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Abstract
The Russian invasion of Ukraine has reshaped European politics, prompting the

European Union (EU) to take indirect actions such as aiding Ukraine, accepting refugees,

and imposing sanctions on Russia. This special section explores the implications of these

events on European unity. Will the war highlight divisions among countries and ideo-

logical groups, as “post-functionalists” would predict? Or will the external threat, in

line with the “bellicist logic,” and EU solidarity, in line with the “polity formation” litera-
ture, foster increased EU policy coordination and centralization? The contributions

assess the war’s impact on the supply (political parties) and demand (public opinion)

sides of the politics of European integration. The articles show moderate support for

the “bellicist” mechanisms of threat and consensus. They also find solidarity and unity

for refugee and energy policy, with greater ideological and country divisions over eco-

nomic policy, defence policy, and appeasement strategies toward Russia.
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Introduction
The Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 has profoundly shaken the European
continent, marking the first major war on European Union (EU) borders since the Balkan
conflicts of the 1990s. This unprecedented event brings to the forefront the “bellicist”
logic, as articulated by Tilly (1975), which suggests that external threats can drive
polity centralization, particularly in defence. Beyond defence, the “polity formation” lit-
erature argues that the conflict may activate EU solidarity across policy domains as
member states try to support one another economically. As the conflict unfolds, it
raises pivotal questions about European public opinion and party politics in a time of
crisis. Does this external threat, as the “bellicist” logic and the “polity formation” litera-
ture would suggest, foster greater transnational solidarity and a push for further EU inte-
gration? Further, as early “neo-functionalist” scholars anticipated, will it lead to more
unity (Haas, 1958)? Conversely, will divisions arise among member states over policy
responses, especially as costs escalate, aligning with the “post-functionalist” expectations
(Hooghe and Marks, 2009)? This special section delves into how the war has influenced
public opinion dynamics and party reactions concerning EU politics and policies, probing
whether this conflict serves as a critical juncture or “most-likely case” for transformations
in public attitudes and party positions, both toward the war itself and the European project
more broadly.

Theoretically, the articles in this special section delve into several key debates in the
literature on European integration, each anchored in the contributions that analyze public
opinion and party responses in the aftermath of Russia’s invasion. Starting with the ques-
tion of solidarity and integration, the articles explore whether the crisis, in line with the
post-functionalist notion of the “constraining dissensus” (Hooghe and Marks, 2009),
unveils the limits of solidarity among European publics and parties (De Vries, 2018).
Conversely, they also try to answer whether the external threat create demand for more
EU centralization, following a “bellicist” logic (Kelemen and McNamara, 2021). The
issue of party convergence is another focal point, examining how the crisis influences
the political alignment or divergence between mainstream and more radical parties
(Van der Brug et al., 2022; Wagner, 2024). In the realm of European identity and refu-
gees, the contributions shed light on the insights the response to refugees offers about
European identity and the norms of burden-sharing (Jeannet et al., 2021). The articles
also probe the extent to which economic considerations shape opinion formation, in
line with traditional theories of integration. Furthermore, how does the Ukraine conflict
relate to wider debates about the effects of crises on European integration (Cross, 2017;
Genschel, 2022, 2025; Hoeffler et al., 2024; Jones et al., 2021; Mader et al., 2024)?
Lastly, the special section delves into power dynamics, seeking evidence from the
Ukraine situation about the power interplay between EU institutions and member
states (Moravcsik, 1998; Pollack, 2003).

The articles in the special section aim to address two sets of questions which
emerge from the literature. First, they ask whether, in line with the “bellicist”
logic, threat perception increases support for Ukraine and EU solidaristic policies,
and whether there is wide consensus for policy at both the elite and public opinion
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level. Secondly, in line with the “polity formation” literature, they ask whether there
is wide support for EU integration in several policy domains, across ideological
groups and country divides.

These research questions are explored through a blend of demand-side perspectives,
which scrutinize changes in mass attitudes on various issues, and supply-side perspec-
tives, which reveal how parties across the ideological spectrum respond to the crisis.
On the demand side, survey data is used to analyze changes in mass attitudes on
issues ranging from defense policy to sanctions to refugees. Experiments help uncover
individual-level motivations underlying EU policy preferences. Longitudinal surveys
reveal opinion dynamics within countries over time. On the supply side, social media
and content analysis uncover how parties across the ideological spectrum, and radical
right parties in particular, react to the crisis. This combination of demand-side and supply-
side perspectives provides a multifaceted understanding of how political actors respond
to external shocks. The focus on ongoing opinion and party position changes enables
unique insights into real-time shifts as the conflict situation evolves.

