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IN MEMORIAN

In the preface to Walther Leisler Kiep’s memoirs, former US Ambassador John
C. Kornblum described a conversation the two once had. Asked how he wanted
to be remembered, Walther answered: “as someone who sets things in motion.”
This wish of the “best foreign minister we never had,” as Theo Sommer
described him in DIE ZEIT, was certainly fulfi l led. 

As a statesman, a businessman, and a diplomat, Walther Leisler Kiep caused a
great deal of movement, even into his advanced age. Indeed, there are few
personas that are so highly regarded in the USA, Russia, and China alike. What
is more, the Bridge Builder had an extraordinary abil ity to inspire trust
between parties that began as distrustful of each other. As long-time chairman
of Atlantik-Brücke, Walther Leisler Kiep also contributed to the miracle of
postwar Germany and its transformation from pariah to partner. 

This experienced and able politician, who had made his name as a great trans-
Atlanticist, also worked over decades for peaceful cooperation with our
eastern neighbors. Together with Richard von Weizsäcker, he argued against
the mainstream in his own party in favor of the Brandt government’s treaties
with the East. Just after the fall of the Iron Curtain, he created the Youth for
Understanding Foundation with his companion Beate, so that young people
from the new German states could gain valuable experience in the West.
Walther saw to it that our Young Leaders Conferences took place in Ukraine,
Slovenia, Kosovo, Serbia, Georgia, Moldova, Armenia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan
and also in Turkey and Kurdistan-Iraq. 

Walther’s optimism and his great confidence appeared bear fruit by the early
1990’s. The world was growing more democratic and more liberal. Walther
actively supported the modernization partnership between Germany and
Russia. It was therefore all the more disappointing when progress began to
stagnate and mutual suspicions took hold once more. For that reason, Walther
wanted to make Germany’s relations to her eastern neighbors, including
Ukraine and Russia, one of the focal points of Global Bridges’ program. 

Dr. h.c. Walther Leisler Kiep
(1926-2016)
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With the First Walther Leisler Kiep Symposium, Global Bridges honored its
founding chairman on the occasion of his 90th birthday on January 5, 2016.
The theme “Germany’s Russia Policy at a Crossroads?” was his wish for the first
symposium on June 23. He passed away shortly before it ,  on May 9, 2016. The
high-level attendance of the symposia is a great testimony to his indefatigable
energy and his outstanding reputation. That we have all come together here
for the fifth time, with the generous support of Deutsche Bank, to discuss
solutions to some of the most important foreign policy questions of our time
and to build global bridges, is certainly in accordance with Walther’s wishes. 

We miss Walther Leisler Kiep more than ever today. We shall measure
ourselves by his conduct, his values, and his foresight and do our best to move
forward the very work that moved Walther.

Walther Leisler Kiep
January 5, 1926 (*)
May 9, 2016 (✝)

Beate Lindemann and Hans Albrecht
Global Bridges e.V.

Berlin, June 2022
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REPORT

On June 15 and 16, Global Bridges held its Fifth Walther Leisler Kiep
Symposium (henceforth WLK Symposium) in Berlin on the topic The War in
Ukraine: Implications for Europe’s Russia Policies .  Already the First
Walther Leisler Kiep Symposium half a decade ago, in the organization of which
Dr. Kiep actively contributed, had asked whether Germany’s Russia policies
were at a crossroads: While in 2016, the hope for an improvement of relations
with Russia prevailed, the panelists of the Fifth WLK Symposium agreed that
with Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, relations have taken irreparable damage and
Europe’s Russia policies wil l  need to be rethought. The term Zeitenwende was
repeatedly util ized to refer to Germany’s Russia policies, and throughout the
symposium, panelists and participants discussed the implications and potential
pitfalls of such policy reformulation on the German and European level.

