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Abstract

The European Green Deal by the European Commission is an ambitious policy 
aimed at achieving a climate-neutral economy. For Ukraine, the EGD is a priority in 
accelerating its European integration processes until 2030. The study aims to deter-
mine the country’s ability to manage change towards the implementing the concept 
of sustainable development, adjusted in accordance with the European Green Deal’s 
provisions, based on the analysis of SDG achievements in Ukraine, as well as on the 
identified quantitative results of readiness for change. The ability to manage change is 
determined by applying methods of analysis and generalization of descriptive statis-
tics related to aspects of sustainable development and the EGD, as well as quantifying 
intermediate and final integral values of change management in Ukraine in the EGD 
context. The relationship between the SDGs and the EGD provisions on the “need for 
very high sustainability – sufficiency of weak sustainability” continuum was prioritized. 
The proposed provisions of the cooperation program provide for a thorough analysis 
of Ukrainian, European and global trends in the field of climate change and relevant 
sustainable development policies, use of statistical data, constant monitoring of indica-
tors characterizing the dynamics of socio-economic, environmental and demographic 
status of the state and regions in connection with climate change, generalization of the 
experience of a climate-neutral economy, green energy, European integration process-
es, etc. The program is interdisciplinary in nature, which allows to get a comprehensive 
vision and provide a systematic solution to the problem of transforming the national 
economy in accordance with the European Green Deal.
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INTRODUCTION

The situation related to global warming caused by anthropogenic ac-
tivities continues to deteriorate. In 2019, the highest level of carbon di-
oxide in the atmosphere was recorded and, accordingly, 2010–2019 is 
the warmest decade for the entire observation period. In 2020, due to 
the restrictions on the functioning and development of transport and 
other sectors of the world economy due to the coronavirus pandemic, 
the projected reduction in greenhouse gas emissions is about 6 percent, 
but this improvement is temporary (United Nations, 2020). Therefore, 
the fight against climate change is still relevant and is one of the most 
discussed political and transdisciplinary scientific problems, regard-
less of other global challenges, and, accordingly, is one of the defining 
evolutionary factors of the sustainable development concept.

The European Union is trying to become a global leader in climate 
change by 2050 (European Commission, 2020). The European Green 
Deal (EGD) by the European Commission is a policy with the ambi-
tious goal of achieving a climate-neutral economy. This course builds 
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on the 2030 Global Goals (United Nations, 2020a) and aims to accelerate their achievement by EU 
countries relative to the rest of the world. Thus, the European Union declares an increase in its status 
in competition with other centers of world politics and economic development. This competition will 
have a positive effect in the form of additional motivation in the field of climate change and environ-
mental economy at the global level (EuroMemo Group, 2019). The EGD must also ensure the reality of 
long-term implementation of SDGs, despite the need to address pressing crisis challenges such as the 
coronavirus pandemic, terrorist threats and migration related to hostilities, dictatorships, environmen-
tal disasters, etc.

The EGD’s policy is open and, from the very beginning (officially, from December 2019), is aimed at 
partnerships, primarily with neighboring countries to the European Union. In 2030–2050, European 
countries such as Ukraine intend and have a chance to join the EU. Accelerating the process of European 
integration depends on the country’s active participation in programs and strategies initiated by the EU. 
In this sense, the EGD is a priority. First of all, Ukraine needs scientific and applied research on the fac-
tors for the development of renewable energy, improving the quality of the environment, efficient use of 
natural resources and other areas of a climate-neutral economy and related social processes. Without 
these studies, which must be based on real facts and figures on the socio-economic and environmental 
situation in Ukraine, it is impossible to involve it in the effective implementation of the EGD, and thus 
justify investment in sustainable development and accelerate European integration.

Before defining Ukraine’s role in joint actions aimed at accelerating sustainable development on the 
European continent (Government of Ukraine, 2020) as well as around the world (OECD, 2020), it is nec-
essary to assess the level of its previous success in achieving national SDGs (Sustainable Development 
Goals: Ukraine, 2020). In other words, the previous governance and economic efforts reflected in the 
country’s progress towards sustainability are a determining factor in its readiness for further compre-
hensive change.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

The new set of the EU political green initiatives is 
original, first of all, by its ambition. Otherwise, it 
is similar to its predecessors, as well as to modern 
views on economic and environmental activities 
embodied in national and regional green devel-
opment programs. Thus, in the United States, the 
Green New Deal is “…a congressional resolution 
that lays out a grand plan for tackling climate 
change” (Friedman, 2019) and includes the fol-
lowing components: switching from fossil fuels 
to non-traditional energy sources, limiting green-
house gas emissions in the context of combating 
global warming, large-scale job creation in the 
field of clean energy. This resolution is a democrat-
ic initiative that increases its conceptual impor-
tance, but significantly reduces its effectiveness in 
today’s economic realities. Comparing the US and 
EU resolutions, the topic of leadership in achiev-
ing zero carbon emissions by 2050 stands out. The 
US government proposals for a green resolution in 
an industry context are as follows: construction – 

environmental and energy modernization of each 
building, tourism – replacing air travel with high-
speed rail, food – gradually replacing livestock by 
crop production, if mentally and technologically 
possible. The investment required to implement 
the resolution is open and usually depends on the 
financial return for each trillion dollars invested.