The EU’s involvement in the Russian war in Ukraine
The European Union’s response to the Russian invasion of Ukraine of February 24th
2022 was swift and decisive. The EU, which had various sanction regimes imposed on
Russia following its 2014 annexation of Crimea, deployed initial sanctions in the days
prior to the invasion, in response to Russian troops amassing on the border and into pre-
viously occupied ares (Erlanger and Stevis-Gridneff, 2022). In the days following the
invasion, EU member states, in an unprecedented show of unity, imposed immediate
sanctions on the Russian state and its elites. An initial list of sanctions was drawn on
the day of the invasion. This was followed on February 28th by a package banning trans-
actions with the Russian Central Bank, as well as a 500 million Euro initial military aid
package to Ukraine (Commission, 2023b). On March 2nd came the SWIFT ban on seven
Russian banks, which excluded them from international transactions. EU member states
were comparatively slower and more gradual in imposing sanctions on Russian energy,
for reasons elaborated in the piece by Oana et al. (2025). On April 8th came the first set of
energy sanctions, as the EU banned imports of coal and other solid fossil fuels, as well as
several other imports and exports from and to Russia. This was followed on May 30-31st
by bans on crude oil and petroleum products (with an exception for pipelines)
(Strupczewski, 2022). Sanctions were continuously updated and expanded as the war
progressed. On December 3rd, 2022, EU member states agreed on a price cap of 60
USD per barrel of oil, further expanded in February 2023.

Just as EU member states showed unity with regards to sanctions on Russia, so too did
they show unity when it came to solidarity with Ukraine. EU countries quickly embraced
Ukrainian refugees, and on March 4th the Council activated the Temporary Protection
Directive, automatically granting Ukrainians residency permits, access to employment
and social welfare for up to three years (Moise et al., 2023). Over four million refugees
benefit from protection inside EU countries, the majority (over two million) in Germany
and Poland. The EU also provided, together with other Western allies, critical military,
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humanitarian, and economic aid, amounting to 67 billion EUR in the first year following
the invasion (Commission, 2023a), offerring another 50 billion in support through 2027
(Baczynska, 2023).

Thus, while the EU is not a direct belligerent, it is deeply involved in Russia’s war
against Ukraine. It has taken a clear adversarial position against Russian aggression,
against which it has imposed sanctions that also hurt member state economies. The EU
has taken extraordinary measures to aid Ukraine. Member states continue to deal with
the repercussions from rising energy prices. The security crisis created by the war has
also upended decades of EU foreign policy, and military policy consensus in member
states. Against this backdrop, we ask how such a momentous event might impact the
structure of the European polity itself.

Rokkan vs. Tilly: European polity-formation in times of crisis
How should we expect the EU’s political structure to be affected in the wake of the
Russian invasion of Ukraine? Working in the Rokkanian tradition, Ferrera et al.
(2024) start from the observation that rather than being weakened by the many crises
it has faced in the past 15 years (financial, euro-zone, refugees, Brexit, COVID), the
EU has shown remarkable resilience and even further strengthened itself. In order to
explain this resilience, this “polity formation” literature studies the endogenous processes
that lead polities to centralize or disintegrate. Following Rokkan (1999) and Hirschman
(1970), it argues that states form by building boundaries which discourage exit options,
and by building representation which empowers voice. Fulfilling these roles in turn gen-
erates system loyalty and identification. Crises come as disruptors. The dynamics of a
crisis impact the competency distribution between the EU and member states. The emer-
ging conflict configurations determine the scope of policy response and the subsequent
distribution of competences (Truchlewski et al., 2024). For instance, Wang and Moise
(2023) find that perceived short-term and long-term threats amplify public demand for
more centralized and unified EU foreign and security policies in the wake of the
Russian invasion of Ukraine, supporting the “polity formation” logic in times of crisis.
Importantly, this “polity-formation” literature is agnostic as to whether these processes
lead to more or less polity-building, which depends on these dynamics.

What is crucial is the crisis dynamic. Crises which hit all member states symmetric-
ally, and which are perceived to be outside the control of member states, are more
likely to elicit cooperative and solidaristic responses from member states, empowering
the center to take action (Ferrara and Kriesi, 2022). Common threats create a sense of
transnational compassion which facilitates joint-decision making (Genschel and
Jachtenfuchs, 2021). The Russian invasion of Ukraine clearly fulfills the criteria of
being externally generated, outside the control of member states. In terms of symmetry,
the picture is more complex and policy-dependent. On the energy front, all member states
were hit with energy price hikes. However, some member states had higher reliance on
Russian energy than others, which meant that they had the added burden of finding
new energy sources in the face of shortages (Oana et al., 2025). In terms of refugees,
frontline states (Poland, Hungary, Romania) were harder hit in the short term by
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transiting refugees, while destination states (primarily Poland and Germany) took a
higher burden of refugees in the long term. Some asymmetries are also visible in the
defense realm. Countries such as Poland and Romania feel more exposed to Russian
aggression and vulnerable to spill-overs, while non-NATO countries, such as Austria
and Sweden (as of yet not accepted into NATO), cannot rely on NATO security
guarantees.