Already on the eve of the WLK Symposium, former Latvian Minister of Defense
Imants Lieģis, now Senior Fellow at the Latvian Institute of International Affairs,
highlighted aspects of continuity and change in Russia’s foreign policy in his
opening speech: On the one hand, the country’s aggression against Ukraine
can be understood as the culmination of a process of geopolitical reassertion
under Russian President Vladimir Putin since at least 2008, which includes
targeted kil l ings in European Union (EU) countries, disinformation campaigns
and hybrid warfare. On the other hand, the February 24 full-scale invasion of
Ukraine represents a watershed moment given Russia’s utter disregard for, and
violation of, the principles of jus ad bellum  and jus in bello  – with war crimes
having been reported in Butcha, Borodjanka, Mariupol and elsewhere. In
response to the question posed in the title of the opening speech, the bridges
between Russia and the West have indeed been burned, with the exception of
intermittent diplomatic channels. 

by Malte Hohlfeld and Stephan Naumann
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The war in Ukraine appears to be approaching a violent statement. Fierce
Ukrainian resistance and support from NATO mean that Russia could not
achieve its original war aims, yet it has large swathes of Ukraine’s southern and
eastern regions under its control. In the face of a long and bloody war of
attrition unfolding, the human toll is l ikely to worsen. The pressing question of
how and under what circumstances the fighting may end was a central theme
of the first panel: Russia appears to bank on exhaustion in the West, with Putin
hoping that time will  play in his favor. 

Since his invasion in February, the dynamics on the ground seem to have
changed. Having gained the advantage in terms of arti l lery, Russia veered to a
more sustainable way of fighting. Beyond tactics, Moscow also appears to have
altered its war objectives. While the original goal of the war was regime
change, the Kremlin now seems intent on blocking Ukraine’s s access to the
Black Sea and turning the country into a territorially fractured and
economically unviable vassal state. Although the change in tactics and goals
does not imply that Russia is any closer to winning the war, it nevertheless
signifies that external support for Ukraine must be organized so as to allow
the country to defend itself in a prolonged war. 

There was agreement on the panel that a sustainable political solution to the
war would be desirable and that diplomatic efforts are worthwhile. However,
the options of any negotiated end to the war are crucially determined by the
relative positions on the battlefield, which makes military support for Ukraine
all the more important. Should Russia suggest a ceasefire agreement, many
participants agreed that it would not be l ikely to last. Trust in Putin has eroded
completely, or, as one panelist said,

INTRODUCTION

“One cannot reconcile with an ongoing evil - war ends, when Putin
ends.”
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View of the Atrium at
Deutsche Bank (Unter
den Linden)

Imants Lieģis giving his
opening remarks on
June 15, asking  “Has
Putin Finally Burnt All
Bridges With Western
Democracies?”
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In its discussion of the broader implications of the Russian war against
Ukraine, the first panel highlighted that the world has lost its global order, with
the invasion amplifying an existing trend towards great power confrontation
and a return of geopolitics. Ideas of an “age of l iberal peace” or an “end of
history” that seemed plausible at the unipolar moment in the 1990s and early
2000s now appear to be a gross miscalculation: Economic integration is no
longer a guarantee for peace, as the war in Ukraine painfully exemplifies.
Instead, hard power politics has replaced economic growth as the new global
currency. 

Several participants highlighted that the war should not be understood as a
conflict between Russia and NATO, but rather as one between Russia and
international law: Both in rhetoric and action, Russia has continuously and
aggressively reasserted itself. Already in 2005, Putin called the collapse of the
Soviet empire “the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the 20th century,” and
at the 2007 Munich Security Conference, firmly rejected the post-Cold War
order. The 2008 Russian military intervention in Georgia was a first indication
that Putin was will ing to pursue his strategic goals militarily.

THE WAR’S 
IMPLICATIONS

Sigmar Gabriel and 
Dr. Jana Puglierin
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The international reaction to Russia’s invasion of Georgia, marking Europe’s
first twenty-first century war, was to prove remarkably muted, with EU leaders
call ing for a ceasefire that appeared to favor Putin’s interest and the US call ing
for a reset in relations with the Kremlin. Putin’s rhetoric and military
transgressions were warning signs that the West was either unable or unwill ing
to see. Fast forward, many in the West are yet to grasp that Moscow’s
increasing authoritarianism and its aggressive foreign policy are two sides of
the same coin. Thus, a restoration of German-Russia relations as was the case
after 2008 is currently politically unfeasible, morally undesirable, and
strategically wrong.

