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INTRODUCTION

The state’s strategic culture is an integrated system of symbols reflected 
in language, analogies, myths, metaphors, and daily rituals. This system cre-
ates firm strategic goals and/or preferences for the role of power (economic, 
military, and political) in the interstate relations. Strategic culture relates to 
shared beliefs and patterns of behaviour, which grew out of common expe-
riences and adopted narratives (oral and written). These change collective 
identity and relations with other groups, determining the accepted objectives 
and methods for fulfilling tasks in the realm of security. 

Contemporary political scientists and scholars of international relations 
are paying more attention to the study of strategic culture since there are 
more and more international problems related to the fact that the actors 
“speak different languages”, meaning that the same phenomenon is inter-
preted differently in different cultures; one side often cannot comprehend 
the viewpoint of its opponent. In order to foresee future developments and 
to conduct strategic planning, the politicians and scholars, who are involved 
in the decision-making process, must be able to account for sudden changes 
in cultural symbols and behavioural habits, adjustments which were already 
made by the political elites of various states. The question of how identity 
influences the strategic choices of a state is timely for contemporary politi-
cal scientists. So, the main notions that are most frequently connected to the 
analysis of strategic-cultural discourses are the following: history, national 
character, national memory, culture, religion, faith, customs, ethnicity, mul-
ticulturalism, behavioural habits, socialization, political thought, values, 
morals and law, ceremonies, and myths.

The main factors that influence strategic culture are: 1) geography, re-
sources, climate, military and technical organization; 2) political system; 3) 
historical experience, the views of political elites, the views of various gen-
erations, myths and symbols, “the main book” (religious or other). The schol-
ars of the “Odessa School of International Studies” have ignored the problem 
of studying strategic culture. A decisive factor in choosing our methodology 
for studying Ukrainian foreign policy – the subject of our long-term study – 
was the fact that “strategic culture” is not one of the classical theories. On the 
contrary, it is a new research program that has a high degree of compatibility 
with political realism at the same time. We see that “strategic culturalists” 
and “realists” usually set goals which mutually enrich and complement one 
another.  “Realists” are trying to “explain” (cause – effect) categories like 
power (“force”, “might”), national interest, balance of power, “the bounds of 
international systems”, “centres of power”, “division of power among sub-
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jects”, “spheres of influence”, and “rules of the game”. “Culturalists” attempt 
to understand (context, interpretation). At the same time, security undoubt-
edly remains the focus of both schools; security in its broader meaning. It not 
only includes military-political aspects, but also economic and ideological. 
The latter component increases in importance within the context of the con-
temporary phenomenon, which is often referred to as “the Ukrainian crisis” 
in the literature. However, in our opinion, it is in fact a proxy conflict, with 
significance for the entire system of European relations’ development.

This monograph reflects on the evolution of Ukraine’s foreign policy in the 
areas, which were studied by the professors of the Department of Internation-
al Relations of the Odesa Mechnikov National University. The monograph is 
structured in twelve chapters, each one dedicated to a specific dimension of 
our country’s foreign policy.   
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CHAPTER I

STRATEGIC CULTURE OF UKRAINE 
AS THE RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 

OF THE UKRAINIAN FOREIGN POLICY

Olga Brusylovska and Polina Sinovets

The idea that a strategic choice is influenced by decision-makers’ values 
and assumptions, which are deeply rooted in their states’ histories, is not a new 
one. The concept of strategic culture (or as it can be better called “a scientific-
research program”) is quite popular all over the world, and it is important for 
understanding the “security portrait” of a state. To some extent, this definition is 
connected with the notion of political culture, but it is narrower, as it is directed 
at the analysis of “hard power” in the state’s worldview. 

Jack Snyder was the first to use the term in late 1970s; he defined strategic 
culture as “the sum total of ideals, conditional emotional responses, and pat-
terns of habitual behaviour that members of the national strategic community 
have acquired through instruction or imitation and share with each other with 
regard to nuclear strategy”.1 Therefore, Snyder defined this phenomenon as the 
framework of the general worldviews, attitudes, and behaviour patterns, and 
became the first to attempt an interpretation of the military conduct of the state 
using its cultural and historical background.2

Alastair Ian Johnston claims that a strategic culture is stable if the advan-
tages’ rating is stable. The high correlation between strategic advantages and 
actual strategic behaviour is an indicator of the application of a strategic culture 
concept. Johnston also pointed out that analysts should keep in mind that there 
might be a difference between declared and secret doctrines when they study 
the concept of strategic culture.3

Other writers have a rather more sceptical attitude of the concept of strategic 
culture. One of the most obvious features, which could be criticised, is that the 
concept is almost impossible to quantify. As Nicholas Rengger has observed, 
the term “culture” “seems to represent everything that good, positivistic trained 
international relations specialists should hate. It is an inevitably loose concept 
and is open to endless reinterpretation”.4 There is a danger that the concept is so 
loose that it can explain everything and therefore nothing. 

Yet, despite these obvious objections, the notion of strategic culture per-
sists in the literature on international relations. This suggests that despite its 
problems, the concept is quite reliable in offering a useful contribution when it 
comes to strategic choice and state behaviour. 
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Academically this idea comes from constructivism, which broadens the 
neorealist vision of the states’ security behaviour, which is driven by the con-
cept of threat. In this case, the idea of rationality is explained by the peculiari-
ties of the states’ national strategic cultures, which is essential for understand-
ing of the main aims and restrictions of the state on the strategic level.

Summing up the differences between political and strategic cultures, po-
litical culture is defined as the combination of the common values, attitudes, 
beliefs, orientations, which are contributing to the regulation of the political 
behaviour of all society members. While strategic culture could be defined as 
a “set of shared beliefs, assumptions and models of behaviour, derived from 
common experiences and accepted narratives that shape collective identity 
and relationships to other groups and which determine appropriate ends and 
means of achieving national security objectives”.5

Snyder’s work had significant influence in his times, but far more atten-
tion has been paid to strategic culture since the first decade of the twenty-first 
century. It related to the United States’ understanding of the necessity to build 
its defence policy (and first of all their deterrence policy) coming from the 
peculiarities of the potential opponents’ national security styles.  

It is well known, that Robert Kagan argued that Europeans and Ameri-
cans have rather different attitudes when it comes to the use of military 
power. The USA, as the only one superpower in the world, was inclined to 
act unilaterally and pre-emptively, if necessary. Hiding in their “Kantian 
paradise”, the Europeans were less inclined to use military power and were 
rather more committed to the rules-based international order in contradic-
tion to Americans.6 Similarly, Steven McGuire and Michael Smith charac-
terize the US as a “warrior nation”; whereas, the EU is a “trading state”.7 
Asle Toje has also used the concept of strategic culture when he was trying 
to reconcile the EU’s stated foreign policy objectives and its behaviour in 
the context of transatlantic relations.8

Colin Gray has argued that strategic culture is not purely deterministic. 
However, the concept is useful, since it provides context for certain strategic 
choices. In other words, it greatly assists us when we interpret why decision-
makers make particular choices. Gray also acknowledges that circumstances 
may compel decision-makers to make a choice, which is against the state’s 
“strategic culture”. It is clear that circumstances may force decision-makers 
to make a choice that is far beyond their “comfort zone”. However, we can 
expect that under these circumstances they may face resistance. For instance, 
there could be some debates in society as to whether the course of action is 
wholly desirable or not. Opposing politicians could criticize the new direc-
tion of the government’s foreign policy. In the media, those who shape public 
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opinion may also participate in the debate; and public opinion may well de-
tect the degree of inconvenience or even direct opposition to the new course.9

Some of these elements could be seen when German decision-makers 
were compelled to re-evaluate their attitudes towards the use of military 
force in the 1990s. A. Dalgaard-Nielsen has suggested that two dominant 
schools of thought have been developed in Germany since 1945. The first 
school of thought was aligned with the centre-right in German politics, 
which can be characterized as “never again alone”, meaning that Germany 
needed to be a part of the multilateral alliance. The second school of thought 
was aligned with the social democrats, and could be defined as “never again 
war”; in other words, Germany should not use the military force except the 
cases of self-defence. The fact that there were two competing schools “em-
phasizes the plural and dynamic, rather than monolithic, nature of strategic 
culture”.10 Both schools “represented competing interpretations of German 
history regarding security and defence policy.”11 During the Cold War, there 
was a consensus regarding the foreign and national security policies that 
West Germany should follow. In the 1990s, in the face of the disintegration 
of Yugoslavia, which caused a humanitarian catastrophe, both the left and 
right in German politics were forced to reconsider their attitudes to the use 
of military force. As Dalgaard-Nielsen noted, the left concluded that “Ger-
many’s historical responsibility was not only a responsibility to oppose war; 
it was also a responsibility to stop aggression against unarmed civilians, if 
necessary by threatening or using force”.12 Eventually, the German govern-
ment decided that it would have to participate in the 1999 Kosovo War and 
dispatch troops to Afghanistan, which was more controversial. However, 
the government opposed the 2003 Iraq War, and recently chose to abstain 
from the 2011 intervention in Libya.

Christopher Reeves characterizes modern Polish strategic culture in a sim-
ilar way; it was born in the struggle of two dominant schools of thought. Be-
cause of this struggle, Polish strategic culture was transformed in a few years. 
At the turn of the twenty-first century, Poland adopted an interventionist pol-
icy, which had rapidly evolved under the circumstances of retrenchment. It 
was rather more the case, that one strategic doctrine displaced another. The 
policy of retrenchment was not a new one: it had been evident throughout the 
discussions with Polish intellectual circles since the Second World War, and 
it had been central prior to the first post-communist governments’ when they 
came to power in the early 1990s. The “Romantic” interventionist doctrine 
was re-asserted when Poland became a member of NATO in 1999, mostly 
because the government was concerned about demonstration of a positive 
contribution to the Alliance. The fact that Poland’s participation in overseas 
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missions did not seem to bring any benefits, combined with the deteriorating 
security situation in Eastern Europe, meant that the “interventionist” doctrine 
began to weaken and was replaced by a defence provision that emphasized 
territorial defence more (Komorowski Doctrine).13

In his article “The Russian Bear: Russian Strategic Culture and What It 
Implies for the West,” Norbert Eitelhuber identifies the nature of Russia’s 
strategic culture: it is the tendency to use force for achieving strategic goals. 
He argues that Western politicians consistently misperceive the reasons for 
Russian foreign policy behaviour, as they do not consider the enduring nature 
of Russia’s strategic culture. Since 1600, military power has become the main 
institutional foundation of Russian statehood. As Russia does not have eas-
ily defendable geographical boundaries, it was always vulnerable to external 
attack.14 As George Kennan wrote about Russia’s situation, “here caution, 
circumspection, flexibility and deception are the valuable qualities”.15 De-
feat would have been a catastrophe for Russia with its far-flung geography. 
Over time, a highly centralized, militaristic (but at the same time risk-averse) 
political system, which relied on the idea of mass forces, could be sacrificed 
knowingly. Succession of the Russian strategic culture is impressive, despite 
all the strategic changes during its history, and it “certainly arises in the main 
from a political culture and psychology shaped by geography”.16 This succes-
sion must be kept in mind during discussions of possible changes in Russia’s 
strategic culture.

This article claims that Russia has a strategic culture that is quite stable, 
although significant changes occurred after the dissolution of the Soviet Un-
ion. The role of military strength as a source of power declined, while the 
prominence of economic power increased. Throughout the post-Cold War 
era, Russia has aimed at restoring its status as a great power and develop-
ing (or revising) its national identity. At the same time, the strategic culture 
that prevails in Moscow makes Russia very sensitive to actions taken by the 
West. Russia pays special attention to the former Soviet republics and the eth-
nic Russians who live there, and this fact causes significant concern among 
people. On September 27, 1994, Boris Yeltsin told the United Nations that 
“Russia’s priority interests lie in the newly independent nations of the former 
Soviet Union”.17 Multifaceted interaction within the CIS region remains an 
absolute priority for Russia. Within that region, Ukraine – with its large Rus-
sian population and its strong cultural and economic ties to Russia – is of the 
utmost importance.

In the early 1990s, Yeltsin’s flirtation with integration and Russia’s re-
sponse to the attacks of 9/11 gave birth to the myth that Russia had adopted 
integration with the West as a fundamental strategic choice. This would have 
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been a major change in Russia’s strategic culture, a change that would never 
take place. Today we must cope with Russia, which is still pursuing its inter-
ests according to the rules of the Hobbesian order. Thus, as Robert Kagan has 
expressed it, “Russia’s complaint is not with this or that weapons system. It 
is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and 
wants to revise”.18 In the mid-1990s, Russia started to consolidate as a state. 
National ideology, nationally oriented policies, and the idea of Russia as a 
great power re-emerged and became key subjects for appraisal by all major 
political parties. Sergei Kortunov has described the school of thought that 
emerged from this era as “enlightened democratic patriotism” that “will in-
corporate the ideas of an open society, individual freedom, and strong and 
responsible state power”.19 

The last fundamental shift took place in Russia’s strategic culture in the 
early 2000s. The economy must be considered as an important pillar of Rus-
sian power, perhaps even more important than the military itself. The Russian 
government hoped to overcome the crisis of national identity, which became 
intense after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. 

In 2007, “sovereign democracy” – first used by Vladislav Surkov as a 
modernization paradigm in 2006, described the notion of being an independ-
ent sovereign state that is free of foreign influence – was introduced into the 
platform of the United Russia party, and became the new national ideology. 
According to this idea, only a state with a strong army can be considered a 
sovereign state. In order to have a strong army, the state has to have state con-
trol over its export potential of the economy; only then, the state will have a 
sustainable national future. As Norbert Eitelhuber concluded, Putin’s choice 
became possible only because of a culture of authoritarian rule in Russia that 
has existed for centuries. Today most Russians want to have a strong and 
powerful leadership.20

Thus, the strategic culture of our country remains one of the least studied 
cases today. Perhaps, it could be explained by the fact that the strategic cul-
ture of Ukraine is still in the process of formation, which means that all cur-
rent security threats can be considered as factors of potential influence over 
the creation of the Ukrainian strategic worldview. 

However, we believe that there is an urgent need to research the strategic 
culture of Ukraine within the framework of its stable elements, especially 
those which are dynamically transforming. 

Geographical and historical features of defining Ukrainian strategic 
culture. The basic features of Ukrainian strategic culture come from the com-
bination of geographical, geopolitical, and historical factors. They are the 
background for the creation of the strategic culture of Ukraine.
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Given its geography, it should be noted that the most of Ukraine’s territory 
is constituted of flat lands open for penetration from the East, as well as from 
the West. The southern part has a natural Black Sea border, but the Southern 
steppes’ region only joined the country recently. Prior, this region had been 
separated from the majority of Ukrainian territories for a long time. Vulner-
ability of Ukrainian territories was increased by the fact that for centuries 
they were located at the crossroads of most of the trade routes connecting the 
East to the West and the South to the North; therefore, Ukrainian territories 
were always attractive for the neighbouring countries strategically. Anyway, 
it has led to certain consequences. 

On one hand, the attractiveness of Ukrainian territories often made them a 
victim of the neighbours’ aspirations, and in the course of history, it prevented 
Ukrainian’s successful efforts to build a strong and independent state. After 
the glorious pasts of Kievan Rus and the Galicia-Volyn Principality during 
the Middle Ages, Ukrainian lands became part of different countries, most 
of all, a part of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (later – the Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth) and then a part of the Kingdom of Moscow (later – the Rus-
sian Empire).

On the other hand, in order to secure its borders and to later provide the 
state independence, Ukrainian national leaders had to sign agreements with 
neighbouring countries to prevent war with two or more enemies from the 
East, the South, and the West. Therefore, this policy of providing security 
through diplomacy has turned diplomacy into the most important tool of its 
nation building policy.  

Moreover, it has promoted the search of a strong partner as a fundamental 
feature of Ukrainian strategic culture , and this often transformed into the 
asymmetrical partnership like the “protector (patron) – vassal” relationship. 
To a large extent, there was a consequence of the time constraints and condi-
tions which were placed on Ukraine. In the 17th century, a quite successful at-
tempt to create Ukrainian state under the leadership of Bogdan Khmelnitsky 
could hardly have been possible without support of a strong partner and the 
benefits it brought. When Khmelnitsky rebelled against the Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth, he was guided by the Sublime Port and received military aid 
from its vassal – the Crimean Khanate. Later Khmelnitsky found the King-
dom of Moscow which was very close to Ukrainians culturally, linguistically 
and religiously, to be an ally. With the passage of time, it became a Ukrainian 
political tradition to build its own sovereignty through alliances with a more 
powerful state.  For instance, hetman Mazepa, who tried to win freedom for 
Ukraine from the Russian Empire, formed an alliance with the Swedish king, 
Charles XII, but this attempt failed. From 1917 to 1921, when the Russian 
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Empire had collapsed, the new Ukrainian republic got a chance to develop 
itself independently, which was bound to the development of Soviet Russia. 
According to Volodymyr Vynnychenko, at the same time Ukrainians were 
considering two other paths of development; one of them was reliance on 
their own resources and the other was reliance on the support of the West, 
especially Poland.21  A few years later, when the Ukrainian state was led by 
hetman Skoropadskyi, it began to rely on the West (in particular, Germany 
and the Austro-Hungarian Empire) in its policy. 

It is quite interesting to follow the typical Ukrainian narrative, based on the 
Cossack culture as the part of the national mythology.  This mythology also 
offers a better understanding of the role of military organization in Ukrain-
ian traditions, and underlines the already mentioned tendency. On the level 
of national myths and narratives, Ukrainian statehood partially derives from 
the Zaporizhian Sich. It was a purely male, militaristic community with strict 
hierarchy and a professionally trained army, which earned for life due to the 
regular assaults on the Ottoman Empire.  Often these raids were sponsored by 
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth or the Kingdom of Moscow. However, 
due to this tradition, established by its founder prince Dmytro Vyshnevetskyi, 
the Zaporizhian Sich often changed its political patrons in attempts to gain 
more rights and privileges for Cossacks, which demonstrates the domination 
of diplomacy as a main tool of strengthening national security.22 This peculi-
arity was clearly demonstrated by the political and military activity of hetman 
Sahaidachnyi, when he had conquered Kafa, so that Cossacks could gain an 
increase in military registration from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. 
As a result, Sahaidachnyi united his efforts with the king Wladislaw in a joint 
military campaign against Moscow.  

Also, besides diplomacy’s  domination as a strategic tool of survival and 
development, one of the specific features, inherited by Cossacks from Kievan 
Rus’ state tradition, was the ongoing search for more internal freedom, as well 
as  from the patron state, in case they considered themselves to be too pres-
sured  or humiliated. Therefore, according to the famous historian and lawyer, 
Bogdan Kistiakowskyi, “each period of the striving for independence... was 
closely connected with some previous repression against Ukrainians”.23 This 
tendency can be seen in the regular clashes between Cossacks and the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth and in one of its dramatic moments – the national 
liberation movements of 1648-1657.  

This feature is rooted in Kievan Rus’ times, when any oppression of the 
people’s rights prompted active revolts and often even pushed a shift of pow-
er. In particular, Mykola Kostomarov noticed that the princes of Kievan Rus 
were elected and changed by the people’s Veche, which “considered possess-
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ing the right to change and destroy their established order and sometimes 
even them [princes]”.24 This custom to change power for the sake of the peo-
ple’s interests has generated features of the Ukrainian strategic culture, such 
as “the absence of a clear goal, the impetuosity of movement, striving for the 
creation and at the same time the decay of that not yet created”.25

  Therefore, the Ukrainian strategic culture contains two contradictory 
trends. On one hand, Ukrainians are ready to unite with more powerful allies, 
easily giving up the initiative in this alliance, and, on the other hand, even 
“the custody of the parents over their children is considered the unacceptable 
despotism [for Ukrainians]. The ambitions of the elder brothers [to control the 
younger ones] can provoke terrible animosity between them”.26  Hence, dur-
ing their long history, Ukrainians were feeling comfortable with the existence 
of the “elder brother”, who was often able to organize and defend them in the 
framework of a common state. Meanwhile when this “elder brother” started 
to oppress their rights, it initiated certain spontaneous protest, aiming not only 
at the annihilation of this alliance, but sometimes even the brother. 

Threat Perception. Special attention should be paid to the definition of 
enemies in the Ukrainian strategic culture. Interestingly, despite traditional 
divisions between Ukraine and the Polish and Russian nations, Ukrainians 
have never defined them as enemies. On the contrary, to a certain extent it is 
possible to say that Ukrainians have passed through a process of convergence 
with both dominate political cultures; this has defined not only the dualism 
of Ukrainian political culture and self-identification, but also created an ex-
tremely low threshold of pain for the Ukrainian strategic culture. 

This is one of the most vivid distinctions between the Russian and Ukrain-
ian strategic cultures. Whereas the former traditionally underscored the pri-
macy of its civilization over the “others”, feeling highly vulnerable in the face 
of any enlargement of Western civilization near Russian borders, the later 
was traditionally open to any form of integration and engagement with “oth-
ers”.27 Kostomarov pointed out that Ukrainians have adopted Greek Christian 
Orthodoxy, but have not accepted their repulsion towards the Western church. 
“Those spirits of tolerance as well as the absence of national arrogance were 
also accepted by the Cossacks’ culture and are still living among the people… 
The military campaigns against Turks and Crimean Tatars were caused not by 
the blind fanaticism towards “infidels”, but by revenge for the assaults and 
imprisonment of the Ukrainians... The memory of the bloody confrontation 
with Poles is still alive, but there is no animosity… towards the Polish nation 
among the Ukrainian people”.28

The Russian factor is one of the biggest controversies in Ukrainian strate-
gic culture. It has been a matter of fact that from the beginnings of Ukrainian 
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state development Russia always prevented Ukraine creating an independent 
national state – since the Pereyaslav Treaty, which in laid the groundwork for 
the future erosion of the Ukrainian statehood and its digestion by the Russian 
Empire as the inalienable part of it, and even later, in 1917, after the creation 
of the Ukrainian National Republic.. At the same time, this policy turned out 
to be quite successful, creating significant “myths of a special Slavic mentali-
ty and common historical destinies between Russia and Ukraine on both elites 
and societal levels”.29 Of course, this idea did not sound credible in Western 
Ukraine, which historically was part of the Habsburg Empire; however, this 
section was always a minority of the state’s population and never served as a 
major supplier the political elites. Therefore, after the dissolution of the So-
viet Union, public opinion statistics continued to show that only 25% of the 
Ukrainian population perceived Russia as a threat.30 

This traditional sympathy towards Russia can be explained not only by 
the religious, linguistic and cultural closeness of the Ukrainian and Russian 
people, but also by the fact that (especially in the Soviet Union) Ukraine was 
regarded not as a colony, but as an integral part of the state.31 This feeling was 
also emphasized by the status of Ukraine as the member-state of the UN. This 
also explains the fact that Ukraine, in part, inherited some features of Soviet 
strategic culture, such as ambitions for a great power status, as well as a feel-
ing of equality with Russia as a legal successor to the Soviet heritage.

 One more controversial issue is the spread of the popular Eurasian ide-
ology, which became dominant in the Russian Federation, among Ukrain-
ians. The supporters of the Eurasian ideology claim the existence of a sepa-
rate Russian civilization within the territory of the former Russian Empire. 
They assign cultural meaning to the Russian-speaking community (so-called 
“Russian world”). The idea of the nation is expanded to include the regions 
where Russian language and culture are dominant.  Notably, these ideologi-
cal schemes have been added to Putin’s so-called “conservative values” since 
2012, when the president declared the “existence of a multi-ethnic civiliza-
tion with a Russian core” and the triune Russian nation (the Great Russians, 
the Small Russians and the Belarusians). This ideology has become a tool 
to manage the conflicts in the post-Soviet space (Abkhazia, South Ossetia, 
Crimea, and “Novorossiya”).   

 In particular, regular opinion polls in Russia show that the majority of 
Russians were not able to accept the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the 
independence of Ukraine. According to VCIOM, in 2006 66% of all Rus-
sians regretted the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In 2005 71% and in 2007 
48% of Russians expressed their wish to unite with Ukraine.32 In 2012 the 
main basis of Putin’s successful election campaign was the promise to revive 
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the Eurasian Union or in fact to bring back Soviet heritage. In 2014, the an-
nexation of Crimea was interpreted as the unification and “correction of the 
historic mistakes, made in 1954” and it was supported by 97% of Russians. 
Putin’s rating has reached the maximum level for all the years of his presi-
dency. Interestingly, in December 2014, Putin, reinforced claims to Crimea, 
was referring to its sacred value for the Russian nation, comparing it with 
the importance of the Temple Mount in Jerusalem for Jews and Muslims.33 
It is evident that the annexation of Crimea increased confrontation between 
Ukrainian and Russian citizens. Today many Russian citizens believe their 
government’s interpretation of events in eastern Ukraine. During 2015, the 
amount of those who supported EU integration decreased from 52 to 44%, 
and the amount of those who supported the Eurasian Union increased from 13 
to 17%; the amount of those who did not support the membership of Ukraine 
in both organizations increased from 23 to 27%.34 However, paradoxically 
the amount of those who supported Ukraine’s integration to NATO increased 
from 44 to 75%, and those who did not support it decreased from 35 to 20%.35 
Consequently, Ukrainian strategic culture inherently leads them to assertions 
that in a situation where it seems that all previous rules have been broken, that 
power is the only thing in international relations that currently has value; it 
will be extremely difficult for Ukraine to oppose Russia’s hybrid war alone. 

General features of the Ukrainian strategic culture. The political scien-
tist Andriy Okara describes the Ukrainian worldview as “generally indefinite 
and spineless. The reason of its existence is – the disorder of sex-role and gen-
der harmony towards the decreasing of male and the increasing of the female 
root cause”.36 The combination of these features demonstrates the so-called 
“feminine” style, which means the identification of Ukraine’s interests with 
the interest of another state – the strong partner of Ukraine. 

Historical experiences demonstrate that within the framework of such a 
partnership, Ukraine is prepared to give up some parts of its sovereignty and 
to play the minor role, but only under conditions in which its interests and 
rights will be respected by the stronger partner.   

It must be noted that Ukrainians an inherent desire to be respected in this 
partnership. Thus, their willingness to comply with the demands of a stronger 
partner used to have a certain limit; the crossing of this limit could easily push 
a peaceful and compromising Ukrainian society into aggressive resistance. 
Events of ancient times, the national liberation movement of the mid-17th 
century, Kolyivshchyna, and contemporary events, such as the Orange Revo-
lution and both Maidans,   stand out as the best examples of this. 

A clear example of Ukrainian strategic culture can be found in Ukrainian-
Russian relations, especially considering Ukrainian interpretations of them. 
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On one hand, in the Russian-Ukrainian alliance, Kyiv is always considered 
a younger brother, who usually accepts the patronage of Moscow as natural. 
On the other, Kyiv always considered itself as being equal with Moscow, as 
its brother, but not a vassal. This also explains why Ukraine considered that 
it had an equal right to share Soviet heritage with Moscow. When Moscow 
tried to “direct” Kyiv on the way, which Russia considered more appropriate, 
it caused alienation and enmity between Kyiv and Moscow.

Today the situation is different from the period prior to 2013, because not 
every Russian-speaking citizen of Ukraine is pro-Russian. In 2014, according 
the IRI review, more than 79% of the Russian-speaking citizens in Ukraine 
opposed Russia’s decision to send its troops to Ukraine for “protecting Rus-
sian-speaking citizens of Ukraine”. The vast majority of Russian-speaking 
people from Southern and Eastern Ukraine also did not support this deci-
sion.37 According to Gallup opinion polls, support of Russian leadership in 
Ukraine decreased from 43% (57% in the South and the East) in 2013 to 5% 
(12% in the South and the East) in 2014. In September 2014, A. Navalny’s 
opinion poll in pro-Russian cities such as Odessa and Kharkov showed that 
87% of residents wanted to see their region as the part of Ukraine (88,3% in 
general), 3% of residents wanted to join Russia, 2% to join Novorossiya, and 
8% have not decided yet.38

Thus, the features of Ukrainian strategic culture, as a style, are, rather pas-
sive, responsive to certain initiatives, and also open to convergence with other 
national-cultural spaces.

Conclusions. By definition, strategic culture is quite connected with the 
political culture, but is different due to its narrower focus, aimed at exploring 
the role of “hard power” in the creation of a nation-state’s worldview.  Aca-
demically, this idea comes from constructivism, which broadens the neoreal-
ist vision of the states’ security behaviour. Jack Snyder defined this phenom-
enon as the combination of the general worldviews, attitudes and security pat-
terns. The strategic culture of Ukraine was defined by the historic conditions, 
under which Ukrainian leaders had to make alliances with their neighbours in 
order to prevent wars with two or more enemies at once. Therefore, a specific 
feature of the Ukrainian strategic culture was gaining the security through the 
diplomacy. The search for a strong state-partner often led to an asymmetrical 
partnership. Another specific feature was the permanent search for freedom 
from the external partner if it oppressed their rights. Strategically Ukrainians 
never defined Poles or Russians as enemies. On the contrary, Ukrainians al-
lowed certain convergences with both cultures. The mentioned feature shows 
one of the principal differences between it and Russian strategic culture: the 
Ukrainian strategic culture is considered to be open for the integration with 
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“others”. The combination of the aforementioned features demonstrates the 
so-called “feminine” features of Ukrainian strategic culture. 
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CHAPTER 2

STRATEGIC CULTURE OF UKRAINE 
AND ITS NON-NUCLEAR STATUS

Polina Sinovets

Ukraine’s refusal to maintain nuclear status not only clearly demonstrated 
the main features of Ukraine’s strategic culture, but also signified a defining 
stage in its development. This was the first attempt of the Ukrainian state to 
challenge the will of the great powers, and it could help masculinize its strategic 
culture and it strengthens its self-reliance in security and foreign policy matters. 
However, in this case, characteristic features of Ukrainian strategic culture de-
fined the scenario, which led to the signing of the Budapest memorandum and 
the further nuclear disarmament of Kyiv.