In line with the new understanding of the Green 
New Deal, the responsibility of the policy expands 
significantly (Ikerd, 2019) and is not limited to en-
vironmental aspects, but returns to the category of 
sustainability and inclusiveness. In particular, this 
applies to food and food safety as an important el-
ement in protecting consumers’ rights and ensur-
ing their satisfactory health. A similar view of the 
content of the Green New Deal is outlined in Seitz 
and Krutka (2020).

The new green policy is equally relevant for China, 
whose rapid economic growth over three decades 
has caused enormous environmental damage (Li, 
2014). Modern China is aware of the inevitability 
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of changes in the field of environmental protec-
tion and environmental management, which are 
directly related not only to the obvious negative 
consequences for public health, but also for fur-
ther economic development, especially in the long 
run.

The Green Deal was a 2013–2016 British policy 
that failed (detailed criticism in Rosenow & Eyre, 
2016): The proposed innovative energy efficiency 
measures fell short of the cost. The main reason 
for the failure was a lack of motivation for home-
owners as the main target group. They did not be-
lieve that the loans provided at high enough inter-
est rates were beneficial due to the resulting ener-
gy savings (the so-called Golden rule). The British 
Green Deal resulted in only about 2,000 renovated 
homes in three years of the policy. This could have 
been avoided by providing a more favorable fi-
nancial environment, a well-thought-out market-
ing campaign, and engaging other target groups, 
including large investors, the active public, and 
the authorities responsible for energy and wealth 
development.

The structure of the Green Deal target group 
(Pettifor et al., 2015) included both effective and 
ineffective renovators as well as non-renovators. 
All these subgroups may have been interested in 
the presented policy, but it turned out that this 
was not the case. Accordingly, the assessment of 
the potential volume of renovations and the nec-
essary investment did not take into account all the 
nuances of motivating homeowners.

As expected, the publicity brought by the EGD 
resolution, “a third alternative to green growth”, 
could not fail to generate much criticism, both 
politically and scientifically (Ossewaarde & 
Ossewaarde-Lowtoo, 2020). Thus, in general, 
there are doubts about the political and econom-
ic capacity of the “the first comprehensive plan 
to achieve climate neutrality at a continental 
scale”, despite the fact that the announced fund-
ing for the plan is 1 trillion euros (Storm, 2020). 
According to Lucchese and Pianta (2020), increas-
ing the ambition of the climate change policy goal 
is insufficiently justified, in particular given the 
continuity of financial investment and a lack of 
a clear strategy to achieve this goal, especially in 
the context of significant differences between in-

dustrialization and environmental policy in the 
European Union. Another important argument is 
that it has not been long since the 2008 financial 
crisis to lay a solid foundation for a neutral climate 
policy, which in a sense is a stress for any country’s 
economy. Although the very idea of taking imme-
diate measures to suspend anthropogenic climate 
change is undeniable. Among other weakness-
es of the European Green Deal, the authors also 
mention a lack of political influence and a lack of 
a realistic framework for green business activities, 
in particular through pricing and taxation tools, 
including regional differences in climate policies. 
In addition, there is no deliberate coherence with 
other types of policies in the overall transforma-
tion framework, in particular by drawing parallels 
with the 2030 Sustainable Development Goals. As 
a result, a return to the so-called “political project” 
is mentioned again.

Pianta and Lucchese (2020) also argue that EGD’s 
disadvantages include the lack of resources to 
achieve the stated overly ambitious goals. Instead, 
a “a broader range of ‘green’ industrial policies” is 
needed. The EU new green policy proposes targets 
for 2030 (for example, halving emissions com-
pared to 1990) and 2050 (Schiermeier, 2020).

However, this approach is more of a political gim-
mick than an economically sound forecast, espe-
cially given the global challenges since the 2008 
financial crisis. In the short term, climate cam-
paigners say the EGD is not producing concrete 
meaningful results.

EDG is a policy that provides for the development 
of a comprehensive EU development strategy 
based on the concept of sustainable development, 
but a detailed rationale for how environmental 
factors will balance with social and economic fac-
tors (Matvieieva et al., 2019) is missing from the 
policy documents. Meanwhile, the EDG itself is 
only one of the priorities of the EU in the medium 
term (European Commission, 2020), along with “a 
Europe fit for the digital age”, “an economy that 
works for people” and others.

Pastukhova et al. (2020) believe that the EU can-
not limit its actions in the field of renewable and 
secure energy only to the EGD, given the geopo-
litical and geo-economic challenges. We need not 
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only a more stringent energy policy based on mar-
ket principles and government support, but also 
the modernization of EU energy diplomacy, in 
particular, towards expanding cooperation with 
neighboring countries and regions, which are ex-
isting and potential energy suppliers.

