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Abstract. The growing role of cryptocurrency in cross-border financial flows between Ukraine
and the EU has become one of the notable side effects of the war that began in 2022. This article
examines how that role has evolved in 2024-2025, a period defined by two parallel regulatory
developments: the full entry into force of the EU's Markets in Crypto-Assets Regulation (MiCA) and
the continued, if uneven, implementation of Ukraine's Law on Virtual Assets (No. 2074-1X). The
purpose of the study is to assess the volume and structure of EU-Ukraine crypto flows, identify key
regulatory divergences between the two frameworks, and outline a realistic harmonisation pathway.
Blockchain analytics data, NBU remittance statistics, and Eurostat figures are used alongside
comparative regulatory and acquis gap-analysis methods. The results show that EU-originated
crypto inflows to Ukraine in 2024 reached an estimated USD 13—16 billion, with USDT accounting
for approximately 62% of identified cross-border transactions. Four regulatory gaps are found to
create operational friction in practice: CASP licensing asymmetry, stablecoin classification,
AML/CFT obligations, and the travel rule. The article concludes that addressing these gaps —
particularly through travel rule implementation and a MiCA-aligned stablecoin regime — is a
necessary condition for deeper EU-Ukraine financial integration and, ultimately, for a credible EU
accession trajectory in the financial services domain.

Keywords: cryptocurrency, stablecoin; MiCA; financial integration;, Ukraine; European
Union, cross-border payments;, CASP; travel rule; virtual assets.

Anomauia. 3pocmaioua ponb Kpunmogauomu y mpaHcKOpOOHHUX DIHAHCOBUX NOMOKAX MIdHC
Vrpainorw ma €C cmana 0oOHUM i3 NOMIMHUX NOOIYHUX HACTIOKI8 NOBHOMACWUMAOHOIL GillHU, KA
posnouanacsay 2022 poyi. Jlana cmamms 00cnioxcye, K ys poiv egonoyionysana npomseom 2024—
2025 pokie — y nepiod, w0 GUIHAYAEMbCA 0B80MA NAPANETbHUMU DEeSYIAMOPHUMU NPOYECAMU.
NOBHOYIHHUM HaoOpanuam dunnocmi Peenamenmom €C npo punku xpunmoaxmusie (MiCA) ma
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NPOOOBIHCEHHAM, X0UA U HEPIBHOMIPHUM, 8NpO8addceHHs YKpaincbkoeo 3akony «lIpo eipmyanvhi
axmusuy (Ne 2074-1X). Memoio docniddcents € oyinka 06csa2i6 i cCmpykmypu Kpunmo-nomoxie mMisxic
€C ma Yxpainorw, 6useieHHs KIHOUOBUX DeSYTSIMOPHUX PO30IdCHOCmel MidC 080MA NPABOSUMU
pamKamu ma OKPEeCHeHHs peaniCmudyHo20 Wwaaxy 2eapmouizayii. [{na oocsieneHHs yiei memu
3aCcmocosano OaHi ONOKYEUH-AHANIMUKU, CMamucmuky 2pouwosux nepekazie HBY ma Oani
€spocmamy 6 NOECOHAHHI 3 Memooamu NOPIGHANbHO-NPABOBO20 AHANIZY MA AHANIZY NPO2ANUH Y
pamkax acquis-eupieHiosants. Pe3ynemamu ceiouams, wjo Kpunmo-uaoxooxcents 3 kpain €C 0o
Vrpainu y 2024 poyi caenynu opienmosno $13—16 mapo, npuvomy USDT cmanosus oausvko 62%
i0eHmu@ixosaHux mpaHcKopOOHHUX Mpan3axkyi. Buseneno vomupu pe2ynisamopui npo2aniunu, Ki Ha
NpaKmuyi Cmeoproms Onepayitiii nepeuKkoou; acumempis y J1iyeH3y8anHi NOCMAayalbHUKI8 NOCLye
3 kpunmoaxmusie (CASP), eiocymuicmv Kiacughikayii cmeubnKoinie, Hey32004CeHiCmb 8UMO2S Y
cghepi npomuodii siomusannio kowmie ma ginancysannio mepopusmy (AML/CFT), a makxoaic npaguio
MaHOpieHuKa. 3poOneHo BUCHOBOK, W0 YCYHEHHs YUX Npo2aluH — nepeodycim yepe3 8npo8ao’ceHHs
npasuia MaHopiGHUKA ma po3oyoo8y pexcumy cmeuonkoinis, cymicnoco 3 MiCA, — € neobxioHow
YyM08010 noznubnenns @inancogoi inmeepayii mise €C ma Ykpainorw i, epewmi-pewim, 07
popmysanns nepekonaugoi mpaekmopii cmyny 0o €C'y cgepi ¢hinancosux nocuye.
Kniouosi cnosa: xpunmosantoma,; cmetionkoin, MiCA; ¢inancosa inmeepayis, Ykpaina,
€spocoros; mpanckopoonni niamedxci;, CASP; npasuno manopisHuka, 8ipmyaivHi akmusu.