Nonetheless, while some degree of asymmetry exists, it may be overcome by the
shared sense of threat and involvement in the conflict. As several contributions to the
special section argue, in particular (Moise et al., 2025), the Russian invasion of
Ukraine adds another dimension to the crisis dynamics, besides symmetry and exogene-
ity. What sets the war apart from COVID, with which it shares the initial two character-
istics, is that it is a geopolitical struggle with an actor (Russia) with strategic interests
against the EU. Threat from a strategic actor is different from the threat of a mindless
virus. The actor can adapt to your measures, escalate, and generally attempt to outman-
euver you. This type of threat therefore requires more systematic coordination, quicker
response times, and strategic long-term planning.

This logic is better captured in the bellicist literature, started by Riker (1964) and
developed by Tilly (1985). In short, the Tillians argue that “war made the state and the
state made war” (Tilly, 1975: 42). The threat of war pushes small political units to
bind together in order to survive the threat (Cederman et al., 2023). The benefits of cen-
tralization outweigh the costs and loss of sovereignty (Moise et al., 2024). The mechan-
ism runs through taxation, necessary to maintain a standing army, which then creates
demand for representation. More recently, and prior to the Russian invasion of
Ukraine, Kelemen and McNamara (2021) have argued that it was the lack of external
threat that has resulted in an imbalanced EU, which was focused on market-making
but lacks coercive power. The “bellicist logic” makes two specific claims which the arti-
cles in this special section aim to test. The first, the “threat mechanism,” claims that
greater threat increases both elite and public support for integration. The second, the
“consensus mechanism,” claims that the war should create greater unity among both
elites and the public (Steiner et al., 2023).

This argument has been criticized from several directions when applied to the Russian
invasion of Ukraine. First, the EU was not directly attacked and does not face an immi-
nent military threat. Nonetheless, as elaborated in the previous section, the EU is heavily
affected by the war and is heavily involved in it, taking a clear side. As the contribution
by Moise and Wang (2025) makes clear, the level of threat perception by EU citizens is
quite high. Second, EU member states differ from sub-units that would go on to form
nation-states by the fact that they already have well developed state powers, including
armies, taxation, and welfare (Ferrera, 2005). Finally, given that most EU countries are
members of NATO, and all benefit from US security guarantees, the functional pressure
to develop military competences is low (Genschel, 2022).

The articles in this special section go further in this debate by unpacking how a “bel-
licist”mechanism might work across different policy fields, and how it might impact both
public opinion and political parties. They also show the limits of such a mechanism, as
unity may be undermined by the costs of the war, politicization, and internal conflict.
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The “polity formation” literature complements the “bellicist” logic by showing how inte-
gration may be spurred in domains other than defence. Following a “social-security logic”
(Ferrera and Schelkle, 2023;Moise et al., 2023), the war may be bringing EUmember states
together in order to compensate for the costs of the war and EU policy aiding Ukraine. This
might imply direct compensation to countries that are harder hit by the crisis (e.g. Poland and
Germany for taking inmost refugees) or EU-widemeasures to attenuate the impact of higher
energy prices. Previous literature has found high support among the public for measures tar-
geting social security at the EU level due to the war (Natili and Visconti, 2023).Market inte-
gration fuels high expectations of social security among citizens (Ferrera, 2020). To the
degree that the war exacerbates EU economic vulnerabilities, such a mechanismmay gener-
ate higher demand for compensation at the EU level.

The contributions to this special section combine these different perspectives.
Ultimately, the differences between the Rokkanian and Tillian perspectives need
not be irreconcilable. Indeed, as argued by (Moise et al., 2025) the Tillian bellicist
logic need not operate solely through taxation, but rather can activate different vul-
nerabilities of a polity. Fabbrini (2023) argues that the war in Ukraine has strength-
ened the rationale for expanding the NGEU fund due to fiscal pressure created by the
war. He argues that the EU response to the Russian invasion would have been stron-
ger had it not been for structural weaknesses in fiscal policy, thus creating pressure
for reform. Additionally, member states may require further aid to cover the costs of
energy transition and humanitarian assistance to refugees. Thus, while some func-
tionalist arguments point to the fact that the EU may not develop defense functions
(Genschel and Schimmelfennig, 2022), the war may nonetheless spur further integra-
tion in fiscal policy, to “safeguard the European economy and strategic autonomy”
(Fabbrini, 2023: 157). Conversely, the Rokkanian mechanism of generating
system loyalty by promising protection though boundary-building may become acti-
vated as the EU may be seen as (partly) responsible the security of citizens. Similarly
to COVID, the Russian war in Ukraine may trigger a response meant to address the
weaknesses of the EU and the possible negative effects on the union through
inaction, through polity maintenance (Alexander-Shaw et al., 2023; Ferrera et al.,
2021).