Fuchs et al. (2020) also blamed the EDG initiative 
for negatively affecting global sustainability, caus-
ing environmental damage to agriculture and re-
lated industries in other countries. By tightening 
environmental standards in the domestic market 
for agricultural products, the EU remains blind to 
the compliance of imports with these standards 
(in 2019, the European Union bought one-fifth of 
the crop and one-tenth of meat abroad). As a re-
sult, deforestation continues in developing coun-
tries and countries with much less stringent en-
vironmental policies such as Brazil or Indonesia, 
pesticides are used, GMOs are not restricted, etc. 
In addition, new international political agree-
ments, as a rule, do not oblige to raise environ-
mental standards, but only declare the possibility 
of voluntarily initiating the improvement of envi-
ronmentally oriented activities.

Instead, publications expressing views on support 
for the EGD reveal the following issues: combin-
ing innovative and investment components of a 
new climate policy (de Oliveira et al., 2020), pro-
viding not only environmental but also safe en-
ergy, taking into account the need to overcome 
the economic crisis (Hainsch et al., 2020), solv-
ing the problem of zero soil pollution as the basis 
for the development of agriculture and farming 
(Montanarella & Panagos, 2021), etc. In addition, 
the European Commission, in response to criti-
cism of the EGD funding, proposes to use mutual 
funds accumulated in areas corresponding to the 
new green course, as well as the principle of “fair 
transition”, which considers the development and 
local problems of each EU country (Suttor-Sorel 
et al., 2019).

EGD also aims to implement policies in vari-
ous sectors of the economy aimed at creating an 
eco-friendly environment for humans. Also, in re-
sponse to the need to change the urban environ-
ment, the green course will increase the area of 
green spaces, bringing them closer to where peo-
ple live and work (Haines & Scheelbeek, 2020).

The feasibility of introducing ambitious compre-
hensive programs with a strong political context, 
such as the EGD, is explained by the fact that only 
economic instruments, in particular pricing in-
struments, cannot stimulate innovation aimed at 
decarbonization in industry (Evans et al., 2020). 
According to Siddi (2020), the EGD is a very re-
al political project, which, however, in a crisis of 
socio-economic conditions requires much more 
funding, as well as improved development of in-
stitutions that ensure the successful implementa-
tion of the new policy to achieve climate neutrality. 
Sikora (2020) also stresses the need to implement 
this policy at the constitutional level, in particular, 
on the principles of sustainability and solidarity.

Given the above, this study aims to determine the 
country’s ability to manage change towards the 
implementation of the concept of sustainable de-
velopment, adjusted in accordance with the EGD 
provisions. This was done by analyzing the level 
of SDG achievements in Ukraine, as well as on 
the basis of certain quantitative results of readi-
ness for change, determining the priority provi-
sions of the target program for the development 
of Ukrainian-European cooperation with the pilot 
name “European integration green transforma-
tion of the Ukrainian economy for a sustainable 
future in 2030 and 2050”.

2. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

This study determines the ability to manage 
change, first of all, by its justification at the con-
ceptual level, in the analysis and generalization 
of descriptive statistics relevant for the sustaina-
ble development aspects and the EGD’s position, 
namely to form the structure of the integrated in-
dicator of the ability to change (similar to the con-
cept of determining the Change Readiness Index 
(KPMG International Cooperative, 2019)). Second, 
the intermediate and final integrated values of 
Ukraine’s potential for change management in the 
context of the EGD are quantified. The estimation 
algorithm consists of the following stages:

• Definition of indicators in accordance with 
17 Sustainable Development Goals for 2015, 
2019 and 2030 (benchmarks) to form a statis-
tical basis for quantifying Ukraine’s progress 
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in achieving the SDGs (columns 1-5 in Table 
A1; the secondary data used are shown in the 
national survey (Sustainable Development 
Goals: Ukraine, 2020)). To compare them 
with the achievements of sustainable devel-
opment in the EU, data from Eurostat (2020) 
were used, taking into account global trends, 
according to the UN report (2019b): the 2030 
benchmarks for Ukraine are close to the cor-
responding EU’s sustainable development in-
dicators for 2015.

• Analysis of progress/regression, according to 
the direction of variability (increase/decrease) 
of the indicator, determining the desirabil-
ity/undesirability of variability (column 6 
of Table A1) in the implementation of medi-
um-term planning (column 7 of Table A1) and 
long-term planning (column 8 of Table A1), 
and accelerating changes to sustainability in 
line with the ambition of the EGD (expressed 
through the product of values consistent with 
medium and long-term planning) (column 9 
of Table A1).