Introduction. February 2022 did not just start a war — it upended the financial architecture that
Ukrainians had relied on for cross-border transactions. Parts of the conventional banking network
went offline or became unreachable. Capital controls tightened. Roughly 8 million people left for EU
countries and, almost immediately, faced the practical question of how to move money across the
border. Cryptocurrency filled part of that gap. Not in any organised way at first — a lot of it happened
through peer-to-peer channels, informal exchange networks, and Telegram-based brokers. But the
volumes built up quickly, and by 2024 Ukraine had one of the highest crypto adoption rates in the
world.

The 20242025 period carries particular analytical weight because two regulatory clocks were
ticking at the same time. On the EU side, the Markets in Crypto-Assets Regulation (MiCA,
Regulation (EU) 2023/1114) fully entered into force on 30 December 2024 — the most comprehensive
crypto-asset rulebook any major jurisdiction had produced. On the Ukrainian side, Law No. 2074-1X
on Virtual Assets continued its rollout, but key secondary legislation — on CASP licensing procedures,
capital requirements, and stablecoin-specific rules — remained incomplete as of mid-2025. That gap
between a finished framework and an unfinished one is the central problem the paper examines.

The topic sits at an intersection that the academic literature has been slow to address: financial
integration theory applied to crypto-payment corridors in the context of an active EU accession
process. Most existing studies focus either on crypto adoption patterns in emerging economies (Auer
et al., 2020) or on the technical dimensions of blockchain-based payments (Gozman et al., 2018). The
regulatory convergence dimension — particularly for a country navigating the EU accession process
— has received far less attention. This article attempts to contribute to that gap.

Literature review. The foundational technical and economic literature on cryptocurrency —
from Nakamoto (2008) through Bohme et al. (2015) — is well-established and needs no extended
summary here. What matters more for this paper is the intersection of crypto with financial integration
frameworks and with regulatory design in the EU-Ukraine context.

Auer, Cornelli, and Frost (2020) examined the drivers, approaches, and technologies behind
central bank digital currencies — a regulatory and monetary development that contextualises the
growing role of private crypto assets in cross-border flows. Their analysis of the conditions prompting
jurisdictions to explore CBDC alternatives is indirectly relevant to the Ukrainian case: Ukraine in
2022-2025 displays the macro profile — hryvnia depreciation, tightened capital controls, widespread
financial precariousness — under which private stablecoins tend to assume remittance and store-of-
value functions. These dynamics are directly observable in on-chain transaction data, where
stablecoin inflows spike during episodes of currency weakness, confirming the dual function of these
instruments as both remittances and currency hedges.

On the regulatory side, Zetzsche, Buckley, and Arner (2020) analysed EU crypto regulatory
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fragmentation before MiCA existed and essentially anticipated the problem MiCA was designed to
solve. Blandin et al. (2023), assessing early MiCA implementation, found that compliance costs
weigh heaviest on smaller service providers — a finding directly relevant to the Ukrainian CASP
sector, which consists largely of young firms with limited institutional capacity.