The full-scale invasion of Ukraine also represents a significant escalation and
worsening of the security situation more globally. In l ight of the Kremlin’s
repeated nuclear threats, the panelists emphasized that these should be taken
seriously and that any bowing down could have long durée  implications for
global ( in)security: If nuclear threats and acts of aggression against the
territorial integrity of another states succeed, countries other than Russia
might be encouraged to employ tactical nuclear threats as well.

In terms of geopolitical alignment, the war has strengthened the axis between
Moscow and Beij ing. The Chinese leadership has sided with the Kremlin in
reiterating that the current world food crisis is to blame on NATO, particularly
on Western sanctions, as opposed to Russia blocking Ukrainian sea ports.
Furthermore, within international organizations, China has been supporting
Russia in its endeavors to the point where some might suspect a shared
agenda based on mutual opposition to the United States (US) and the attempt
to weaken transatlantic ties. The brewing confrontation between the US and
China may severely l imit the room of maneuver for formulating an independent
European policy, in spite of significant economic interests at play. 
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Question and Answer
during one of the
panels

The first panel dealing
with the long-term
implications of the war
for Europe's relations
with Ukraine and
Russia
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Russia’s war of conquest has shattered the i l lusion that a collaborative
European security order is possible. As Russia wil l  be a security threat for the
foreseeable future, one panelist stressed that 

In l ight of the new systemic conflict that is on the rise, the panel stressed the
need to formulate and implement a new Euro-Atlantic security architecture.
Coincidentally, since the end of the Trump administration, cooperation has
once again replaced confrontation in transatlantic relations, with the Biden
administration’s renewed commitment to NATO proving as crucial as ever in
times of uncertainty.

Given the Northern and Eastern European states’ geographic location on the
frontline and their leadership in supporting Ukraine, the center of gravity
within NATO is l ikely to shift from Central Europe eastward. These countries
have warned time and again against the expansionist ambitions of the Kremlin,
based on their historical knowledge and painful experience with Russian
imperialism. Within NATO, Poland and other frontline countries – together with
the US – were thought to assume policy leadership, given that the French-
German motor has lost credibil ity and trust, as several participants
emphasized. Berlin and Paris were accused of being indecisive at several
critical junctions, potentially undermining their abil ity to lead a European
defense project. In contrast, the preference of Northern and Eastern European
countries to organize their joint security through NATO has unequivocally been
reinvigorated, and NATO will  remain the central building bloc of the European
security architecture.

A NEW 
EUROPEAN SECURITY ORDER

“European security can now only be organized against Russia, not
with  Russia.”
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A sober analysis is a prerequisite for sound policy reformulation, and it must
acknowledge that Germany’s Russia policies have failed. Neither Wandel durch
Handel  nor Wandel durch Annäherung  have been the magic formula to deal with
an autocrat as many may have hoped. While Germany has been a strong
advocate of the soft-power and economic diplomacy approach in the past, it
was noted that cooperation based on selective engagements can only be
applied to a very l imited extent today. In a world that has become increasingly
competitive, new ideas and a firm stance are needed, while keeping open
channels for political dialogue with the Kremlin wherever possible. 

Marking not only a watershed moment in Germany’s Russia policies, but in its
defence policy more generally, the term Zeitenwende encapsulates the needed
policy reformulation. Yet, as several panelists stressed, German Chancellor
Olaf Scholz’ February announcement is only the beginning of a reformulation
process, rather than its end point – and it needs to be sustained with political
capital and material resources. In particular, even though the measure entail
considerable changes to an array of policy fields, it remains to be seen which
strategic goals they should achieve and how they can be operationalized as
well as implemented.

“ZEITENWENDE”

Question and Answer
during the first session
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The second panel dealt with economic questions pertaining to Europe’s
policies towards Russia and Ukraine. While reconstruction is a chance for
Ukraine to overcome the consequences of war, the actual needs are difficult to
assess while the war is ongoing. As such, what a post-war Ukraine may look l ike
and how it might be reconstructed crucially depend on the result of the war. A
rump state Ukraine without access to the sea – possibly one of Putin’s strategic
goals – would eventually become a Russian vassal, regardless of the amount of
support received. What seems clear, however, is that the costs of
reconstruction will  be enormous, with one panelist describing the rebuilding of
Ukraine as a challenge as tantamount as the reconstruction of Germany after
the Second World War – and likewise requiring an international commitment in
the spirit of the Marshall Plan. 