The conditions under which polity maintenance can be activated during the Russian
war in Ukraine remain to be theorized and tested. We posit two mechanisms: increase
in problem pressure and increase in political pressure. Problem pressure refers to
increased threat to the polity. When EU member states were facing energy shortages
and price hikes due to sanctions and Russia cutting off energy flows, their energy minis-
ters came together and agreed on energy price caps in order to lower costs (Abnett, 2022).
Increasing problem pressure might also come from an escalation in the conflict. Oana
et al. (2025) test this hypothesis in an experimental design to see if Russian escalation
results in higher demand for EU energy solidarity. Other sources may be the long-term
burden of hosting refugees or spiraling inflation. The second mechanism, increasing pol-
itical pressure, may be activated by increasing the salience of the war. This may come
about if the dynamic of the war shifts dramatically, particularly in Russia’s favor, threa-
tening EU allies and geopolitical interests. Political pressure can be activated when elites
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politicize policy responses. Most crucially for the crisis at hand, it remains to be seen to
what degree the far right can capitalize on public frustrations over the costs of EU support
in the war.

Ultimately, problem pressure and political pressure resulting from the crisis situation
do not translate directly into policy and polity changes. Political actors, constrained by
public opinion, are the ones who make the binding decisions for how to deal with the
crisis. Integration need not mean centralization, but strengthening of the member states
(Genschel and Jachtenfuchs, 2014; Milward, 1992) The following section elaborates
on how the contributions in this special section contribute to these debates, focusing
first on the supply side of policy (i.e. political parties), and then the demand side (i.e.
public opinion).

Supply and demand in the politics of European integration
National political parties stand as pivotal actors in the politicization of European integra-
tion. Their stances and responses to the European project, as explored by Almeida (2012),
have been shown to vary significantly across party families and countries. For instance,
while some parties have historically been more favorable toward integration, others, espe-
cially radical right and national-conservative factions, have often mobilized national
identities against it. This divergence in party responses has been further complicated
by the potential disconnect between the positions of MEPs and the preferences of the
national electorates they represent. The Europeanization of politics, as discussed by
Caramani (2015), has also led to shifts in electoral integration, party systems, and even
ideological convergence within European party families. Furthermore, issues like immi-
gration have added layers of complexity to party politics in the EU, leading to changing
dynamics in party competition and increased ideological uncertainty (Odmalm, 2014).
Given the relative weakness of the party system at the European level, these parties, espe-
cially those leaning toward the radical right, have been particularly active at the member
state level, aiming to influence national positions on European matters.

The study presented by Wang and Altiparmakis (2025) offers a deep dive into the
evolving dynamics of radical right parties, especially those previously sympathetic to
Putin. By utilizing large language models (LLMs) to analyze a decade’s worth of
Facebook posts from eleven European radical right parties, the paper provides insights
into these parties’ shifting stances concerning Russia and the EU. The findings suggest
a strategy of obfuscation post-invasion. Most radical right parties altered their
pro-Russia stance, and these parties navigate the complex waters of public opinion by
deflecting attention from the war, leveraging the Ukrainian events to reinforce their
anti-EU narratives. This obfuscation strategy resonates with the broader theoretical
framework of “constraining dissensus” (Hooghe and Marks, 2009), where external pres-
sures lead to strategic political maneuvering. As European integration becomes more
salient and politicized, public opinion becomes more polarized, constraining elite
actions. In the context of the Ukraine crisis, these parties strategically navigate the polar-
ized landscape, avoiding a clear stance that might alienate their base or appear out of
touch with broader public sentiment.
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Building on these party-specific analyses, Sojka et al. (2025) offers a broader perspec-
tive on the Europeanization of political discourse post-invasion. By analyzing a unique
dataset of 591,472 Facebook posts from 175 national political parties in the EU from
2019 to 2023, the study sheds light on how the war has influenced European political dia-
logue. The evident rise in mentions of European institutions in domestic political discus-
sions post-invasion underscores the European dimension of the conflict. This trend,
juxtaposed against the strategies of specific party groups, paints a comprehensive
picture of the evolving political landscape in Europe, echoing the earlier discussions
on neo-functionalism which anticipates that external threats might foster greater trans-
national solidarity and support for further EU integration. The conflict, by emphasizing
the European dimension, might be fostering a sense of transnational solidarity, as
parties and the public alike recognize the need for a collective European response.