The financial integration literature — from Baele et al. (2004) on euro area convergence to Cihak
et al. (2013) on broader financial development — offers the analytical framework but does not engage
with crypto as an integration instrument. This paper attempts to bridge that gap by treating crypto-
payment corridors as a functional subset of financial integration, subject to the same logic of barrier
identification and convergence assessment.

Methodology. Three approaches are combined. First, a comparative regulatory analysis
examines MiCA and Ukraine's Law No. 2074-1X alongside secondary guidance from the EBA, NBU,
and NSSMC, focusing specifically on four dimensions: CASP licensing, stablecoin classification and
reserves, AML/CFT obligations, and the travel rule. The goal is not an exhaustive legal mapping but
identification of divergences with the most direct operational impact on cross-border transactions.

Second, a quantitative review of available transaction data draws primarily on the Chainalysis
2024 Geography of Cryptocurrency Report, cross-checked against NBU quarterly remittance
statistics and Eurostat data on financial transfers from EU member states. Attribution of on-chain
flows to geographic origins involves known methodological limitations, and where sources produce
divergent estimates the more conservative figure is used.

Third, a policy gap analysis adapted from Radaelli's (2000) acquis alignment framework
provides a structured basis for translating the regulatory comparison into actionable harmonisation
priorities. This moves the analysis beyond cataloguing differences toward specifying what would
need to change, in what order, and with what likely effects. The study period runs from January 2024
to September 2025; the geographic scope covers EU-Ukraine bilateral flows only.

Main results of research. MiCA draws a clear line between two types of stablecoins. Tokens
referencing a single fiat currency are classified as e-money tokens (EMTs); tokens backed by baskets
of assets are classified as asset-referenced tokens (ARTs). Both carry reserve requirements, liquidity
rules, and disclosure obligations. USDT technically falls under the EMT category — yet Tether had
not obtained EMT authorisation under MiCA as of mid-2025, placing USDT in a legally ambiguous
position for EU-licensed exchanges (European Parliament & Council, 2023).

Ukraine's Law No. 2074-IX creates a general virtual-asset framework but does not distinguish
between stablecoin types. USDT and USDC are treated the same as other crypto assets — no reserve
requirements, no mandated disclosures, no restrictions tied to the issuer's regulatory status. That
creates weaker user protections but fewer friction points for Ukrainian CASPs domestically.

The travel rule gap is the most immediately problematic from an AML perspective. The EU's
Transfer of Funds Regulation requires CASPs to transmit originator and beneficiary data for any
transfer above €1,000. Ukrainian CASPs are not yet subject to equivalent requirements, meaning
transfers from Ukrainian exchanges frequently arrive at EU counterparts flagged for enhanced due
diligence — and are often delayed or rejected in practice.

Table 1 presents the author's original six-dimensional regulatory gap analysis. Priority ratings
are assigned using the acquis alignment methodology adapted from Radaelli (2000), weighting
operational friction, AML/CFT risk, and Chapter 9 acquis compliance requirements.

Table 1
Regulatory Gap Analysis: MiCA (EU) vs. Ukraine Law No. 2074-1X
Requirement MiCA (EU) Ukraine Law No. | Gap level Convergence priority
2074-1X
Travel Rule Mandatory  for | Not implemented; Critical 1 — Most urgent (affects
transfers >€1,000; | Ukrainian CASPs >60%  of  corridor
CASP-to-CASP | have no VASP-to- volume)
transmission  of | VASP data-
originator and | sharing
beneficiary data | obligations
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Requirement MiCA (EU) Ukraine Law No. | Gap level Convergence priority
2074-1X
Stablecoin EMT (single- | No type Critical 2 — Most urgent (USDT
classification currency) / ART | differentiation; ~62% of flows)
(basket-backed); | USDT treated as
USDT  requires | standard VA; no
EMT reserve
authorisation requirements
CASP licensing | Mandatory Registration Significant |3 — High (Chapter 9
authorisation in a | regime partially in acquis requirement)
member state; | place; full
EU-wide licensing deferred
passporting to 2026
Reserve EMT: 100% | No stablecoin- | Significant |4 — High (consumer
requirements liquid reserves; | specific  reserve protection)
ART: diversified | requirements
reserves and
volume caps
AML/CFT AMLDS5/6: Partial Moderate | 5 — Medium
CASPs as obliged | compliance; KYC
entities; enhanced | exists, transaction
due diligence for | monitoring
high-risk limited
jurisdictions
Disclosure / | Mandatory white | Basic Moderate | 6 — Medium
White paper paper; disclosure | requirements
standards for | exist; no
tokens and | standardised white
CASPs paper