Funding for reconstruction efforts could stem from frozen Russian assets in
the West, although there are significant legal hurdles involved. Moreover,
private sector investment, particularly in the digital services sector, which has
seen significant growth before the war, could also provide certain resources. In
order to fully reap the opportunities of private investment in Ukraine, however,
the country’s business environment needs improvement to facil itate the inflow
of foreign direct investment and attract innovative companies. In this regard,
closer integration with Europe is crucial, but not a precondition for private
businesses to step up their commitments.

Irrespective of the investments made by the private sector, external
government funding will  prove pivotal for the reconstruction of Ukraine.
However, any such foreign commitment should not be unconditional: Although
Ukraine has made significant progress in the years prior to the war, the
country sti l l  requires comprehensive reforms in terms of state capacity, the
rule of law, and the prevention of corruption. There was concern among the
panel that the provision of unconditional funding would serve as an invitation
for oligarchs to join the reconstruction bonanza without accountabil ity.

THE RECONSTRUCTION 
OF UKRAINE
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Another hurdle for reconstruction efforts may be the provision of long-term
security. An end of the war does not necessarily provide the level of security
needed for reconstruction, as, for instance, a contentious armistice would give
Moscow the leverage to threaten any meaningful endeavors. Therefore, Kyiv
needs a more robust security environment with relevant guarantees, although
the precise nature of such an arrangement is not only difficult to foresee, but
will  have an impact on the specific needs and opportunities of reconstruction. 

In a more immediate way, reconstruction also has a humanitarian dimension,
as it includes the rebuilding of basic infrastructure and the removal of
unexploded munitions, mines and rockets so as to facil itate the return of
displaced persons. Considering that Ukraine has faced demographic challenges
even before the war, the return of refugees – both internal and external – wil l
play a central role in supplying reconstruction efforts with the necessary
human capital. While some aspects of reconstruction can only be tackled once
the war has ended, these humanitarian aspects can and should be addressed
right away.

fRTL: Dr. habil Karolina
Wigura, Rolf Nikel, Dr.
Jana Puglierin, Dr. Liana
Fix and Professor Dr.
Friedbert Pflüger
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Support for Ukraine ought to go hand-in-hand with continued pressure on
Russia. The sanctions packages adopted by the EU are without precedent and
were adopted swiftly. Russia has effectively been cut off from the most
important capital markets globally. However, the Russian economy has now
bounced back from the immediate sanctions shock, with the domestic situation
being described by one panelist as “hopeless, but not serious.” Soaring
commodity prices have reduced the impact of sanctions – and Putin is yet to
face the fiscal imperative to end the war. 

In its assessment of the effectiveness of the sanctions in place, the panel was
somewhat divided: On the one hand, Russia is already suffering from limited
access to high-end technology and lower rates of productivity across its
economy. Such hardship is also evidenced by the Kremlin’s eagerness to place
sanctions relief on the agenda of negotiations. On the other hand, the effects
of sanctions are mainly felt by the Russian elites and within urban centers.
Furthermore, the country was able to counterbalance lost export revenues
from Europe in Asia, adversely impacting the effectiveness of sanctions. The
hope was expressed that sanction costs wil l  gradually increase over time. 

Beyond Russia itself,  maintaining sanctions pressure will  l ikely affect global
trade and finances. In the short term, they exacerbate already existing supply-
shortage-driven inflation. The Kremlin appears to leverage food staples, fossil
fuel production and rare earth extraction to increase the global costs of
opposition to its war. In these three areas, Russia’s share in global production
means that short-term supply shortages increase prices, with significant ripple
effects being felt throughout the world’s economies. In the longer term, the
impact of sanctions on global trade decreases, as Russia’s share of global
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is negligible, and strategically important imports
from Russia can be replaced in the mid-term. 