Ukraine proclaimed the non-nuclear course in 1990, but, in fact, it came to 
this in 1993. During the period from 1990 to 1993, Kyiv was often accused 
of pro-nuclear sentiments and ambitioning to become a transit nuclear state. 
Indeed, the ratification of the Lisbon Protocol by Verkhovna Rada, in 1992, 
occurred with the exception of Article 5, which envisaged Ukraine’s accession 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as a non-
nuclear state. From 1993 to 1994, Ukraine resisted the demands of Russia and 
the US and refused the unconditional nuclear disarmament, making many ex-
perts suggest that Kyiv would draw the NPT regime into a severe crisis, which 
it would not be able to overcome. After, Ukraine’s decision to give up nuclear 
weapons was the background for the other issues, such as the unlimited exten-
sion of the NPT at the conference in 1995, as well as the further situation of the 
arms control regime (most importantly, the future of START-1).

 The period from 1992 to 1993 highlights some important features of the 
Ukrainian strategic culture. In this case, it must be noted that non-nuclear status 
was not an easy step for Ukraine; however, the struggle that took place during 
the mentioned years demonstrates the current Ukrainian decision’s conformity.  

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Ukraine kept 220 strategic de-
livery vehicles (130 SS-19, 46 SS-24, 44 heavy bombers equipped with 1,068 
long-range air-launched cruise missiles, and 1750 nuclear warheads assigned 
among them).1 Moreover, Ukraine possessed a strong civilian nuclear infra-
structure, as well as the world’s largest missile companies.

From the early stages of Ukrainian independence, there were two ap-
proaches concerning nuclear weapons among Ukrainian political elites. The 
first approach was formed during the adoption of the Declaration of State 
Sovereignty of Ukraine in 1990, when the main aim was to prompt a civilized 
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“break up” with Russia. This “break up” would not be possible if Ukraine 
stayed nuclear; therefore, the idea to give up nuclear weapons was based on 
this intention. In addition, the so-called “Chernobyl syndrome”, meaning the 
widespread fear among the Ukrainian population of the nuclear technologies 
(including nuclear weapons), played a significant role. All these factors influ-
enced Ukrainians relatively low support of nuclear status in the beginning of 
the 1990s (about 33%).2

A second approach to nuclear weapons was formed later, after Ukraine 
has already become an independent state. The main idea was formulated by 
Yuri Kostenko, the leader of the “hawks” parliamentary group, in his article 
“Nuclear Weapons: Good or Evil?” In it, he supported the idea of designating 
nuclear weapons as the property of the Ukrainian state. The nuclear disarma-
ment should be performed gradually, considering the primary demands of 
Ukraine, in particular, financial compensation and security guarantees.3 In 
April of 1993, 162 deputies of the Verkhovna Rada signed a letter “in support 
of the Ukrainian nuclear status”; this letter proclaimed Ukraine a successor of 
the USSR and “a transit nuclear state”.4

On June 3, 1993, in his speech at the Verkhovna Rada’s closed session on 
the ratification of START-1, the Prime Minister, Leonid Kuchma, emphasized 
that for Ukraine “the only real and stable perspective could be found in the 
doctrine of guaranteed deterrence and not by provoking defence”.5 According 
to the Prime Minister, the basis for this deterrence could become the pres-
ervation of 42 national ICBMs, which had to be destroyed as an element of 
START-1 implementation. 

 Besides, Kuchma not only spoke about ideas of conventional deterrence, 
but he also added that Ukraine was the owner of nuclear weapons; at least for 
a certain period it should be proclaimed as a nuclear state.6

Russia and the US often interpreted these Ukrainian demands as the state’s 
attempt to delay the process of disarmament and, as the result, to become a 
real nuclear state. Even after the Ukrainian President signed the Trilateral 
Agreements with the leaders of Russia and the United States, the deputy di-
rector of the US and Canada Institute, Serhiy Rogov, noted that he “knows no 
example of when a state publicly claimed its nuclear status and then gave up 
nuclear weapons”. Rogov also insisted that Ukraine, as well as Russia, could 
not be trusted because “the current political culture in both countries does not 
include the notion of compliance”.7

Nonetheless, since declaring its intention to become a non-nuclear state, 
Ukraine has fulfilled its promise. The reasons for its initial denial to disarm 
as well as its final disarmament can be found in features of the state’s stra-
tegic culture. From the very beginning, Ukraine’s unpreparedness to accept 
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the compelled decision concerning the withdrawal of its nuclear arsenal to 
the territory of Russia (as Belarus and Kazakhstan did), demonstrated some 
of these features. For instance, it is worthwhile mentioning that Ukraine has 
declared itself equal to Russia as the official successor of the Soviet Union. 
In the winter of 1992, when President Yeltsin publicly announced his Presi-
dential Nuclear Initiative, which aimed for the unilateral reduction of Soviet 
tactical nuclear weapons and the retargeting of the Ukrainian ICBMs without 
any consultations with Ukraine, President Kravchuk unilaterally stopped pro-
viding Russia with tactical warheads.8  Also in April of 1992, the Verkhovna 
Rada issued a decree to establish administrative control over all tactical nu-
clear weapons, confirming its right to possess these weapons.

Thus, Ukraine demanded equality from Russia at the same time when Rus-
sian officials publicly called Ukrainian independence “temporary”, implying, 
that European governments should not hurry to open embassies in Kyiv.9

Strobe Talbott, the head of the US delegation on the negotiations over 
Ukrainian nuclear disarmament in 1993, mentioned that the Russian Ambas-
sador to the US, Volodymyr Lukin, compared the relationship between Russia 
and Ukraine with the relationship between New York and New Jersey. While 
the deputy of the Russian defence minister, Georgy Mamedov, often remind-
ed Americans, that “everything between us and Ukrainians is a family busi-
ness”, implying that Moscow would not tolerate the interference of Wash-
ington “into the family” for too long.10 This apparent disregard of Ukrainian 
independence took place at the same time that Moscow declared its claims to 
Crimea, as well as disputed Ukrainian rights to the Black Sea Fleet. 

It must be mentioned, that in resisting Russian pressure, Ukraine still 
did not regard Russia as a potential threat to Ukrainian national security. 
“Ukraine and Russia were living together for 350 years, so they have never 
applied weapons against each other, and will never do”, said President Krav-
chuk in his interview  with an Italian newspaper in 1994.11 This expression 
complies with the idea of experts in the Ukrainian Foreign Ministry, which 
they declared in the mid-2000s: “Not then, not now, we do not consider that 
a military threat from Russia is real, that it is necessary to have such a radical 
instrument as nuclear weapons for its deterrence”.12

Ukraine’s perception that Russia posed a low degree of threat in their rela-
tionship significantly reduced Ukrainian political elites’ motivation to retain 
nuclear weapons as a mechanism of deterrence. The primary motivation for 
resisting nuclear disarmament was the understanding of the great role that 
nuclear weapons played in politics, along with Ukraine’s wish to prove its 
equality with Russia as a successor of the Soviet Union. 
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During that time, the United States fully supported Russia, which created 
the impression that the importance of Ukraine was measured only by the nu-
clear weapons deployed on its territory. In this situation, Ukraine considered 
the nuclear weapons as the only tool that could influence the situation.   

There is a wide spread question as to the motivation of Ukraine. In particu-
lar, if it was going to disarm, why it had been resisting nuclear disarmament 
for two years? In this situation, we must consider the importance of under-
standing of Ukrainian strategic culture.  

One of the main features of Ukrainian strategic culture is the absence of 
clearly defined aims providing for the state’s national interests. From the very 
beginning, there was no clear understanding as to how Ukraine would be able 
to use its nuclear potential practically. For instance, Yuriy Kostenko, as one 
of the strongest opponents of disarmament noticed: “…due to its specifics, 
nuclear weapon performs defensive functions even if it is not controlled by 
the state where it is deployed. Therefore, the liquidation of nuclear weapons 
without an adequate substitute by the other instruments of deterrence will 
result in the loss of effective national security elements as well as threaten 
the existence of the Ukrainian state”.13 Kostenko’s concept looked strange 
for any nuclear-weapon state. Having such a weapon and not controlling it is 
a rather dubious bonus in terms of security. Because any delay in Ukraine’s 
nuclear disarmament could cause Russian aggression (for instance, violent 
disarmament operations)14 or the total economic and diplomatic isolation of 
Kyiv by the US. Accordingly, Kostenko’s sincerity should be questioned, due 
to the absence of intentions to develop nuclear deterrence, or nuclear weap-
ons had a different function for Kyiv. The third variant is the absence of stra-
tegic understanding, which was already mentioned. This means that the main 
concept was to leave nuclear weapons in Ukraine and find out what kind of 
deal could be made later. 

Firstly, let us consider the variant, in which nuclear deterrence offered a 
potential chance for Ukraine to develop its “hard security” sector; that is one 
of the distinctive features of masculine political culture. It is known that in 
April of 1992, in a general meeting devoted to blocking Ukraine’s ability to 
launch of missiles from its territory, they realized that without the permis-
sion of Moscow, Kyiv’s intervention in the command and control system for 
nuclear weapons management was impossible. 15 Thus, they were not work-
ing to create their own nuclear deterrence. However, it is known that at the 
same time the Centre for Operational and Strategic Studies was opened on the 
Ukrainian territory. This Centre was studying the possibilities of mastering 
nuclear weapons. Additionally, in February of 1992, the withdrawal of tacti-
cal nuclear weapons to the territory of Russia was stopped; this fact meant 
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that on the level of Ukrainian political elites, Ukraine at least investigated the 
prospects of nuclear deterrence. Ideologically, this idea never had wide politi-
cal or expert popularity; little public popularity. In particular, the only deputy 
advocating for the concept of nuclear deterrence in Ukraine was a member of 
the Committee on Security and defence, Major-General Volodymyr Tolubko. 
He claimed that the path of nuclear deterrence was less expensive than the 
development of conventional deterrence. In particular, Tolubko referred to 
Soviet statistics, according to which Moscow was spending only 5-6% of 
its military budget on nuclear weapons.16 In terms of strategic culture, an 
interesting feature of Tolubko’s position was the fact that he saw nuclear 
deterrence for Ukraine in tandem with Russia. In other words, he offered to 
create a common strategic space under the command of Moscow. Ukraine 
was supposed to have a sort of “autonomy” within this space, such as ad-
ministrative control over weapons, Ukrainian citizens’ service in the strate-
gic nuclear forces, and the application of nuclear weapons under the control 
of both the Russian and Ukrainian Presidents. Tolubko’s main concern was 
a threat from the USA, which could to do to Ukraine the same thing that 
it had “with Grenada, Yugoslavia and Iraq”.17 Meanwhile, the deployment 
of Russian strategic forces on the territory of Ukraine would oblige Russia 
to defend Ukraine since “46 of 176 Ukrainian missiles are already equal to 
the capacity of the half US’ land based ballistic missiles”.18 Tolubko sug-
gested that Ukraine should not join the NPT; it should ratify the Lisbon 
treaty to START-1, but without the sections which obliged Ukraine to with-
draw its nuclear weapons over a certain period. In addition, he considered 
an alternative, in which Ukraine would not ratify START-1 at all and only 
limit itself in its bilateral agreements with Russia, which was “the most 
credible and the best partner for creating an agreement concerning nuclear 
weapons”.19 The constructive idea meant that Ukraine would be able to ac-
curately create its own deterrence or an independent nuclear industry using 
its partnership with Russia.20 Tolubko’s pro-nuclear position even included 
the idea that Ukraine should have a strong partner, which would defend its 
military independence. Moreover, this partner was traditionally associated 
with Moscow, which also proves the aforementioned statement that Russia 
was not considered as an enemy.

It is interesting that in the Verkhovna Rada, despite the lack of open ideo-
logical support for the ideas of Tolubko, there was still interest in nuclear 
deterrence. There was a famous episode, when the Pylyp Orlyk Institute for 
Democracy distributed copies of American experts’ articles, written by John 
Mearsheimer and Stephen Miller, in the Verkhovna Rada. In these articles, 
the authors discussed the expediency and possibility of nuclear deterrence 
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in Ukraine. John Mearsheimer insisted that Ukraine should retain nuclear 
weapons,  since it “cannot defend itself against a nuclear-armed Russia with 
conventional weapons, and no state including the United States, is going 
to extend to it a meaningful security guarantee”.21 At the same time, Miller 
spoke about the perniciousness of nuclear weapons for the world’s security 
and the disastrous consequences, if Ukraine retained nuclear weapons on its 
territory.22  So, after the distribution of an equal number of both articles to the 
Council, the parliament requested 70 more copies of Mearsheimer’s article 
and no copy of Miller’s article the next day.23

A symbolic gesture that confirmed these pro-nuclear approaches was the 
partial ratification of the Lisbon protocol in November 1993. Instead of join-
ing START as a non-nuclear state, Ukraine agreed to reduce 42% of the nu-
clear warheads that were deployed on its territory and 36% of its launch vehi-
cles, as it was obliged by START. It was officially proclaimed that “Ukraine 
does not consider it necessary to execute Article V of the Lisbon Protocol”.24

Often, Americans cautiously considered Ukraine’s resistance to the im-
mediate disarmament, while Russians suspected Kyiv in serious nuclear am-
bitions. In addition, Mykolay Sokolov, who was working at the arms control 
department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia during this period, 
assessed Ukraine’s primal position as a  “feasible” to consider the possibility 
of developing its own nuclear deterrence.25 Indeed, there was some other evi-
dence, in addition to those which were already mentioned, that Ukraine was 
interested in nuclear weapons which it could control by itself. 

The process of withdrawing tactical nuclear warheads to Russia was 
ceased, and Ukraine took administrative control of its nuclear weapons. These 
weapons were considered to be the most dangerous, as there was no central 
mechanism for blocking them; therefore, even field commanders could po-
tentially control them. And, of course, it could be controlled by the state, if 
it had the least organizational capabilities available. In reality, the practice 
demonstrated that there were no such opportunities in Ukraine at the begin-
ning of the 1990s. This can be proved by the fact that the transfer of TNWs, 
performed by the Ukrainian Ministry of Defence and the loyal officers at the 
bases, was resumed in April 1992 as a result of direct orders from Moscow,. 
As the result, President Kravchuk was unpleasantly surprised during his June 
1992 official visit to Washington, when he was informed that all tactical nu-
clear weapons were successfully withdrawn to the territory of Russia. He was 
surprised, because he did not even have any information about the fact that 
the TNWs withdrawal had recommenced. “I was trying to control the situa-
tion, but I haven’t succeed”, Kravchuk commented, referring to the fact that 
the military forces of CIS had more control over nuclear weapons based in 
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Ukraine, than Ukraine did.26 According to the Alma-Ata Declaration, CIS was 
granted the right to control nuclear weapons belonging to its member-states. 
It turned out that the oath of allegiance did not change the situation in the 
Ukrainian Army significantly. 

 However, some other ideas existed. In his recent interview, President 
Kravchuk said: “If I could produce nuclear weapons, I would be able to with-
stand the pressure of Russia and the United States”.27 Kravchuk was also go-
ing to use the support of a partner state to fulfil this idea; this time it was going 
to be the United States. The idea was to dismantle nuclear weapons located in 
Ukraine instead of transferring them to Russia. The Ukrainian President of-
fered its American partners the opportunity to build the necessary industry on 
the Ukrainian territory, where it would be possible to dismantle nuclear war-
heads from three countries. In addition to the significant costs which would 
be invested into this industry, the ability to dismantle such weapons would 
provide Kyiv with the appropriate information, knowledge and experience on 
how to produce them. Americans understood this situation very well and they 
were not going to let it happen.28

Ukraine had lost its illusions of the creating it’s a nuclear deterrence in 
1992, but in 1993 the Verkhovna Rada was still voting for Ukraine’s recogni-
tion as a nuclear state.  It seems that at that time Kostenko’s approach began 
to dominate in Kyiv; this approach meant that Ukraine had nuclear weapons, 
but it did not have nuclear deterrence.

The main problem at that time was the lack of a clear strategy concerning 
the role of nuclear weapons in Ukrainian policy. A feature of Ukrainian stra-
tegic culture, which clearly describes Ukrainian nuclear policy, was defined 
by Kostomarov as “the absence of a clear goal, the impetuosity of move-
ment, striving for the creation, and at the same time the decay of that not yet 
created”.29 By the way, the positions of the experts and political elites were 
not so different. In particular, the experts of the National Institute for Stra-
tegic Studies recommended connecting the transition “to the non-nuclear 
status of Ukraine with preservation of its security and the radical reduc-
tion of strategic weapons to the minimal level which could provide nuclear 
deterrence”.30 In fact, both claims are mutually exclusive. If Ukraine was 
going to become a non-nuclear state, why does it care about a minimal level 
of nuclear deterrence? Thus, further negotiations were conducted without a 
clearly defined final goal.

Later, when it was clear that Ukraine could not retain nuclear weapons, the 
nuclear arsenal turned into a bargaining chip in Kyiv’s big game. As a tool 
for the possible development hard power (which is a feature of masculine 
policy), under the pressure of circumstances and the international community, 
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Ukraine turned nuclear weapons into an  tool for gaining certain political and 
economic profits for itself. Many issues were at stake, such as the recognition 
of Crimea as a part of Ukraine by Russia, further delimitation of the boarders, 
and Kyiv’s debts to Moscow. In these situations, nuclear weapons could be 
used as a bargaining chip in relations with Russia. The openness of Ukrainian 
strategic culture played a significant role during the process of disarmament; 
in particular, it concerned Kyiv’s desire to integrate into the community of 
democratic countries. Specifically, Borys Tarasyuk, who played a significant 
role in the negotiations for the nuclear disarmament of Ukraine, noticed that 
“the disarmament provided Ukraine with a kind of passport to the interna-
tional community of the civilized nations”.31 The openness and maybe the 
incapacity for self-sufficient economic and even political development, along 
with the security guarantees, supported the introduction and the further domi-
nation of traditional features of Ukrainian strategic culture.

This approach showed the gradual development and approval of feminine 
Ukrainian policy. The failure to gain control over nuclear weapons pushed 
Ukraine to more peculiar diplomatic games and concessions. 

The last step was the best, given the circumstances. Moreover, it was abso-
lutely natural for Ukraine, which did not clearly understand the definition of 
hard power; the situation worsened after the signing of the Budapest memo-
randum on security assurances. 

Nowadays it seems that the promised security assurances, which were giv-
en by the great powers, created an illusion of protection in Ukraine.

 In fact, the Budapest memorandum stalled any reliance on hard power 
in Ukraine. It seems like the loss of such important element of hard power, 
nuclear weapons, has pushed Ukrainian political elites into a paradoxical ne-
glect of conventional deterrence and army development.  

The events of recent years present a different picture of hard power in the 
framework of Ukrainian policy. Regarding this factor through the prism of 
nuclear weapons discourse, there is currently an intensification of discussions 
about it on both political and social levels. 

In 2014, the number of the bills was introduced to the Verkhovna Rada. In 
particular, in March of 2014, the deputies of the popular parliamentary par-
ties “Batkivshchyna” and “Udar” initiated a bill “On denunciation the NPT 
of 1 July 1968 by Ukraine”. On July 23, 2014, the deputies of “Svoboda” 
registered the bill “On the restoration of the nuclear status of Ukraine”. The 
Verkhovna Rada did not vote on either of these bills; therefore, the question 
of the withdrawal of Ukraine from the NPT, as well as the restoration of its 
nuclear status, remain open and may turn into serious political discussion in 
the case that the security situation   is aggravated.32
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If we look at the prospect of such an opportunity, the voting would be 
ambiguous anyway. In particular, of all the political parties represented in the 
Verkhovna Rada, only three of them (“the Radical Party of Oleh Lyashko”, 
“Svoboda” and “Pravyi Sector”) officially support the restoration of Ukraine’s 
nuclear status.  Despite the fact that they did not gain more than 15% [of the 
vote] at the last parliamentary elections; we should not forget that moderate 
parties, such as “Batkivshchyna” and “Udar,” supported the idea of Ukraine’s 
withdrawal from the NPT. Therefore, any general voting could become cru-
cial for Ukraine remaining within the framework of the NPT.33

The opinion polls confirm the growth of similar sentiments in the country. 
At the end of 2014, according to the Razumkov Centre, 49.3% of respondents 
were sure that it was necessary to restore the country’s nuclear status, at the 
same time 27.7% of respondents were against this idea. The interesting fact 
is that pro-nuclear sentiments dominate in Western and central parts of the 
country (64.3% and 60.3%), a bit less in the South (39.5%), while only the 
Eastern parts of Ukraine show a rather negative attitude to the nuclear choice 
(36.8% for the nuclear choice and 39.5% against).34 Therefore, according to 
public opinion, the percentage of those who currently support Ukraine’s nu-
clear option has doubled compared to the beginning of the 1990s, when al-
most 33% of citizens supported this choice.

An interesting evolution was shown in the so-called “Chernobyl syn-
drome”, which was considered by the West as one of the most important 
reasons for Ukraine to give up nuclear weapons. In particular, in 2005, 13.5% 
of Ukrainians were worried about Chernobyl as an issue; in 2008 this amount 
decreased to 7.8%. In 2014, the opinion polls confirmed that the Chernobyl 
disaster was in last place (only 10%) compared to the fear of an invasion 
(62%) or growing prices (68%).35

These figures suggest a certain evolution of the pain threshold within 
Ukrainian strategic culture, which has been under the influence of obvious 
challenges to Ukrainian security, like the Russian threat. Thus, resulting from 
the Maidan and its consequences, such as the annexation of Crimea by the 
Russian Federation and the beginning of the war in the Donbas, the number 
of Ukrainians, who perceived Russia as a threat increased to 73%.36

It also gives the impression that those events have generally increased the 
role of “hard power” in Ukrainians’ consciousness and in Ukrainian policy.

At the same time, the traditional feminine approach can also be located 
in the strategic and cultural worldview of Ukrainians, especially when com-
paring the statistical numbers. For instance, among Ukrainians who support 
Ukraine’s nuclear choice today, only 4% believe that this decision is pos-
sible.37 Therefore, these social sentiments reflect Ukrainians’ perception that 
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their country is not an independent player in international politics. A compari-
son of the Euro-Atlantic integration’s popularity ratings’ statistics: from 15% 
in 2012, to 64% in 2014, and to 78% in 2016, gives a clearer demonstration 
of traditional Ukrainian strategic and cultural stereotypes.38

Conclusions. In the early 1990’s, Ukraine received some impetus for the 
transformation of its strategic culture. Nuclear weapons, as the most powerful 
symbol of hard power in politics, could give the Ukrainian strategic culture 
some incentive to masculinize. However, key features of the existing strategic 
culture of Ukraine played a role in this. In particular, the considerable pressure 
from Russia and the United States, along with Ukraine’s lack of confidence in 
defending its own interests at any cost, even at a high price, prompted Kyiv 
to continue the traditional path of development. The permanent search for a 
strategic partner as an instrument for the protection of Ukrainian statehood 
was also a hallmark of the process of disarmament. On one hand, attempts to 
retreat from international requirements and to launch their own nuclear pro-
gram or to preserve nuclear forces have always been considered by Ukraine 
in tandem with another great power. Both alternatives - the United States or 
Russia - were considered as partners who could financially support or defend 
Kyiv, [albeit] by different forces of the Ukrainian political system. On the 
other hand, the result for Ukraine, namely the Budapest memorandum, be-
came the quintessence of a policy of finding a strong partner - in the form of 
both states guaranteeing Ukraine’s security.

Diplomacy as a means of developing national security (instead of adequate 
military-containment policies) along with Ukrainians’ openness, contributed 
the success of US and Russian policies; political pressure coupled with the 
promise of Ukraine’s integration into the community of democratic states 
were key factors in the nuclear disarmament in Ukraine.

Kyiv did not have any conscious motivations to keep nuclear weapons. 
On one hand, the Russian threat in 2014 was significant enough to resist with 
weapons, especially nuclear weapons. On the other hand, neither political nor 
expert communities clearly understood the main challenges of the country’s 
policy, which could be solved by nuclear weapons. At the strategic level, 
Ukrainians did not have a clear understanding of their own goals and inter-
ests, which were connected with nuclear weapons and worth some state’s 
concessions. As a result, the two years of defending Ukraine’s rights to nucle-
ar weapons ended in defeat, this fact emphasized the “inconsistency of move-
ment” and the lack of effort to complete something that had been started. 

The above-mentioned features are now quite noticeable in Ukrainian poli-
tics. In this case, one cannot help but to agree with G. Perepelytsya, who notes 
a certain fetishization of diplomacy as a means of ensuring Ukrainian national 
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security and defence.39 In modern Ukrainian politics, this tradition originates 
in the Budapest memorandum, but can also be located in later documents, 
such as the Military Doctrine of 2012, in which the main methods of prevent-
ing a military conflict were not military restraint, but a set of political and dip-
lomatic measures. The text of the doctrine mentioned that, if Ukraine wanted 
to deter aggressors, it would appeal to the United Nations Security Council as 
well as to “the powerful guarantors of Ukrainian security … according to the 
Budapest memorandum”. 40 

Our study does not argue that Ukraine should retain its nuclear potential, 
since it would greatly complicate not only its existence, but also its integra-
tion into the global community of democratic states. The main thesis is that 
Ukraine’s refusal of nuclear weapons best demonstrates some of the specific 
features inherent in the strategic culture of our state.

A particularly striking set of polls conducted by Ukrainian citizens in 
2014-2016 underscores this example. They have a clear understanding of 
Russia as an enemy, and an understanding of the need to develop the state’s 
“hard power”. Some Ukrainians are nostalgic for nuclear weapons; however, 
an absolute majority does not believe in Ukraine’s capacity to strengthen its 
security independently. Traditionally, as a guarantee of security and the state’s 
independence, most Ukrainians would rather consider joining a powerful mil-
itary-political alliance such as NATO.
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CHAPTER 3

EURO-ATLANTIC INTEGRATION OF UKRAINE
AND RELATIONS WITH NATO

Sergii Glebov

Conceptualization of Ukraine-NATO relations as a phenomenon of 
Ukraine’s strategic culture. Realizing the essence of independent Ukraine’s 
strategic culture’s formation and development is impossible without analys-
ing the main stages of interaction between the Ukrainian state and NATO. 
For the last 26 years, in the entire range of Ukrainian foreign policy topics, 
it is perhaps only relations with the Russian Federation, which are now more 
dramatic with the tragic, yet predictable, conflict, in which the NATO factor 
appeared to contribute to this outcome fodder. The drama of Ukraine-NATO 
relations was recharged with other potential, but it also became an integral 
part of Ukrainian-Russian relations and came to the forefront of multilateral 
relations in the post-bipolar era. Objectively, the history of Ukraine-NATO 
relations from the outset, were marked by geopolitical scandal, what actually 
created an extremely difficult route for Ukraine on its route towards Euro-
Atlantic integration in the future. In the mid-1990s establishing of close bilat-
eral cooperation, not to mention the declaration on the official course towards 
Euro-Atlantic integration in 2002, was expected to provoke an ambiguous 
reaction, both in Ukraine and abroad for several reasons.

Before turning to their analysis, it is important to immediately consider the 
conceptual context of the strategic development of bilateral relations between 
Ukraine and NATO, in addition to what has already been said. Without doing 
so, this the research will hardly be able to claim objectiveness in evaluating 
the quality components of strategic culture in Ukraine which is often denied 
as subjectivity in the world arena. In our opinion, this context, which is the 
basis of the Euro-Atlantic aspirations of Ukraine, should see the desire of 
Brussels (or Washington), not just as subordinated to the interests of NATO, 
but also to successively displace Russia from post-Soviet space, and to act 
like an “external threat”, purposefully expanding Eastwards, closer to the 
borders of Russia at the expense of Ukraine. Of course, such NATO plans are 
hypothetically possible, provided that they really are disqualitative, although 
from the standpoint of the present, in certain contexts, they can be evalu-
ated both in the positive and negative ways. Nevertheless, in our opinion, the 
foundation of the Euro-Atlantic integration of Ukraine, above all, is based on 
Kyiv’s voluntary and sovereign desire to become a part of the Trans-Atlantic 
security space. Of course, in articulating (in one form or another) the desire 
to self-identify in a military-political sense, the ruling elites of Ukraine pro-
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ceeded from their understanding of what national security and mechanisms 
of its provision were, both domestically and internationally. Objectively de-
clared interests, and the goals and objectives along each stage of Ukraine’s 
Euro-Atlantic integration were not always supported by the necessary tools, 
resources, public support, a clear information campaign, or by deep systemic 
reforms of the national armed forces and the entire security sector.

In this regard, on the path to rapprochement with NATO, Ukraine went 
through periods of progress as well as periods of deceleration along its pro-
gression. While in motion, often consciously or unconsciously, Kyiv ignored, 
not always justifiably, NATO and Russia’s real plans for one another (if it is 
possible to speak clearly about true and constant intentions of global players 
in principle). After 2002, there were times when Ukraine abandoned its stra-
tegic goal to pursue membership in the Alliance, both informally by a banal 
imitation of Euro-Atlantic integration in words and formally in the form of 
the legislatively confirmed status of Ukraine as a non-aligned state. Some-
times Ukraine’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations were limited by populist rhetoric; 
sometimes they acquired specific practical features, but they were constantly 
accompanied by rigid public debate and political confrontation within the 
country. The very theme of Ukrainian Euro-Atlantic integration became the 
subject of  domestic and foreign policy speculation, a pretext for confronting 
many actors both, on the global and regional scale. However, there is some-
thing that has always been a constant component of the relationship between 
Ukraine and NATO:  Russia’s negative, sometimes jealous, attitude towards 
such interaction. Permanent rapprochement of Ukraine with NATO, albeit 
with many years of interruptions, provoked Moscow’s aggressive policy to-
wards Kyiv, which varied from a diplomatic pressure to energy blackmail. As 
a result, Russia’s military aggression against Ukraine in 2014, which includes 
the annexation of Crimea and the conduct of the so-called “hybrid war” in the 
Donbas, was partly explained by the Russian leadership as a necessary meas-
ure to prevent Ukraine from joining NATO (which will be discussed further). 
At the same time, NATO expressed its strong protest against Russia’s aggres-
sive actions in Ukraine, which was the reason for a new round of aggravation 
in relations between Moscow and Brussels, placing them on the brink of a 
new, post-bipolar “Cold War.” An analysis of the Euro-Atlantic direction of 
Ukraine’s foreign policy is fundamentally necessary at this historical stage, as 
sheds light not only on the dramatic formation of  Ukraine’s strategic culture 
in the post-bipolar era, the specifics of Russian-Ukrainian relations, coopera-
tion within the Ukraine-NATO-US-EU-Russia pentad, but also on a number 
of Trans-Atlantic security related topics for many years to come.
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In any case, the starting point in all of the above-mentioned contexts is 
Ukraine’s foreign policy strategy, as it sought its own mechanisms for ensur-
ing its national security as a subject of international relations, and not as an 
object of other states ‘policies. By and large, 50% of all Ukrainian  problems 
in this context were the reactions of an external actor to the strengths and 
weaknesses of the components of Kyiv’s determination to defend its national 
interests consistently, while the other 50% is the result of internal factors’ 
influence, like the unstable Ukrainian social and political systems, on foreign 
policy decisions and the  further development of its strategic culture towards 
the Euro-Atlantic integration.