• Determining the integrated change readiness 
indicator using the method of weighted ge-
ometric mean (taking into account the rec-
ommendations by Shevchenko et al. 2020), 
namely:

n d/w

i ii 1

n

ii 1

m b l m
d i i i i
i b m l b

i i i i

m b l m
w i i i i

i b m l b

i i i i

lncr
CR 1 exp

x x x x
cr min ,

x x x x

x x x x
cr max ,

x x x x

ϕ

ϕ
=

=

  ×
  = −
  

 
   − = ×   −    − = ×  − 

∑
∑

 (1)

where CR is the integrated change readiness indi-
cator (CR→1) defined within one of the SDGs 2030 
(column 13 of Table A1); cr

i
d/w, cr

i
d, and cr

i
w are sin-

gle i-th (i = 1,…, n) change readiness indicators 
(determined according to the i-th indicator within 
one of the SDGs), whose value may vary in the de-
sired (d) or wrong (w) direction, respectively; x

i
b, 

x
i
m, and x

i
l are the values of the i-th indicator with-

in one of the SDGs in the base (b), medium-term 
(m) and long-term (l) periods, respectively; and φ

i
 

is the weight of the i-th unit change readiness in-
dicator (column 11 of Table A1) (within one of the 
SDGs, ∑φ

i
=1).

3. RESULTS

Before moving on to the results that deter-
mine the level of Ukraine’s readiness to manage 
change within the framework of the Sustainable 
Development Goals in accordance with the 
European Green Deal guidelines, it is necessary to 
consider the specifics of management within the 
EGD, namely:

• a new approach to management as a combi-
nation of regulation and motivation based on 
sustainability;

• barriers to implementation at the national lev-
el; and

• harmonization of environmental standards at 
the level of the transition economy.

When implementing the European Green Deal, 
attention should be paid to the contradiction as-
sociated with the simultaneous operation of the 
EU’s 2030 Climate and Energy Policy Framework, 
which is in line with the Paris Agreement 
(Sustainable Development Mechanism instead of 
Clean Development Mechanism). In general, the 
European Green Deal is a search for a new com-
bination of regulatory and motivational tools, 
among which an important place is occupied by 
legal instruments (Kulovesi & Oberthuer, 2020) 
of state and public regulation related to planning 
(national medium and long-term energy and cli-
mate plans should be in line with the EU strategy), 
monitoring (it is necessary to control the accuracy 
of pollution measurement, the process of transfer-
ring environmental assessment data, and the level 
of ambition to reduce greenhouse gas emissions), 
reporting (annual reports on greenhouse gas 
emissions, universalization of the EU reporting 
system), transparency and an inclusive approach 
to public participation in dialogue on climate and 
energy.

Howarth and Roberts (2018) summarized the 
energy efficiency barriers that hindered the suc-
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cessful implementation of the UK Green Deal. 
Developed in the plane of the Ukrainian econo-
my, bearing in mind its specifics, they can play 
the role of a warning against mistakes in energy 
management when Ukraine joins the European 
Green Deal. The most serious barriers are:

• The relative availability of financial investment, 
which affects both the willingness to pay and 
the cheapening, and therefore lower quality en-
vironmental and energy innovations.

• Subjectivity in determining the effectiveness of 
measures, which usually translates into under-
estimation of benefits, in particular, in terms 
of environmental, social and aesthetic benefits. 
Time is one of the factors of negative subjective 
evaluation: costs are felt immediately, and most 
of the result occurs in the future. In addition to 
the low tangibility of future benefits, there is al-
so a risk associated with the instability of global 
and national socio-economic processes.

• Awareness of the target group: just informa-
tion about the effectiveness of measures is not 
enough, systematic information work and ef-
fective communication policy aimed at per-
suading with strong arguments are also needed.

• Contradiction between the national and 
European regulatory framework, as well as the 
inertia of the regulatory bodies in the transfor-
mation period of the introduction of environ-
mental and energy innovations.

• Difference in motivation caused by property 
rights: the willingness to spend on environ-
mentally and energy-innovative activities of 
owners and tenants differs significantly. For 
the most part, only the owner is the interested 
party.

• Mentality and its manifestation through social 
norms and stereotypes that hinder innovation 
and borrowing from other cultures. Also signif-
icant is the existing distrust of a large part of 
the population to the actions of the authorities 
in Ukraine.

The integration of national environmental poli-
cies into the EGD is a very complex and contro-

versial issue. Since 2019, the EU has been pursu-
ing protectionist policies through the EGD with 
the support of green parties in the European 
Parliament. New environmental standards are 
too strict for developing countries. EU climate 
policy should not be based solely on the predom-
inance of economic and social development in its 
countries compared to less developed countries 
(Bochkarev, 2020). The EGD should motivate 
joint action in the field of nature management 
and environmental protection at the internation-
al level. An important step for the EU is a bal-
anced approach in negotiating with each country 
on the export-import of products, the production 
or consumption of which has a significant impact 
on the environment.

According to the recommendations of Fuchs et 
al. (2020) on adjusting the EU policy within the 
EGD, taking into account the environmental safe-
ty factor (Gryshchenko et al., 2015), Ukraine, for 
its part, should take the following steps:

• gradually bring national environmental 
standards in line with EU standards, espe-
cially in the agricultural sector, and strength-
en measures for product quality monitoring 
and customs control (when carrying out ex-
port-import operations with the EU and other 
countries);

• reduce in the future the share of bioenergy 
production in the structure of renewable en-
ergy in order to reduce the burden on agricul-
ture, preventing increased deforestation and 
promoting mass planting of trees and land-
scaping of urban areas.