SANCTIONS 
AGAINST RUSSIA
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The third panel discussed the mid- and long-term implications of the war for
the global political and economic order. There was broad agreement that the
war in Ukraine should be understood as part of a larger struggle of non-
democratic actors attempting to overturn the rules-based international order.
The fear was expressed that Russia's invasion of Ukraine could provide China
with a blueprint to annex Taiwan. Indeed, Beij ing appears to keenly watch the
conflict and the international reactions to it ,  in a bid to draw lessons for its
own expansionist endeavors. It may have only been due to Ukraine's
steadfastness and resil ience, allowing for a united Western response to be
formulated and implemented, that prevented China from seeing a window of
opportunity with regards to Taiwan. Therefore, as one panelist pointedly put it ,

THE DEMISE OF
GLOBALIZATION?

“the defense of Taiwan begins in Ukraine”.

Dr. Junhua Zhang
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Just l ike the Korean War in the 1950s, which consolidated the fronts of the
Cold War, the war in Ukraine has begun to reshape the global order. In
particular, rather than a process of deglobalization, the panel described an
acceleration and materialization of a bloc confrontation between the US and
China. Whereas during the Cold War era such confrontation bred economic
boundaries, it is unlikely that full economic bifurcation will  take place this time
in age: Economic interlinkages between the two blocs are significantly more
developed now than they were when the US adopted its policy of economic
containment throughout the Cold War era. Even if both sides have an intrinsic
interest in economic decoupling, their mutual interdependence means that this
process may take years – if not even decades. 

Due to existing interdependencies, a mixed development – with economic
relations being maintained in one field, and decoupling taking place in others
that are deemed strategically sensible – was seen as the most l ikely scenario.
One central conclusion of the panel was that aspects that used to connect us,
be it trade, technology or connectivity, are increasingly being (mis)used to
divide us. Rather than abstaining from these activities, the awareness of such
dependencies ought to prompt a rethink of relations with, for instance, China,
based on the lessons learned from failed Russia policies. What is needed is a
clear awareness of the degree of asymmetry in existing interdependencies,
coupled with a clear policy on how to manage them.

With its updated Belt and Road Initiative, China is increasingly focusing on soft
power and technology, rather than debt-induced dependencies. With less
conditionality than the current Western model, where aid is often tied to
governance reform, the Chinese offer may be more attractive to local elites.
Hence, in their competition with China for influence, markets and resources,
Europe, the US and other democracies must not only increase their
commitments, but also the quality of their development cooperation – and
hold themselves to high standards of good governance at home so as to
counter perceptions of hypocrisy in the global South.

On the subject of climate change, the need to promote multi lateralism was
made abundantly clear by the panel. Instead of having been banned from the
international community, Russia made a conscious decision to “walk out” in
blatant disregard for international law. Against this background, global action
in general, and selective engagement with China in particular, seem crucial in
the attempt to stay as close to the two-degree target as possible. However,
potential dependencies should be kept in mind and a contingency plan should
be drawn up, for instance in case of a Chinese invasion of Taiwan. With the
trend towards bloc confrontation and partial economic bifurcation unlikely to
abate, the panel stressed the need to rethink China policies so as to avoid
dependencies that can be weaponized – as is the case with fossil fuels from
Russia.
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The Russian war against Ukraine is arguably the biggest challenge to the
European security order since the end of the Cold War. The February 24 multi-
directional invasion can be understood as the culmination of a process of
geopolitical reassertion which, rhetorically, began years before the 2008
Russo-Georgian War. The continuous escalation of this process is, at least
partially, the result of a clear miscalculation on the part of the West. A number
of implications for Europe’s Russia policies follow:

The idea that Russia could be changed through accommodation and trade was
flawed. Just as indecision is a decision, inaction is also a form of action – and
the West’s deterrence strategy proved wholly inadequate. With his invasion of
Ukraine, Putin also attacked the four pil lars of the post-Cold War European
order: integration in the EU, solidarity in NATO, l iberal democracy and the
inviolabil ity of national borders. At the same time, however, these pil lars have
also been reinvigorated by the current crisis, especially in view of Finland and
Sweden’s NATO membership bids or the granting of EU accession candidate
status to Ukraine and Moldova. There are tentative signs that the EU is
increasing its commitment to the Western Balkans, but if kept in the waiting
room for too long, their frustrations may grow and they could seek alternatives
to the Euro-Atlantic path.

While Ukraine certainly deserves a European perspective in its national survival
and defense of the European continent against Russia, the country has a long
way to go before EU accession can become a reality. Indeed, irrespective of the
war, the accession process ought to be by the book and formal negotiations
should only begin once the conditional reforms with regard to fostering the
rule of law and anti-corruption are carried out. 