Factors of NATO and the U.S. in the Ukraine’s domestic political cul-
ture. In the context of the latter, it is important to emphasize that bilateral 
Ukraine-NATO relations was confronted with various ideological percep-
tions about what might be implied by concepts like “NATO” and “Euro-
Atlantic integration”. The expert community, Euro-Atlantic integration is 
already at the subconscious level associated with its central, “framework”- 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. The latter, certainly typical for sec-
tors of post-Soviet society in the formerly Soviet republics, is almost un-
consciously identified as one hundred percent American, as hostile. This is 
not surprising, since the roots of such an associative process run deep into 
the history of the “Cold War” and the shared historical past of USSR, where 
the collective historical memory of the former builders of communism pre-
fer to perceive the U.S. as a potential enemy, and NATO as a hostile bloc. 
Such perception of the “Euro-Atlantic”, through the prism of the United 
States as an enemy, was and remains to be quite typical for those Ukrainian 
citizens who advocate for the reintegration of Ukraine with Russia, within 
the framework of post-Soviet integration structures, where the Russian Fed-
eration is the leader. Thus, it is not surprising that NATO’s actions were 
interpreted as aggressive, as one that threatens the national security of both 
Ukraine and Russia. And this relentless conviction has steadily increased, 
despite the permanent military threat to Ukraine from the latter, in contrast, 
by the way, to NATO. Despite the fact, prior to 2014, Russia, which did 
not want to join NATO, maintained much closer relations with NATO than 
Ukraine, which had expressed a desire to join. 

Indeed, it is characteristic of anti-NATO forces in Ukraine to adhere cat-
egorically to axioms that support the logic of their ideological behaviour, in 
a sequential chain of perceptions: “Russia is Ukraine’s friend”, “NATO is 
Russia’s enemy”, and therefore “NATO is Ukraine’s enemy”. The ongoing 
anti-American and anti-NATO hysteria of pro-Russian political forces dur-
ing joint U.S.-Ukrainian annual naval exercises, called “Sea Breeze”, in the 
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Odesa Oblast and Crimea must be mentioned. Thus, the behavioural logic in 
the style of “the enemy of my friend is my enemy” became virtually the sole 
reason for pro-Russian forces in Ukraine to oppose NATO and the Russian 
Federation. Additionally, all these were accompanied by intense talk about 
Slavic brotherhood, Orthodox unity, and the historical bonds between the 
three East Slavic peoples. Although the attempt to escape the “historiciza-
tion” of politics (which at one time gave birth in Ukraine to the “Pereya-
slav syndrome” of the “younger brother”) was objectively impossible in the 
framework of bilateral Ukrainian-Russian relations. Opposite to this case is a 
united Europe, which was first created inside the EEC and then inside the EU. 
This became possible due to the willingness the large and medium- European 
states did not completely forget past quarrels and wars, but they decided not 
to insert them into current discussions of political problems. If they had not, 
references to the history of Europe and its states would not only constantly 
revive issues of disputed territories and state borders, but they would also 
prevent dialogue about contemporary problems within the framework of a 
single organization – the EU. 

In the case of Ukraine, as in some other countries, the “historicization” of 
its relations with Russia is an objective reality. However, the historical image 
of NATO as the “enemy”, as mentioned above, is a tribute to our shared So-
viet history; its image as a modern “aggressor” that poses a definite threat is 
a product of political propaganda. The latter is quite often officially reflected 
in conceptual doctrinal documents in the field of foreign, military and de-
fence policy, and national security in the Russian Federation. In all fairness, 
it should be noted that the image of an “aggressor” also reflects the military 
actions of NATO in the post-bipolar world, including the events in Yugosla-
via in 1999. In deconstructing the image of NATO as an aggressor; however, 
we may invoke the counterargument that the alliance was compelled to deter 
another act of aggression and respond to threats in the interests of a collective 
security system. Comparisons of NATO’s actions in Yugoslavia in 1999 to 
Russian actions in Georgia in 2008 provide fertile grounds for such theoriz-
ing; not to mention the events in Ukraine.

The “Insecurity” dilemma as an integral part of Ukraine’s strategic cul-
ture. The essence of Ukraine’s difficult dilemma, concerning its own security 
parameters, is the fact that it is permanently doomed to make decisions in 
a situation where the internal and external political situation is constantly 
changing. In this regard, the international community faced the political am-
biguity, equivocation, and “turbidity” of Ukrainian foreign policy at the dawn 
of Ukraine’s independence. As it turned out, flirting both with NATO and 
Russia at the same time did not help Ukraine preserve peace on its land. The 
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suicidal bifurcation of Ukraine’s domestic and foreign policy until 2014 was 
probably one of the most pressing internal dilemmas: where should Ukraine 
be – within the integrated Europe and Euro-Atlantic structures of security 
with Russia, within the political, economic, military structures, headed by the 
Russian Federation. 

Implementation of an alternative course towards neutrality and non-align-
ment, which has occasionally been instilled into Ukraine’s strategic culture, 
was doomed to fail due to the permanent threat of a potential aggressor. His-
torically, Ukrainians have always been destined to make an important and 
sometimes tragic decision about their own statehood and national survival: 
choosing whose side to join, to ensure its independence – the West or the 
East? Unfortunately, since Bohdan Khmelnitsky’s times the continual strug-
gle for the restoration of independence was only possible in conjunction with 
a strategic partnership with one of Ukraine’s neighbours. A peculiar feature 
of this policy was that those neighbours who helped Ukrainians were, at the 
same time, also interested in expanding their influence on Ukrainian terri-
tory under their own control. Apart from the main interest – how to regain 
independence, there was another, equally important one – how not to lose 
it immediately after its recovery. Therefore, gaining Ukrainian sovereignty 
and independence in 1991 related to the collapse of the Russian Empire, as it 
manifested in the last stage of its existence, the Soviet Union. In this regard, 
the new paradigm of bilateral relations between Ukraine and Russia could 
not rid itself of the “fresh” memories of the recent historical past, which was 
considered the “oblivion” of Ukrainian statehood. For example, an American 
historian of the Ukrainian origin, a professor at Harvard University, Roman 
Szporluk, rightly questioned the possible outcome of strategic rapprochement 
between Ukraine and Russia, posing the following conceptual dilemma: “...a 
call for closer relations between Ukraine and Russia is motivated by the de-
sire to help both peoples to become part of Europe or we are just talking about 
something completely different, namely about the revival of the once existing 
imperial model of the Ukrainian-Russian relations. In short, about getting rid 
of Ukraine’s independence...”1

The historical dilemma for Ukraine – the East or the West – gradually 
became the cornerstone of its strategic culture, where NATO and Allied rela-
tions with Russia have come to the forefront of Ukrainian politics. As a result, 
Ukraine could not but be drawn into a new round of global rivalry between the 
Collective West in the US-EU-NATO partnership, on one hand, and Russia 
as the successor to the USSR on the other. In other words, an analysis of the 
process of Euro-Atlantic integration and bilateral relations between Ukraine 
and the North Atlantic Alliance has been directly related to the specifics of the 
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Ukraine-Russia relations, as well as to the problems of interaction on a higher 
system level, on the level of the bilateral relations between Russia and NATO.

Relations between Russia and NATO as one of the key trends of the de-
velopment of the transatlantic strategy of Ukraine. Since 1997 (the decision 
to expand NATO towards the East and the Yugoslav crisis in 1999) cracks 
in the relationship between NATO and Russia appeared became visible, and 
they have been accumulating every year, since the world has started to talk 
about the restoration of Cold War. Since the signing of the Founding Act on 
Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian 
Federation on May 27, 1997, and the adoption of the current text of the Mili-
tary Doctrine of the Russian Federation in 2014, only 17 years have passed; 
however,  for Russia it was enough time to shift the official course on cooper-
ation towards an official course on confrontation with NATO. If in 1997 Rus-
sia and NATO did not consider each other adversaries and set out a common 
goal “of overcoming the vestiges of earlier confrontation and competition and 
of strengthening mutual trust and cooperation”,2 in 2014 the Kremlin placed 
NATO in first place on its list primary external military threats to Russia: a)  
NATO’s  increasing capacity for “power potential”, and obtaining “global 
functions carried out in violation of international law”,3 and b) in the context 
of “approximation of military infrastructure of NATO member states to the 
borders of the Russian Federation, including by further enlargement of the 
bloc”4 And this shift occurred only (!) before the annexation of Crimea and 
a year and a half prior to the new Military Doctrine in 2014. As of  Febru-
ary 18, 2013, Russia, in its fundamental document, Foreign Policy Concept 
of the Russian Federation, – designated as their priority as “development of 
relations with the states of the Euro-Atlantic region,” with which Russia, as 
claimed in the document, “associates, besides geography, economy and deep-
rooted civilizational ties”.5 Only four years ago, consciously associating itself 
with the Euro-Atlantic countries as part of its Euro-Atlantic direction, Russia 
oriented its foreign policy “at creating a common space of peace, security 
and stability based on the principles of indivisible security, equal cooperation 
and mutual trust… through developing genuine partnership relations between 
Russia, the European Union, and the United States”.6

Of course, it was known that Russia had a negative attitude towards any 
plans concerning the accession of new states from Eastern European coun-
tries to NATO and towards the overall strategy of NATO enlargement to the 
East. Officially, Russia has repeatedly declared its attitude to the potential 
plans of Ukraine to integrate to NATO. In particular, it was clearly stated in 
the Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation of 2008, that “Rus-
sia maintains its negative attitude towards the expansion of NATO, notably 
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to the plans of admitting Ukraine and Georgia to as members in the alliance, 
as well as  to bringing the NATO military infrastructure closer to  the Rus-
sian borders as a whole.”7 It is noteworthy that neither in 2008, even when 
it was a question of granting Ukraine and Georgia Membership Action Plan 
to NATO, and even more so in 2013, when there could not have even been 
talk about the accession of Ukraine to NATO, the actual topic of expanding 
NATO at Ukraine’s expense could not have been implemented in such a short 
period  especially in light of what was constantly articulated in the Kremlin. 
However, it was this theme that became one of the basic explanations to the 
whole world and, above all, to Russian citizens, as the motive for return-
ing the Crimea “back home”. It turned out that Ukraine has simultaneously 
become a cause of exacerbation of Russia’s “NATO syndrome” and also a 
reason to start an open confrontation in the Black Sea region and with the 
West on a global scale; and this had happened despite the fact that Russia, as 
we know, has been watching over Crimea since 1991 while anticipating the 
right time to attack. Since Russia, in its global narrative, in the English ver-
sion, often prefers to use the phrase “NATO expansion” instead of “NATO 
enlargement”, there is a direct link between geopolitical paranoia and fears of 
“NATO expansion” after 1991 and the annexation of Crimea in 2014, which 
entered the final stages of preparation during the days of the Euromaidan and 
the Revolution of Dignity.

The confession, made by the Russian President on April 17, 2014, is that 
the actual annexation was dictated also by Russia’s reaction to Ukraine’s ac-
cession to NATO (a hypothetical, totally unreal at that period of time for the 
still non-aligned Ukraine under the existing “Kharkiv agreements” at least 
until 2042): “If we don’t do anything, Ukraine will be drawn into NATO 
sometime in the future. We’ll be told: “This doesn’t concern you,” and NATO 
ships will dock in Sevastopol, the city of Russia’s naval glory… But if NATO 
troops walk in, they will immediately deploy these forces there. Such a move 
would be geopolitically sensitive for us because, in this case, Russia would 
be practically ousted from the Black Sea area. We’d be left with just a small 
coastline of 450 or 600km, and that’s it!”8

Even more frank, the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs accused NATO 
of what happened in Ukraine in 2014. In his speech for the Educational 
Youth Forum, “Territory of meanings at Klyazma River”, which he deliv-
ered on August 24, 2015, Sergei Lavrov attempted to justify Russian aggres-
sion against Ukraine, using the phrase “NATOfobic”. By accusing NATO 
of violating the principles of mutual respect of the “interests of a partner” 
and of “desire to find a consensus”, Lavrov stressed that if NATO had cor-
responded to these principles, as he believed Russia had, “there would have 
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been no confrontation over the advance of NATO’s military infrastructure 
towards Russian borders,... nor would there have been the Ukrainian cri-
sis, if things were done through the search for generally acceptable com-
promise rather than ultimatums, or a “black-and-white” understanding of 
developments, or the either-with-us or-against-us dichotomy… Thus, they 
gave up on the concept of a single and indivisible space of equal security 
in the Euro-Atlantic area, which had been proclaimed by their leaders. This 
NATO-centrism, this attempt to preserve the divides represents a systemic 
problem, while everything else, including the tragedy in Ukraine, is derived 
from their division into friend or foe”.9

Here we will not delve deeper into the discourse about who did more to 
discredit the concept of “a single and indivisible space of equal security in the 
Euro-Atlantic” and to preserve those “dividing lines in Europe”. Apparently, 
this “NATOcentrism” annexed Crimea and began a “hybrid” war against a 
sovereign European state. However, it turned out that with its military aggres-
sion against Ukraine,  the Kremlin gave  NATO a second wind, making trans-
atlantic solidarity important again, and returning  Ukraine, both officially and 
publicly, to the path of the Euro-Atlantic integration. However, by unleashing 
a war in Ukraine, Russia did its best to alienize itself from both to Ukraine 
and to the rest of the democratic world, plunging into the abyss of sanctions 
and self-isolation. One way or another, since the mid-1990s it was Ukraine 
which expressed its strong interest in strengthening European security and 
on its own, through systematic convergence and active cooperation with the 
main structural element of the Euro-Atlantic security – NATO – despite Rus-
sian pressure.

Paradoxes of the strategic “domestication” of Ukraine in the context 
of the key stages of the development of relations with NATO. From 1992 
to 2017, an evolution of relations between Ukraine and NATO took place, 
it passed through many historical and, at the same time, controversial steps.

A) 1992 - first half of 2004: defining strategic priorities. The first direct 
contacts between an independent Ukraine and NATO began in January 1992, 
when the first representative of Ukraine took part in the meeting of the Work-
ing Group of the North Atlantic Cooperation (NAC), later renamed into the 
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (since 1997). During a visit of NATO Sec-
retary General Manfred Wörner to Kyiv on February 22-23, 1992, Ukraine 
was officially invited to participate in the NAC (Ukraine became a member 
of this organization on March 10, 1992). The President of Ukraine, Leonid 
Kravchuk, visited NATO headquarters in Brussels on July 8, 1992. Regular 
contacts and cooperation between Ukraine and NATO started on a permanent 
basis after Ukraine’s signing – the first of the CIS countries – a Framework 
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document to join the program of international cooperation under the auspices 
of the North Atlantic Alliance – “Partnership for Peace” (PFP).

In particular, the second paragraph of this document, signed on January 
10, 1994, stated that the partnership was established “as an expression of a 
joint conviction that stability and security in the Euro-Atlantic area can be 
achieved only through cooperation and common action”, and member-states 
of the North-Atlantic alliance, as well as the other states subscribing to this 
document, “recall that they are committed to the preservation of democratic 
societies, their freedom from coercion and intimidation, and the maintenance 
of the principles of international law”, and also follow a principle  “to refrain 
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political in-
dependence of any state, to respect existing borders and to settle disputes by 
peaceful means”.10 As a result, Ukraine’s Minister of Foreign Affairs. Ana-
toly Zlenko. signed the PFP Framework Document at NATO Headquarters on  
February 9, 1994, and on May 25th of that year, Ukraine gave its presentation 
document for this program to NATO. In 1997, in order to promote and expand 
cooperation, the Mission of Ukraine to NATO was founded, and the NATO 
Centre for Information and Documentation was opened in Kyiv. The NATO 
Secretary General, Javier Solana, took part in the opening ceremony of the 
Centre. Ukraine became the first country in post-Soviet space where such an 
office was opened.

In general, significant developments in Ukraine’s relations with NATO 
took place in the first half of 1997. Thus, on March 20m 19917, the first round 
of talks with NATO to formalize “Ukraine-NATO” relations took place at 
NATO Headquarters in Brussels. The NATO Secretary General visited Kyiv 
on May 1, 1997, and already on May 29, 1997, during the NATO’s foreign 
ministers’ meeting in the Portuguese town of Sintra, Javier Solana and the 
Foreign Minister of Ukraine, Hennady Udovenko, initiated the Charter on a 
Distinctive Partnership between NATO and Ukraine; later on July 9,1997 it 
was signed at the NATO summit in Madrid. This Charter became a fundamen-
tal document, which defined the relationship between NATO and Ukraine for 
many years to come. The Charter not only acknowledged that an independent, 
democratic, and stable Ukraine was one of the key factors for ensuring stabil-
ity in Central and Eastern Europe and the continent as a whole, but also noted 
that NATO allies would continue to support the sovereignty and independ-
ence of Ukraine, its territorial integrity, and its status as a nuclear-free state.11 
In order to create an effective mechanism for implementation of the Charter 
in Ukraine, taking into account the priorities in the development of Ukraine’s 
relations with NATO, on November 4, 1998, a Presidential Decree approved 
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the State Program of Ukraine-NATO Cooperation for the period until 2001, 
and then until 2004.

As a result, the landmark event in Ukraine’s relations with the Alliance was 
the May 23, 2002 adoption of a decision on the strategic acquisition of full 
membership to NATO in the future for Ukraine by the National Security and 
Defence Council. The decision of the Council noted that “Ukraine considers 
NATO as the basis for a future European security system and supports the 
process of its enlargement,” and coming out from the fact “that the ultimate 
goal of its policy towards Euro-Atlantic integration is joining the organiza-
tion as the basis of a pan-European security structure”.12 On July 8, 2002, the 
Decree of the President of Ukraine No. 627/2002 approved the Strategy of 
Ukraine on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, which envisaged a deep-
ening of Euro-Atlantic integration on its path to becoming a member of the 
North Atlantic Alliance.13

Such strategic dynamics put an end to the multi-year fluctuations and geo-
political uncertainty, and state authorities faced a complicated, but specific 
task. Ukraine-NATO relations had strengthened even more with the Ukraine-
NATO Action Plan as a framework; the Annual Target Plan was adopted on 
November 22, 2002 in Prague.14

Ukraine’s intentions as to its integration into the NATO structures were 
confirmed by the Law of Ukraine “On National Security of Ukraine” dated 
June 19, 2003. Article eight of the “Basic directions of the state policy on 
national security” determined that “in the foreign policy sphere... Ukraine 
conducts an active foreign policy with regards to the membership in the 
European Union and NATO, while maintaining good neighbourly relations 
and strategic partnership with Russia, other CIS countries, and the countries 
of the world”.15

More concrete intentions of Ukraine to join NATO were set out in the 
newly edited Military Doctrine of Ukraine, approved by Decree of the Presi-
dent of Ukraine, Leonid Kuchma (number 648/2004 dated June 15, 2004). It 
provided for accelerated reform of the Armed Forces and the transition of the 
national army to NATO standards. Among the main conditions of ensuring 
the military security of Ukraine, a course was devoted to the implementation 
of the policy of Euro-Atlantic integration, the ultimate goal of which is the 
accession to NATO.16 

B) The second half of 2004 – 2005: strategic zigzags of Ukraine. It 
would seem that the integration process towards Ukraine’s membership in 
NATO was moving ahead dynamically. However, as a result, a natural factor 
in Ukrainian strategic culture – Russia – immediately came to forefront. The 
clearly declared course towards joining NATO, even in the long-term run, 



43

was seen in Russia as a concrete step “against” and “from” Russia, rather than 
a formal and uncertain step of Ukraine towards the North Atlantic Alliance. 
In the light of relations of Putin’s Russia with an assertive Ukraine, one could 
treat Ukraine’s strategic decisions of e as a “strategic betrayal”, which, like 
“strategic déjà vu” of early 18th century relations between Peterine Russia 
and Hetman Ukraine. 

Therefore, it is no coincidence that Leonid Kuchma’s Decree No. 800 
of July 15, 2004, exactly one month after the confirmation of the course on 
Euro-Atlantic integration in the Military Doctrine, introduced an opposing 
decision from the National Security and Defence Council. As of July 6, “On 
the further development of relations with NATO based on the results of the 
meeting of the NATO-Ukraine Commission at the highest level on June 29, 
2004” which contradicted the previous one and changed the text of the Mili-
tary Doctrine, in particular the second paragraph of Article 9, and the second 
and third paragraphs of Article 16.17 In fact, Ukraine abandoned the provi-
sions that the ultimate goal of Ukraine was to join NATO, and rejected the 
strategy towards preparations for a full membership in NATO and the EU, 
keeping just a thesis on the “substantial deepening of relations with NATO 
and the EU as with guarantors of security and stability in Europe”.18 Formally, 
this happened in response to the fact that during the working session of the 
NATO-Ukraine Commission (NUC) within the framework of the Istanbul 
NATO summit, a decision to involve our country in the official preparations 
for NATO membership was not made. Such a decision was approved by the 
Alliance in response to the critical attitude of its member States towards the 
domestic political processes in Ukraine. Informally, the Ukrainian authori-
ties, apparently to appease Russia by virtue of their narrow corporate under-
standing of the further development of the strategic culture of Ukraine, and 
to preserve the current political regime in the country, used this situation as 
an opportunity to reassure Russia by actually abandoning its strategic course 
towards European and Euro-Atlantic integration, and its reliance on politi-
cal support from the Kremlin on the eve of Ukraine’s presidential elections. 
Playing this “Russian card” during the Istanbul NATO summit the President 
of Ukraine Leonid Kuchma also stated that Ukraine was not ready to join 
NATO, perhaps also to save face and to play pre-emptively.19 And during the 
Ukraine-EU summit in The Hague on July 8, 2004, the President of Ukraine 
also said that Ukraine was not ready to join the EU.20

One way or another, the gradual departure from rapprochement with NATO 
became more pronounced in the second half of 2004. In the fall 2004, on the 
eve of the first and the second rounds of the presidential elections in Ukraine, 
the Russian Federation supported the pro-Russian candidate wherever it was 
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possible; Viktor Yanukovych was from the ruling party and the Prime Min-
ister of Ukraine at that time. This rather abrupt change of the course did not 
go unnoticed in the West. The demonstrative and rather sharp political rap-
prochement of Ukraine with Russia in 2004 was so disturbing to the West 
that he finally began to speak loudly about Ukraine strategically, albeit in the 
context of the Russian factor and less than a month before the presidential 
election in Ukraine. In October 2004, a series of strategic declarations were 
addressed to Ukraine from the West.

For example, on October 5, 2004, the former foreign minister of Austria, 
then a candidate for one of the highest positions of the European Commission, 
and subsequently European Commissioner for External Relations and Neigh-
bourhood Policy, Benita Ferrero-Waldner, emphasized that the EU should be 
interested in keeping Ukraine on its side to avoid falling it into the sphere 
of Russian influence, as Russia is moving in the opposite direction from de-
mocracy.21 The United States similarly showed their concern. At the meeting 
with Polish students in Warsaw on October 6, 2004, Paul Wolfowitz, then 
the First Deputy Minister of Defence, noted that the goal of a united Europe 
would not be achieved as long as Ukraine did not join NATO.22 In his view, 
the U.S. had to pay more attention to Ukraine, and “NATO should reach out 
its hand to Ukraine and give it a membership eventually”.23 Such approach 
was quite natural in Poland, which was and still remains an informal advo-
cate of Ukraine as the member of the EU and NATO. In turn, Poland ten and 
other EU member states, during their meeting on October 10, 2004 asked the 
EU to give Ukraine a European perspective in order to keep Ukraine closer 
to the EU.24 Unfortunately, we must admit that some positive signals from 
the West about of a pro-Ukrainian character were only heard after Ukraine 
moved closer to Russia, and were uncertain when Ukraine tried to commu-
nicate directly with the West. However, the scheme `of communicating with 
Brussels via Moscow also became a factor in the development of Ukraine’s 
strategic culture in terms of Realpolitik. 

In December 2004, presidential elections took place in Ukraine against 
the background of the “Orange Revolution”. On January 23, 2005, taking the 
oath of office during the inauguration, the newly elected president and the 
government formed by him chose a course to intensify Euro-Atlantic integra-
tion in order to accelerate Ukraine’s accession to NATO. During the Brussels 
NATO Summit, on February 22, 2005, the Alliance, with the participation of 
the President Viktor Yushchenko, was informed of the new strategy for the in-
tegration of Ukraine into its structure. NATO was expecting a final self-deter-
mination from Ukraine, including internal reforms towards building a real de-
mocracy and fighting corruption. On this optimistic wave, and as it turned out 
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later, with overestimated expectations, an Intensified Dialogue was launched 
on Ukraine’s aspirations to NATO membership and relevant reforms were 
initiated during the NUC meeting of foreign ministers in Vilnius on April 21, 
2005. The political leaders of Ukraine strengthened their position on the inte-
gration of Ukraine into NATO with the Decree of the President, also on April 
21, 2005, which reinstated the “integration” version of the Military Doctrine 
of Ukraine; that is, the text of the document again returned the position that 
Ukraine is preparing for full membership in NATO and the EU. The new text 
again included the following: “Based on the fact that NATO and the European 
Union are guarantors of security and stability in Europe, Ukraine is preparing 
for a full membership in these organizations”.25

C) 2006 - 2010: the period of strategic scandals and of a failed MAP. 
Consequently, during the period of 2006-2008, NATO was responding to this 
Ukrainian with its “open doors” policy as to the issue of Ukraine’s acces-
sion to the Alliance. Naturally, as it was expected, Russia reacted. At that 
time, Ukraine’s course towards NATO and the EU provoked the question 
of reviewing energy prices for Ukraine, in such a way that in the USA and 
Europe, in the context of the first gas crisis in relations between Russia and 
Ukraine in 2006, talked about energy blackmail and energy as a new kind of 
weapon, which potentially threatened both NATO and EU member-states. 
At the same time, pro-Russian forces in Ukraine revealed themselves, taking 
advantages of the protracted parliamentary crisis in the first half of 2006. On 
August 3, 2006, the President, the Head of the Parliament, the Prime Min-
ister, and the leaders of the parliamentary fractions of Ukraine’s Verkhovna 
Rada signed the Universal of National Unity, which among other things stat-
ed that Ukraine would continue to develop mutually beneficial cooperation 
with NATO, and the issue of NATO membership would be resolved by the 
results of a referendum which would be held after Ukraine fulfilled all the 
necessary procedures.26 However, on August 4, 2006, within the framework 
of Ukraine’s exit from the governmental crisis, a political opponent of Viktor 
Yushchenko, Viktor Yanukovych, and a sudden and scandalous turnaround 
took place in Ukraine’s foreign policy. Then, during the September NUC 
meeting in Brussels, Viktor Yanukovych, claiming to tell “the truth at the last 
instance”, said that Ukraine is not yet ready to join the NATO Membership 
Action Plan (MAP).27

The rhetoric of Prime Minister Yanukovich concerning NATO spoiled any 
chances for Ukraine build bilateral relations with NATO to a brand new level 
in 2006, has become a brilliant example of the mentioned inconsistency of 
official rhetoric with the official strategy and also in the context of the po-
litical struggle of the opponents. Finally, as it was noted by the former U.S. 



46

Ambassador to Ukraine, Steven Pifer, in December of 2006, competitive pro-
cess in the area of ​​Ukraine’s foreign policy leads to a decrease in trust both 
of the president, of the prime minister, and of Ukraine.28 And it is not just 
because they dismissed former political agreements, but because of the fact 
that on behalf of Ukraine, Viktor Yanukovych actually refused to implement 
the strategic course. Even the motivation that Ukraine’s population did not 
support Ukraine’s membership in NATO should not have led to a revision of 
the foreign policy strategy. Firstly, joining the Membership Action Plan in 
itself is the first concrete step towards NATO membership; however, it does 
not result in actually joining NATO, as far as if MAP was not fulfilled, there 
would be no talks about joining NATO. Secondly, if Ukraine was not even 
ready to join NATO, joining the MAP could assist Ukraine in preparing for 
this step, that is, to help Ukraine realize the strategic goal of the long-awaited 
reformation within the country, which was strongly insisted on both NATO 
and the EU. As it turned out, Ukraine’s political elites were not interested in 
this, and it was obvious even then that they were interested in preserving a 
post-Soviet system of oligarchy, and to keep using it as a model for building 
political and economic relations in the country between the power and the 
rest of society. Only a foolish Ukrainian political culture simply rejected as 
an alien body all the attempts from the outside that sought its own enrich-
ment in the non-transparent conditions of the under-reformed country. In the 
end, Euro-Atlantic integration for Ukraine is not so much a goal, but rather a 
process of transforming itself into high quality democratic European country 
with the support of the developed NATO member-states, which Ukraine’s 
political establishment did not want to tolerate.