These contributions on the supply side illuminate the intricate interplay between party
politics and broader European integration narratives. The Ukraine conflict, as these
studies reveal, has not only reshaped individual party strategies but has also influenced
the broader discourse on European integration, with implications that will likely reverber-
ate for years to come. At the same time, the partisan difference also has significant impli-
cations for understanding individuals’ attitudes on the demand side (De Vries and
Edwards, 2009). It has been shown that people rely on their party affiliation as a guide
when forming opinions on and these cues then influence voters to align with their
party’s position (Kam, 2005; Petersen et al., 2013).

Turning to the demand side, European politics is often considered low salience for
voters, as highlighted by the lower turnout for European elections compared to national
ones. On top of this, EU policy-making is highly technical and complex, while informa-
tion is scarce (Marks and Steenbergen, 2002). However, in crisis times, European politics
may take on additional salience, as EU issues get debated in both the national and EU
arena, and headlines focus on the crisis. The war in Ukraine, similar to COVID, domi-
nated headlines and brought renewed attention to common European decision-making
(Barthel and Bürkner, 2020).

Moise and Wang (2025) analyze the dynamics of European citizens’ support for
Ukraine in the conflict. They analyze the determinants for support for de-escalation strat-
egies that would offer concessions to Russia (such as trading Ukrainian territory for
peace, or limiting military aid). Using panel data, they distinguish between utilitarian
and ideological considerations. They find that ideological factors, primarily trust in
Ukraine and Russia but also political ideology and national identity, are the most import-
ant in determining support for such strategies. Utilitarian and material concerns have an
important, but smaller effect, as individuals who perceive higher threat and personal eco-
nomic costs for the war are more likely to support appeasement. Ultimately, they show
that support for Ukraine remains strong (with the exception of Hungary), with small divi-
sions based on partisan lines.

Two articles dive deeper into public support of specific policies at the EU level, util-
izing experimental designs. Moise et al. (2025) build on the “bellicist” literature and the-
orize that external threats can drive polity-formation in diverse policy fields, not just
defense or taxation. Threats expose vulnerabilities, leading to benefits of centralizing
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affected domains. They posit two types of challenges that emerge from threats: a direct
one posed by the geopolitical challenge of Russia, and an indirect one of maintaining
unity among member states. They test the theory utilizing a conjoint experiment in
five pivotal countries. The design evaluates which policy areas EU citizens prefer
more coordination in and which areas influence their political program choices.
Findings reveal a strong consensus for sharing refugee costs across different ideologies
and nations. However, agreement in other policy areas is more divisive, indicating that
consensus-building is essential before implementing broader polity-formation measures.
Oana et al. (2025) focus on sharing the burden of energy costs at the EU level and energy
sanctions on Russia. They start from the asymmetry between countries when it comes to
public debt and energy dependence on Russia, providing a test of whether the asymmetric
aspects of the war divide member state publics. Among seven countries in the experimen-
tal study, only Hungarians prefer, on average, to continue Russian energy imports. They
show that increasing problem pressure, escalation of the conflict by Russia, increases
acceptance of sanctions, as does burden-sharing at the EU level. Importantly, while
there is wide consensus between countries, there are strong ideological divisions
within countries, that may yet undermine unity.

Discussion and conclusion
The Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has undeniably reshaped the European political
landscape, prompting a reevaluation of the European Union’s role, its internal dynamics,
and its relationshipwith external actors. This special section has delved deep into themulti-
faceted implications of the conflict, offering insights into the intricate interplay between
public opinion, party politics, and the broader narratives of European integration.

The articles in the special section have sought to test key implications of two key the-
ories, “the bellicist logic” and the “polity-formation logic,” when it comes to political
integration in the EU in the aftermath of the Russian invasion of Ukraine. First, they ana-
lyzed the key implications of the “bellicist logic”, namely that greater threat leads to
greater unity among elites and the public and to greater demand for political integration.
On the supply side, Sojka et al. (2025) found that the war increased the degree of vertical
Europeanisation of political discourse, in line with the threat mechanism. In addition,
supported also by the findings of Wang and Altiparmakis (2025), the far right has
grown more silent as it tried to hide its affinities with Putin’s regime. Nonetheless,
they show evidence which contradicts the consensus mechanism, by showing that
there are important ideological differences at the elite level.

At the public opinion level, the articles show that the role of threat in nuanced. Oana
et al. (2025) demonstrate experimentally that a severe Russian escalation in the war is
associated with greater support for energy sanctions. However, a temporal increase in
the threat perception of individuals makes them more likely to want to stop support for
Ukraine (Moise and Wang, 2025). Thus, greater problem pressure in the form of
higher threat increases within-EU solidarity but appears to limit solidarity with
Ukraine. Ultimately, the evidence for the threat mechanism is mixed. Moreover, in
line with recent findings at the party level (Hooghe et al., 2024), the articles in the
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special section find that the effect of threat is less important when compared to ideological
divides and views on the war. The public opinion articles also offer some evidence
against the consensus mechanism of the “bellicist logic” by showing that there is hetero-
geneity in support for EU policies, in particular for defence policy and appeasement
toward Russia.