In this case, the following should be considered: 
the relationship between climate change policy 
and prospects for urban and agricultural devel-
opment, trends in the digital economy and legal 
barriers in the EU (EuroMemo Group, 2019), a set 
of opportunities and threats for Ukraine within 
the EGD (IRF, 2020), measures aimed at reducing 
waste generation, in particular plastics, planning 
a circular economy (Kumar, 2020; Qu et al., 2020; 
Shevchenko & Kronenberg, 2020), strengthening 
regulatory mechanisms (Oxford Analytica, 2020), 
an inclusive approach to social and economic de-
velopment (Petrushenko et al., 2019).
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Considering the specifics of governance within 
the European Green Deal when prioritizing the 
relationship between the SDGs and the EGD pro-
visions (Figure 1) will increase the realism of their 
implementation in Ukraine based on sustainabil-
ity and inclusiveness. Based on the results of the 
quantitative assessment of readiness for change 
(the left part of Figure 1 and Table A1), strong 

management support is needed, first of all, for the 
implementation of the following goals: climate 
change, sustainability of terrestrial ecosystems 
and sustainable cities and communities (accord-
ingly, the following EGD provisions: growth of cli-
mate ambitions, ecosystem protection, energy-ef-
ficient and resource-saving construction). At the 
same time, the areas that meet the goals of fighting 

Source: Developed by the authors based on European Commission (2020) and United Nations (2020a).

Figure 1. Priority of linkages between SDGs and EGD provisions
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hunger, affordable and clean energy, clean water 
and quality sanitation have the greatest readiness 
for change and, therefore, the greatest investment 
attractiveness (accordingly, the following EGD 
provisions: food security, clean and safe energy, 
zero pollution).

Among the SDGs that reflect more social than 
economic and environmental aspects and there-
fore have no direct link to the EU green initiative, 
tackling inequality requires significant govern-
ance efforts. Partnership in achieving the SDGs 
also needs strong institutional support.

The results of the study of the management fea-
tures within the EGD and the assessment of 
readiness for change within the SDGs are the 
basis for creating a target program for the de-
velopment of Ukrainian-European cooperation 
«European integration green transformation of 
the Ukrainian economy for a sustainable fu-
ture in 2030 and 2050» (the format of the sec-
toral areas proposed under the program corre-
sponds to the areas of research within Horizon 
2020 (Publications Office of the European Union, 
2020). The purpose of the program is to substan-
tiate and develop a conceptual model and mech-
anisms for transforming the national economy 
in accordance with the European Green Deal, 
in the face of overcoming the consequences 
of climate and pandemic crises and taking in-
to account geopolitical factors, on the way to 
European integration for a sustainable future in 
2030 and 2050 in Ukraine.

To achieve this goal, it is necessary to solve the fol-
lowing tasks:

• to develop a concept for a green transition 
of the national economy to a climate-neutral 
economy;

• to reveal theoretical and methodological foun-
dations and carry out a multivariate analysis 
of Ukraine’s state policy in the field of climate 
change;

• to substantiate and develop transforma-
tion scenarios for the development of the 
Ukrainian economy in accordance with the 
EGD for the forecast periods of 2030 and 2050;

• to develop tools for organizational and eco-
nomic support for innovative onshore and 
offshore renewable energy technologies and 
their integration into the energy system as 
part of accelerating the green transition and 
Ukraine’s clean energy partnership with the 
EU;

• to justify and improve systemic solutions 
for the territorial deployment of a circular 
economy and closing the industrial carbon 
cycle to combat climate change;

• to form theoretical and methodological bas-
es for the development of green airports and 
ports as multimodal nodes for sustainable 
and smart mobility in Ukraine in accord-
ance with the European Green Deal;

• to propose methodological approaches to 
the formation of systemic economic innova-
tions for sustainable nutrition according to 
the From Farm to Fork principle in Ukraine 
in accordance with the European Green 
Deal;

• to improve the theoretical-methodological 
and scientific-methodological bases for the 
restoration of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services in Ukraine in accordance with the 
European Green Deal;

• to propose methodological approaches to 
the organizational and economic support 
for systemic innovative solutions for zero 
pollution to protect the health, environment 
and natural resources of Ukraine;

• to substantiate and develop an econom-
ic and legal mechanism for transforming 
Ukraine’s economy in accordance with the 
European Green Deal;

• to substantiate and develop market and state 
mechanisms for transforming Ukraine’s 
economy in accordance with the European 
Green Deal;

• to develop a strategy for green transforma-
tion of socio-economic processes in Ukraine 
to achieve climate neutrality.
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The European Green Deal is an integral part of 
the European Commission’s strategy to imple-
ment the UN 2030 Agenda and the Sustainable 
Development Goals. Consequently, sustainability 
and citizen well-being are central to the design of 
a new EU green political and economic course.