One way or another, such a cognitive foreign policy dissonance of the 
Ukrainian political elite at the heart of political decision-making, when 
the president says yes to Euro-Atlantic integration, and the Prime Minister 
says no, it leads not only to a lack of understanding of the logic of action 
by Ukraine’s international partners, but also to domestic political crises. At 
that time, the former Minister for Foreign Affairs of Ukraine, Borys Tara-
syuk, who lost his position because of his consistent advocating for the course 
towards European and Euro-Atlantic integration inside Yanukovych’s gov-
ernment, which was hostile to NATO, explained in March of 2007 that in-
ternal obstacles along Ukraine’s path towards the EU were a long existing 
discrepancy between declarations about the desire to join the EU and the 
ignorance of European values ​​and standards.29 In our view, this fully applies 
to Ukraine’s Euro-Atlantic integration. Boris Tarasyuk’s resignation episode 
in which he was deliberately pushed out from his position as of a foreign 
minister in Yanukovych’s government between December 2006 and Febru-
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ary 2007, not only eloquently underscored that conclusion, but also proved 
the difference between the approaches of the pro-Russian Prime Minister Ya-
nukovych and pro-Western Minister Tarasyuk, who entered the pro-Russian 
government on quota of the pro-Western President and was “kicked-off” of 
it for the same reasons. It is worth mentioning, that Russia rejoiced at the 
resignation of Tarasyuk.30  

Of course, the issue has never been about the immediate integration of 
Ukraine into the EU and NATO, but the orientation towards a conglomerate 
of democratic states with characteristics that are in line with the national in-
terests of Ukraine, which had already integrated Ukraine into the value space 
of the united Europe. Internal political struggles, political scandals, and crises 
around democratic values outside and in the context of NATO only empha-
sized the internal regressive post-Soviet essence of the Ukrainian political 
and economic establishment. However, being itself a conglomerate of several 
oligarchic groups that are constantly fighting for power, the Ukrainian estab-
lishment, in the context of the course towards more or less real democratic 
reforms, preferred to set a course towards splitting the people of Ukraine on 
the issues of language, federalization, and NATO.

In early 2008, another scandal was triggered by a statement made by 
NATO Secretary General that the organization received a letter signed by 
the President of Ukraine, Prime Minister, and the Speaker of the Ukrainian 
Parliament with a request for Ukraine to join the MAP. It has happened on 
January 15, 2008, when an official statement about the possibility of Ukraine 
joining the NATO Membership Action Plan was presented (the so-called 
“Letter of three” signed by the President of Ukraine Viktor Yushchenko, the 
Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko and the head of Verkhovna Rada Arseniy 
Yatsenyuk).31 The scandal paralyzed the work of the Ukrainian parliament for 
2 months because anti-NATO forces in Verkhovna Rada (the Party of Regions 
and the Communist Party of Ukraine) blocked its work with demands to with-
draw the letter. However, in March of 2008 the speaker, Yatsenyuk, managed 
to reach a compromise in Parliament, and it was agreed by the leading politi-
cal parties that the parliament would resume its work. Later, Yatsenyuk called 
signing the letter in 2008 by the leaders of Ukraine to the NATO Secretary 
General on Ukraine’s desire to join the MAP “a mistake”, because Ukraine 
did not hold “consultations not with the Ukrainian partners in the Alliance,” 
but also with those “who influence the decisions of Germany and others”.32 
At the same time, Yatsenyuk also acknowledged losing the information war 
in the West and in the East in those days. “Our opponents of the integration 
into NATO from the East were much more active and have won this battle,” 
stressed Yatsenyuk while recalling the events of 2008.33 The following words 
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of the former signatory of the “letter of three” are also indicative of the in-
consistency of Ukraine in the implementation of its strategic culture: “If you 
said “Yes”, then you have to behave accordingly or do not say “Yes”... In our 
case our politicians say “Yes” to Russia, and then they run to Brussels to sign 
another declaration, and then return to Russia”.34

Turning back to 2008, it is worth mentioning that the U.S. made significant 
efforts to persuade its NATO allies of the need to admit both Georgia and 
Ukraine to MAP at the Bucharest summit. At the same time, largely under 
the influence of the Russian factor, a strong opposition to admitting Ukraine 
and Georgia to the Membership Action Plan was expressed by Germany and 
France. As it was expected, on April 3, 2008, during the NATO summit in Bu-
charest, the Alliance did provide neither Ukraine nor Georgia with the MAP 
and decided to postpone consideration of Ukraine’s application to join the 
Membership Action Plan to NATO until a later period. However, the Summit 
unanimously agreed upon a declaration which assured Ukraine (along with 
Georgia) in obtaining NATO membership in the future.

D) 2010 - 2014: from non-alignment to the crisis integration. The ques-
tion of Ukraine’s accession to NATO was totally frozen after Viktor Yanu-
kovych came into power in 2010. On April 2, 2010, Yanukovych decided to 
eliminate the interdepartmental commission on the preparation of Ukraine 
to join NATO as well as the National Centre for Euro-Atlantic integration. 
Withdrawal from the agenda of the question of joining NATO was enshrined 
in the Law of Ukraine No. 2411-VI “On Foundations of Domestic and For-
eign Policy” dated July 1, 2010.35 In this document, President Yanukovych, 
through his subordinate parliamentary coalition of the majority, passed Arti-
cle 11 of the Law established for Ukraine a principle of non-alignment, i.e. 
of non-participation of Ukraine in military-political alliances, but at the same 
time did not remove from the agenda the priority of participation in the pro-
cess of improvement and development of the “European system of collective 
security”. To what extent Ukrainian “non-alignment” was correlated with the 
concept of the “European system of collective security”, which nevertheless 
involved mutual obligations and participation in the complex of the strategic 
agreements on the basis of the “collective” principle, i.e. within a single mil-
itary-political structure (otherwise another one could simply be inefficient) 
was unclear.

The events of Euromaidan and the Revolution of Dignity in November 
of 2013 and February of 2014 became a turning point in relations between 
Ukraine and NATO. On December 23, 2014, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, 
by its Law number 35-VIII “On Amendments to Some Laws of Ukraine con-
cerning the refusal of Ukraine to implement policies of non-alignment” can-
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celled the non-aligned status of Ukraine and restored the vector of integration 
into NATO.36 

According to the new Military Doctrine of Ukraine, adopted and approved 
by the President Petro Poroshenko’s Decree 555, dated September 24, 2015,37 
Ukraine considers deepening cooperation with NATO a priority and aims to 
achieve a full compatibility of the Military Forces of Ukraine with the rel-
evant forces of the NATO member-countries by 2020.38 By abandoning the 
non-aligned status, Ukraine is working on changing approaches to national 
security, and giving priority to the “participation in the improvement and 
development of the Euro-Atlantic and European system of collective secu-
rity”.39 In order to ensure its national security, Ukraine “will integrate into 
European political, economic and legal space for the purpose of acquiring the 
EU membership, and will deepen cooperation with NATO to achieve the cri-
teria required for membership in this organization”, as is said in the Military 
doctrine.40 

Conclusions. Thus, in the mid-1990s, the international political situation 
dictated to Ukraine the need for further elaboration of a well-balanced policy 
in order to avoid geopolitical pressure from both the East and the West. Such 
a dilemma would not be as acute, if the interests of Russia and the West (es-
pecially the United States, NATO, and some allies in Europe) did not clash so 
completely, then they would not have strategic contradictions in the approach-
es to world and European security issues. However, Ukraine found itself stuck 
somewhere in the middle of NATO-Russia relations, i.e. between the security 
spaces where, on one hand, from the early 1990s, have been deemed “soft”, 
and on the other, there were still “hard” approaches to the definition of threats 
, therefore ensuring protection against them. At one time, the aspiration of 
Central and Eastern European countries to integrate into NATO was largely 
due to the desire to distance itself from Moscow as far as possible and to pro-
vide itself with the “hard” security from Russia, hiding behind the military 
shield of NATO and the “nuclear umbrella” of the United States. In this case, 
Ukraine fell into the same “gray zone”, the zone of overlapping of security 
spots - “NATO” and “non-NATO” - where there was a testing ground for the 
post-bipolar strategies of NATO and Russia in the context of their permanent 
confrontation. However, if Russia initially opposed NATO’s hypothetical en-
largement towards Ukraine and saw it as a threat to its national security, Rus-
sia’s question of joining or not joining NATO in the context of its security 
interests should have been considered more subtly. From the point of view 
of Ukraine’s strategic culture and its interests in national security, Russia’s 
strategy for destroying the image of the country, which continues to pursue 
politics from the position of force for the sake of protecting its own interests, 
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was crucial for Kyiv. For example, Russia’s national interests since the late 
1990s could have been preventively protected by persuading the Ukrainian 
authorities to abandon their intentions to raise the issue of integration into 
NATO, but not because NATO is an aggressive bloc, but rather because Rus-
sia protects and respects its interests. Ukraine, no less than NATO, strives to 
develop close economic and political ties, emphasizing the indisputability of 
Ukraine’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, independence, democracy, and ori-
entation towards European integration. Only under such circumstances and 
exclusively on the basis of its own internal priorities Ukraine alone can decide 
whether or not to join NATO, while Russian domination can no longer taken 
into decisive consideration, and Moscow must accept any decision of Kyiv 
without superfluous reproaches. Superpower status in the twenty-first century 
is secured not by historical speculation and annexing territories, but by influ-
encing the decision-making process of genuinely independent and sovereign 
governments. Such influence requires the creation of conditions under which 
these governments, maintaining their independence and reflecting the will of 
the people as the supreme bearer of sovereignty, consciously enter the sphere 
of influence of one or another superpower. In the struggle for a sphere of 
influence, the victor will be the power centre that can offer a “popular com-
modity” and win from its opponent those which are willing to “acquire” this 
“commodity” in the form of a strategic partnership. This resembles the proce-
dure of “zombification,” but it is important that the ruling elite should make 
the decision consciously and without pressure, on the basis of civic interest, 
and that entry into a given sphere of influence should reflect a strategic choice 
to live by the rules, mechanisms, and standards that the centre proposes and 
the newly attached periphery shares. One way or another, Ukraine has taken 
a course on those rules, mechanisms, standards lying at the core of the stra-
tegic culture of the most economically developed democracies of individual 
NATO member states. However, Ukraine underestimated the “peacefulness” 
its northern neighbor and became the object of Russian aggression, even out-
side the context of the issue of immediate membership in the Alliance.

Paradoxically, Russia itself updated the agenda for Ukraine after 2014. 
On February 2, 2017, President Poroshenko in an interview with the German 
newspaper Berliner Morgen Post stated: “Four years ago, only 16% of the 
citizens supported Ukraine’s accession to NATO, now – 54% ... As the presi-
dent, I listen to the opinions of my people and will introduce a referendum 
on joining NATO. And if the Ukrainians vote, I will do everything possible 
to achieve membership in the North Atlantic Alliance”.41 Petro Poroshenko 
expressed the view that Ukraine could not manage without NATO, and the 
Western countries would be totally irresponsible if they weakened transatlan-
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tic cooperation. “I am firmly convinced that NATO is the only functioning 
organization of a collective security”, said Poroshenko.42 And such a vision 
of the subjectivity of Ukraine as of an integral part of the Euro-Atlantic space 
will remain one of key factors in the further development of its strategic cul-
ture, as well as in the post-bipolar process of forming a new world order in 
general.
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CHAPTER 4

UKRAINE – EUROPEAN UNION RELATIONS 
THROUGH THE PRISM OF STRATEGIC CULTURE

Iryna Maksymenko and Denys Kuzmin

The proclamation of Ukrainian independence as well as the regulatory and 
institutional framework of the European Union (the EU) took place under 
circumstances when the international relations system was changing. The tur-
bulence of this period contributed to the emergence and aggravation of ethnic 
and political conflicts, and caused the spread of new, non-military security 
threats which required a rethinking of approaches to security and the means 
of support. In order to find their place in the new post-bipolar world, the 
EU and Ukraine relied on the same principles: indivisibility of international 
peace and international security, “security for themselves through security for 
all”. This effort led the young Ukrainian state to become part of a common 
European security space via integration into the EU. However, Ukraine re-
mains on the periphery of the integration processes, in a so-called integration 
vacuum between powerful partners – the EU and Russia. Ukraine is not an 
EU member in terms of functional identity, it does not belong to the Eastern 
European Region, and it stays detached from Eurasian integration processes. 
In the context of polycentric world order formation, where the system of re-
lations between the EU and the Russian Federation is changing, Ukraine, 
institutionally and economically weak, has become a tool in the geopolitical 
game between two poles. In order to defend its independence and lifestyle, 
it is necessary to rethink the nature of relations between Ukraine and the EU 
and to develop an adequate strategy for relations with the Union in accord-
ance with modern trends. Using the concept of strategic culture allows on to 
distinguish these factors and consider the mistakes that led to the ineffective-
ness of the dialogue between the parties, who spoke about the strategic nature 
of the relationship at different stages.

Special features of the EU strategic culture. Traditionally, strategic cul-
ture is deemed a set of ideas, attitudes, and approaches to security and defence 
issues. It is constantly changing, but it is a kind of “compass” which helps 
with decision making in times of uncertainty.1 History demonstrates that it is 
possible to stick to the world order by force, influencing the behaviour of oth-
ers, or by rules (set of rules, principles, political agreements and obligations 
shared by the international community or by its part). The First and Second 
World Wars devalued classic power (hard power) as one of the main instru-
ments of global regulation in the eyes of European States. Back then, the ba-
sic features of EU strategic culture were formed, such as the “peace through 
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integration project”,2 rejection of the balance of power principle, hegemony 
of certain states, and delineation of friends and foes.

Gradually, under the influence of internal (various national strategic cul-
tures of the Member States) and external (Caribbean crisis, expansion, world 
energy and financial crisis, the Iraq war, etc.) factors, a specific approach 
to security issues was formed: a compromise through negotiations and mu-
tual understanding, the primacy of law standards based on the participants’ 
consensus, the creation of international institutions to neutralize threats, and 
prevention and resolution of inter-state conflicts by peaceful means. This led 
to the creation of a special type of “security community” that combines clas-
sic elements (national interest) and idealistic motivations – humanism and 
ethics.3 A characteristic feature of EU strategic culture is the absence of the 
term “enemy”, focusing on security threats using regulatory instruments to 
neutralize it and view it through the historically formed “lens of perception”.

 Unlike classical actors of international relations, the EU relies only on 
“soft power” in security: spreading their ideas, norms and rules the EU affects 
the social and political systems of other countries and creates conditions for 
mutual trust and communication that provide for dispute resolution without 
war. This approach has been successfully applied in the immediate vicinity 
of the community – regarding the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. 
Proclaiming a new world order, the leaders of Western states provided for the 
expansion of peace and stability by assisting with Europeanisation and the 
integration of CEE States. This explains the choice of a clear format for rela-
tions with CEE countries – from the association to expansion. However, the 
situation with Ukraine was more complicated.

Perception of the EU by Ukraine and Ukraine by the EU as the basis of 
relations in the 1990s. We should note that the strategic culture of Ukraine 
has characteristics similar to the EU: openness to cooperation and peaceful 
coexistence with other states, aversion to confrontational approaches, and 
commitment to diplomacy in the regulation of contradictions and conflicts. 
Therefore Ukraine was the first of the post-Soviet republics which proclaimed 
a course of restoration of close contacts with European countries and acces-
sion to the European regional integration processes. This course is completely 
natural; it is a civilizational choice which was made in the ancient times and 
it is still in force.4 Even before Kievan Rus, the Slavic tribes had campaigns 
against the Byzantine Empire for “peace and love”. Subsequently, via the es-
tablishment of commercial and military-political contacts (including the dy-
nastic marriages) the great princes of Kievan Rus sought recognition of their 
own state on the international level. In addition, Ukrainian leaders sought 
assistance from the West, in order to fight external enemies that were a threat 
to all European nations (Danylo Halytskyi against the Mongol invasion, Het-
mans Bohdan Khmelnytsky, Ivan Mazepa and Ivan Vyhovskyi against the 
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Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Russian state; the leaders of the 
UNR and the Central Council of Ukraine against Soviet Russia). These tradi-
tions of political culture were spread among the Ukrainian lands which, and 
are now determined as European values: dignity, freedom and the rule of law, 
equality, democracy and the right of peaceful coexistence of different peoples 
and peaceful resolution of conflicts etc.5 In addition, it completely meets na-
tional interests and current trends of the global order.

From the beginning, Kyiv saw the EU as the main centre of gravity, an 
important element of the post-communist development of the country, which 
was at  the crossroads of a spectrum of foreign policy interests: developing 
contacts with Western countries and international organizations, assistance 
for comprehensive transformation and modernization, as well as an important 
tool for supporting Ukraine on the international level, increased involvement 
in decision-making processes globally and regionally. In addition, under the 
constant breakdown of the Soviet system, the Ukrainian “European course” 
was considered an ideologically new platform that would define the progres-
sive future of the state and facilitate the consolidation of the Ukrainian nation. 
However, the main imperative was to guarantee security, and convergence 
with the EU was not considered a threat to the sovereignty and independence 
of Ukraine. In July of 1993, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine officially defined 
the full membership of Ukraine in the European Communities as a priority 
of Ukrainian foreign policy.6 The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement 
(PCA, 1994) became the first step towards associate and further full member-
ship of Ukraine in the EU. 

Signing a radically new agreement between the EU and former Soviet coun-
tries indicated considerable interest from officials in Brussels. On the other 
hand, this type of agreement differed from the European agreements signed 
in December of 1991 between the EU and Poland, Hungary and Czechoslova-
kia, because these provided the specific perspective of membership, giving an 
associate member status to the applicant-states. Such agreements were signed 
with all CEE countries, except Belarus, Moldova, and Ukraine. Thus, the EU 
had a clear line between Eastern and Western newly independent states and 
chose different strategies for relations with the two groups of countries.

Because of total Russian domination for centuries in Europe, lack of 
knowledge about Ukraine was observed as “a big blank spot” on the mental 
map of Europe.7 At that time, almost no one knew about the Ukrainian State 
and its history; it was considered “a shadow of Russia”. It was also con-
sidered to have Eastern Slavic cultural features that were similar to Russian 
and dissimilar to the European ones. Referring to the thesis of S. Huntington 
about the impossibility of peaceful coexistence between different cultures, 
opponents of Ukrainian integration into the EU claim that our country should 
build its future in a “Slavic system”.8 This was actively supported by Russia, 
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as it complied with the interests of the Kremlin to regain full control over the 
economic, political, and security areas of the former Soviet Union. Kyiv’s 
tendency to maintain close relations with Moscow and to maintain trade and 
economic ties with the former Soviet republics in the CIS gave Brussels rea-
son to expect the rapid unification of Ukraine, Moldova, and Belarus with 
Russia. Thus, in the early 1990s, according to Z. Brzezinski, Europe doubted 
the viability of the new states that emerged from the wreckage of the Soviet 
Union and Moscow’s will to adapt to the new reality.9

It negatively affected the domestic and external contexts of independent 
Ukraine’s solidifying position. It did not work in favour of the implemen-
tation of a course that “returned to Europe”: providing direct participation 
in the European process and European institutions.10 Although, according 
to former Minister of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine, A. Zlenko, this surprised 
Europeans along with the disintegration of the Soviet Union.11 In January of 
1992, the EU formally recognized the independence of the Ukrainian State, 
called for a dialogue, and then began to negotiate an agreement on partner-
ship and cooperation.

The dispute over the nuclear weapons located on the Ukrainian territory 
did not improve the image of Ukraine. Europe welcomed Kyiv’s rejection of 
nuclear weapons and rapid destruction of its arsenal, but was concerned about 
the Ukrainian side’s attempts to link their implementation with appropriate 
compensation, aid in this case, as well as the extremely negative provision 
of international security guarantees. The EU did not want to take Ukrainian 
arguments into consideration. Geographic proximity, a lack of clear under-
standing of the issue of responsibility for the safety of storage and transport 
of nuclear materials, and the risk of local armed conflicts – all of these issues 
increased insecurity in the EU prompting them to put pressure on Ukraine 
categorically.12

At the same time, the EU was interested in the maintenance of an independ-
ent, economically and politically stable Ukraine as a buffer between Europe 
and Russia. Moreover, as part of this strategy, the nuclear issue was only part 
of the problem.13 To solve the complex issues associated with it, the EU used 
the PCA, which included the entire spectrum of establishing and developing 
economic and political relations with Ukraine. For example, the signing and 
ratification of documents became an instrument of bargaining, establishing 
the principle of conditionality in the EU policy towards Ukraine. The PCA 
was an instrument of Ukraine’s rapprochement with the Western world, creat-
ing a system of “returning Ukraine to Europe”. While this document was not 
the main impetus for Ukraine to sign the Lisbon Protocol, it supplemented 
the efforts of the USA and played an important role in resolving the problem.

The negative impact of the economic crisis should be also considered, as 
well as the lack of experience in self-administration, the acceptance and im-
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plementation of strategic decisions, whether in security or economic issues, 
and the need to solve the issues that accompany the creation of institutions for 
an independent state, while simultaneously forming a nation, democratizing, 
and implementing market reforms– all this contributed to the formation of an 
attractive image of Ukraine.

It is clear that under these circumstances, European leaders did not strive 
to make long-term policy decisions regarding Ukraine, including provisions 
for associated membership in future. Referring to the necessity of the EU to 
adapt to new conditions and to prepare the applicant states for the potential 
risks, Brussels continued to talk about partnerships, “almost adequate” for 
association, and the opportunity to return to this issue later.14 According to A. 
Zlenko, this led to the sense for many Europeans, including politicians, that, 
the wall had not disappeared, it only moved to Ukrainian border.15 

However, in the framework of the declared responsibility of the EU for the 
security and stability of all European countries, Brussels adopted a number 
of documents to support Ukraine’s sovereignty and reform. Thus, within the 
framework of the Action Plan for Ukraine (December 1996), the EU discussed  
support for Ukrainian entry into the European security, including security is-
sues in the political dialogue, developing common benchmarks in the area of ​​
international relations based on common interests, and promoting the deepen-
ing of contacts with the WEU and OSCE.16 Positive effects appeared quickly: 
From June to July 1997, Ukraine and the CEE countries signed an agreement 
on cooperation in the field of air transport for peacekeeping and humani-
tarian purposes in the Petersburg missions; Ukraine and Romania signed an 
agreement on good-neighbourly relations and cooperation; the Charter on a 
Distinctive Partnership between Ukraine and NATO was also signed; Ukraine 
was invited to the London meeting of the “Big Seven” (June 1998), during 
which the nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan were discussed as 
well as the situation in the region.

These events, as well as the adoption of Ukraine’s Strategy of integration 
in the EU (June 1998) and the National Agency for Development, Ukrain-
ian perceptions of European Integration changed slightly. During the second 
EU-Ukraine Summit (October 16, 1998, Vienna) “based on shared values ​​
and interests which are vital for strengthening peace, stability, and prosper-
ity in our countries and Europe”, bilateral relations received the status of a 
“strategic and unique partnership”.17 This approach was enshrined in the EU 
common strategy towards Ukraine (January 1999). The crucial point of this 
document is the recognition by the EU of the European choice and aspirations 
of Ukraine as well as the fact that full cooperation is in the best interests of 
the EU, as it is an integral factor of peace, stability and prosperity in the new 
united Europe.18
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The strategy clearly outlined in the strategic objectives of the EU regard-
ing the Ukrainian state is to promote democratic and economic reforms; to 
develop cooperation in order to ensure stability and security, and to solve 
common issues in Europe; to strengthen the cooperation between the EU and 
Ukraine in the context of EU enlargement. This document supplemented PCA 
with specific projects, particularly in the sphere of ​​security and foreign pol-
icy: preventing crises, deepening security, disarmament, arms trafficking, as 
well as Ukraine’s accession to the EU activities in the framework of Peters-
burg missions. On the other hand, the EU has demonstrated an unwillingness 
to discuss the prospects for transition to accession or association, stressing 
the need to work constructively via the PCA; the need for its thorough usage 
before considering any other agreement.

All statements of Ukraine’s representatives concerning the change of 
format of relations between the EU were considered as counterproductive 
idealism, a lack of understanding of the nature of events. However, the EU 
also had a misunderstanding of the Ukrainian authorities’ position, for which 
the prospect of EU membership on the eve of presidential elections in 1999 
would have been a consolidation instrument for conducting complex and dif-
ficult system reforms.

Thus, during the first period, the EU’s position on Ukraine differed from 
its policies on other CEE states.19 The inclusion of Bulgaria, Romania, Slo-
vakia, and the former Soviet Baltic states in its enlargement policy, as well 
as the convergence of the EU with Russia, giving it some advantages over 
Ukraine (in particular, we can highlight the following facts: the agreement 
between Russia and the EU before the PCA, giving the Russian state a sta-
tus of a market economy country. Ukraine remained a transitional economy 
country, despite similar problems and economic situation. The adoption of the 
EU Common strategy on Russia occurred in June 1999, while similar docu-
ment was adopted for Ukraine only in December, caused Kiev to feel a sense 
of exclusion and double standards. These moments strengthened the feeling 
that the EU did not consider Ukraine to be part of “Europe”, but rather as a 
part of Eurasia, part of the Russian sphere of influence.20

This situation did not facilitate the transformation of the state “into a 
completely European country, measured by levels of stability and prosper-
ity” in contrast to “a simple country, located in Europe”.21 Commenting on 
the situation, J. Sherr noted that “Ukraine’s political leaders have some-
times acted as if they could achieve integration by declaration or simply 
by joining and participating in international organizational and political 
clubs rather than by undertaking concrete structural changes”.22 K. Wolczuk 
pointed out that the reference to geographical parameters and historical ex-
amples formed a specific perception of the EU as based on the civilizational 
dimension of geopolitical association, in which membership is provided 
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in accordance to the European identity.23 Unfortunately, the lack of under-
standing of Ukraine’s European integration on both sides, which, accord-
ing to D. Tedstrom, resembled a “dialogue of the deaf”,24 defined relations 
between Kyiv and Brussels in future.

Key trends in EU - Ukraine relations at the beginning of the twenty 
first century. Kuchma’s re-election for a second presidential term formally 
launched the next stage in relations between Ukraine and the EU. Brussels 
perceived the figure of Kuchma ambiguously, but confirmed support for Eu-
ropeanization processes in Ukraine and intention to strengthen the relations 
of “strategic partnership” with Ukraine that held a “unique position” in Eu-
rope being a “regional actor in the foreground”.25 In turn, during his inaugural 
speech, Kuchma declared the course towards EU membership as a strategic 
goal of his policy that was later embodied in a series of documents. These 
documents noted that “the basic foundation of our future development is 
the European choice... Of particular importance is the consistent policy of 
Ukraine on convergence with the European Union, acquiring the status of 
an associate and a complete member of the EU”,26 taking into account that 
“this group will determine the directions of economic progress and politi-
cal stability in the region in the long term”.27 To achieve it, it is necessary to 
implement “a set of transformations that would give the opportunity to our 
country to qualify for entry into associate membership status in the EU by the 
end of 2007, and to create real (internal) conditions for Ukraine’s accession 
to the EU by 2011”.28 However, Ukrainian politicians and experts said that 
Ukraine’s progress towards the EU could not come at the expense of unilat-
eral steps; therefore, the EU should make equivalent reciprocal steps towards 
Ukraine’s associate membership.29At the same time, Ukrainian politicians 
and experts said that Ukraine’s move towards the EU could not take place 
at the expense of unilateral steps; therefore, the EU should make equivalent 
counter-measures to Ukraine’s becoming an associate member.30 The Euro-
pean community perceived Ukraine as an important state, wanting to support 
regional consolidation, security, development, allowing the latter to get a lot 
of advances, including a “positive signal” during the Gothenburg Summit 
(July 2001) and “a signal of friendship” at the Ukraine-EU Summit in Yalta 
(September 2001). In 2002, the results of parliamentary elections dashed the 
EU’s hopes for a breakthrough in process of Europeanization of Ukraine. Af-
ter the elections, Brussels “began to say openly that unpredictable Ukraine, 
with its administrative resources and unequal access to the media, has no 
place in Europe”31, that “Ukraine has no dimension, by which it would have 
been so strategically important for Europe and the West, and could sell it in 
exchange for relaxation in the requirements for compliance”.32 In response 
to the demands from the Ukrainian side concerning adequate steps, the EU 
representatives stated that “it takes two to tango” and that “while the EU and 
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Ukraine is not on the dance floor, they have to know the steps”.33 The EU’s 
concern about the dangerous and uncertain future of a neighbour on their 
borders, in which the perspective of membership was not even considered, 
against backdrop of strengthening Soviet totalitarian tendencies, reached a 
critical point.

Among the reasons that brought relations between Ukraine and the EU 
to a deadlock, there was the dominance of “declarative” and lack of “imple-
menting” culture by the executive bodies, as well as in domestic reforms, and 
in the implementation of the PCA and the Strategy of Ukraine’s integration 
into the EU; the weak security of European integration priority; underde-
veloped mechanisms for interagency coordination and the monitoring of the 
implementation of decisions and obligations; as well as a low level of civil 
officers’ professional training, knowledge and skills concerning European in-
tegration.34 Brzezinski had an interesting thought that the main reason for the 
inability of Ukraine to play a potential role in the region and to come closer 
to the EU was the low level of patriotism among high political elites, who 
were mostly concerned with their own enrichment, making it independent of 
external forces, resulting in very confusing and chaotic relationships and the 
lack of strategic vision for the development of a purely Ukrainian democracy, 
which in turn could be the basis for integration in Europe.35

Changes in the attitude of the EU to Ukraine and its European ambitions 
were reflected in the Brussels’ initiative about the “Wider European – Neigh-
bourhood: a new system of relations with our Eastern and Southern Neigh-
bours” which included a zone of prosperity and good neighbourhood – a “ring 
of friends” – with which the EU could be in close, peaceful relations and co-
operate with them for stability, security and sustainable development within 
the EU and beyond. The basic idea of ​​the European Neighbourhood Policy 
(ENP), which was based on this initiative, was to “implement integration 
without accession” when the benefits of “membership” are given without the 
right to participate in the EU institutions and influence on decision-making 
processes.36 European experts immediately began to talk about the introduc-
tion of a new European platform of “minimalism” or even the doctrine of 
“rings around Europe”, which would have serious risks for the EU. Thus, 
M.  Emerson noted that a weak European policy or offer of weak incentives 
in the presence of hard obligations could be much worse than its absence: the 
growth of scepticism about the EU, and further exclusion and growing insta-
bility in the EU and its borders.37

This is the situation in Ukraine with regard to the ENP, which was not a 
step forward for integration, despite the provisions on the value of the Ukrain-
ian state as a partner for the EU, including in the context of the success of the 
neighbourhood policy. Moreover, the status of the strategic partner of the EU 
gradually turned into “special neighbour” status, along with Belarus and Mol-
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dova, Morocco, and Israel. It is advisable to note the common statements of 
European and Ukrainian experts on the non-compliance of ENP to the needs 
and potential of Ukraine. In particular, K. Wolczuk and T. Kuzio pointed out 
that the benefits of the ENP would not stimulate a far-reaching reform.38 First-
ly, in order to mobilize domestic support for reforms (first of all, to overcome 
internal barriers to reform, social ambivalence, and to reach consensus among 
political elites), for Ukraine, “Europe” should become, first and foremost, a 
political, and not only economic project. Secondly, the cost-benefit ratio for 
Ukraine is less attractive than for the countries with the prospect of member-
ship. Especially considering that the political and economic transformation of 
Ukraine was equal to the preparation for membership, and the requirements 
set out in the ENP coincided with similar requirements for associated mem-
bers. Thirdly, the ENP and its undifferentiated approach do not provide the 
EU with sufficient leverage on the countries. This situation only strengthened 
asymmetric relations between the EU and applicant states, putting pressure 
on the domestic situations in the latter, causing a sense of double standards in 
the EU’s “open door” policy.