CONCLUSION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
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Russia may not be rewarded by giving it a carte blanche  or allowing Putin to
drive Western all iances apart. Multi lateralism and cooperation with democratic
partners – whether in NATO, the EU or the G7 – is as crucial as ever to
formulate a coherent and effective policy that is attentive to potential
interdependencies that can be weaponized. Even though to Putin, economic
well-being does not seem to be a priority, the West needs to maintain and
strengthen sanctions pressure, as “other autocrats are watching.” Other global
economies – South Korea, Turkey, India, among others – should be pressured
to introduce sanctions of their own, as this wil l  increase the effectiveness of
the existing embargos. 

One undeniable outcome of Russia’s war against Ukraine is the sea change in
Germany’s security and foreign policy that Chancellor Olaf Scholz referred to in
his Zeitenwende-speech. Signifying a turn of the times and a historical
geopolitical shift,  the series of measures entail considerable changes to
Germany’s defence, finance, and energy policies – that, for the general public,
would have been unthinkable only a few weeks prior to Russia’s invasion. Even
though these changes may look impressive, only time will  tell whether they
reflect a truly systemic, strategic shift in the German foreign and security
policy, rather than a one-off emergency response. Already in the aftermath of
Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014, Germany promised to assume greater
responsibil ity in international security matters. The ensuing burden-sharing
efforts proved lackluster. 

A view of the audience
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In order to substantiate Berlin’s rhetoric shift with action this time around, it
appears crucial to nurture a strategic culture in Germany’s public discourse
and the decision-making infrastructure on security matters. The idea of a
German national security council may be promising in this regard. With such
reforms, the often-incremental nature of policy making in Berlin can be
overcome and the fast-changing realities on the ground be accounted for. Only
through such swift action, Germany can convince its partners in the East that it
does take their security concerns seriously – and assume a position of
leadership within the EU.

Concerning the question of when and how the war may end, the situation in
Ukraine has underscored a key challenge associated with political forecasting:
The subject of study is constantly evolving. What seems clear, however, is that
the options available at the negotiation table crucially depend on the situation
on the battlefield. Therefore, Ukraine deserves our full support – militarily and
otherwise. 

We should acknowledge and honor this.

fLTR:  Imants Lieģis,
former Prime Minister
of the Free State of
Saxony, Stanislaw
Til l ich, the Symposium's
Chairman and
Moderator Professor
Friedbert Pflüger, and
Global Bridges'
Executive Chairman Dr.
Beate Lindemann 

Ukraine is defending our values, our security and the rules-based
international order we desire.
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Friedrichssaal, Rooftop Terrace

Welcome Cocktail

Opening Remarks:
Dr. Hans Albrecht
Chairman of the Board
Global Bridges e.V.;
Managing Director
Nordwind Capital
München, Germany

Guest Speaker
Imants Lieģis  (Latvia)
Latvian Defence Minister (ret.) ;
Senior Research Fellow
Latvian Institute of International Affairs
Riga, Latvia 

“Has Putin finally burnt all bridges with Western
democracies?”

Rooftop Barbeque
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Walther Liesler Kiep 
Symposium
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Welcome
Dr. Beate Lindemann 
Executive Chairman
Founding Member
Global Bridges e.V.
Berlin, Germany

Introduction 
by Conference Chairman
Professor Dr. Friedbert Pflüger 
Managing Partner
Bingmann Pflüger International GmbH
Berlin, Germany

First Session

“What does war in Ukraine mean and how (and when) can it
end? What does this imply for our long-term relations with
Ukraine and Russia?” 
 