The Rokkanian “polity-formation” approach offers several implications tested by the
articles. First, the external nature of the crisis, despite some asymmetries in how countries
are affected across policy fields, has resulted in limited cross-national differences in
public support for common EU policies and further centralization, in particular for
refugee and energy policy (Moise et al., 2025; Oana et al., 2025). On the elite level,
Sojka et al. (2025) show only modest differences between parties in countries that are
close to the conflict and those that are further away. Second, Moise et al. (2025) argue
that a “polity-maintenance logic,” on top of a “bellicist logic” is responsible for the dif-
ferential support for EU integration across policy fields. Support for sharing costs for
refugees or energy has important implications for polity-formation, as it implies increas-
ing resources at the EU level and transferring of competences. On the other hand, there is
less consensus in favor of centralizing foreign or defense policy across countries.

Second, the different examinations also investigate the degree of heterogeneity within
countries in order to evaluate the extent of the political pressure faced by elites. Moise
et al. (2025) find that support for refugee policy, and to a lesser degree energy policy, cuts
across ideological lines. Energy solidarity is also supported by Oana et al. (2025) who,
despite finding some ideological divides, show that all groups support energy sanctions.
Divisions are, however, larger for foreign policy, defense policy, and regarding appeasement
strategies (Moise andWang, 2025).Coupledwith thefindings frompolitical parties, showing
the timid reactionof the far right,we conclude that both the demandand supply side show little
prospect for forming a strong “constraining dissensus”on integration following the start of the
war. Thus, political pressure is low, and conditions are ripe for elites to push integration
forward. The question remains as to whether elites would be incentivized to do so.

The external threat posed by the war in Ukraine has also reignited debates on the EU’s
competencies and its role in addressing such challenges. The bellicist literature, which
posits that external threats drive polity-formation, finds resonance in the EU’s response
to the war. While the EU may not directly develop defense functions, the conflict has
spurred discussions on deeper integration in other areas, such as fiscal policy and
energy security, as predicted by the social-security logic and the polity-maintenance
mechanism of the Rokkanian approach.

The Russian invasion of Ukraine has presented the European Union with one of its
most significant challenges in recent history. The contributions in this special section
offer an exploration of the conflict’s implications for European integration, public
opinion, and party politics. While the path forward is uncertain, the discussions in this
issue underscore the resilience of the European project and the potential for deeper inte-
gration in the face of external threats.

Looking ahead, the reelection of Donald Trump in 2024 raises additional questions
about the EU’s trajectory. Trump’s first term reshaped transatlantic relations, undermin-
ing trust in traditional alliances like NATO and the broader multilateral order. A second
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term could amplify these dynamics, potentially reducing U.S. support for Ukraine, weak-
ening NATO, and further isolating the EU as a geopolitical actor. Whether this scenario
will serve as a critical juncture—compelling the EU to accelerate its path toward strategic
autonomy in defense, energy security, and fiscal coordination—remains to be seen. The
findings in this special section thus provide crucial insights into how the EU might navi-
gate these geopolitical challenges, balancing internal unity with external resilience in an
increasingly uncertain global order.

Acknowledgments
The authors would like to thank all of the contributors to the special section for their work and feed-
back on all papers. They also appreciate the support of the European Union Politics editors.
Finally, they are grateful to all of the members of the SOLID-ERC research project, which made
possible the data collection, as well as extensive feedback on this special section.

Author contributions
The authors contributed equally to this article.

Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the followingfinancial support for the research, authorship, and/or pub-
lication of this article: This work was supported by the European Research Council under the Synergy
Grant number 810356 (ERC_SYG_2018), in the scope of the project SOLID—Policy Crisis and Crisis
Politics, Sovereignty, Solidarity and Identity in the EU post-2008 and by the Dutch Ministry of
Education, Culture and Science (OCW) under the Starter Grant, in the scope of the project NEST—
Navigating the Storm: European Political Contestation in Geopolitical Transformation.

ORCID iD
Chendi Wang https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6422-9910

Data availability statement
Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analyzed during the
current study.

References
Abnett K (2022) EU countries agree gas price cap to contain energy crisis. Reuters.
Alexander-Shaw K, Ganderson J and Schelkle W (2023) The strength of a weak centre: Pandemic

politics in the European Union and the United States. Comparative European Politics 21(4):
448–469.

Almeida D (2012) The Impact of European Integration on Political Parties: Beyond the Permissive
Consensus. London, UK: Taylor & Francis.

Baczynska G (2023) EU offers Ukraine 50 billion Euros through 2027. Reuters.
Barthel M and Bürkner HJ (2020) Ukraine and the big moral divide: What biased media coverage

means to East European borders. Geopolitics 25(3): 633–657.