The EU had a feeling of “Ukrainian fatigue” due to a significant gap be-
tween the domestic reality (problems in the sphere of ​​freedom of speech and 
justice, the “Kuchma-Gate” crisis and “Kolchuga scandal”, corruption and 
the virtual struggle against it) and its foreign policy rhetoric. The securing of 
Ukraine’s peripheral status by obtaining the status of a neighbouring country 
showed the following: the EU is gradually moving away from the concept of 
“mutual importance of Ukraine and EU; we share vital interests in maintain-
ing stability and prosperity in Europe”39 to be perceiving it as a country that 
the EU should strengthen and deepen relationships with – so Europe would 
not have problems in the neighbourhood.40

However, despite the shortcomings of the ENP and the critical attitude to it by 
Ukrainian politicians and experts, reality has demanded the most effective use of 
the potential of interaction with the EU, a special focus on security issues.

In 2003, the EU adopted the European Security Strategy (ESS) which was “a 
strategic EU identity card” in world politics41 and which is associated with strate-
gic culture of the EU. In the document, the European Union officially defined its 
place and took responsibility for the dissemination of European integration val-
ues, which should become the basis for the development of the rest of the world. 
According to leading European experts, the ESS points out that longstanding 
stability can only be guaranteed under circumstances when the security, prosper-
ity, democracy and equality of all citizens are guaranteed. Promoting these core 
values ​​in the rest of the world in order to transform the international environment 
in the context of its own interests is the best way to protect them for themselves.42 
Thus, in the field of foreign policy aimed at guaranteeing and strengthening its 
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own security, the EU has chosen the way of influencing its environment and mod-
elling it more at the expense of what it is, and not because of what it does.43 The 
main goal of the EU policy under the ESS is to form a “circle of friends” along 
the peripheries of various types through enhanced cooperation in priority areas 
(economy, transport, energy, environment, conflict prevention).

Ukraine found itself at the crossroads of these dimensions, because, on one 
hand, it spoke about integration with the EU, and on the other hand, it tried to 
maintain friendly relations with Russia, balancing between East and West. How-
ever, the incomprehensibility for the EU of the need for Kyiv to support bipolar 
policy only increased its perception as a serious source of instability. This situa-
tion exacerbated the risk of turning Ukraine into an outsider country and consoli-
dation of the EU conservative approach to it. 

At the same time the accession of new members (primarily Poland and the 
Baltic States) has increased the number of supporters of the idea of ​​establish-
ing a “privileged partnership” with Ukraine. Given that the strategic culture 
of the EU to some extent is a combination of elements of strategic cultures 
of its members, one can state that attention to Ukraine has increased. Poland 
was one of the first to raise the issue of developing a separate approach to 
Ukraine, supported by the initiatives of Sweden and Denmark to more ac-
tively involve the Ukrainian state in joint projects with the new members of 
the Union. In addition, the active participation of Polish President, A. Kwas-
niewski, as an international mediator in a series of “round tables” with EU 
representatives in November-December 2004 and the participation of many 
Polish politicians and public activists as observers in the presidential elec-
tion contributed to the peaceful settlement of the political crisis.44

The Orange Revolution had a positive impact Ukraine’s attitude, and was 
the “the culmination of disappointments and the demand for structural chang-
es in the political leadership of the country”.45 The active participation of 
civil society and peaceful protests, which advocated for the democratic de-
velopment of the country, and pro-European foreign policy, became evidence 
for EU citizens that the Ukrainian people also belonged to Europe. Ukraine 
became more understandable, and passed from the “other” category into the 
“own”, and became an integral part of the common European space. The fact 
that in mid-2005 55% of respondents from Germany, France, Italy, Spain and 
Poland supported Ukraine’s accession to the EU can be considered as a kind 
of evidence.46

It was a window of opportunity for Ukraine to find “the path forward – a 
path of the United Europe”. In this respect, the new government aimed to 
intensify the political dialogue between Ukraine and the EU, as well as to 
use the positive attitude towards Ukraine effectively. Kyiv starting point was 
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“transfer of relations from partnership and cooperation to integration and as-
sociation”. However, the EU consistently adhered to the position defined in 
1994 - only full implementation of the agreements (PCA, Action Plan) are a 
prerequisite for successful integration of Ukraine into the European economy, 
that could help Ukraine to confirm its European identity. The EU stressed that 
Ukraine’s membership issues distract from the real internal changes. Talking 
about the prospects of a Ukraine-EU dialogue could be possible only after 
this “homework”.

At the same time, Ukrainian analysts acknowledged the failure of 
Ukraine to implement either the PCA or Action Plan (February 2005) in-
dependently. This was especially the case with the Action Plan, included 
a wide range of requirements for Ukraine, which generally seemed like 
more work. The implementation period was only three years and did not 
include the relevant technical assistance received by the candidate coun-
tries for such steps. In addition, the strengthening of bilateral cooperation 
was made dependent on the implementation by Ukraine of a broad list of 
requirements stipulated by the AP.47

The EU tried to show support for Ukraine, contributed to Ukraine’s WTO 
membership, expanded cooperation in the CFSP and conflict resolution, 
initiated regional projects and programs that contained the incorporation of 
Ukrainian State in the EU projects. On one hand, it demonstrated only partial 
satisfaction of Kyiv’s implementation of European integration issues, and, 
on the other hand, it showed returning return to the recognition of Ukraine’s 
geopolitical importance. The latter contributed to the adoption of decision to 
start negotiations on an Association Agreement in September 2008, based on 
the principles of political association and economic integration. Brussels of-
ficially recognized their obligations with this step. This approach is embodied 
in launching the initiative of “Eastern Partnership” and the decision of the 
Association Agenda in 2009.

The basic idea of ​​the Eastern Partnership (EP) was to create the necessary 
conditions to accelerate political association and further economic integration 
between the EU and Eastern Partnership countries within the framework of 
regional and bilateral cooperation. It was expected that the implementation of 
the initiative would restore trust between the EU and partner countries, would 
create closer ties between them, and would build a qualitatively new system 
of relations based on the principles of strategic partnership and shared values. 
Despite the ambitious program, which was a result of a compromise between 
supporters of further EU expansion to the East and critics of this policy, its 
content was characterized by blurry goals, the lack of a rational approach, and 
asymmetry between the agenda of the EU and partner countries. In particular, 
it concerns the incentive of membership, which was powerful enough to bear 
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the significant costs associated with reforms. Otherwise reforming accord-
ing to the European model was an unbearable burden.48 In Ukraine adaptive 
pressure without the prospect of membership had no such effect. In addition, 
the insufficient financial framework and lack of correlation with the EP-EU 
policy towards Russia greatly exacerbated the “interests and values” dilemma 
in relations between Ukraine and the EU, which threatened to return Ukraine 
to Russia’s orbit.49

In terms of Ukraine, which tried to become “more than a neighbour”,50 the 
EP initiative did not contain any fundamentally new approaches that would 
go beyond the already reached agreements with the EU. It gave reason to 
talk about the absence of an EU strategic approach, an attempt to preserve 
the role of observer, but not an active participant in the political process in 
the region.51 Moreover, the unwillingness of the EU and Russia to recognize 
the objective existence of the tripartite system of international relations in the 
region led to the fact that powerful actors did not recognize the opportuni-
ties to develop equal relations for partner countries with both of them. Under 
the circumstances of the intensification of geopolitical confrontation between 
Russia and the EU, it led to a transformation of Ukraine into the “normative”, 
and then into a real battlefield since 2014.  

Russian factor in bilateral relations. The Russian factor played an im-
portant role from the very beginning. However, Brussels could not or did 
not want to understand that Kyiv’s orientation to Russia was associated with 
the prolonged economic and energy interdependence of Ukraine and Russia. 
Only the preservation of a shaky and fragile balance system could preserve 
Ukrainian independence and integrity. Note that this contrasts with the EU 
approach to Ukraine, as ESS is based on the fact that even in the era of glo-
balization geography is important.

Viktor Yanukovych emphasized the priority of the pro-European course 
and the continuation of negotiations on “Ukraine’s integration into the Euro-
pean political, economic and legal space in order to obtain membership in the 
European Union”.52 He departed from the principle of “European integration 
as an end in itself” and considered it as an instrument for the moderniza-
tion based on existing formats of cooperation. In 2010, the result of active 
political Ukraine-EU dialogue was statements about the need for pragmatic 
bilateral relations and the Association Agreement (AA) in 2011, which would 
become a “reference point” for a further promotion of relations.

At the same time, Yanukovych was counting on Brussels’s inability to rec-
ognize European progress “without good relations with Russia” and without 
“strict observance of the bilateral balance of national interests and mutual 
respect”53, because Ukraine was going “to Europe in addition to Russia, per-
haps to a greater extent than with Bulgaria and Romania – simply by virtue 
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of larger dependence”.54 However, his understanding of the Moscow’s steps 
(talks with the extension of the Black Sea Fleet in Crimea, the free economic 
zone with Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan, the signing of the Ukrainian-Rus-
sian energy agreement) raised doubts about Ukraine’s geopolitical choice.55 
Instead of developing a less technocratic approach in relations with Ukraine 
and introducing flexible negotiation scenarios with a number of compensa-
tory mechanisms, the EU has prepared for Ukraine a so-called “Füle Matrix” 
– a list of reforms that should be implemented within clearly defined terms. 
These guidelines were only a list of obligations that Ukraine had undertaken 
before. However, their implementation and transformation of Ukraine into a 
country with a developed democracy, perfect judicial system, and low levels 
of corruption, a fundamentally new way of governance were not possible 
within a few months.56

This situation led to some political rhetoric (many statements, appeals 
and resolutions to “blame and shame”, promises, and warnings) 57 and un-
certainty in the dialogue, which eventually manifested in the deepest crisis 
of EU-Ukraine relations, characterized by a “cold peace”. Thus, during the 
process of AA test approval, contradictions regarding the functioning of the 
free trade zone became more acute and inclusion of the prospect of Ukraine’s 
membership in the text of the document. In addition, the EU criticized the 
internal processes in Ukraine which were contrary to the “need to follow our 
common values, such as freedom of speech, rule of law” and others. The EU 
even pushed for a unilateral postponement of the official visit of Yanukovych 
in October 2011, and some leaders of the EU member states refused to attend 
the Euro 2012 in Ukraine and Yalta summit. In such circumstances, Ukraine 
has resorted to proclaiming a course to establish a “strategic equilibrium”. 
The EU could not allow the emergence of new authoritarian state in Ukraine, 
and therefore – the suspension of enlargement of democracy, freedom and 
security to the East.58 The EU provided some concessions to the declared 
values, agreeing on the text, initialling and signing of the AA, which, accord-
ing to Jean M. Teixeira, would give Ukraine the same status as Norway or 
Switzerland had.59 The main criterion still was the ability of Ukrainian elites 
to fulfil their promises. This move was made under pressure from Poland, 
Lithuania, to some extent, Sweden, the Czech Republic, and Great Britain, 
which were the most interested in Ukraine remaining in the orbit of the EU. 
They believed that AA would give the EU the authority to control the course 
of reforms, and the functioning of the FTA would be a mechanism for the 
gradual integration of Ukraine into the EU, and it would break the system of 
Russian control. 60 But the significant limitation of the agreement, which did 
not provide adequate support for the prevention of the economic crisis and 
guarantees of national security, caused disappointment in Kyiv.
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In addition, when the Kremlin proceeded from statements concerning the 
belonging of the Ukrainian State to Russian geopolitical orbit61 to using Re-
alpolitik instruments to defend its interests in the region, the EU continued to 
be guided by the idea that Ukraine’s rapprochement with the EU depended on 
the Ukrainian elections. Brussels believed that it would be sufficient to adopt 
the resolutions to support the efforts of pro-European Ukraine, and criticized 
Russian pressure on Ukraine.62 The extreme politicization of the negotiations 
on the AA and lack of clear understanding in the EU about the need to sup-
port Ukraine in conditions when Russia offered substantial financial and eco-
nomic benefits63 with no extra requirements strengthened the dissonance of 
bilateral relations. Finally, the policies of the EU and Russia, which forced 
the Ukrainian government to make the final choice, led to a political crisis in 
Ukraine and a new conflict in Europe.

Unfortunately, the EU failed to adequately assess the significance of the 
events of the EuroMaidan in Ukraine and Russia’s readiness to take extraor-
dinary steps Statements of representatives and EU institutions in support of 
the “right of sovereign states to conduct foreign policy without external pres-
sure”64, calling for a “democratic solution of the political crisis in Ukraine” 
did not correspond to either the current situation or the “value-oriented” pol-
icy of the EU in the region.

Expecting a strong and rigid EU response to Russia’s actions, which led 
to violations of international norms and territorial integrity of the state as a 
result of its European orientation, Kiev was very disappointed with the ambi-
guity of EU policies during the annexation of the Crimea and the beginning 
of an armed conflict in Eastern Ukraine.65 Similarly, resentment and even ac-
cusations of “treason” of Ukraine by European officials who were afraid to 
irritate Russia66 again caused the EU’s position to sign only the political part 
of the AA. We could agree that such move has become the recognition of the 
legitimacy of the authority of the new Ukrainian government before the presi-
dential elections in May 2014 but, on the other hand, under the circumstances 
of “the most serious challenge to European security after the fall of the “Iron 
Curtain”, the EU should take more responsibility for the situation. Even Euro-
pean experts, drawing parallels between the policies of the leading European 
countries to Germany in 1938, emphasized the importance to act quickly and 
effectively, otherwise the price would be enormously high.67

It can be assumed that the EU was waiting for the election of a new presi-
dent in Ukraine, but after the election of Petro Poroshenko, the statement 
of EU leaders did not change in general tone: support for Ukraine, calls for 
cooperation at all levels and among all parties, resolving the crisis peace-
fully, execution of Geneva agreements, the introduction of sanctions against 
Russia. However, a proposal to give Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia, with 
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the prospect of full membership in the EU as an alternative to Russian EEC 
project was presented for the first time. It was announced by Stefan Füle, Eu-
ropean Commissioner for Enlargement, in an interview with German news-
paper Die Welt on May 30, 2014: “If we seriously seek for transformation 
in Eastern Europe, then we have to use the most powerful instrument that 
contributes conversion – extension”. He expressed the same considerations 
that Ukraine has been trying to convey to Brussels for a long time: European 
perspective, despite the existence of a number of preconditions, was the best 
incentive for real reforms.

It must be mentioned that the crisis of confidence in I t is worth noting 
that the crisis of confidence in Ukraine’s relations with the EU and the stra-
tegic uncertainty of both actors in further relations, under the influence of 
increasing geopolitical contradictions on the continent, negatively affected 
the attitude of Ukrainians towards the EU. So, if in 2010, 52.8% of respond-
ents supported the idea of ​​Ukraine’s integration into the EU, in the first half 
of 2013 only 45.8%.68 It is interesting that the situation is repeated: after the 
summit in Vilnius – 60% of respondents considered the orientation to the EU 
and the association to be the main condition for improving the situation in 
the country69, in December 2015 56% of respondents supported the idea of 
accession to the EU70, in September 2016 only 49.7% of respondents did.71 
However, this did not eliminate expectations of the Ukrainian people that the 
AA between Ukraine and the EU would promote the formation of European 
identity in Ukraine and would be an impetus and a particular algorithm for de-
veloping a new form of social-political relations, as well as a modernization 
mechanism for the development of the economy and political systems and 
innovative development as a prerequisite for steady progress of the country.72

In his Inaugural Speech, President Poroshenko said, the “European choice 
– is the heart of our national ideal, choice made by our ancestors”.73 In the 
Presidential Speech to Parliament the main objective of the policy was the 
formation of the basic conditions up to 2020, necessary for Ukraine’s acces-
sion to the EU.74 Thus, signing and ratifying of the AA formalized the Euro-
pean integration priorities of Ukraine and its exit from the zone of Russia’s 
geopolitical influence. However, delaying the start of FTA between Ukraine 
and the EU till January 1, 2016 was ambiguously perceived in Ukraine and 
among the Member States.75 In particular, a negative factor was that the de-
cision was made under pressure from Russia, creating a corridor of time for 
breaking the European integration of Ukraine and the deterioration of Kyiv’s 
negotiating positions, because of “fatigue” of the Ukrainian issue and the 
increase in economic losses due to European sanctions against Russia. Posi-
tive effects include certain safeguards for obtaining “a clear signal from the 
EU membership perspective” at the Riga Summit on the Eastern Partnership, 
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maintaining preferences for Ukrainian exporters, and an increase in customs 
revenue, which would improve the economic situation in Ukraine. 

Nevertheless, both sides underestimated the Kremlin’s inability to accept 
the loss of Ukraine. Russian aggression in Crimea and eastern Ukraine cre-
ated the conditions retarding reforms, delaying resources for military and de-
fense needs, and weakening the Ukrainian economy. The Kremlin is once 
again to play on the contradictions within the EU, widely popularizing the 
idea that support for Ukraine and sanctions against Russia are too expensive 
for economies of European countries and this burden is unnecessary for the 
EU. Another important tool successfully operated by Moscow is the threat of 
a full-scale war, which will involve European countries. Thus, the largest fear 
of the member states will come true – war will come back to Europe. But if 
Poland, Sweden, and the Baltic countries are ready for more decisive action, 
those EU Member States economically associated with Russia (Greece, Italy, 
Cyprus, Hungary, and Czech Republic) and even France and Germany stand 
for normalizing relations with Russia.

This is the key to the relationship between Ukraine and the EU during 
2015-2016. The outcome of the 17th Ukraine-EU Summit and the Riga East-
ern Partnership Summit indicate that the EU is not eager to offer anything 
more than the existing format of relations. On one hand, the EU expects 
Ukraine’s progress in the implementation of the provisions of the AA, and, 
on the other hand, it hopes to reach a compromise with Russia.

A similar position of the EU is threatening for Ukraine. The limitation of 
sanctions and their temporary nature does not convince the Kremlin to per-
ceive the EU as a serious partner and seek a peaceful solution. On the other 
hand, as the results of the “the Normandy Contact Group” showed, France and 
Germany put pressure on Ukraine on the issue of the implementation of the 
Minsk agreements, having no effective mechanism to force Russia to fulfil its 
obligations. As Alain Guilmeau, a French writer, rightly noted, “the interests 
of Europeans and Ukrainians within this format do not necessarily coincide, 
but the resolution of the crisis in Ukraine” is a chance for the EU to achieve 
great success.76 The EU does not want to hear the arguments of Ukraine: the 
withdrawal of Russian troops is not possible without ceasefire, fair elections 
on the occupied territories of Donbas, and consolidating the special status of 
these territories in the Constitution legalizes the occupation regime, which 
will conserve the problem for many years. Moreover, these elections will be a 
step to formalize the conflict in the East as purely internal, and Kyiv’s refusal 
to negotiate formally with the legitimate representatives of the authorities on 
the occupied territories will eventually transform the Ukrainian authorities 
into those main responsible for the events and peace-making. It will give the 
EU the possibility to remove sanctions against Russia, but Brussels does not 
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consider that the Kremlin will receive the instrument to destabilize Ukraine 
in this way, and, therefore, the situation in Europe.

Thus, 2014, on one hand, has become a point of non-reciprocity in rela-
tions between Ukraine and the EU, has determined the activity, but also the 
ineffectiveness of relations that often became hostages of the domestic policy 
of the EU member states. So, migration and the Syrian crisis, terrorist attacks, 
Brexit, as well as the growth of right-wing populism and Euroscepticism 
within Europe have identified the negative attitude of 61-71% of residents 
of Austria, Germany, Luxembourg, France, Belgium, and Finland to further 
EU enlargement. However, 61-73% of the population of Romania, Lithuania, 
Malta, and Croatia are “for”. As for Ukraine, in 2010 its accession to the EU 
was supported by 37%, in 2014 52% of EU citizens (mostly from Poland, 
Sweden, Portugal, Spain, Greece, Italy) agreed that Ukraine should be given 
membership perspective.77

However, domestic events do not improve the position of Kyiv: corruption 
scandals, slowness of reforms, the formal character of adopted regulations 
and laws (the law on lustration, for example). Unfortunately, this tendency 
will remain in the coming years, which does not give rise to a breakthrough 
in relations. However, referring to the words of Donald Tusk, the President 
of the European Council, who recognized that “the Ukrainian people deserve 
better” and “Ukraine’s success will be the success of Europe” in November 
2016, the conservation of practical integration of Ukraine into the European 
space can be predicted. The main task for the Ukrainian government is imple-
menting large-scale reforms despite the extremely difficult conditions.

Conclusions. Trends in Ukraine-EU relations are determined by their stra-
tegic culture. The dominating feature is the excellent perception of each other, 
which led to the formalization and excessive politicization of relations, the 
parties take political measures that, despite a clear and common goal – the 
Europeanization and European integration of Ukraine, results in misunder-
standings. A conscious and logical “European dimension” gradually turned 
into an instrument of domestic and foreign policy for different political forces 
in Ukraine. The EU, refusing to recognize Ukraine’s European integration 
prospects and perceiving Ukraine as part of Europe, helped to transform the 
geopolitical choice into a declaration. Today, the dilemma between political 
imperatives, practical interests and pressing tasks of the EU policy intensi-
fied. Asymmetric relations between Kyiv and Brussels should be revised, the 
policy should be transparent. Today, the EU has the exclusive right to deter-
mine the prospect of membership of any state and the timing of its acces-
sion, and assessing the results of the implementation of bilateral agreements 
(PCA, Action Plans, and Association Agreement) is dependent on the Mem-
ber States. Attempts by the Ukrainian side to demonstrate its willingness to 
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defend their own interests with regard to certain issues, including the prospect 
of Ukraine’s membership in the EU or relations with Russia, has caused EU 
criticism and statements about Ukraine’s failure to do its “homework”. All 
this contributed to preserving the tendency to politicize the practical spheres 
of cooperation, denoting the “length” of the European route of Ukraine.

The security of European countries is a fundamental imperative for the 
EU. The first real challenge for EU’s strategic and geopolitical engagement 
in the 21st century is a conflict around Ukraine, which, contrary to the stra-
tegic interests of the EU, continues “beyond the control of the European Un-
ion”.78 Therefore, we can expect that the EU will provide support and assis-
tance. However, the duration and effectiveness of these steps will depend on 
Ukraine itself. Ineffectiveness (in particular, implementing the provisions of 
the Association Agreement) while maintaining the weakness of political insti-
tutions in Ukraine will be negatively reflected in the EU’s attitude towards the 
country. At best, the situation will provide the scenario of long-term selective 
approach. In the worst case, conservative approaches will be intensified in the 
EU, which will leave Ukraine behind the “last” lines, allowing Russia to exert 
pressure on Ukraine.

Therefore, to avoid the previous mistakes and to achieve mutually benefi-
cial relations, Ukraine and the EU must build further relations based on the 
principle of joint participation in defining the objectives and roadmaps for 
implementation. Ukraine should follow through on the implementation of its 
obligations. The EU should abandon unilateral demands, offering means for 
their implementation in close cooperation with Kyiv, clear mechanisms to 
support and control their implementation. 
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CHAPTER 5
UKRAINE’S FOREIGN POLICY
IN THE BLACK SEA REGION

Sergii Glebov

«Black Sea’s» (de)conceptualization of Ukraine’s strategic culture. The 
exceptional complexity of the geopolitical symbiosis of military and econom-
ic factors in the Black Sea region, and their influence on the global interna-
tional and political context of recent years, testify to the high degree of rel-
evance of international relations in the region. The geopolitical space that has 
been formed in the Black Sea region since ancient times has always remained 
on top of the attention of those who were located there, but appeared to be a 
subject of military confrontation from the side of external powers which were 
eager to penetrate it.  Taking into consideration that strategic culture as a sin-
gle state, as well as that of the whole regional political system, represented 
by a set of comprehensive “beliefs, attitudes and norms towards the use of 
military force, often moulded according to historical experience,”1 interstate 
crisis-conflict points in the Black Sea basin have been naturally correcting the 
processes of formation of Ukraine’s statehood and foreign policy of Ukraine 
at all historical stages. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, scientific and 
practical interest in the Black Sea region was fully restored in independent 
Ukraine. The task of conceptualizing national interests, considering regional 
specifics, has been put before the new Ukrainian leadership for consideration. 
Such specifics were predetermined to a great extent by a set of geopolitical 
advantages that had been previously set in the Black Sea region which with 
the new post-bipolar impetus in the early 1990’s began to be actively pursued 
in the region in the direction of building a system of regional cooperation.  
From the standpoint of today, the annexation of Crimea by the Russian Fed-
eration set a landmark in the independent Ukraine’s Black Sea history as well 
as in the geopolitical history of the whole region now and forever. Such a 
landmark defined Ukraine’s national interest’s margins and specific features 
of development of its strategic culture in the context of what was “before” and 
what is “after.”  

The national interests of the Ukrainian state in the Black Sea region – in 
the region of its natural existence as a subject of international relations – “be-
fore” focused primarily on the spheres of trade and economics, security, ener-
gy, ecology, information, social and cultural dimensions. In the context of the 
post-bipolar regionalization of international space, as well as in the context 
of elaborating of an effective system of international security and cooperation 
in the Euro-Atlantic area, it was always an urgent task for Ukraine to de-
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velop an integrated, conceptually grounded regional policy. It was important 
that such policy should fully respond to acute geopolitical and geo-economic 
interests of Ukraine at all system levels. It is not difficult to assume that suc-
cessful implementation of regional policy priorities in complex would not 
only strengthen international prestige of the Ukrainian state and contribute to 
the internal consolidation, but also would enhance the status of Ukraine as of 
a strong maritime European state.

However, on the way towards formulation of the “Black Sea regional doc-
trine” and its successful implementation, a scattering of the “Black Sea un-
derwater cornerstones bricks” appeared; they caused the national strategy of 
the independent Ukrainian state to “slip” all the time while a mode of the stra-
tegic cultural behaviour was elaborating. These included unresolved inter-
state political and economic problems with some neighbours in the region and 
the lack of a clear strategic vision of the link between European sub-regional 
issues and global processes. Perhaps many generations of Ukrainian lead-
ers believed that it was possible to avoid having a comprehensive program 
of regional action. Possibly it was easier to concentrate on resolving some 
tactical “inconsistencies”, to solve problems of bilateral or multilateral rela-
tions here and there as soon as they appeared by means of the “regional holes 
patching”. Most likely, such “phlegmatic” ad-hoc approach towards strategic 
priorities of the country’s foreign policy in the context of defending national 
interests on the regional scene accompanied much more prosaic interests such 
as economic benefits of some political oligarchic groups which were close 
to the centre of a decision-making. Nevertheless, without going into the do-
mestic political discussion of the life of Ukrainian geopolitical elites in the 
26 years of Ukrainian independence, it should be emphasized that success in 
foreign policy depended directly on them. Indeed, a presence of a consoli-
dated strategy that considers the whole range of sub-regional, inter-regional 
and global agendas in making foreign policy decisions and respects multi-
level requirements of the Ukrainian national interests could probably make 
regional policy much more effective as well as it could defend respective 
interests, and not only in the Black Sea region. As a result, additional chances 
to resolve “old” (acute for Ukraine before 2014) regional issues could appear 
successfully, but it could also make possible the prevention of new challenges 
of Ukrainian national security at all levels. It is not a fact, of course, that the 
existence of a more coherent and structured policy of Ukraine in the Black 
Sea region before 2014 could have prevented Russia’s aggressive actions in 
Crimea and Donbas. However, it would probably have complicated Russian 
plans to seize the peninsula, if it did not completely make any provocation of 
military aggression against Ukraine impossible per se. However, the time for 
that has passed. As a result, a key national interest of Ukraine in the Black Sea 
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region “after” – is neither more nor less – the restoration of its territorial in-
tegrity and sovereignty on the temporarily occupied territories of the Crimean 
Peninsula and the East of the country.

