Ukraine limited
counteroffensive

12% Improved drone-strike
campaign, better reserves,
expanded European funding,
Russian logistics strain.

Counteroffensive
could fail if defenses
remain dense and air
cover insufficient.

Even limited gains could
change negotiation
psychology.

Expanded Western
support

10% European defense production
and financing accelerate; US
support stabilizes; air defense
shortage addressed.

Russian escalation
rhetoric and attacks
on infrastructure.

Improves Ukrainian
resilience and may deter
Russian maximalism.

Weakened
Western support

8% Political shifts, budget fatigue,
Middle East/Indo-Pacific crises,
polarization.

Ukraine forced into
deeper ammunition
triage and manpower
strain.

Russia’s strategy of waiting
out the West becomes more
effective.
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Scenario Probabili
ty

Conditions that would
increase probability

Risks Strategic implications

NATO-Russia
tension spike

4% Strikes near borders,
cyber/sabotage, air-defense
incidents, Black Sea escalation.

Accident or
misperception.

Could trigger rapid
reinforcement and risk
management crises.

Internal burdens
on Russia intensify

2% Economic stagnation, elite
anxiety, recruitment stress,
regional discontent, repeated
strategic shocks.

Regime may respond
with more repression
or external escalation.

Potentially important but
hard to time;
low-probability/high-impact.

Ceasefire Assessment
A ceasefire is possible but not necessarily stabilizing. If it freezes the current line without credible
monitoring, force-generation limits, air-defense guarantees, and a viable political framework, it could
become a pause that Russia uses to rearm, pressure Ukrainian politics, and demand restrictions on
Ukraine’s future military capacity. Chatham House’s May 2026 assessment is especially cautious on
rushed ceasefires, arguing that negotiation mechanisms can be manipulated to strengthen Russia’s
position [S7]. Ukraine may accept a painful pause only if it preserves the right and capacity to defend
the rest of its sovereign territory and pursue European integration.
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VII. Competing Narratives
Perspective Core narrative What it highlights What it tends to

minimize

Russian official /
pro-Kremlin

Russia is defending itself against
NATO expansion, “Nazism,”
terrorism, and Western
encirclement.

Security grievances, Russian
endurance, Western divisions,
alleged Ukrainian attacks,
nuclear risks [S8, S17, S20].

Ukraine’s agency, Russian
aggression, civilian harm,
war crimes allegations,
and illegality of
annexation.

Ukrainian official Ukraine is defending sovereignty,
people, territorial integrity, and
the UN Charter against
aggression.

Civilian harm, deported
children and prisoners,
territorial integrity, Russian
withdrawal, security
guarantees [S9].

Costs of indefinite war,
mobilization strain, and
limits of Western patience.

Western mainstream
policy

The war is a defense of European
security and the rule against
conquest.

Deterrence, sanctions, aid,
Russia as revisionist threat,
NATO/EU security.

Global South skepticism,
economic spillovers, and
escalation anxieties.

Non-Western /
Global South mixed

War is a European conflict with
global economic costs; views vary
by state interest.

Food/energy prices, neutrality,
resentment of Western double
standards, arms/commodity
relations with Russia or West.

Ukrainian legal claims may
receive less attention than
immediate economic
interests.

Investor / market
lens

The war is a geopolitical risk
affecting energy, defense,
reconstruction, sanctions,
shipping, and inflation.

Oil, gas, defense stocks,
insurance, grain, reconstruction
finance, sanctions compliance.

Human, legal, and
sovereignty dimensions
can be reduced to risk
pricing.

Narrative asymmetry
Russia often frames time as its ally and escalation as a Western responsibility. Ukraine frames time as
costly but survivable if the West remains committed. Western governments frame aid as deterrence
and defense of international order, while many non-Western audiences evaluate the war through food
prices, energy security, historical distrust of Western power, and their own strategic autonomy. This
narrative divergence matters because aid, sanctions, negotiations, and investment risk are shaped by
perception as much as by battlefield facts.
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VIII. Conclusions: Essence, Variables, and Watch Points
The essence of Russia’s strategy
Russia’s strategy is coercive attrition under nuclear shadow: maintain pressure across the front; use
artillery, missiles, drones, and infrastructure attacks to exhaust Ukraine; exploit manpower and
industrial scale; make Western support feel expensive and futile; and use diplomacy to freeze or
legitimize gains when advantageous. Its strength is endurance through mass. Its weakness is the cost
of that endurance: casualties, economic stagnation, technological dependence, naval vulnerability, and
the risk that time also hardens Ukraine and Europe against Russia.

The essence of Ukraine’s strategy
Ukraine’s strategy is resilient denial and asymmetric cost imposition: deny Russian breakthroughs,
preserve national and military coherence, use drones and precision to strike systems rather than match
mass, keep the Black Sea contested, mobilize international legitimacy, and wait for the strategic
moment when Russia’s costs outweigh its expected gains. Its strength is adaptive legitimacy. Its
weakness is dependency: manpower, interceptors, shells, energy resilience, and Western politics.

Variable Why it matters What to watch

1. Ukrainian manpower Determines whether defense in depth can
hold and whether counteroffensives are
possible.

Mobilization law, training pipeline, rotation
quality, desertion/fatigue indicators.

2. Air-defense
interceptors

Determines vulnerability to Russian
missile/drone salvos.

Patriot, NASAMS, IRIS-T, SAMP/T deliveries and
production rates.

3. Artillery shell flow Determines sustained fire and
counter-battery capacity.

European production, Czech-style ammunition
initiatives, US stockpile policy.

4. Russian production
throughput

Determines how long Russia can sustain
pressure.

Shell output, missile/drone production, imports,
component sanctions.

5. Drone/EW adaptation
cycle

Determines tactical lethality and
survivability.

Frequency agility, interceptor drones,
autonomous systems, EW losses.

6. Russian casualty
tolerance

Determines political and recruitment
limits.

Recruitment bonuses, regional burdens,
casualty leaks, elite rhetoric.

7. Energy infrastructure
resilience

Determines Ukrainian social and economic
endurance.

Transformer supply, grid repair speed, winter
reserves, distributed power.

8. Western political
cohesion

Determines Ukraine’s grand-strategic
depth.

US elections/Congress, EU funding, sanctions
enforcement, NATO unity.

9. Black Sea balance Determines trade, naval pressure, and
Russian maritime risk.

Sea-drone evolution, Russian base defense,
shipping insurance, export corridors.

10. Negotiation design Determines whether ceasefire stabilizes or
rewards aggression.

Monitoring, guarantees, force limits, sanctions
snapback, occupied territory status.

Points to Watch
Audience Key watch points

Korea Defense-industrial lessons for artillery, air defense, drones, ship defense, reserves, civil defense,
and alliance burden-sharing. Watch Russia-North Korea military cooperation and sanctions
enforcement.

United States Patriot/interceptor production, multi-theater stockpile stress, Ukraine aid politics,
defense-industrial bottlenecks, escalation management, and alliance credibility.

Europe Ammunition scale-up, air-defense pooling, reconstruction finance, sanctions enforcement,
refugee/demographic pressures, and whether a ceasefire changes or worsens the security
burden.
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Audience Key watch points

Investors Energy price volatility, defense production, reconstruction opportunities, sanctions compliance,
shipping/insurance risk, cyber risk, and the durability of European rearmament.

Journalists Avoid village-by-village tunnel vision. Track production, manpower, air-defense stocks, energy
resilience, narrative shifts, negotiations, and the gap between official claims and independently
verifiable evidence.
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