The program provides for a thorough analysis of 
Ukrainian, European and global trends in climate 
change and relevant sustainable development pol-
icies, the use of statistics, continuous monitoring 
of indicators that characterize the dynamics of so-
cio-economic, environmental, and demographic 
status of the state and regions in connection with 
climate change, generalization of foreign and do-
mestic experience in a climate-neutral economy, 
green energy, European integration processes, etc. 
The program is interdisciplinary in nature, which 
allows you to get a comprehensive vision and pro-
vide a systematic solution to the problem of trans-
forming the national economy in accordance with 
the European Green Deal.

4. DISCUSSION

The launch of the ambitious EGD policy has co-
incided with a real challenge for humanity and 
international politics, such as COVID-19. The sit-
uation during the coronavirus pandemic makes 
people think about the consequences of not on-
ly this, but any global crisis: “saving lives and 
livelihoods requires urgent action to address both 
the pandemic and the climate emergency” (United 
Nations, 2020). In a positive scenario, countries 

recovering from the coronavirus pandemic will, 
by inertia, implement reforms to protect human 
rights in the context of the green resolution: de-
carbonization of the economy, sustainable inclu-
sive growth, international cooperation on the im-
plementation of “the polluter pays” principle, and 
increasing the volume and equitable distribution 
of green investment.

According to Huber (2020), the global coronavirus 
situation can be used to rethink the role of politics 
in solving environmental challenges. The European 
Green Deal pursues the ambitious goal of the EU’s 
global leadership in climate neutralization, which 
can be seen as separating from global environmen-
tal concerns. However, this approach, on the con-
trary, contributes to solving not only environmen-
tal, but also any geopolitical challenges at the global 
level. Consequently, the framework for the imple-
mentation of the European Green Deal is not lim-
ited to EU countries or even other European coun-
tries, they can always be extended for cooperation 
with any country or international organization.

The EDG could be a green response to the 
COVID-19 crisis (Smith, 2020). However, even in 
a situation requiring concerted action at the glob-
al level, there are significant differences in the vi-
sion and implementation of environmental policy 
between world leaders such as the United States 
and the European Union. The new green policy on 
all continents should be a global tool for achieving 
sustainability and equality, regardless of the level 
of economic development or any other differences 
between countries (Stainforth et al., 2019).

CONCLUSION

Using the example of Ukraine, this paper defines the country’s readiness for change as an indicator of its 
managerial capacity for the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals in accordance with 
the EGD provisions: the highest value of the integrated change readiness index corresponds to Goal 2 

“Addressing the problem of hunger”, and the lowest – to Goal 13 “Combating climate change”. The pri-
ority of the relationship between the SDGs and the EGD provisions on the «the need for very strong 
sustainability – the sufficiency of weak sustainability» continuum is established: the closest thing to the 
EU indicators is the EGD position “Sustainable food security through the From Farm to Fork policy”, 
the least close is the “Growing climate ambition together” position. Accordingly, to improve Ukraine’s 
chances of successfully completing the European integration process by 2030, governance efforts should 
focus on combating climate change and protecting ecosystems and biodiversity. Based on the identified 
quantitative results of readiness for change, as well as the specifics of management within the EGD, the 
provisions of the target program for the development of Ukrainian-European cooperation with the 
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pilot name «European integration green transformation of the Ukrainian economy for a sustainable 
future in 2030 and 2050» were developed. The proposed program includes: scenarios for Ukraine’s 
transition to a climate-neutral economy in accordance with the European Green Deal (the concept of 
a climate-neutral economy, the growth of climate ambitions in the context of cross-sectoral challeng-
es, overcoming the inertia of society and economy on the way to the EGD); transformative changes in 
sustainable development policies in the areas identified in the European Green Deal (clean, affordable 
and safe energy, zero pollution, industry for clean and circular economy, sustainable and smart mobil-
ity, sustainable food From Farm to Fork, biodiversity and ecosystems); levers and tools of mechanisms 
for European integration green transformation of the Ukrainian economy (economic, legal, market and 
state mechanisms, regulation and standardization, investment and innovation, national reforms, dia-
logue with social partners, international cooperation).
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APPENDIX A

Table A1. Calculation of the integral change readiness indicator in accordance with the SDGs in Ukraine

Source: Calculated by the authors based on Sustainable Development Goals: Ukraine (2020).
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3.8.1 5.0 7.5 4.0 ↑ w 1.500 3.500 5.250 1.658 1/16 0.104

3.8.2 31.4 29.3 20.0 ↓ d 0.933 0.816 0.761 –0.273 1/16 –0.017

3.9 3.9.1 48.78 48.24 30.0 ↓ d 0.989 0.971 0.961 –0.040 1/8 –0.005 0.316

4

4.2 4.2.1 70.6 69.1 95.0 ↓ w 1.022 1.061 1.085 0.081 1/4 0.020

4.5
4.5.1 9.2 8.6 14.0 ↓ w 1.070 1.125 1.204 0.185 1/8 0.023

4.5.2 48.9 62.6 80.0 ↑ d 0.781 0.559 0.437 –0.828 1/8 –0.103

4.6 4.6.1 14.79 13.04 25.0 ↓ w 1.134 1.171 1.328 0.284 1/4 0.071

4.7
4.7.1 85.9 95.2 95.0 ↑ d 0.902 0.022 0.020 –3.921 1/8 –0.490

4.7.2 72.3 98.7 80.0 ↑ d 0.733 2.429 1.780 0.577 1/8 0.072 0.334

5

5.4
5.4.1 12.0 20.0 30.0 ↑ d 0.600 0.556 0.333 –1.099 1/6 –0.183

5.4.2 25.0 25.0 30.0 ↑ d 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.000 1/6 0.000