Establishing post-bipolar regional foreign policy culture of Ukraine. 
Returning to the foundations of the formation of the Black Sea vector of 
Ukraine’s foreign policy in the late 1980s - early 1990s, it is worth mention-
ing again that a failure of the bipolar world order recharged traditional inter-
national political and economic processes with the new impulse during that 
historical period. At the same time, the process of creating of a new world 
order began to involve new forms of interstate connections. Among the most 
sought after was the process of regionalization of the world space, taken on by 
states in different parts of the world as a transition mechanism from a flexible 
bipolar system to a new, multipolar. At the stage of the mono-polar model that 
was undergoing transition, a “new regionalism” gave a chance to the Newly 
Independent States (NIS), such as Ukraine, not to be isolated from global 
political and economic transformations. Since the beginning of the 1990s, 
under objective and subjective reasons (end of the Cold War, the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union that led to the appearance of NIS, a foreign policy will 
of the states towards cooperation in an increasingly interdependent world, 
etc.) a new system of international relations with its elements, structure, and 
environment began to reveal itself in the Black Sea area. Eventually the pres-
ence of special content and formation of inside relationships among the Black 
Sea states allowed to identify them as part of a common space – of the Black 
Sea region with geographical and structural understanding of existing rela-
tionships in the definition of the term “region”. Formation of the Black Sea 
regional relations appeared to be a natural process where by the end of the 
1990s the Black Sea region became one of the examples of the post-bipolar 
regionalization of the international space as a “perceived need” for the sake 
of a peaceful coexistence of the Black Sea states.2 

Not surprisingly, Ukraine immediately joined the process of building of 
new systems of relationships on the level of regional ties. Yet in the early 
1990s, besides certain practical cases, primarily associated with the Black 
Sea Fleet of the former USSR and the “Crimean” issue, Ukraine’s Black Sea 
agenda started clearly manifesting itself on conceptual and theoretical levels. 
In particular, this is reflected in a number of legal provisions fixed in 1993 by 
Verkhovna Rada in such a basic national document as “The main directions 
of the foreign policy of Ukraine.”3 The national interests of Ukraine and its 
main tasks in the foreign policy, somehow, were associated with a successful 
theoretical and practical “processing” of the Black Sea vector. This vector 
was also compatible with the four major directions of the foreign policy of 
Ukraine which in the 1990s were consisting of such interests, like: further de-
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velopment of bilateral relations with the neighbouring countries (in the Black 
Sea region among them, first of all, were Russia, Moldova, and Romania); 
expanding participation in the European regional cooperation frameworks 
(especially in the framework of the initiative on creation of the Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation); cooperating within the CIS (and this is interaction 
with the Black Sea countries such as Russia, and Georgia, as well as with 
Moldova, Armenia, and Azerbaijan); participating in the activities of the UN 
and other international organizations (such as the Council of Europe and 
OSCE, which also include countries of the Black Sea basin).

Thus, a wide range of the national interests of Ukraine have been expanded 
all over the Black Sea from the very first day of its state independence. Without 
their proper protection in the Black Sea region no one could say for sure that 
Ukraine’s national security was provided, its political independence was pro-
tected, as well as its state sovereignty and economic interests. A key task in this 
context was to preserve the territorial integrity of Ukraine and the inviolability 
of its borders. Paragraph 5, Section II of “The main direction...” affirmed the 
thesis that “Ukraine does not articulate territorial claims towards neighbouring 
countries and does not recognize any territorial claims towards itself.” As it 
turned out, Ukraine was not able to preserve its territorial integrity. Its territo-
rial interests were infringed in relation to its immediate neighbours in the Black 
Sea region, in particular in the Black Sea basin; and this was not limited just by 
neo-imperial “soft” attacks on Sevastopol in the 1990s and peacefully resolved 
crisis over Tuzla in 2003. Moreover, if in the case of Zmijinyj Island in rela-
tions with Romania and in the case of Giurgiuleşti in relations with Moldova, 
civilized procedures have been respected but not on a mutually beneficial basis, 
the Crimea simply became an object of a forced annexation by Russia.

Such a finale is even more painful taking into account the fact that the 
Black Sea state orientation of Ukraine goes many centuries back into its his-
tory. While defining it, Yuri Lypa emphasized, that Ukraine’s goal to capture 
the Black Sea coast, which for a long time occupied the largest Ukrainian 
rivers flowing into the Black Sea from the Danube to the Kuban, then retreat-
ing under the pressure of nomads upstream, then going down to the mouth 
under more favourable conditions.4 During many centuries the Black Sea had 
become a part of the cultural identity of the Ukrainian people, an element of 
its self-identification. Thus, since ancient times the people of Ukraine had ac-
cess to the Black Sea coast both on land and by river systems and in different 
periods of its history Ukrainians had to prove their right for settlement in the 
coastal zone. In his “Letters to Dnieper Ukraine” (1893) one of the prominent 
Ukrainian politicians of the second half of 19th century Mykhailo Draho-
manov wrote: “Without the Northern Black Sea coast Ukraine is not possible 
as a cultural region...”5
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Anyway, the course on bilateral and multilateral cooperation in the Black 
Sea basin was taken in 1990. An initiative to create a “zone of the Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation” (BSEC) was proposed by the president of Turkey 
Turgut Özal. An idea of ​​regional cooperation was supported by the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic (UkSSR) during the meeting of the Head of Verk-
hovna Rada Leonid Kravchuk with Turgut Özal in Kyiv in March 1991.6 Ac-
cording to the Article 27 of the UkSSR’s bill “On Foreign Economic Activ-
ity” UkSSR had a right to gain membership in international intergovernmen-
tal economic organizations solely in accordance with respective international 
agreements and/or statutory regulations of that organization’s provisions.7

Quite rapid implementation of the project on creation of the regional com-
munity became possible thanks to two essential factors that accelerated it 
– one was objective, and the other was subjective. An objective was that the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War in theory made 
possible an emergence of the first association of states with different eco-
nomic and political systems based on common economic and other interests. 
A subjective factor had found itself on the level of a state psychology: this 
was a conscious desire of the countries of the Black Sea region for the close 
cooperation that led to a rapid practical implementation of the Turkish presi-
dent’s initiative. Because of the initiative of Turkey, a founding act – the Dec-
laration on the Black Sea Economic Cooperation was adopted at the highest 
level8 – and was signed on June 25, 1992 during the Istanbul summit of the 
heads of eleven countries – Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Greece, 
Georgia, Moldova, Romania, Russia, Turkey and Ukraine. A multilateral in-
tention was also supported by a common Bosporus statement.9 Paragraph 8 
of the Declaration clearly set an aim of formalization of the regional coopera-
tion, thus reflecting a key national interest of each country in it: “…to ensure 
that the Black Sea becomes a sea of peace, stability and prosperity, striving to 
promote friendly and good-neighbourly relations”.10

The geographical proximity of the member countries, common historical 
destiny, traditions of economic and humanitarian ties, shared environment, in-
ternational agreements – all of these have formed the grounds of a pan-regional 
strategic culture, an integral part of which had to become a regional policy both 
of Ukraine and Russia, as well as of the all other Black Sea countries.

Strategy of geopolitical conflict and the “Russian factor”. However, meth-
odologically it would be wrong to analyse the Black Sea vector of Ukraine’s 
foreign policy without the context of the strategic course of the country on the 
world’s arena and vice versa. At least five multi-level processes influenced 
Ukraine on its formation directly: worldwide economic globalization, politi-
cal fragmentation of international space, European integration, Euro-Atlantic 
integration, and post-communist transformation in the post-Soviet space. In 
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this context it was not just about Ukraine’s “multi-vector” approach towards 
choosing a particular vector of integration and resolving its geopolitical di-
lemma of the foreign policy choice between the EU and Russia, NATO and 
Russia, between symbolical “West” and “East” in times of globalization. First 
of all, this was about international relations on a sub-regional level. The spec-
ificity lies precisely in the fact that they usually are developing on the bilat-
eral and multilateral levels of the countries, that share a common borderline, 
have a long history of relationship, and it is not always positive; and quite 
often they also may have territorial disputes, up to armed conflicts between 
them. In this regard, bilateral challenges to Ukraine’s national security rather 
than prospects of the multilateral economic cooperation emerged as the most 
important issues of its regional policy. The key ones were directly related to 
the problem of the dividing Black Sea Fleet of the former USSR and to Rus-
sian methods which were dangerous for Ukraine to promote their Black Sea 
interests in Crimea.

Even if under a condition of equal approach towards Ukraine we toler-
ate Russia’s interest to keep its military presence in Crimea as a strategic 
precondition in defending our own national security, the issue of the Black 
Sea Fleet’s redistribution (including the bases of the deployment) should not 
turn into Russia’s territorial claims.11 The Emergence and articulation of the 
question about Russian sovereignty over Crimea and Sevastopol expressed a 
total disrespect of Ukraine’s international status as an independent state with 
a full violation of international law. As noted by the well-known Canadian 
political scientist of the Ukrainian origin Taras Kuzio, attempts to resolve 
the Black Sea Fleet problem (at that time) failed due to Russia’s inability to 
recognize Ukrainian sovereignty over Crimea and Sevastopol.12 Eventually, 
Russia appeared to be able to do this in May 1997, but only on paper. In ac-
cordance with the bilateral Agreement on friendship, cooperation, and part-
nership between Russia and Ukraine which was signed on May 31, 1997, the 
Russian Federation had recognized the territorial integrity of Ukraine directly 
(Article 2).13 Thus, for the first time, after a long hesitation, Russia agreed 
to maintain (as it turned out, temporarily) the former internal borders of the 
Soviet Union as international borders, and because a few days before the fate 
of the three basic conditions of the BSF bilateral agreements were decided,14 
it was in the interests of Russia and the Black Sea Fleet to keep Sevastopol 
as its territory, at least until 2017.  In fact, Ukraine received an official confir-
mation of its territorial inviolability of the existing borders between the two 
countries. However, Russia with its more powerful naval indicators got a real 
opportunity to destabilize the sovereign territory of Ukraine from the inside at 
the right time. Even the “Kharkov agreements” from 21 April 2010 to extend 
the lease of the naval base in Sevastopol for the Black Sea Fleet until 2042 
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did not calm down the Kremlin’s obsessive desire to accede Crimea formally. 
Thus, even before the annexation of Crimea, Russia followed the tactics of 
a “smouldering problem” in its claims on Crimea and Sevastopol by repeat-
ing from time to time on different levels, in some form or context, an idea 
about existing problems and Russia’s involvement in it.15 In the 1990s a Ger-
man researcher, Uwe Halbach from the Federal Institute for East European 
and International Studies (Cologne, Germany) noted that acceleration of a 
conflict was a modern Russian instrument to keep new states in its sphere of 
influence.16 Thus, such a neo-imperial instrument worked out in 2014; neither 
NATO’s, nor Turkish counterarguments for various reasons prevented a reali-
zation of such a tragic scenario.

Such development was not a surprise for the experts. At the beginning of 
2000s the author of this chapter noted that “a further escalation of the “prob-
lem” of Crimea, Sevastopol, and of the Black Sea Fleet out of the context, 
as well as in connection with, the strengthened dialogue between Ukraine 
and NATO, can be a key instrument of Russian foreign policy” which “Rus-
sia may use: 1) to destabilize a political situation in Ukraine; 2) to preserve 
Ukraine in its sphere of influence even after signing of a wide-ranging politi-
cal Ukrainian-Russian agreement and formalization of the redistribution of 
the Fleet.”17 Even then it became apparent that the delays and especially ir-
ritation of a number of Crimean problems in the Ukrainian-Russian relations 
could turn them into a source of a military conflict which would be sharper 
than the Yugoslav conflict.18 As it was suggested by Taras Kuzio in 1994, the 
Crimean problem could be not only a test [what actually became a reality in 
20 years – author’s note], for the Ukrainian independence, but also for the 
international community to on its ability to prevent conflicts.19

Therefore, in this context a special regional specificity for Ukraine was 
the fact that this conventional “East” in the face of the Russian Federation – a 
regional neighbour of Ukraine – represented a major destabilizing factor to 
impact its strategic culture. Without an immediate response to the challeng-
es of Ukraine’s national security from the side of Moscow and successfully 
overcoming them (a number of the Black Sea countries had faced similar 
challenges of security) all prospects of a mutually beneficial cooperation in 
the Black Sea region in a multilateral format were doomed to failure. Actu-
ally, this was instructively expressed by the evolution of the BSEC which 
activity after 25 years from the date of initiation could be assessed as an inef-
fective, especially in the light of its totally disastrous (taking into account the 
annexation of Crimea) and inaccessible ambitious goal “to ensure that the 
Black Sea becomes a sea of peace, stability and prosperity…” Indicative in 
this respect was the diplomatic demarche of the delegation of Ukraine dur-
ing the BSEC meeting in January 2016 (which was supported by a number 



83

of member states) in connection with the Russian presidency in the general 
Black Sea region political organization.

Thus, the foreign policy course of Ukraine both at the global and the sub-
regional levels was dependent on many internal and external factors, which 
appeared to be part of the strategic planning in both theory and practice. All 
of them were related to Ukraine’s national security challenges. Not acciden-
tally, during his speech at the Kiev Institute of International Relations on 
September 4, 1995 the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affair Sir Malcolm Rifkind admitted, “Ukraine, like every other state, must 
proceed from the fact that there is no security without good relations with its 
neighbours.”20

Given all the above, it is not an exaggeration to say that the policy of 
Ukraine in the Black Sea region since 1991 and in the following decades as in 
the whole history of the independent Ukraine in the Black Sea region, – this 
is not just a history of elaborating effective models of interregional economic 
cooperation, but rather not always successful policy of strengthening its own 
maritime security, sovereignty and territorial integrity; it is a history of tacti-
cal victories, and strategic mistakes; it is a history of unrealized opportunities.

Anyway, an analysis of the regional policy of Ukraine both within the 
strict geographic perimeter of the Black Sea, and in a geopolitical frame-
work of the wider Black Sea region as a system fits a long-standing scenario 
of a geopolitical struggle of the centres of global and regional power with 
significant exposure to other system components and external environment. 
In this context, for many centuries the Black Sea region with its own specif-
ics of international relations has formed a special strategic regional culture, 
which had to be promptly analysed and from which Ukraine’s security had 
to be preventively secured. In addition, the Black Sea strategic culture has 
always been characterized by geopolitical competition of the regional centres 
of power which applied a violent behaviour towards each other and balanced 
“on the edge.” Such a scenario expectedly remained acute after 1991, when 
many actors of international relations in the Black Sea region openly entered 
into geopolitical relationships, where “geopolitical relations are presented by 
relative unity and struggle of various international and regional forces that 
arise alongside with a critical or an essential role of spatial and territorial 
factors”.21 A fact, that a geopolitical competition among leading global ac-
tors took the entire post-bipolar Black Sea region hostage including Ukraine, 
was fully demonstrated by the annexation of Crimea by Russia “allegedly” in 
response to NATO’s geopolitical appetites. However, with the beginning of 
the formation of an independent foreign policy of Ukraine and national Black 
Sea Studies it was expected that complete deconstruction of geopolitics (with 
its struggle for space) as the basis of analysing international relations in the 
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Black Sea region would not be possible. First of all, because the region from the 
very beginning appeared at the junction of the “old” and “new” regionalism, al-
lowed a preservation of geopolitical competition between the United States and 
its allies with the legal successor of the USSR after the end of the “Cold War.” 
As a result, despite the diversity and heterogeneity of the concepts of region-
alism in the theory of international relations as a modern science, its analysis 
has largely been remaining open towards interpretations of the Neorealism and 
similar schools and trends. This thesis was just confirmed with an unambiguous 
clarity in 2014 by the realities of the Black Sea (in)security.

Global culture of a regional security and Ukraine. Security in the Black 
Sea region as a prerequisite of its prosperity immediately came directly de-
pendent on the dangers inherent at two levels: international and domestic. In 
this regard, a problem emerged in front of the Black Sea countries, especially 
in front of those new ones that stepped into the road of national revival and 
regional cooperation, in how to deter such duplex threats. Despite the fact 
that not all of the threats directly impacted their territories or boundaries, 
these threats presented challenges to their national security. It should be noted 
that a need for joint responses towards threats and challenges did not come 
out of nowhere. Despite the fact that during the years of the bipolar model’s 
functioning in the global system of international relations, a leading role in 
defining parameters of global and regional security was an attribute of the two 
superpowers, political and scientific debates on the new configuration of se-
curity systems never stopped, especially during the years of “Détente”. Such 
notions and concepts as “collective security”, “common security,” “compre-
hensive security” fell into circulation and became subjects of international ne-
gotiations, conventions, regulations and resolutions. This meant that, despite 
all the conservatism of the centre-power approaches to security, especially a 
nuclear one, leaders of the USSR and the U.S. realized a need to find more 
efficient, and more flexible systems of “peaceful coexistence” while sending 
a warning message to the rest of the world not to make irrational decisions 
to avoid even the potential threat of the Third World War, the nuclear war. 
During the Cold War an approach to combine mutually respected national 
interests of each state with the interests of a “joint”, “comprehensive” secu-
rity played an active role in the theory and practice of international relations. 
Then, when the bipolar system ceased to exist globally, and regions were 
granted an economic and political independence, a duty to take responsibility 
for their own security also at the expense of their own resources and often at 
the expense of their own interests were “lowered” down to the level of par-
ticular regions and states.

In this regard, since the beginning of the 1990s a need to find and to in-
stall a new security system in the Black Sea area appeared which had to meet 
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the political, economic, military, political, environmental, and informational 
interests of each country of the region. According to Robert Gilpin, the in-
ternational system is stable, when none of the countries consider initiated 
changes in the system as the useful ones to itself and vice versa, the state will 
try to change the international system if the expected outcomes exceed the 
expected losses.22 Building such a security system would have to go towards 
the creation of such conditions which would exclude zero-sum outcomes. 
David Farnsworth defined such system as follows: inside this system states 
still face the victories and defeats, but without obvious winners and losers.23 
In this context, Ukraine and all other Black Sea states tried to create structures 
of cooperative security, both at the level of a regional multilateral coopera-
tion (for example, “The Black Sea naval operational group” BLACKSEA-
FOR since 2001) and also by means of involving out-regional navies (for 
example, like annual multinational naval exercises in the Ukrainian Black 
Sea coast “Sea Breeze” since 1997). Ukraine has also inoculated a culture of 
protecting its own regional interests by the so-called “troikas”, “foursomes” 
like launched in 1997 and created in 2006 “Organization for Democracy and 
Economic Development – GUAM,” or inside the framework of the Ukraine-
Georgia initiative of the “Community of Democratic Choice” (CDC) which 
was launched in 2005 in the days of friendship between the two presidents 
Viktor Yushchenko and Mikhail Saakashvili. By using such sub-regional or-
ganizations and initiatives Ukraine tried to turn itself from the actual object 
of the foreign policy of the more powerful actors into the real subject of in-
ternational relations.

In general, a construction of such a universal system of regional security in 
practice which was mentioned by cited Robert Gilpin and David Farnsworth 
often has been destroyed by different national objectives of each country in 
the region. It should not be forgotten that “regions themselves are arenas of 
competition… of the “national interests”, which “intersect.”24 They in turn, 
are dependent on the state’s ideology of strategic development. During the 
Cold War the Black Sea region, like some others, had become an arena of an 
ideological competition, an arena of an epic struggle of opposing interests. In 
this context, from the very beginning the criteria of the values of the demo-
cratic world have made a strong impact on the strategic culture and foreign 
policy of the Black Sea countries with a burdensome communist past. At the 
same time, the processes of the post-communist transformation which were 
initiated began to slip in some post-Soviet countries which led to emergence 
of threats of a new confrontation in the Black Sea region after the dissolu-
tion of the USSR. Securitization of the processes of democratic development 
became an essential part of the international relations’ agenda in the Black 
Sea region and an integral part of the security issues on the level of East-West 
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confrontation. Therefore, for Ukraine both GUAM and CDC, which were 
perceived as anti-Russian and pro-American in Russia, had to become impor-
tant supplementary components in its progress towards strengthening demo-
cratic foundations of its strategic culture at the sub-regional level. However, 
as far as Ukraine made its democratic choice, it had to carry out democratic 
reforms in the country successfully as soon as possible, which unfortunately 
did not happen. 

The annexation of Crimea by Russia was a reaction of Kremlin on an-
other attempt of halting the Ukrainian society returning back to the track of 
democracy what was also accompanied by blaming NATO in hostility as a 
military-political bloc of the countries which follow democratic principles. 
In general, the Black Sea security has been affected by different approaches 
from the side of the Black Sea actors as to the essence of democracy, as well 
as its distribution which led to the conservation of its geopolitical image in 
the world map as of the region of constant tension and conflicts. Using the 
terminology of the well-known American theorists Max Singer and Aaron 
Wildavsky who in the early 1990s offered their understanding of the model of 
the “real world order”, the Black Sea region to a greater extent still continues 
to be a “zone of turmoil”, i.e. a zone of disorder, a mess, shock, confusion, 
rather than a “zone of peace”.25 The concept of democracy in our view takes 
a key place in the definition of a “zone of peace”. The lack of democracy 
converts a zone of peace into the zone of disorder, or rather, if we speak about 
the Black Sea region, it does not allow this zone of disorder to become a 
zone of peace. Therefore, it is necessary to link tightly the internal reforms in 
Ukraine with the issues of strengthening security against threats that concen-
trate on the verge of collision of the democratic and non-democratic spaces of 
geopolitics. Ukraine, like the entire Black Sea region, is located on the edge 
of their collision, creating this “gray zone” where “disorder, a mess, shock, 
confusion” take place.

It is clear that a constant location in a hostile environment can form ad-
equately neither strategic culture, nor appropriate methods of defence. This, 
incidentally would encourage Ukraine as a sovereign state to look at the 
problem of neighbourhood and regional borders; namely in the context of 
regional culture of behaviour towards neighbours in the region in the context 
of strengthening the protection of its border, including by military means. If 
the state borders with the beginning of the post-bipolar era tended to become 
“diluted” under the circumstances of political and economic integration, uni-
versalization of everyday problems, and globalization of common threats. 
However when it comes to the national security, States prefer to act more 
pragmatic. These actions are largely dependent on the desire to control a par-
ticular geopolitical space in order to enhance their own security, even though 
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it is not threatened in reality. However, it must be taken into account, that a 
“geopolitical problem of borders occurs whenever a struggle for control, ac-
quisition, exploration of a political space begin” where the borders themselves 
“are peripheral organs of the state as well as evidences of its growth, strength 
and weaknesses of the changes in this body”.26 In this context a relationship 
could be investigated in a triangle Ukraine-Russia-NATO, where Russia in 
order to confront NATO’s enlargement towards the post-Soviet space which it 
treats as its own sphere of influence used an annexation of Crimea as a unique 
mechanism of preventing further Euro-Atlantic integration of Ukraine. In this 
case a category of a state border actually loses its relatively new function to 
unify and to connect. Instead, it begins to act in the traditional way: as a fac-
tor of dissolution, division, separation, as an object of careful attention and 
as the key objective to protect as far as “the border between the states, even 
between the most friendly – it is always a political and a strategic line which 
divides their interests”.27 In our case, this is the border to separate different 
interests indeed; this border separates non-democratic political space from 
the democratic one between Russia and NATO countries, between East and 
West a-la «Iron Curtain». There is one problem: the Russian Federation as 
part of its strategic ignorance towards post-Soviet countries just “forgot” to 
ask Ukraine about its attitude towards democratization and unilaterally sac-
rificed its territorial integrity to satisfy its own global neo-imperial ambitions 
in this aggressive manner.

It should be emphasized that Ukraine, as well as the rest of the Black Sea 
countries, should promptly adjust its strategic culture towards peculiarities of 
the development of the Black Sea region on the way to introduce the founda-
tions of the regional security architecture. In this context, an appearance in 
the scientific discourse of the concept of the “Wider Black Sea region” put 
on the agenda of the Black Sea countries new strategic objectives as a reflec-
tion of the global impact on the formation of the regional security landscape. 
In general, the concept of the “Greater Black Sea” or the “Wider Black Sea 
region” is an “invention” which was activated by military and political dis-
course in the U.S. and the EU in the early 2000s on the future of the Euro-
Atlantic security and thus of the Black Sea as its integral part. It is not by 
chance that the Black Sea region was considered by the Western scholars as 
a sort of a “Bermuda triangle”,28 something unknown, as a mysterious space 
filled with the “vacuum of power” where it was unclear up to an extent how 
various strategies that got there would behave. By introducing the concept 
of the “Wider Black Sea Region”, its authors, in fact, tried to establish a new 
political and strategic framework for debate about Western strategy towards 
Turkey, Ukraine and the South Caucasus. Such an approach got no chance 
to pass through Russia. In many respects, the article “The Black Sea and the 
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frontiers of freedom” by a leading expert of the German Marshall Fund of 
the United States, Ronald Asmus and by founder and president of the “Tran-
sitional Democracies” Bruce Jackson where we may find American’s foreign 
policy unofficial theses concerning newly introduced concept of Wider Black 
region29 set a landmark in this context. In this Euro-Atlantic context the Black 
Sea region acts as a “strategic communion, which unity has been dictated 
by economic interests of the EU and those of the military-political bloc of 
NATO... They are designing a space, onto which a security system of the 
Euro-Atlantic community extends... On a conceptual level the Wider Black 
Sea region tends to be considered as a part of larger geopolitical entities: as a 
part of Europe, as a part of the whole Euro-Atlantic community.”30 This partly 
has been explained by the more active regional policy of most Black Sea 
countries which expressed their will to become a part of NATO and Euro-At-
lantic community in the 1990s. As Ronald Asmus admits, “the starting point 
for a debate in the West about strategic plans to create the “Wider Black Sea 
region” was an initiative of those Europeans, namely Romanians and Bulgar-
ians, who inhabited the Black Sea themselves. They realized that the process 
of both the EU and NATO enlargements should not stop at their countries, but 
should reach other Black Sea countries if there is such a possibility”.31 Be-
cause of the obvious reasons, what will be discussed in detail in the chapter on 
relations of Ukraine with NATO, the Euro-Atlantic factor became a powerful 
aggravator to geopolitical ambitions of Moscow and provoked an aggressive 
strategy in response to it in the Black Sea basin.

Objectively, the presence of the Black Sea NATO countries led by Tur-
key in the Black Sea region has always had a considerable influence on the 
Ukrainian-Russian relations. In this regard, there are centre-power relations 
of the global and regional order which produced the most influential factors 
to shape Ukraine’s strategic culture as to the issues of their own security and 
as to the regional one in general. 

Ukraine in the context of a centre-power competition. With the appear-
ance of the new independent Black Sea states in the early 1990s, the compo-
sition of forces in the Black Sea region has changed dramatically. However, 
despite this fact a strategic change of the centuries old geopolitical scenario 
did not take place in the region. Like two hundred years ago, the post-bipolar 
geopolitical situation in the region has been determined by a struggle be-
tween Russia and Turkey for the opportunity to dominate in the Black Sea. 
The two most powerful Black Sea countries, leading military and political 
forces, and became poles of attraction for countries with similar interests (by 
no chance, when examining the foreign policy steps of the sovereign states 
in the Black Sea region since early 1990s we had to admit their vector of at-
traction – pro-Turkish or anti-Russian, and vice versa). Therefore, on the eve 
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of the 21st century the following partner nodes that basically had common, 
similar foreign policy interests rather than with the other side were estab-
lished: Russian-Greece-Armenia and Turkey-Azerbaijan-Ukraine-Georgia. 
In their foreign policy Bulgaria and Romania maintained a priority course on 
the direct communication with the EU and NATO without forcing a special 
relationship with nodal formations in the Black Sea. 

Such composition of forces initially predetermined the ways of establish-
ing a regional security system. Ideally it could be paralleled decreasing of 
bilateral contradictions in the Russian-Ukrainian, Russian-Turkish, Turkish-
Greek, Armenian-Azerbaijani relations. In practice, it appeared to be a com-
plex process of maintaining the balance of power in the region between the 
opposite parties. It has combined a whole range of issues, first of all, con-
nected to formation of suitable military-political conditions in the region. In 
this regard the key issue was that of composition of naval forces of the Black 
Sea countries.

However, the Russian Federation which inherited geopolitical interests of 
the Russian Empire and the USSR had to again consolidate its interests in this 
sphere of Russian influence, which had been forming for decades, and with 
the loss of which it was difficult to claim the recovery of a superpower status. 
At the same time, unlike the events of the last two centuries, it was independ-
ent Ukraine which appeared to oppose Russia on its way towards revival of 
its domination in the region by acquiring its own interest in the region which 
was opposite to Russian. First of all, it was aimed at distancing from Russia 
and getting out of its sphere of influence, both economically and politically. 
Ukraine had deprived Russia of 2782 kilometres of coastline in the northern 
part of the Black Sea with the strategically important naval infrastructure, 
minimizing a military presence of the latter in the region; Ukraine due to 
several objective and subjective reasons, was almost the main among those 
forces which shook Russia’s position as well as the Mediterranean states. 
Turkey, in turn, claiming the role of the regional superpower under conditions 
of the Russians inability to confront its growing influence on the countries of 
the former-USSR in the 1990s, and fully enjoyed an opportunity to expand 
its economic, political and cultural influence in the region. The Ukrainian-
Turkish dialogue in addition to the promising economic relations appeared to 
be a particular priority for both countries in the context of their matching for-
eign policy interest during the 1990s – the deterrence of Russian policy in the 
region. However, the rapprochement of Russia and Turkey in the early 2000s 
changed the approach of both countries in determining the role and the place 
of Ukraine in their regional policy. Ukraine-Turkish relations are examined 
in detail in the relevant chapter. However, having this centre-power context, 
in the situation of the current friendly relations between Russia and Turkey, 
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despite the November 2015-June 2016 crisis, the question of how far they 
would go to oppose the interest of Ukraine on keeping the balance of power 
in the Black Sea at the expense of the medium and small size countries is ap-
pearing to be acute. Ukraine had to take the lesson from such centre-power 
tandem during the Five-Day Russia-Georgian war in August 2008, when Tur-
key, despite expectations of a tough response toward Russian actions, had 
offered Moscow a moderate approach to conflict resolution. Perhaps, that ap-
proach contributed to the rapid cease of fire in Georgia, but that vulnerability 
of the energy pipelines connecting Azerbaijan and Turkey via Georgia from 
the side of Russia gave Moscow an additional level of influence both on Tur-
key and on other security conditions in the Black Sea. 

In general, it must be stressed that while introducing both pan-European 
security and that of the Black Sea as a factor of an interaction of international 
actors in the sphere of production, transportation and consumption of the en-
ergy resources had emerged in the “front line” of the strategic culture a long 
time ago. In other words, the current strategic Black Sea regional security 
concept (not to take into consideration a military aggression of Russia against 
Ukraine) is focused on the concept of the “energy security” and in this case, 
there is no need to specify that security is “energy”;32 and the Black Sea region 
has actually been transformed into the Black Sea-Caspian region, becoming 
the subject for an energy securitization in a global dimension. Even in this 
context Ukraine must be seriously concerned by its own energy security, and 
must think about its strengthening through diversification of the sources of 
energy, including modernization of the entire energy infrastructure by imple-
menting energy saving technologies. Also, Ukraine must be concerned with 
the protection of its energy interests through the market mechanisms of fixing 
prices for the imported hydrocarbons; it must bet on the development of its 
own oil, gas, and other alternative energy resources. Additionally, Ukraine 
must monitor the dynamics of the Turkish-Russian relations closely.