306 European Union Politics 26(2)

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6422-9910
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6422-9910


Caramani D (2015) The Europeanization of Politics: The Formation of a European Electorate and
Party System in Historical Perspective. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Cederman LE, Galano Toro P, Girardin L et al. (2023) War did make states: Revisiting the bellicist
paradigm in early modern Europe. International Organization 77(2): 324–362.

Commission (2023a) EU solidarity with Ukraine. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/eu-
response-ukraine-invasion/eu-solidarity-ukraine/.

Commission (2023b) Timeline—EU restrictive measures against Russia over Ukraine. https://
www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-
ukraine/history-restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/.

Cross MKD (2017) The Politics of Crisis in Europe. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
De Vries CE (2018) Euroscepticism and the Future of European Integration. Oxford, UK: Oxford

University Press.
De Vries CE and Edwards EE (2009) Taking Europe to its extremes: Extremist parties and public

Euroscepticism. Party Politics 15(1): 5–28.
Erlanger S and Stevis-Gridneff M (2022) Europe sanctions Russia over Ukraine crisis, coordinating

squeeze with the U.S. The New York Times.
Fabbrini F (2023) EU Fiscal Capacity: Legal Integration After COVID-19 and the War in Ukraine.

Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Ferrara FM and Kriesi H (2022) Crisis pressures and European integration. Journal of European

Public Policy 29(9): 1351–1373.
Ferrera M (2005) The Boundaries of Welfare: European Integration and the New Spatial Politics of

Social Protection. OUP Catalogue, Oxford University Press. https://ideas.repec.org/b/oxp/
obooks/9780199284672.html (accessed 2015-05-07).

Ferrera M (2020) Mass democracy, the welfare state and European integration: A neo-Weberian
analysis. European Journal of Social Theory 23(2): 165–183.

Ferrera M, Kriesi H and Schelkle W (2024) Maintaining the EU’s compound polity during the long
crisis decade. Journal of European Public Policy 31(3): 706–728.

Ferrera M, Miró J and Ronchi S (2021) Walking the road together? EU polity maintenance during
the COVID-19 crisis. West European Politics 44(5-6): 1329–1352.

Ferrera M and Schelkle W (2023) The social security logic and the formation of the European
polity. In: Paper presented at the EGPP Annual Conference: “Multidimensional Crises and
Their Impact on European Politics and Governance”, EUI Robert Schuman Center.

Genschel P (2022) Bellicist integration? The war in Ukraine, the European Union and core state
powers. Journal of European Public Policy 29(12): 1885–1900.

Genschel P (2025) Conclusion – external threat and internal divisions: How the war in
Ukraine shapes mass politics in the EU. European Union Politics 26(2): 442–450.

Genschel P and Jachtenfuchs M (2014) Beyond the Regulatory Polity?: The European Integration
of Core State Powers. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Genschel P and Jachtenfuchs M (2021) Postfunctionalism reversed: Solidarity and reborder-
ing during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of European Public Policy 28(3):
350–369.

Genschel P and Schimmelfennig F (2022) War, political development, and European integration: A
debate on Kelemen and McNamara’s ‘state-building and the European Union’. Journal of
European Public Policy 29(12): 1867–1870.

Haas EB (1958) Uniting of Europe: Political, Social, and Economic Forces, 1950-1957. Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press.

Hirschman AO (1970) Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, Organizations, and
States. Vol. 25. Cambridge, UK: Harvard university press.

Moise and Wang 307

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/eu-response-ukraine-invasion/eu-solidarity-ukraine/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/eu-response-ukraine-invasion/eu-solidarity-ukraine/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/eu-response-ukraine-invasion/eu-solidarity-ukraine/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/history-restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/history-restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/history-restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/history-restrictive-measures-against-russia-over-ukraine/
https://ideas.repec.org/b/oxp/obooks/9780199284672.html
https://ideas.repec.org/b/oxp/obooks/9780199284672.html
https://ideas.repec.org/b/oxp/obooks/9780199284672.html


Hoeffler C, Hofmann SC and Mérand F (2024) The polycrisis and EU security and defence com-
petences. Journal of European Public Policy 31(10): 3224–3248.

Hooghe L and Marks G (2009) A postfunctionalist theory of European integration: From permis-
sive consensus to constraining dissensus. British Journal of Political Science 39(1): 1–23.

Hooghe L, Marks G, Bakker R et al. (2024) The Russian threat and the consolidation of the West:
How populism and EU-skepticism shape party support for Ukraine. European Union Politics
25(3): 459–482.

Jeannet AM, Heidland T and RuhsM (2021)What asylum and refugee policies do Europeans want?
Evidence from a cross-national conjoint experiment. European Union Politics 22(3): 353–376.