5.5 5.5.1 27.3 19.7 10.0 ↓ d 0.722 0.561 0.405 –0.904 1/3 –0.301

5.6 5.6.1 74.9 77.2 85.0 ↑ d 0.970 0.772 0.749 –0.289 1/3 –0.096 0.441

6

6.1
6.1.4 25.0 30.1 50.0 ↑ d 0.831 0.796 0.661 –0.413 1/8 –0.052

6.1.5 99.0 99.2 100.0 ↑ d 0.998 0.800 0.798 –0.225 1/8 –0.028

6.2 6.2.2 92.0 96.1 100.0 ↑ d 0.957 0.488 0.467 –0.762 1/4 –0.191

6.3
6.3.1 875.1 737.2 279.0 ↓ d 0.842 0.769 0.647 –0.435 1/8 –0.054

6.3.2 16.38 13.72 5.00 ↓ d 0.838 0.766 0.642 –0.443 1/8 –0.055

6.4
6.4.1 23.86 10.30 2.50 ↓ d 0.432 0.365 0.158 –1.847 1/8 –0.231

6.4.2 100.00 43.19 70.00 ↓ d 0.432 0.894 0.386 –0.952 1/8 –0.119 0.518
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7

7.1
7.1.1 157.7 154.0 182.0 ↓ w 1.024 1.152 1.180 0.165 1/8 0.021

7.1.2 11.5 11.8 9.0 ↑ w 1.026 1.120 1.149 0.139 1/8 0.017

7.2 7.2.2 91.6 55.4 50.0 ↓ d 0.605 0.130 0.079 –2.544 1/4 –0.636

7.3 7.3.1 4.9 7.0 17.1 ↑ d 0.7 0.828 0.580 –0.546 1/4 –0.136

7.4 7.4.1 0.282 0.269 0.140 ↓ d 0.954 0.908 0.867 –0.143 1/4 –0.036 0.537

8

8.1

8.1.1 90.2 103.2 107.0 ↑ d 0.874 0.226 0.198 –1.621 1/24 –0.068

8.1.2 13.5 18.0 22.0 ↑ d 0.75 0.471 0.353 –1.041 1/24 –0.043

8.1.3 19.2 16.4 30.0 ↓ w 1.171 1.259 1.475 0.388 1/24 0.016

8.1.4 64 47 40.0 ↓ d 0.734 0.292 0.214 –1.541 1/24 –0.064

8.2
8.2.1 0.1194 0.1204 0.2300 ↑ d 0.992 0.991 0.983 –0.017 1/12 –0.001

8.2.2 99.2 101.9 105.8 ↑ d 0.974 0.591 0.576 –0.552 1/12 –0.046

8.3 8.3.1 64.4 66.9 70.0 ↑ d 0.963 0.554 0.533 –0.629 1/6 –0.105

8.4 8.4.1 17.2 14.5 15.5 ↓ d 0.843 0.588 0.496 –0.701 1/6 –0.117

8.5
8.5.1 100 91 55 ↓ d 0.91 0.800 0.728 –0.317 1/12 –0.026

8.5.2 100 113 45 ↑ w 1.13 1.236 1.397 0.334 1/12 0.028

8.6

8.6.1 6.5 7.0 10.5 ↑ d 0.929 0.875 0.813 –0.207 1/18 –0.012

8.6.2 58.1 64.3 80.0 ↑ d 0.804 0.717 0.576 –0.551 1/18 –0.031

8.6.3 81 64 20 ↓ d 0.790 0.721 0.570 –0.562 1/18 –0.031 0.394

9

9.1

9.1.2 1474.3 1643.0 1900 ↑ d 0.897 0.604 0.542 –0.613 1/15 –0.041

9.1.3 5166.8 4262.3 6000 ↓ w 1.212 2.086 2.528 0.927 1/15 0.062

9.1.4 51.7 62.9 45.0 ↑ w 1.217 2.672 3.251 1.179 1/15 0.079

9.2 9.2.1 60.3 69.9 75.0 ↑ d 0.863 0.347 0.299 –1.206 1/5 –0.241

9.4
9.4.2 4.7 3.8 11.8 ↓ w 1.237 1.127 1.394 0.332 1/10 0.033

9.4.3 21.2 21.6 29.0 ↑ d 0.981 0.949 0.931 –0.072 1/10 –0.007

9.5
9.5.1 0.55 0.43 3.00 ↓ w 1.279 1.049 1.342 0.294 1/10 0.029

9.5.2 1.4 1.3 15.0 ↓ w 1.077 1.007 1.085 0.082 1/10 0.008

9.6 9.6.1 14 62 100 ↑ d 0.226 0.442 0.100 –2.304 1/5 –0.461 0.417

10
10.3

10.3.1 39.9 39.2 15.0 ↓ d 0.982 0.972 0.954 –0.047 1/6 –0.008

10.3.2 26.3 29.6 10.0 ↑ w 1.125 1.202 1.353 0.302 1/6 0.050

10.3.3 22.7 24.4 10.0 ↑ w 1.075 1.134 1.219 0.198 1/6 0.033