Conclusions. The landmark between “before” and “after” was identified 
by the events of 2014. It should be emphasized that today is already “af-
ter”. In front of the Ukrainian political leaders on their way towards further 
implementation of the Black Sea vector of its foreign policy there are very 
important tasks: to “work hard on the mistakes” and to make conclusions 
from previously unused potential of regional opportunities which are part of 
the statehood potential of Ukraine. This is important to do and except for 
problems in Crimea and Donbas, Ukraine still possesses regional interests, 
which previously were not fully realized. And, of course, in parallel with all 
of these there is an urgent need to develop a long-term strategy of return-
ing the Crimean Peninsula back under Ukraine’s sovereignty. In this sense, 
all parties which are interested in the successful regional policy and in the 
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emergence of a coherent Ukrainian Black Sea strategy (perhaps in the form 
of an official doctrine or concept), in our opinion, must consider several key 
conceptual contexts of the regional strategic culture, which is a combination 
of strategic cultures of the Black Sea countries. 

Firstly, from the scientific and practical point of view, in addition to a new 
strategic priority – the restoration of the territorial integrity of Ukraine – there 
is a need for a comparison of modern regional relations and internal politi-
cal changes in the countries of the Black Sea with the effects of the global 
systemic crises of the past 30 years. After the collapse of the bipolar world in 
the late 1980s-early 1990s the Black Sea region was thrust into a whirlpool of 
political, economic, and value post-bipolar transformation, and now compa-
rable in power to the scenario of the Cold War the sharpest post-bipolar crisis 
since, the annexation of Crimea, comes to its peak.

Secondly, an aggressive policy of Putin’s regime, at first glance, does not 
correspond with the logic of the national economic interest to develop multi-
lateral economic cooperation, as far as it is based on the logic of geopolitical 
domination and reintegration of the former Soviet Union by force. However, 
even this policy has the economic ambitions of the regional and global scale 
that is typical for Russia; this Russia is seeking ways to overcome an eco-
nomic and political (self)isolation while it is attempting to divide the Euro-
pean and Euro-Atlantic unity by attractive economic prospects of revived co-
operation with it. Following this approach and sharing a deterministic thesis 
that economic interests are the foundations of politics, in our opinion, current 
global economic, and energy strategies deserve special attention and study. 
They quite actively penetrate and have been acting dynamically for a long 
time in the Black Sea region via the South Caucasus forming a new regional 
geo-spatial reality – Black-Caspian Sea region. Not just regional actors, but 
also extra-regional actors including Transnational energy companies which 
are already on the market of the hydrocarbons in the Black Sea and in the 
Caspian for quite a long period of time, are ready to defend their interests 
in this interregional space quite strongly; and not just economically. In this 
context, in order to proceed with the further study of the strategic culture of 
Ukraine, the traditional mechanisms of influence on regional and European 
security which are being produced by the political struggle, economic co-
operation and regional competition of such Black Sea centres of power like 
Turkey and Russia should be rethought. Inextricably with all these the logic 
of the current global geopolitical processes forces us to look at the interests 
and the “real” politics of such powerful extra-regional actors like the United 
States, and China in the near future closely. Moreover, for a long time the 
Black Sea region has remained a space of permanent struggle for compet-
ing, albeit unequal, integration processes into economic and military-political 
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structures. However, a question to which extent such organizations like the 
EU and NATO, on the one side, and the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) 
and the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) on the other, would 
coordinate further development of the Black Sea region as a political system 
remains open. The strategic culture of Ukraine entering the post-post-bipolar 
period, which is quite chaotic these days, when a question of the future of the 
EU and NATO, the U.S. and Russia are on the agenda, cannot afford not to 
seek alternatives of the recently sustainable integration strategies today.

Thirdly, it is also important to continue examining problems of coopera-
tion and conflict in the Black Sea region even in the context of the war of 
Russia against Ukraine. The issues of the Black Sea security which under the 
current circumstances are understood widely and affect not only the tradi-
tional military component are coming up to the forefront of the world politics. 
The same thing applies to the economic security which also faces challenges 
in the Black Sea basin due to the increased global competition and a course 
towards protectionism which some influential players are tending to. Here 
there is a concentration of a “solid” mix of the promising opportunities for 
cooperation, on the one hand, and threats that may destabilize any promising 
field of the mutually beneficial cooperation on the other. Unfortunately, today 
the Black Sea region can be associated with the most dangerous regions in 
the world with a high level of intraregional conflicts. Moreover, there is a fact 
that more than one axis of the inter-regional security system, including the en-
ergy security both from the North to the South and from the West to the East 
could stretch via the Black Sea. In addition, the region is open for the ongoing 
penetration of global trends, if not of the confrontation or, at least, of the clash 
of the interests. It was the Black Sea region which became the first and today 
in fact remains the only one (except local problems of Kosovo in the Balkans) 
European arena where the global security strategies of the U.S., NATO and 
Russia clash with each other within the new “post-post-bipolar” period of 
the current historical round. It is not by chance that it is increasingly associ-
ated with the beginning of a new Cold War. As a result, the Black Sea region 
automatically becomes a working studio where new models of the multilevel 
security strategies that should act (or not act) in the medium and long-term 
perspective are being “tested”. For example, how the fact that Russia is con-
verting Crimean Peninsula into the Russia “impregnable” military fortress, 
with the risk of deployment of nuclear weapons should be treated seriously; 
and consequently, the relevant initiatives of the U.S. and NATO to install ele-
ments of the ABMs in Romania and Turkey are taking place in turn. Such a 
dangerous pique of the Black Sea region towards the arms race triggered by 
the “hard power” of the Russian Federation has obvious reason to worry the 
Black Sea states, including Ukraine, which, like the whole region, became a 
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potential hostage of the foreign policy interests of the much stronger powers 
on the global level.

Fourthly, the issues of the current global geopolitical competition, which 
are being reflected in many regions of the world, especially in those where 
there is an economic perspective, are moving into the sphere of collision of 
values ​​based on different legal traditions, histories, cultures and mentalities. 
The Black Sea region has not been left on the side lines of the worldwide 
process of an economic globalization, which has been accompanied by the 
transferring of ideas of the liberal democracy – those ideas that are being ar-
ticulated by the locomotives of the global world – towards the regions, where 
such ideas either become objects of change according to the local conjuncture, 
or are fully discarded. In the Black Sea region, which is still in the process 
of a transformation, there is a conglomerate of the countries, which are go-
ing through a difficult phase of political, economic, and value transformation 
themselves. Thus, this leads to a situation where the adoption of democratic 
traditions and ideals is causing difficulties in this region that lacks the histori-
cal experience of realizations of these democratic values. As a result, almost 
all Black Sea states, and mainly Ukraine, are experiencing today a dramatic 
process of a revolutionary break-through via the evolution of the Black Sea 
regional strategic culture in general. Nevertheless, this culture should con-
solidate the region as a whole. 
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CHAPTER 6
FACTORS AND EVOLUTION

OF UKRAINIAN-RUSSIAN RELATIONS

Olga Brusylovska

History and mythology of the relations of Ukrainians and Russians. Rus-
sia and Ukraine have a long period of common history. But today this history 
has become not only a subject of hot discussions, but it has also turned into 
one of the “stumbling blocks”, over which both sides will not be able to agree 
for years. Among the most vulnerable questions are the following.

Kyiv, the modern capital of Ukraine, is often referred to as the “mother 
of Russian cities” or as the cradle of Russian civilization. The powerful state 
of Kievan Rus was a predecessor of both the Russian (Moscow Principality) 
and Ukrainian (Galicia-Volyn Principality) states, the cradle of both nations. 
The biggest problem in media is: Who is the real successor of Kievan Rus? 
Since the question is formulated incorrectly, the answer should be as follows: 
Kievan Rus was inhabited by the “Rus”, who could be considered to be the 
ancestors of both of the Russian and Ukrainian nations; they could also be 
identified with none of them. 

After the Mongol invasion the histories of Russians and Ukrainians began 
to diverge. Later, the Ukrainian lands became a part of Lithuania, because the 
Grand Duchy of Lithuania defeated the Golden Horde, and then these lands 
became a part of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (a common state of 
Lithuania and Poland). Russian lands were grouped around Moscow. The sec-
ond problem in public debate is: Did Moscow have the right to claim all lands 
of Kievan Rus as its own, considering that it positioned itself as the main Or-
thodox state (“the third Rome”) and the protector of all the Orthodox nations? 
It must be noted that this question is incorrect as well, it is important to speak 
not about validity of claims, but only about real political and military abilities 
of Moscow during this period.

After the signing of Pereyaslav Treaty in 1654, Ukraine was gradually 
absorbed by the Russian Empire, and fully absorbed by the end of 18th 
century. The third problem in discussions of experts and ordinary citizens 
is: Was the Pereyaslav Treaty a treaty of “reunion” of fraternal peoples or a 
temporary military union of the Kingdom of Moscow and the Zaporizhian 
Cossacks led by Bohdan Khmelnytsky? Historical sources admit that B. 
Khmelnytsky considered this treaty to be a temporary military union, but 
the interpretation of it as a “reunion” was deeply rooted in Soviet historiog-
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raphy, and it is not doubted by Russian society. It should be noted that this 
illusion serves as an instrument in the consciously constructed ideological 
doctrine of modern Russia. 

During 1932-1933 Ukraine survived the “Holodomor” (“Extermination 
by starvation”), which was a man-made famine that killed almost 7.5 mil-
lion Ukrainians. Since 2006, the Holodomor has been recognized by inde-
pendent Ukraine and several countries as genocide against the Ukrainian na-
tion. Ukrainian scholars do not agree that natural factors and bad economic 
policy were the main factors of famine; they believe that Stalin’s goal was 
to destroy the Ukrainian peasantry, which was considered as potentially dis-
loyal to the Soviet regime.  On January 13, 2010, the Kyiv Court of Appeals 
posthumously found Stalin, Kaganovich, Molotov, Kosior, Chubar, and other 
functionaries of Communist party guilty of genocide against Ukrainians dur-
ing Holodomor.1 The fourth problem, which gained broad publicity, is: Was 
the Holodomor a genocide against Ukrainians or just part of Stalin’s Collec-
tivization plan of agriculture (fight with “kulaks”)? The problems of history, 
broadcasted, rather distorted by the media, strongly affect the mutual percep-
tion of the citizens of both states.

Perceptions of relations with Russia in Ukraine differed to a large extent on 
a regional basis. Before 2014, many residents of the eastern and southern re-
gions welcomed closer relations with Russia. The Central and especially West-
ern oblasts (which have never been a part of the Russian Empire) showed a less 
friendly attitude to closer relations with Russia.2 

However, in Russia, there were no regional differences in their assessments 
of Ukraine. According to social polls, Russians stably showed a more negative 
attitude to Ukrainians in general. Generally, Ukraine’s attempts to reorient to-
wards the EU and NATO were assessed as anti-Russian and hostile. It was also 
fueled by a discussion in Ukraine, whether it is necessary to provide official 
status to the Russian language, or to make it the second official language.  

In Ukraine, there is still a schism between the Orthodox Russian-speaking 
East and South of the country and the Greek-Catholic Ukrainian-speaking 
West. By 2014, this factor played an important political role. According to a 
survey conducted in 2010, about 83% of the population defined themselves as 
Ukrainians, but 14%, many - as Russians. 40% called themselves supporters 
of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, but 25% - the Russian Orthodox Church. 
As for the language, here the population was divided almost in half: 50% of 
respondents answered that they considered their native language Ukrainian, 
47% called it Russian.3 Perhaps this information also prompted the Krem-
lin’s ideologues to insist that Ukrainians wanted reunification with Russia, 
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but Ukrainian authorities are hindering public desires. The most discussed issues 
in Russia that hurt Ukraine in the eyes of Russians: Ukraine’s membership in 
NATO; attempts by Ukraine to recognize the Holodomor as genocide against the 
Ukrainian nation; attempts to rehabilitate the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA).

The last issue has always remained the most difficult for ordinary people, 
especially for older people, even in Ukraine. In Russia, in general, no one 
can understand that the UPA was something much bigger than the partisans 
who collaborated with the German fascist occupiers. Among the resistance 
movements in Europe, the UPA was unique because it did not have any sub-
stantial external support. Its growth and power reflected its popularity among 
western Ukrainians. Outside this region UPA did not have any support; there-
fore, most eastern Ukrainians considered OUN-UPA to be collaborators and 
fascists. On January 10, 2008, President Viktor Yushchenko submitted a draft 
law “On the official Status of Fighters for Ukraine’s Independence from the 
1920s to the 1990s”. Under the draft, persons who took part in political, guer-
rilla, underground and combat activities for the freedom and independence 
of Ukraine from 1920-1990 (Ukrainian Military Organization (UVO), Kar-
patska Sich, OUN-UPA, Ukrainian Main Liberation Army, as well as persons 
who assisted these organizations) should be recognized as war veterans. To 
commemorate National Unity Day on January 22, 2010 President Yushchen-
ko awarded Stepan Bandera the Hero of Ukraine honour posthumously. On 
May 15, 2015 President Petro Poroshenko signed a bill into law that provides 
“public recognition to anyone who fought for Ukrainian independence dur-
ing the 20th century”, including Ukrainian Insurgent Army fighters.4 In the 
Russian mass-media, this problem, as well as everything that was related to 
Ukrainian independence, was presented as the work of “nationalists”. Rus-
sian audiences considered that Ukrainian political elites were the only The 
Russian public believed that the Ukrainian political elite was the only thing 
blocking the “heartfelt desire of ordinary Ukrainians to reunite with Russia.” 
At the same time, some representatives of the Russian political elite continued 
to argue that the Ukrainian language is just a Russian dialect and that Ukraine 
(as well as Belarus) should become part of the Russian Federation.  In June of 
2010 Mikhail Zurabov, the former Russian Ambassador to Ukraine, said that: 
“Russians and Ukrainians are one nation with own nuances and peculiari-
ties”.5 In addition, Ukrainian history was not considered a separate subject in 
Russian universities; it was always included into Russian history. 

Today all these problems are extremely important in the context of un-
derstanding the differences between the two cultures as well as differences 
between the strategic cultures of both nations, and the limitations that citizens 
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of Russia and Ukraine place on the ability of elites to make a political choice. 
At the same time, these restrictions are directly proportional to the degree of 
state democracy. Thus, such evolution is noticeable: the increase of the influ-
ence of civil society in Ukraine, and, at the same time, the gradual decline of 
its influence in the Russian Federation. In Russia today, it is impossible to 
write in writing about alternatives to these problems, in Ukraine they have 
become the subject of numerous political speculations, the division of soci-
ety on the principle of “bad” – “good” Ukrainian, “traitor” or “patriot”. The 
historical problems of peoples impose their imprint and the difference in their 
mental characteristics. The identity of the Russian people is defined by the 
following factors: “Large space”; Russia’s uncertainty of its borders; the fact 
that Russia was never been an ethnic country before 1991; the East-Slavic 
idea; the struggle of the idea of ​​a civilian nation (“we are all - Russian”) with 
the idea of ​​an ethnic state (“Russia for the Russians”); Orthodoxy (traditional 
beliefs); the idea of “nationals” (compatriots) who are identified by usage of 
Russian language. 

First of all, the identity of Ukrainians is pluralistic. It is based not only on 
ethnicity and language, but determined by the influence of such factors as 
regional affiliation, difference in history (joining the Romanov or the Hab-
sburg Empires, earlier – joining the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth or 
“Wild Field”), religion (three Orthodox churches, Greek-Catholic and Prot-
estant church, Judaism of Jews, Sunni Islam of Crimean Tatars), and clans of 
regional economies. 

The Ukrainian identity is quite different from Russian in the level of its 
mobility and the fact that it has not been formed yet. First of all, today it is 
influenced by political culture (i.e., Cossack tradition of rebellion), the mod-
ern political regime (imperfect, competitive, authoritarianism), the current 
conflict, Russian pressure, the Russian language, insignificant progress to-
wards joining Western structures, the absence of progress on internal policy 
changes, and corruption. Thus, today Ukraine is only becoming a political 
and civil nation that leaves a significant imprint on the problem of strategic 
choice and the success of the foreign policy of the country.  At the same 
time, it should be noted that the strengths and weaknesses of such a state are 
practically counterbalanced. The imperfect or competitive authoritarianism 
prevents the unification of power in the hands of solid-handed supporters; af-
ter every obvious big achievement, the government becomes harder, and the 
oligarchs control the main mass media, but there are many alternative sources 
of information. The main weakness - Ukraine remains a divided nation today, 
and this division is easily exploited by external forces.
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Ukraine cannot escape from its cage in the energy sector; it has poor in 
resources, it lacks a real “social contract” (social contract for Jean-Luc Rous-
seau), and effective state security. So, Ukraine can flutter for a long time be-
tween democracy and authoritarianism, but there is no reason to believe that 
the victory of authoritarianism is possible, as happened in Russia.

Thus, the development of the modern Russian and Ukrainian societies, 
overburdened not only by socio-economic and political problems, but also 
by the abundance of myths that negatively affect perceptions of each other, 
demonstrates a negative dynamic. The sense of unity generated by the com-
mon Soviet past, even post-communist nostalgia gradually disappears; it is 
replaced by the search for a new identity, dramatic for both societies. They 
have higher level of mutual distrust, because the nations felt very close in the 
past. There is nothing original in this tough scenario of “mental divorce”; in 
the course of history such things have happened more than once (for instance 
in Modern times the Czechs more stubbornly fought for freedom the more 
time they spent in the Habsburg Empire, and borrowed a lot from the rich 
imperial culture). 

The development of Ukrainian-Russian relations in the end of 20th century 
– at the beginning of 21st century. The relations between Russia and Ukraine 
became international after the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the emer-
gence of new independent states (Belavezha Accords on 8 December 1991).

Russia immediately opened an Embassy in Kyiv and Consulates in 
Kharkiv, Lviv, and Odesa. Ukraine opened an Embassy in Moscow and Con-
sulates in Rostov-on-Don, St. Petersburg, Yekaterinburg, Tyumen, and Vladi-
vostok. However, on February 23, 2014, the Russian Ambassador to Ukraine, 
Mikhail Zurabov, was recalled and they appointed Andrey Vorobyov, who 
died on May 30, 2016, the extraordinary and plenipotentiary ambassador of 
Ukraine to Russia, Volodymyr Yelchenko, the Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary Ambassador of Ukraine to Russia was recalled in March of 2014 because 
of Russian aggression in Crimea. At the same time the Ukrainian Consulate to 
Russia continues its work; since January 2016 Ruslan Nimchynskiy has been 
the Ukrainian Charge d’affaires to Russia.

There are different interpretations of this situation. Thus, the representative 
of “Batkivshchyna” Olena Shkrum expressed her surprise concerning the fact 
that Ukraine did not recall all diplomatic representatives from Russia while 
Russia demonstrated direct aggression against Ukraine: “It’s strange for me 
why we did not recall ambassadors and did not instruct Switzerland to protect 
our interests, for instance. This is normal practice”.6 On March 15, 2016 the 
bill on the interruption of diplomatic relations with Russia was registered in 
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the Verkhovna Rada.7 The current situation is similar to Trotsky’s formula 
during First World War which means “no peace, no war”, which, I must em-
phasize, historically did not justify itself. It is obvious that the freezing of 
diplomatic relations did not result in a defence of the basic rights of Ukrain-
ian citizens in the Russian Federation. For instance, on March 16, 2016, the 
Ukrainian consul, Alexander Kovtan, who was there in connection with the 
trial of Mykola Karpyuk and Stanislav Klych, was wounded in Grozny during 
an attack on Igor Kalyapin, chairman of the Committee for the Prevention of 
Torture.8 This did not cause any response from the both MFAs. 

Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation, and Partnership between Ukraine and the 
Russian Federation, which was signed in Kyiv on May 31, 1997, established the 
principles of strategic partnership, recognition of the inviolability of existing bor-
ders, respect for territorial integrity, mutual commitment not to use their respec-
tive territories to harm the security of one another.9 The treaty was ratified by the 
Federal Assembly on March 2, 1991, and it was denounced by the State Duma of 
the Russian Federation on  March 31, 2014. In February of 2015, announced the 
suspension of certain provisions of the 1997 Treaty, which are related to the status 
of Crimea.10 Therefore this situation is surprisingly uncertain.

Russia and Ukraine share 2295 kilometres of common borders. But this bor-
der remains transparent; Russian armed groups easily go to Ukraine and return. 
In 2014, the Ukrainian government unveiled a plan to build a protective wall 
along the border with Russia; this plan was called Project “Wall”. Its construc-
tion would cost almost 520 million dollars and require 4 years, but the project 
was not even started.11 Moreover, during 2016-2017, as a result of the unlaw-
ful activity of the public servants of Government Tax Service and subjects of 
the private sector during the implementation and technical arrangement of the 
Ukrainian-Russian state boundary (“Wall”) in territories adjacent to the anti-
terror operation (АТО) and Crimea, which was annexed by Russia, over 100 
million Hryvnias were appropriated from budgetary facilities.

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, 5000 units of nuclear weap-
ons remained on Ukrainian territory (about a third of Soviet nuclear arsenal) 
and Ukraine was considered the third nuclear state in the world.12 In 1992, 
Ukraine agreed to withdraw about 3000 units of tactical nuclear weapons. 
After signing of Budapest Memorandum (December 5, 1994) on Security 
Assurances from the USA, Great Britain, and Russia as well as signing of the 
similar agreements with France and China, Ukraine agreed to destroy the rest 
of its nuclear weapons and to join Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons.13 However, today it is obvious that memorandum did not work as a 
guarantee of Ukrainian security.
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During the 1990’s, both countries, along with other post-Soviet states, 
founded the Commonwealth of Independent States and re-established busi-
ness relations. Despite the contradictions over the island of Tuzla, relations 
with the Russian Federation gradually improved during the governance of 
Leonid Kravchuk (1991-1994) and Leonid Kuchma (1994-2004).

These relations were built primarily on an economic basis. While the Rus-
sian share in Ukraine’s exports decreased from 26.2% in 1997 to about 23% 
in 1998-2000, the share of Russian imports remained stable at 45-50%. The 
level of imports from Russia remained at a high level due to the high depend-
ence on Russia’s energy resources. Meanwhile, progress in economic integra-
tion with Russia was problematic to a large extent due to political reasons. 
Russia widely used a ban on the import of some goods to Russia as a political 
instrument. For example, there was a ban on the import of dairy and meat 
products from Ukraine.14 In 2004, 84% of Ukrainian exports belonged to other 
markets except Russia. The main reason for the relative decline in exports to 
Russia was the need of the Russian Federation in goods of Western standards, 
as well as in the gradually weakening ties among enterprises in post-Soviet 
space. However, Ukraine’s dependence remained extremely strong in the en-
ergy sector: annually about 70-75% of gas usage and about 80% of petroleum 
were from Russia. In 2002, the Russian government participated in financing 
the construction of nuclear power plants in Khmelnytsky and Rivne. Russia 
remained the main market for Ukrainian metals, rolled steel and pipes, elec-
trical machinery, tools and equipment, food, and chemical products. It was 
the sales market for about nine-tenths of the production of Ukrainian goods. 
Despite the slowdown of development, Russia was in fourth place among the 
investors in the Ukrainian economy (after the USA, the Netherlands and Ger-
many): 150.6 million dollars of 2,047 million dollars of direct investments, 
which Ukraine received before 1998.15

But Ukraine’s political relations with Russia were always complicated; 
periods of tension and direct enmity shifted with periods of relative calm. 
Instead of trying to integrate with the West, Russia set out to create a system 
with a centre in the Kremlin on the territory of almost all of the former USSR. 
In this worldview Ukraine took a significant place. Russia did not seek “a re-
union” with Ukraine. “The leaders and elites of Russia see Ukraine as a sum 
of profitable assets and attractive opportunities, but not like a territory which 
must be attached to Russia”.16 However, the significant part of Russians saw 
Ukraine as a separate state, but not like alien foreign country. Ukrainians, in 
turn, followed the same attitude towards Russia. 
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The significance of Ukraine for Russia, in the first place, was determined 
by several key factors. The most important among them is the position of 
Ukraine as a transit corridor for Russian oil and gas on the way to customers 
in the EU. The next factor was different economic assets of Ukraine from met-
als to telecommunications, which were interests for Russian business-groups. 
In addition, Ukraine is home to the largest portion of the Russian-speaking 
population outside the Russian Federation, which lives in the East and South 
of Ukraine. Finally, the Russian Orthodox Church considers Ukraine along 
with Russia and Belarus as an integral part of its “canonical territory”.

Russia’s radical changes in foreign policy took place not immediately after 
Vladimir Putin came to power. But between 2003 and 2005, the Kremlin de-
fined Russia as an independent, great state, insisting that both the United States 
and the European Union treat Russia as an equal partner.17 Russian foreign pol-
icy became more assertive again. The interest of Russia was more often formu-
lated under certain economic circumstances, including the usage of economic 
sanctions. Considering the surplus of energy as its main advantage, the Russian 
government sought to secure its dominance in the energy sector of the country.  
Energy supply was a big problem, as Soviet oil and gas pipelines to Western 
Europe passed through Ukraine. After the new agreements came into force, 
Ukraine’s gas debts were paid for Russia’s transfer of nuclear weapons, which 
Ukraine inherited from the USSR (including the TU-160 strategic bombers).18 

However, Crimea was the most controversial problem. Firstly, it was 
a question the ownership of Crimea, which has been under control of the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic since 1954. As a result of treaties from 
the 1990s, Crimea remained a part of Ukraine, but it gained a republican au-
tonomous status. Secondly, there was a controversy about Sevastopol’s status 
as a base of Black Sea fleet. The city, along with other parts of Ukraine, took 
part in the national referendum on Ukrainian independence, and 58% of its 
population voted for its remaining as an integral part of Ukrainian state.19 
However, the Verkhovna Rada of Russia, demanded a return of the city, in 
1993. After several years of intense negotiations, in 1997 the problem was 
solved with a compromise: The Black Sea fleet was divided and some Black 
Sea bases in Sevastopol were rented to the Russian fleet until 2017.

Until the beginning of 2000s Moscow agreed with the geopolitical vacil-
lation of Kyiv between Russia and the West. However, in 2003, it made an 
attempt to draw Ukraine closer to her. The EES of Russia, Belarus, Kazakh-
stan, and Ukraine, which led to the economic alliance and then to the creation 
of political and security group under the auspices of Moscow, was created 
with obvious goal to distract Ukraine from the EU and NATO.20 This project, 
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however, was based on a false premise; Moscow learned about this after the 
fiasco during the 2004 presidential election campaign in Ukraine, which cul-
minated in the Orange Revolution. When developing its strategy before the 
2004 presidential election in Ukraine, the Kremlin made a huge miscalcula-
tion. It relied on the single candidate of the “party of power”, who was pro-
moted by the former president Kuchma. The Prime Minister Yanukovych was 
considered a pro-Russian politician. But to be genuine and consistently pro-
Russian, and not just to play the Russian card, one must abandon Ukraine and 
wish it to be included in Russia. So, Leonid Kuchma, who was first elected 
in 1994 as a friendly candidate, soon found himself a difficult partner for the 
Kremlin. Putin himself testified to the unreliability of Kuchma at his meeting 
with the new President of Ukraine, V. Yushchenko, in Astana in January of 
2005.21 Gleb Pavlovski, the Kremlin political strategist who worked for Ya-
nukovych on behalf of Kremlin, noted that the  conditions of his contract with 
the Administration of the Russian President included the securing victory in 
the elections he had prepared (although it was challenged by the Ukrainian 
opposition), and did not include the obstruction of the Revolution.22 Later, the 
Kremlin made another mistake, because of the perception of the Revolution 
as a “special operation”, directed by the USA. By spring 2005, their self-
confidence fell to the lowest level since Putin came to power.

Evolution of Ukrainian-Russian relations after 2004. After the Or-
ange revolution in 2004, several problems of bilateral relations, including 
Ukraine’s desire to join NATO and a gas dispute, worsened immediately. A 
lot of analysts emphasized the subjective factor, and consider that responsi-
bility for the deterioration of relations lies with the presidents V. Yushchenko 
and V. Putin, as well as the militant of Moscow city, Yuri Luzhkov, and the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine, Borys Tarasyuk, and the leader of the 
parliamentary opposition Yulia Tymoshenko.23 

In our opinion, the other points were more important. Firstly, there was a 
sense of threat towards the regime which spread in Kremlin after the Ukrain-
ian revolution. Democratic development of Ukraine (whether it wants it or 
not) influences the internal social and political development in Russia. Thus, 
the Ukrainian Maidan of 2004 became possible, and, in the opinion of of-
ficials, this was undesirable for Russian society. Secondly, the Russian Fed-
eration feared that the ultimate goal of the United States and the EU was to 
facilitate a change of the regime by organizing a colour revolution in Russia 
itself.24 So, if before the Russian political elite was optimistic about the EU, 
considering it as a milder alliance than NATO, then after the Orange Revolu-
tion, the Kremlin opposed the further expansion of the EU to the East, even 
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if such a prospect was very far away. Thus, Ukraine, like Central Asia and 
the South Caucasus, was viewed by the Kremlin as a “battlefield” with the 
West. For the Kremlin, this greatly increased the “price” of defeat in these 
areas. Having strengthened his position during his first years, Putin staked 
both traditional Russian patriotism and a new post-imperial nationalism. The 
official nationalism of the Kremlin has been reflected in such twin-concepts 
as “sovereign democracy” and “energetic superpower”, which came to the 
fore in 2005.25 

Soon after the Orange revolution, Moscow understood that Yushchenko’s 
victory was not the end of the world; it was necessary to change the condi-
tions of the big game. Moscow’s new tactics were based on four key elements: 
1) ignoring the pro-Western policy of Kyiv, especially the ambitions regard-
ing NATO at the official level; 2) provoke destabilization within Ukraine, 
deepening the historical division of the country and restraining the movement 
towards NATO; 3) to use direct economic, social and cultural pressure as an 
instrument of foreign policy; 4) offer assistance in securing Ukraine’s secu-
rity through various forms of cooperation with the CIS or bilateral channels. 