Jones E, Kelemen D and Meunier S (2021) Failing forward? Crises and patterns of European inte-
gration. Journal of European Public Policy 28(10): 1519–1536.

Kam CD (2005) Who toes the party line? Cues, values, and individual differences. Political
Behavior 27(2): 163–182.

Kelemen RD and McNamara KR (2021) State-building and the European Union: Markets, war, and
Europe’s uneven political development. Comparative Political Studies 55(6): 18–34.

Mader M, Gavras K, Hofmann SC et al. (2024) International threats and support for European
security and defence integration: Evidence from 25 countries. European Journal of Political
Research 63(2): 433–454.

Marks G and Steenbergen M (2002) Understanding political contestation in the European Union.
Comparative Political Studies 35(8): 879–892.

Milward AS (1992) The European Rescue of the Nation State. Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press.

Moise AD, Dennison J and Kriesi H (2023) European attitudes to refugees after the Russian inva-
sion of Ukraine. West European Politics 47(2): 356–381.

Moise AD, Natili M, Oana IE et al. (2023) Introduction: EU polity building after the Russian inva-
sion of Ukraine. Journal of European Public Policy 30(8): 1657–1661.

Moise AD, Oana IE, Truchlewski Z et al. (2025) Two functionalist logics of European Union polity
formation under external threat: Evidence from a conjoint experiment. European Union Politics
26(2): 369–392.

Moise AD, Truchlewski Z and Oana IE (2024) Tilly versus Milward: Experimental evidence of
public preferences for European defense amidst the Russian threat. Political Behavior.

Moise AD and Wang C (2025) Appeasement or solidarity? Uncovering the drivers of European
public opinion on the EU’s foreign policy. European Union Politics 26(2): 418–441.

Moravcsik A (1998) The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power From Messina to
Maastricht. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Natili M and Visconti F (2023) A different logic of polity building? The Russian invasion of
Ukraine and EU citizens’ demand for social security. Journal of European Public Policy
30(8): 1699–1713.

Oana IE, Moise AD and Truchlewski Z (2025) Demand-side constraints on European solidarity for
energy sanctions: Experimental evidence from seven EU countries. European Union Politics
26(2): 344–368.

Odmalm P (2014) The Party Politics of the EU and Ommigration. Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Petersen MB, Skov M, Serritzlew S et al. (2013) Motivated reasoning and political parties:
Evidence for increased processing in the face of party cues. Political Behavior 35(4): 831–854.

Pollack MA (2003) The Engines of European Integration: Delegation, Agency, and Agenda Setting
in the EU. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

308 European Union Politics 26(2)



Riker WH (1964) Federalism: Origin, Operation, Significance. Boston: Little, Brown and
Company.

Rokkan S (1999) State Formation, Nation-Building, and Mass Politics in Europe: The Theory of
Stein Rokkan: Based on His Collected Works. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Sojka A, Palanca JT, Crespo FC et al. (2025) Russian invasion as a European issue: Vertical
Europeanisation of national political debates and the war in Ukraine. European Union
Politics 26(2): 310–343.

Steiner ND, Berlinschi R, Farvaque E et al. (2023) Rallying around the EU flag: Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine and attitudes toward European integration. JCMS: Journal of Common Market
Studies 61(2): 283–301.

Strupczewski J (2022) EU’s 6th sanctions package against Russia, including oil. Reuters.
Tilly C (ed) (1975) The Formation of National States in Western Europe. 1st ed. Princeton, NJ:

Princeton University Press.
Tilly C (1985) War making and state making as organized crime. In: Evans P, Rueschemeyer D and

Skocpol T (eds.) Bringing the State Back In. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
pp. 169–186.

Truchlewski Z, Kriesi H, Moise AD et al. (2024) Pandemic Polity: How COVID-19 Contributed to
Building the European Polity in the EU. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Van der Brug W, Gattermann K and de Vreese CH (2022) Electoral responses to the increased con-
testation over European integration. The European Elections of 2019 and beyond. European
Union Politics 23(1): 3–20.

Wagner W (2024) Contesting Western support for Ukraine. The radical left in the European
Parliament. Journal of European Integration 1–23.

Wang C andAltiparmakis A (2025)What happened to Putin’s friends? The radical right’s reaction to
the Russian invasion on social media. European Union Politics 26(2): 393–417.

Wang C and Moise AD (2023) A unified autonomous Europe? Public opinion of the EU’s foreign
and security policy. Journal of European Public Policy 30: 1679–1698.

Moise and Wang 309


	 Introduction
	 The EU’s involvement in the Russian war in Ukraine
	 Rokkan vs. Tilly: European polity-formation in times of crisis
	 Supply and demand in the politics of European integration
	 Discussion and conclusion
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