10.5 10.5.1 31.0 33.1 40.0 ↑ d 0.937 0.767 0.718 –0.331 1/2 –0.165 0.086

11
11.3

11.3.1 7 7 13 ↑ d 1 1.000 1.000 0.000 1/6 0.000

11.3.2 891 992 1305 ↑ d 0.898 0.756 0.679 –0.387 1/6 –0.065

11.3.3 3.72 4.24 8.85 ↑ d 0.877 0.899 0.788 –0.238 1/6 –0.040

11.5 11.5.1 34 36 15 ↑ w 1.059 1.105 1.170 0.157 1/2 0.079 0.025

12

12.1

12.1.1.1 100.0 95.3 60.0 ↓ d 0.953 0.883 0.841 –0.173 1/15 –0.012

12.1.1.2 100.0 97.2 60.0 ↓ d 0.972 0.930 0.904 –0.101 1/15 –0.007

12.1.1.3 100.0 83.8 60.0 ↓ d 0.838 0.595 0.499 –0.696 1/15 –0.046

12.1.1.4 100.0 95.2 60.0 ↓ d 0.952 0.880 0.838 –0.177 1/15 –0.012

12.1.1.5 100.0 104.0 60.0 ↑ w 1.04 1.100 1.144 0.135 1/15 0.009

12.2
12.2.1 2.3 1.8 0.5 ↓ d 0.783 0.722 0.566 –0.570 1/6 –0.095

12.2.2 12.3 10.6 5.0 ↓ d 0.862 0.767 0.661 –0.414 1/6 –0.069

12.4
12.4.1 977.4 1015.7 800.0 ↑ w 1.039 1.216 1.263 0.234 1/6 0.039

12.4.2 30.0 29.7 55.0 ↓ d 0.99 1.012 1.002 0.002 1/6 0.000 0.175

14

14.1 14.1.1 29 15 5 ↓ d 0.517 0.417 0.215 –1.535 1/3 –0.512

14.2
14.2.1 5.81 5.93 10.00 ↑ d 0.980 0.971 0.952 –0.049 1/6 –0.008

14.2.2 612.8 625.9 752.5 ↑ w 1.021 0.906 0.925 –0.078 1/6 –0.013

14.3 14.3.1 34.2 30.2 40.0 ↓ w 1.132 1.690 1.913 0.649 1/3 0.216 0.271

Table A1 (cont.). Calculation of the integral change readiness indicator in accordance with the SDGs in 
Ukraine
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15

15.1

15.1.1 3803.13 4082.20 9053.20 ↑ d 0.932 0.947 0.882 –0.125 1/9 –0.014

15.1.2 6.3 6.76 15.00 ↑ d 0.932 0.947 0.883 –0.125 1/9 –0.014

15.1.3 38.16 38.16 41.00 ↑ d 1 1.000 1.000 0.000 1/9 0.000

15.3

15.3.2 32531.1 32544.2 28370.7 ↑ w 1 1.003 1.003 0.003 1/15 0.000

15.3.3 53.9 53.9 47.0 ↑ d 1 1.000 1.000 0.000 1/15 0.000

15.3.4 410.55 309.1 3000.0 ↓ w 1.328 1.039 1.380 0.322 1/15 0.021

15.3.5 7848.3 7820.8 9536.0 ↓ w 1.004 1.016 1.020 0.020 1/15 0.001

15.3.6 13.0 13.0 15.8 ↑ d 1 1.000 1.000 0.000 1/15 0.000

15.4
15.4.1 656.72 683.80 1533.00 ↑ d 0.960 0.969 0.930 –0.072 1/6 –0.012

15.4.2 1.09 1.13 2.54 ↑ d 0.965 0.972 0.938 –0.064 1/6 –0.011 0.027

16

16.3
16.3.1.1 5 16 55 ↑ d 0.313 0.780 0.244 –1.410 1/6 –0.235

16.3.1.2 16 34 55 ↑ d 0.471 0.538 0.254 –1.372 1/6 –0.229

16.4 16.4.1 24.32 25.00 13.00 ↑ w 1.028 1.060 1.090 0.086 1/3 0.029

16.5 16.5.1 3063 2985 2500 ↓ d 0.975 0.861 0.840 –0.174 1/3 –0.058 0.389

17 17.1
17.1.1 7.6 7.8 6.0 ↑ w 1.026 1.125 1.154 0.143 1/2 0.072

17.1.2 3012 2422 17500 ↓ w 1.244 1.041 1.295 0.258 1/2 0.129 -0.222

Table A1 (cont.). Calculation of the integral change readiness indicator in accordance with the SDGs in 
Ukraine
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