Source: compiled by the author based on Regulation (EU) 2023/1114 (MiCA); Law of Ukraine No.
2074-1X; FATF (2023); EBA Guidelines on CASP authorisation (2024). Priority ratings derived using
the acquis alignment methodology of Radaelli (2000).

Ukraine received approximately $106 billion in on-chain transaction value during the July
2023 — June 2024 measurement period, ranking sixth globally (Chainalysis, 2024). An estimated 28—
34% originated from EU-based senders — roughly $13—16 billion — with Poland, Germany, Italy, and
the Czech Republic accounting for the largest shares. USDT on Tron and Ethereum networks
comprised around 62% of identified cross-border transactions. Monthly volumes peak in December
and June and also spike during hryvnia depreciation episodes, indicating stablecoins serve both
remittance and currency-hedging functions.

Table 2
Estimated Cryptocurrency Flows: EU Member States — Ukraine (2024)

EU Country Est.  volume | Share of | Dominant asset | Primary channel
(2024, $bn) EU—-UA flow
Poland 3.8—-4.5 ~27% USDT (Tron) P2P + CEX (Binance,
WhiteBIT)
Germany 2.6-3.1 ~19% USDT/ETH CEX (MiCA-licensed)
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EU Country Est.  volume | Share of | Dominant asset Primary channel
(2024, $bn) EU—UA flow
Italy 1.5-1.9 ~12% USDT CEX + remittance
services
Czech Republic 1.2-1.5 ~10% USDT/BTC P2P + local exchanges
Other EU 4.0-5.0 ~32% Various Mixed channels
Total (estimate) 13-16 100% USDT (~62%) -

Source: author's calculations based on Chainalysis (2024) Geography of Cryptocurrency Report;
Chainalysis Eastern Europe Regional Data (October 2024); NBU Remittance Quarterly Reports Q1—
04 2024, Eurostat (2024).

Conclusions. Three main conclusions emerge from this analysis. First, cryptocurrency — and
stablecoins in particular — has become a structurally significant component of EU-Ukraine financial
flows, not a marginal or speculative phenomenon. Estimated EU-originated on-chain inflows to
Ukraine of $13—16 billion in 2024 are comparable in scale to formal remittance channels, and for
segments of the Ukrainian diaspora in EU member states, crypto is now the primary transfer
instrument.

Second, the regulatory divergence between MiCA and Ukraine's framework is not a minor
technical misalignment — it generates specific, identifiable friction that affects real transactions and
real households. The travel rule gap and the stablecoin classification gap are the two most
operationally significant, and both have tractable solutions given sufficient institutional priority and,
where needed, external technical support.

Third, the financial integration argument for convergence is stronger than the compliance
argument alone. Proactive alignment now is less costly than retrofitting after accession, and the
concrete benefits — lower remittance costs for displaced Ukrainians, greater transaction transparency,
reduced systemic risk from unregulated stablecoin exposure — are achievable within the current
legislative cycle. The scientific contribution of this paper lies in the systematic application of financial
integration theory to crypto-payment corridors in an EU accession context. Future research should
examine whether regulatory convergence actually shifts volume from informal to regulated channels,
assess the competitive dynamics between private stablecoins and the developing CBDC landscape on
both sides, and draw on household-level channel-choice data as better micro-evidence from the
Ukrainian diaspora becomes available.
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