Moderator of First Session
Professor Dr. Friedbert Pflüger 

First Speaker
Sigmar Gabriel  (Germany)
Vice-Chancellor of Germany (ret.) ;
Chairman
Atlantik-Brücke e.V.
Berlin, Germany

Second Speaker
Dr. Jana Puglierin  (Germany)
Head of Berlin Office and Senior Policy Fellow
European Council on Foreign Relations
Berlin, Germany

Discussion between Sigmar Gabriel and Dr. Jana Puglierin
Moderated by Professor Dr. Friedbert Pflüger 

Thursday, June 16, 2022

9.00h

9.30h
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Atrium

Commentators
Dr. Liana Fix  (Germany)
Program Director for International Affairs 
Körber-Stiftung
Berlin, Germany

Dr. Jana Puglierin  (Germany)
Head of Berlin Office and Senior Policy Fellow
European Council on Foreign Relations
Berlin, Germany

Dr. habil. Karolina Wigura  (Poland)
Member of the Board
Kultural Liberalna Foundation;
Assistant Professor
University of Warsaw
Warsaw, Poland

Concluding Panel of First Session

Panel Members
Dr. Liana Fix
Rolf Nikel
Dr. Jana Puglierin
Dr. habil. Karolina Wigura

Second Session
 
“What challenges will the reconstruction of Ukraine present?
What can sanctions against Russia achieve? And what will
that imply for global trade and finance?” 
 
Moderator of Second Session
Professor Dr. Friedbert Pflüger 
 

Thursday, June 16, 2022 (cont.)

14.00h
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Atrium

First Speaker         
Michael Harms  (Germany)
Executive Director
German Eastern Business Association
(Ost-Ausschuss der Deutschen Wirtschaft e.V.)
Berlin, Germany
 
Second Speaker
Imants Lieģis  (Latvia)
Latvian Defence Minister (ret.) ;
Senior Research Fellow
Latvian Institute of International Affairs
Riga, Latvia 
 
Commentators
Dr. Rudolf Adam  (Germany)
Senior Consultant
Berlin Global Advisors GmbH
Prien, Chiemsee, Germany

Dr. Vladyslava Magaletska (Ukraine) 
Deputy Minister of Agriculture (ret.) ;
Head of State Service of Ukraine on Food Safety and Consumer
Protection (ret.) ;
Kyiv, Ukraine

Baroness Pauline Neville-Jones DCMG PC (United Kingdom)
Conservative Peer in the UK House of Lords;
Minister for Security and Counter Terrorism (ret.)
London, United Kingdom

Concluding Panel of Second Session
 
Panel Members
Dr. Rudolf Adam
Michael Harms
Imants Lieģis
Dr. Vladyslava Magaletska
Baroness Pauline Neville-Jones DCMG PC

Thursday, June 16, 2022 (cont.)
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Atrium

Third Session

“Does war in Ukraine herald the demise of globalization?
What are realistic alternatives? Does the exclusion of Russia
from the international community destroy our hopes of
keeping climate change within tolerable boundaries?”
 
Moderator of Third Session
Professor Dr. Friedbert Pflüger  
 
First Speaker
Dr. Sarah Kirchberger (Germany) 
Head, Center for Asia-Pacific Strategy & Security 
Institute for Security Policy at Kiel University
Kiel, Germany

Second Speaker
Dr. Iryna Solonenko  (Ukraine)
Senior Fellow
Centre for Liberal Modernity
Berlin, Germany

Commentators
Jo Inge Bekkevold  (Norway)
Senior Adviser
Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies
Oslo, Norway
 
Dr. Anna Kuchenbecker  (Germany) 
Senior Director, Strategic Partnerships 
European Council on Foreign Relations
Berlin, Germany

Dr. Junhua Zhang (Germany)
Future Director
Institute for Eurasia Strategic Studies;
Senior Associate 
European Institute for Asian Studies
Berlin, Germany

Thursday, June 16, 2022 (cont.)

16.15h
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Atrium

Concluding Panel of Third Sessions
 
Panel Members
Jo Inge Bekkevold
Dr. Sarah Kirchberger
Dr. Anna Kuchenbecker
Dr. Iryna Solonenko
Dr. Junhua Zhang

Summary of Fifth Walther Leisler Kiep Symposium

Malte Hohlfeld
Program Manager
Global Bridges e.V.

Stephan Naumann
Researcher
Freie Universität Berlin
 
Closing Remarks by Conference Chairman
Professor Dr. Friedbert Pflüger

Midsummer Evening Overlooking Historic Berlin

At the invitation of our Global Bridges members:
Hans-Henning von Oertzen 
Dr. Kurt Schwarz

Thursday, June 16, 2022 (cont.)

18.45h

18.25h

19.00h