A large group of differences in Russian-Ukrainian relations related to Rus-
sian military base in Crimea, and, in particular, the basing of Russian Black 
Sea Fleet in Sevastopol. Since signing the Russian-Ukrainian Treaty in 1997, 
Ukraine considered a huge number of disputes caused by the deployment of 
the Black Sea Fleet in Ukraine, which did not receive a final decision.  At the 
technical level, the main issues of concern were the status and functioning 
of Russian military tribunals in the Crimea, the transfer of hydrographic and 
navigational equipment to Ukraine, the inspection of the Black Sea Fleet by 
Ukraine, the number of military contingents placed in Ukraine, the inven-
tory of occupied space and equipment leased to the Black Sea Fleet, as well 
as an agreement on joint actions in emergencies. Some of the above issues, 
such as moving hydrographical and navigational equipment to Ukraine, were 
fundamentally excluded by the Russian side from the Russian-Ukrainian sub 
commission’s program for the Russian Black Sea Fleet until the end of the 
lease term in 2017.26 Other questions, such as the regime of border crossing 
for Russian troops and modernization of the fleet were the matters for nego-
tiations on the highest level. 

At the political level, one issue quickly became very popular in Moscow, 
especially considering the 2008 presidential election in Russia. During the an-
nual telephone conversation of Putin with Russian citizens in October 2006, 
he suggested the possibility of expanding the base of the Black Sea Fleet in 
the Crimea, and after the official termination of the agreement in 2017, Mos-
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cow rhetoric served not only for domestic Russian.27 Moscow’s rhetoric did 
not only serve the internal goals of Russia. The proposal of security assistance 
was a logical continuation of organized mass protests against “Sea Breeze” 
exercises in Crimea in 2006. These protests first ended with the cancellation 
of common military exercises with the USA and other countries of NATO 
according to the program “Partnership for Peace” since 1997. Russian Intel-
ligence Services and Black Sea Fleet personnel took part in preparing anti-
NATO attacks along with Yanukovych’s Party of Regions, which pursued 
anti-NATO policy in Ukraine.28 

The goal of Moscow was a friendly and neutral Ukraine, so to speak, a 
later version of Finland, located between Russia and the West. For Russia, 
the question of extending the right to set up the Black Sea Fleet in Crimea 
after 2017, when the current contract expired, became a key issue. It was also 
important for the Russian Federation to maintain the use of two early warning 
radars in Mukachevo and Sevastopol, which the Russian Federation rented 
in Ukraine. Another constant controversy was the border in Azov Sea near 
Kerch Strait. 

“The point of no return” for Ukrainian-Russian relation was 2008. It began 
with the fact that in February, Russia unilaterally withdrew from the Ukraini-
an-Russian intergovernmental agreement on SPRN, signed in 1997.

During the Russo-Georgian 8-day War, the relations between Ukraine and 
Russia finally deteriorated. New Ukrainian instructions for the Russian Black 
Sea Fleet required that firstly the fleet should obtain the permission to cross 
the Ukrainian border; Russia refused to fulfil them. Russia accused Ukraine of 
selling weapons to Georgia and that 200 members of UNA-UNSO had fought 
on Georgian side. The Ukrainian Minister of Defence Yurii Yekhanurov de-
nied the fact that the Ukrainian military was in Georgia and that Ukraine had 
handed over its arms; the transfer of military equipment between Ukraine and 
Georgia was carried out in accordance with previously established contracts, 
laws of Ukraine and international agreements.29 

In August of 2008, Kyiv political scientist Oleksandr Sushko wrote about 
a possible scenario of Russian strategy: “If the West forgives Russia for the 
Georgian war, a “peacekeeping” invasion on the territory of Ukraine will only 
be a matter of time. Since the beginning of the massive invasion of the regular 
army on the Georgian territory, Russia has begun a geopolitical war aimed at 
destroying the existing world order. Ultimately, a revanchist strategy may lead 
to the destruction of Russian statehood; however, before it happens, multiple 
local conflicts will erupt, eliminating the rudiments neighbouring countries’ 
independence ... The Russians deliberately prepare themselves for a war with 
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Ukraine. In Russia, the absence of war causes excitement, instability, and a 
decline in national pride. Periods of national enthusiasm were almost entirely 
related to wars. Putin started with Chechnya, Medvedev with Georgia. The 
motto “Our citizens are there” helps to create a sense of quasi-legitimacy 
which is enough for Russian citizens. At best they would say: “Americans are 
doing the same”. In the event of the beginning of hostilities against Ukraine, 
ordinary Russian citizens will support their political leadership. They will 
be told that it was not a war against brotherly people, but a war against “the 
criminal government”.30 

Since 2008 the international context has become the most important thing 
for understanding of bilateral relations. Russia openly opposed the unipolar 
world order and claimed its willingness to return on the world arena as su-
perpower with global interests. If the USA supported Ukraine in its desire to 
join NATO in 2008, when Ukraine sought to obtain Membership Action Plan, 
then it was extremely important for Russia to oppose any Euro-Atlantic per-
spective for Ukraine and Georgia. According to transcript of Putin’s speech 
during the meeting on the highest level of Russia-NATO Council in Bucha-
rest in 2008, Putin spoke about the responsibility of Russia for the ethnic 
Russians in Ukraine and persuaded NATO to act wisely; according to mass 
media, he privately hinted to his American colleague about the possibility of 
Ukraine losing its integrity if it joined NATO. According to the leak of these 
diplomatic documents in the United States, Putin “challenged the territorial 
integrity of Ukraine, saying that Ukraine was an artificial formation mod-
elled after the Second World War from patches of Poland, the Czech Republic 
and especially Russia (“Ukraine received from Russia the entire Eastern and 
Southern parts and still the one third part of its population are Russians, and 
about 90% in Crimea”)”.31 

In January 2009, the dispute over natural gas prices resulted in a “gas 
war”: Russian natural gas exports through Ukraine were closed. Relations 
worsened further in February of 2009 after Russian President Dmitry Med-
vedev’s statement that Ukraine should compensate for the gas losses of Eu-
ropean countries. Following the publication on March 23, 2009, of a plan 
for the modernization of the natural gas infrastructure of Ukraine, with the 
participation of the EU, Russian energy minister S. Shmatko said that this 
harms the interests of the Russian Federation. According to Putin, “it is just 
not serious to discuss such problems without the main supplier”.32 The attrac-
tion of the EU to the Ukrainian reforms led to the fact that NATO was initially 
considered as an enemy of the Russian Federation, but then the EU became 
this enemy.This year was the peak in terms of the information warfare con-
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ducted by the Russian media against Ukraine, unanimously depicting it as 
aggressive and greedy state, which sought simultaneously to join the enemies 
of Russia and exploit cheap Russian gas. From this moment on, Russia began 
to develop several projects designed to redirect gas flows bypassing Ukraine 
(South Stream, North Stream).

In July of 2009, during the discussions of the theme of the 300 years anniver-
sary of the Battle of Poltava State Duma, Deputy Head Sergei Bagdasarov said 
that “the following elections in Ukraine … will be our second Battle of Polta-
va”.33 At that time, 80% of Russians supported Putin’s policy towards Ukraine.

On August 11, 2009, on the website Kremlin.ru, President Medvedev 
criticized Yushchenko for the deterioration of relations between Russia and 
Ukraine and his “anti-Russian position of the authority”. Medvedev empha-
sized that he would not send a new ambassador to Ukraine to improve rela-
tions.34 All their hopes were connected with new political elections, which 
Yanukovych could win not by Russian support but by the internal differences 
among Ukrainian “Westerners”.

According to Taras Kuzio, Viktor Yanukovych (2010-2014) was the most 
pro-Russian and pro-Soviet President of Ukraine.35 Since coming to power, 
he has met all the requirements put forward by the Russian Federation.  On 
April 22, 2010 Yanukovych and Medvedev signed an agreement on the lease 
of Russian naval base in Sevastopol for the next 25 years. The Kharkiv Ac-
cords were ratified on April 27.36 In return, Ukraine received discounts for 
natural gas supplies of 100 dollars per thousand cubic meters. 

After the adoption of Kivalov-Kolesnichenko law “On State Language 
Policy in Ukraine” in July of 2012 by the Verkhovna Rada, the state status of 
Ukrainian language became a fiction. At least 80% of periodicals were Rus-
sian speaking in Ukraine. Radio and television were filled with Russian prod-
ucts. In general, during the whole period of independence, Ukrainians have 
been watching only Russian TV channels which instilled Russian mentality 
and undermined Ukrainian identity.37

At this moment, about 70% of the economic potential of Ukraine was un-
der the control of Russian capital. During last 10 years in the Verkhovna Rada 
and government, “Regionalists” and communists, have created a strong pro-
Russian lobby. The Russian Intelligence Services established control over the 
security forces of Ukraine – army, police and security service.

On December 17, 2013, it seemed that the last fight for Ukraine was over; 
Yanukovych refused to sign a European Union Association Agreement, reach-
ing another agreement with the Russian Federation instead. President Putin 
agreed to give Ukraine 15 million dollars of financial help and a 33% discount 
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on natural gas.38 The agreement was signed amid mass protests in Ukraine 
under the slogan of rapprochement with the European Union. In fact, there 
were two waves of street action in 2013 – in April and November; the last one 
is known as Euromaidan.

Before Yanukovych shamefully left Kyiv, Moscow said that it would not 
interfere into the internal conflict of Ukraine and accused the Western coun-
tries, which showed solidarity with Maidan. Moscow believed that Yanuko-
vych would be able to restore control over the country. But it did not happen. 
Therefore, Euromaidan caused the Kremlin’s planned political and economic 
measures, which were considered as a repulse to global enemy – the West – 
on the territory of its vital interests in Ukraine. Russia preferred hard power. 
Few people assumed that as soon as new government was formed in Ukraine, 
the Kremlin would move to unprovoked armed intervention. Why did Mos-
cow choose this way? In our opinion, if at this moment it failed to change the 
vector of development of international relations system, then not only any 
further activity in the space of the CIS could become meaningless, but also 
the RF would gradually lose hope for the restoration of the status of the super-
power, namely this hope is the basis of Russia’s strategic culture.

Russian-Ukrainian conflict. Putin explained the origin of the Russian-
Ukrainian conflict, which was caused by the haste with which the European 
Union sought association with Ukraine. “It was unacceptable for Russia, 
because it encroached on its interests in the neighbouring country”. Nikolai 
Patrushev the secretary of the Security Council of the Russian Federation in-
terpreted the events in Ukraine as “the following steps of the plan to destroy 
the Soviet Union and then Russia”.39

In this context, the annexation of Crimea and the conflict over “Novo-
rossiya” were just separate incidents of the “Cold War” between Russia and 
the West. Conditionally, its beginning can be attributed even before Putin’s 
first presidency and George W. Bush’s presidency. During one of his speeches 
in 2004 Bush said: “I believe that God has planted in every human heart the 
desire to live in freedom. And even when that desire is crushed by tyranny for 
decades, it will rise again”.40 The intention of the USA to promote the expan-
sion of democracy over the world was perceived by Russia as an invasion of 
the West on the territory which was considered as a space of its vital inter-
ests (“neighbouring countries”). The Russian doctrinaires said that in fighting 
with liberal globalization, first of all, Russia resisted anarchy (“global Maid-
an”, denial of all hierarchic rules) and protected the sovereignty and the right 
of nations to choose their own values. The new “Cold War” became a war of 
interpretations. The proper interpretation is multiplied by all possible means, 
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while the “alien” interpretation is marginalized. The aim is to neutralize the 
enemy, to support allies, and to win unsolved disputes.41 In February of 2014, 
the Kremlin began to use the arsenal of measures a whole arsenal of means to 
further destabilize the situation in Ukraine First of all, it was claimed that an 
unconstitutional armed seizure of power took place in Ukraine, although the 
Verkhovna Rada, which was elected in October 2012, continued to work in 
full force. The powerful propagandistic machine of the Kremlin began to gain 
momentum. All mass media was used especially Internet and satellite televi-
sion. “The Russian world” is the analogue of the British Council (since 2007) 
and “Rossotrudnechestvo” - of USAID (since 2008). Also, the Russian Or-
thodox Church and the so called non-governmental organisations were used 
for propaganda as well.42 

In March of 2014 almost without a single shot the Russian Federation an-
nexed Crimea.43 On March 6, 2014 the Crimean Parliament adopted resolu-
tion 1702/14 which provided for referendum. Arranged with 10-days warning 
the referendum was characterized by a complete lack of transparency of the 
composition of the voter lists and electoral commissions, as well as the lack 
of international observers. Besides the initiative did not offer the voters to 
choose the status-quo, leaving only two options: 1) to join the Russian Fed-
eration as a subject of Federation; 2) to return to the Constitution of Crimea 
1992 as “an integral part of Ukraine”.44 The referendum was held only on the 
territory of the Crimean Peninsula, contradicting the Constitution of Ukraine, 
because the issue of changing borders could be solved only on the national 
referendum. Secondly, the Crimean Tatars boycotted this referendum. Third-
ly, the referendum was held at gunpoint by the so-called “green men”, in fact, 
they were Russian service members who later received medals of honour 
from Putin for “returning Crimea”. And finally, the Crimean referendum was 
falsified. According to the official information, 123% inhabitants of Sevas-
topol voted to join Russia. In fact, the annexation of Crimea has never been 
recognized by the international community, on the contrary it was announced 
as an offense by the United Nations General Assembly, which supported the 
territorial integrity of Ukraine. On March 27, 2014, the UNGA issued advi-
sory Decision 68/262, which claimed the Crimean referendum invalid and the 
annexation of Crimea as Russia’s offence. At the session of PACE on June 26, 
2014, Petro Poroshenko, who was elected a new President of Ukraine on May 
25, 2014, stated that bilateral relations with Russia could not be normalized 
until Russia returned to Ukraine control over Crimea.45 

Putin could not accept the loss of Ukraine and acted accordingly. Russian 
Special Services was preparing the Donbas rebellion for many years and it be-
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came possible thanks to the direct aggression of Russia. At the beginning of 
Donbas rebellion, separatists succeeded, because the police and security ser-
vice in Donetsk and Lugansk oblasts almost completely turned to the separatist 
side. “The Donetsk People’s Republic” and “The Luhansk People’s Republic” 
were proclaimed thanks to support of the communists and “the regionalists”. 
On May 11, 2014, the “referendum” on their independence was held. The lead-
ers of separatist struck an agreement to unite these “republics” in the federal 
state “Novorossiya”. The notion of “Novorossiya” means the confederation of 
self-proclaimed republics of Donetsk and Lugansk. Putin, for the first time, 
called this part of Ukraine “Novorossiya” on March 17, 2014, after the annexa-
tion of the Crimea, and on September 11 he visited the church in Moscow to 
“light candles in memory of the fallen in the struggle for Novorossiya”.46 Today 
“Novorossiya” is an example of pseudo-reality; it is in the spirit of the imperial 
ambitions of “the Russian world” and correlates with such historical terms as 
Pax Romana. These ideas serve to create new myths.47

Unlike the situation in Crimea the Ukrainian army actively resisted in the 
Donbas gradually increasing its fighting efficiency. Tens of thousands of vol-
unteers joined the National Guard of Ukraine. On the other hand, citizens of 
the Southeast remained passive, which was an unpleasant surprise for Putin; 
many intelligence officers and tens of thousands of fighters were sent there 
to help the rebellion. The separatists continued to receive weapons, ammuni-
tion, and finances in sufficient quantities through the transparent Russian-
Ukrainian border. However, in the Russian Federation the level of support 
for a hot war decreased from 70% in 2014 to 30% at the beginning of 2015.48 
The peak of death rates during August-September alarmed the Kremlin: the 
public learned about the coffins arriving in Russia from Ukraine, about the 
secret funeral of soldiers, killed in “Novorossiya”. The combination of mili-
tary casualties and economic recession became a problem for Putin’s regime. 
The sanctions struck Russia, and Moscow understood that the escalation of 
aggression could cause further sanctions. The ultra-nationalists criticized the 
Kremlin for not trying to seize new territories. The Kremlin is far from be-
ing a hostage of their views, but it understands that the defeat in the Donbas 
could cause serious damage to Putin’s reputation. Moscow aspires to prevent 
Ukraine’s movement to the West but, according to A. Korewa, it not sure 
about the best way of actions to achieve this: try to make Ukraine “a failed 
state” or to meet an agreement with President Petro Poroshenko.49 

The Minsk Agreements (February 12, 2015) included, among other things, 
the removal of military assets from the separatist regions and the control of 
the Russia-Ukraine border. This border is still transparent. The current OSCE 
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border control mission is only symbolic. Some researchers even believe that 
the Mission can bring more harm than good, since the OSCE presence af-
firms the legitimacy of an unacceptable situation.50 The road map for the set-
tlement of the conflict has not yet yielded tangible results, except the partial 
exchange of captives, partial devotion to the reduction of heavy equipment, 
and decreased intensity of shelling. According to the Kyiv researcher Galyna 
Zelenko, “the compromise which, in the point of view of its guarantors and 
signatories, was laid out in the Minsk Agreements, provokes the so-called 
“strengthening of one type of the conflict by another” and leads to the fur-
ther destabilization of socio-political and economic situation”.51 Because “the 
Minsk Agreement, as an international treaty, does not have legal force; the 
subject of the conflict is also mistaken. It is not a matter of lack of authority 
of local authorities, but it is a matter of presence of the Russian troops and 
paramilitary forces on the Ukrainian territory”.52 

Conclusions. Because of differences in the development models of 
Ukraine and Russia, the countries that declared themselves strategic partners 
entered a period of protracted conflict. The domestic Ukrainian aspects of this 
conflict are extremely diverse. The negative sides of the conflict prevail; at 
the same time the conflict with Russia cemented Ukrainian political identity. 
Even though, as a result of Maidan, Ukrainians remained a divided nation, 
the Ukrainian civil society, if under it the most active and organized part of 
the citizens is in mind, has become more mobilized. It could be concluded 
that the current conflict gave Ukraine a national idea, the lack of which has 
painfully affected the process of post-communist development of our coun-
try for a long time. It is also evident that during the conflict, initiated by 
non-Ukrainians, they for the first time abandoned the traditionally passive 
role, the “feminine” role of those who are not trying to protect themselves, 
but only looking for a new strong partner. If to speak about Russia, there 
is an impression that both the political elites and the society in general are 
obsessed by Ukraine. There are several reasons for this: the struggle of the 
Kremlin with colour revolutions in case to prevent the same scenario in Rus-
sia; the perception of Ukraine as a mirror reflection of Russia; “East Slavic” 
ideology; Putin’s beliefs that Ukraine is “an artificial country” and “a state 
which failed”. Without Russia’s interference, Ukraine could theoretically be 
an example of success; Because of ambitious reforms of the new government 
and the implementation of the Association Agreement with the EU, Ukraine 
could repeat the path of the neighbouring Slavic countries (Poland, Slovakia, 
Czech Republic). On the contrary, the failure of Ukraine can be presented to 
the Russian public as the inevitable consequence of a democratic uprising 
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and rapprochement with the West. Putin wants Ukraine to collapse because of 
internal instability, rather than destroy it by military means from the outside; 
he wants to achieve the greatest possible collapse of the Ukrainian Europeani-
zation. Also, Russia seeks to acquire an unofficial right of veto to prevent the 
further expansion of NATO and the EU to the East. The neutrality imposed 
on Ukraine on the international level, first of all, would mean Russia’s ability 
to influence the situation in Ukraine much more than the EU. The status of 
a buffer state would have become a factor that affirmed the tumultuous situ-
ation in the region. Russia has already shown the breadth of its geopolitical 
ambitions and, obviously, intends to continue to act from the standpoint of the 
difference between “Russian civilization” and the West. This will not only be 
the source of many difficulties in relations between Russia and the West, but 
also the greatest threat to the existence of the system of international rela-
tions, as we know it today.
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CHAPTER 7
US – UKRAINE RELATIONS (1991-2017)

Volodymyr Dubovyk

The dissolution of the Soviet Union took the United States by surprise. 
The American leadership did not pay enough attention to interactions with 
the post-Soviet states until after the collapse. U.S. policy on Ukraine illus-
trates well the fluidity of U.S. thinking on foreign policy in the last months 
of the Cold War. The president George H. W. Bush’s August 1991 “Chicken 
Kiev” speech, cautioning Ukrainians against “suicidal nationalism” just a few 
weeks before Ukraine declared its independence, was the manifesto for his 
administration’s policy toward the Soviet Union. Washington saw a trusted 
and reliable partner in M. Gorbachev, and was afraid of instability and chaos 
that disintegration of the USSR might have brought. The future of the Soviet 
nuclear arsenal worried Washington tremendously. 

However, since the events of the failed August coup, G. H. W. Bush’s 
administration acknowledged the deep and irreversible changes occurring in 
this post-Soviet space. There was no doubt in the later months of 1991 that 
relations with the newly emerging independent states would have to be devel-
oped. The administration committed itself to recognizing Ukraine if a major-
ity of Ukrainian citizens voted in favour of independence. The idea of linking 
recognition of Ukraine’s independence to the fate of the nuclear weapons then 
on Ukrainian soil was rejected, although Ukraine was expected to denuclear-
ize. Therefore, when Ukrainians voted in favour of independence on Decem-
ber 1, 1991, the road to American recognition was open. Washington waited 
until the Soviet Union was finally formally dissolved and offered recognition 
on December 25, 1991. 

Throughout the first year of bilateral relations, all that Washington seemed 
to care about was the expedient denuclearization of Ukraine. The impatience 
about Ukraine’s denuclearization grew and became a sort of self-imposed 
frenzy. In the meantime, Ukraine’s attempts to develop a more comprehen-
sive relationship were basically turned down.

The build-up of negativism at an early stage of the bilateral relations was 
very unfortunate, of course. Kyiv’s focus was most definitely on domestic 
challenges, of which there were many. The country – from its leadership to 
political elites to the public – was ready to embrace the U.S. as its main ally, 
a source of financial assistance, and as a model for development. Washington, 
in turn, was seeing Ukraine exclusively through the prism of the “nuclear is-
sue”, blocking out all other significant avenues for improvement of relations 
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with Kyiv. Moreover, the so-called “regional bloc view” prevailed in U.S. 
foreign policy deliberations at that point, which on many occasions took the 
form of unapologetic “Russocentrism”. The inertia of the last years before 
the breakup of the USSR was quite strong, and Moscow was seen as the one 
and only partner in that vast area, at the expense of other newly independent 
states, including Ukraine. 

One other factor, no doubt, was that 1992 was an election year. This preoc-
cupation with the elections left an imprint on foreign policy, which was not 
active enough. Ukraine has not been sufficiently investigated, either by ex-
perts or by journalists in the United States, not to mention the lack of attention 
from the administration. The “nuclear” cloud lingered over their relations. 
When Prime Minister Leonid Kuchma visited Washington in the fall of 1992, 
he was denied meetings with high level officials. 

The new W. Clinton administration re-launched dialogue with Kyiv, and 
Washington now wondered what it would take to move forward on the “nuclear 
issue”, but also what could be done in other domains. The Secretary of State’s 
special advisor, Strobe Talbott, was a key figure. Vice-president A. Gore was 
also involved, and stayed focused on Ukraine as a part of his portfolio for the 
years to come. Secretary of Defence Les Aspin dealt with Ukraine in a con-
structive way. The change in tone was an indication that Washington was now 
willing to listen to Kyiv’s position and concerns, creating the conditions for a 
breakthrough. One other factor, so it seems, was the realization that a Russian 
“success story”, which was anticipated, just did not take hold. Therefore, there 
was a growing apprehension in Washington of the fact that “Russo-centric” 
policies in the post-Soviet space could not serve U.S. interests well. 

In the “nuclear issue,” Washington proposed a three-way approach, when 
it became apparent that Kiev and Moscow were in a deadlock in their bilateral 
talks. Negotiations were held on the conditions for denuclearization, which 
were put forward by Ukraine. The Congress has made a contribution, includ-
ing implementing the “Program for the joint reduction of threats” by sena-
tors S. Nann and R. Lugar, to deal with this issue. The President personally 
came for the signing of a trilateral agreement between Ukraine, Russia and 
the United States in January 1994. The Budapest memorandum was signed in 
December 1994, where Russia, the U.S. and the U.K. provided their security 
assurances to Ukraine. Concrete, binding guarantees were absent in it, and 
gave way to rather ill-defined, vague security assurances. Ukraine was not 
prepared to bargain harder for them at that point. Finally taking this issue of 
the table; and thus,, beginning to receive support from the U.S. for its strug-
gling economy seemed like the right thing to do for Kyiv. It was a big mistake 
to believe that the Budapest Memorandum in itself guaranteed Ukraine a vi-
able security mechanism. 
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The progress on the “nuclear issue” unblocked cooperation between 
the two countries in other domains. 1994 was symbolically proclaimed as 
the “year of Ukraine” by the U.S. government. The presidential election in 
Ukraine in 1994 played a role. The new president, Leonid Kuchma, was seen 
in Washington as being able to carry out economic reforms. Financial assis-
tance increased and Ukraine ranked third on the list of recipients for quite a 
while. It helped to stabilize the Ukrainian economy, its national currency, and 
curb inflation. American assistance was of critical significance in dealing with 
the impact of the Chornobyl disaster. Here the role of Vice-president A. Gore 
was especially critical. 

The L. Kuchma – A. Gore binational intergovernmental commission has 
been engaged in cooperation since 1996in various spheres, from foreign pol-
icy and security to trade, economic development, and investment. Tackling 
corruption in Ukraine was seen as a crucial prerequisite for implementing 
reform. One of the priorities was to strengthen Ukraine’s energy security. 
Improving the efficacy of Ukraine’s agricultural sector was also among the 
most urgent needs. 

The “Sea Launch” project, designed to join efforts in the field of com-
mercial space, was launched. A Ukrainian, Leonid Kadenyuk, flew as a part 
of a crew of the space shuttle “Columbia” in November – December of 1997. 
Some of the most notable achievements, though, manifested in the field of 
security. In 1994, Ukraine became the first country within the Commonwealth 
of Independent States (CIS) to join NATO’s “Partnership for Peace” program. 
It proclaimed the status of a strategic partnership with the United States (the 
Statute was signed only in 2008, and the Strategic Partnership Commission 
was established in 2009).   Ukraine signed a Charter on Distinctive Partner-
ship with NATO in 1997; Ukraine has played an active role in a variety of 
regional integration groupings. This has included GUAM, whose formation 
was looked at favourably by Washington.  

Bilateral relations gradually deteriorated over the period of President 
Kuchma’s second term in office, from 1999 to 2004. First, troubling signs of 
falsification appeared in the election of 1999. A cascade of scandals then fol-
lowed. The president allegedly sanctioned the application of ultimate meas-
ures to silence the leading opposition journalist, G. Gongadze. The major M. 
Melnichenko’s tapes revealed a portrait of leadership which was deeply cyni-
cal. The independent press and opposition were squeezed hard. 

Kuchma’s authorization to sale of the anti-aircraft radar system “Kolchu-
ga” to Iraq, which was at that point under severe sanctions, was seen rather 
negatively in Washington, especially as there was the possibility of a potential 
military operation in Iraq at that time. Also, Kyiv sold military related equip-
ment to the government of Macedonia, despite a consensus on the prevention 
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of the inflow of weapons into that country. President Kuchma personally lied 
to the U.S. president’s national security advisor, C. Rice, about those sales. 
All of this had tarnished Kuchma’s reputation and led to the deep freeze in 
bilateral relations. Kuchma’s announcement in 2002 of the Ukraine’s desire 
to join NATO and his decision to send Ukrainian troops to serve in the U.S.-
led operation in Iraq did not shift the mood in bilateral relations. 

The events of September 11, 2001 and the beginning of the United States 
“war on terror”, certainly impacted on the Ukrainian dimension of American 
foreign policy. The focus was now on the greater Middle East and the role of 
the entire post-Soviet space diminished noticeably.  

This was where the bilateral relations were when the “Orange Revolu-
tion” occurred. This first Ukrainian Maidan took Washington by surprise. It 
had to take a position, and naturally this position manifested itself in the firm 
support of the democratic movement of Ukraine. The Post-orange period of-
fered opportunities to substantially improve the bilateral relations. In fact, 
president’s G. W. Bush’s administration saw Ukraine as a sort of “poster boy” 
for the successful promotion of democracy. That momentum was soon gone, 
as it became clear that systemic reforms were not taking place and corruption 
remained. This led to the American administration’s gradual disillusionment 
with Ukraine and ultimately to “Ukraine fatigue”. 

Relations between Ukraine and the U.S. were not active on the eve of 
the Euromaidan; however, there was no reason to describe them as nega-
tive, either. After Viktor Yanukovych came to power, Washington watched 
the events in Ukraine rather calmly, without neither satisfaction nor despair. 
Even some of Yanukovych’s moves in favour of Russia – suspending the 
course of NATO integration and extending Russia’s lease of the navy base  in 
Sevastopol until 2042 – were not seen by Washington as a cause for concern. 
On the contrary, then Secretary of State, Hillary Rodham Clinton, even spoke 
positively of such events, emphasizing that Ukraine’s foreign policy had be-
come more “balanced”.1 That fit in well with new format of relations with 
Russia, as part of their “reset”. 

The situation in Ukraine was not seen as a crisis in demand of urgent US 
intervention. The “Ukrainian direction” was delegated to those sub-depart-
ments in the administration, which dealt with monitoring situation in the 
field of human rights. Together with allies in Europe, special attention was 
paid to Yulia Tymoshenko’s case. Washington shared the EU’s position on 
this matter.2

Viktor Yanukovych’s statement concerning his refusal to sign the Associa-
tion Agreement with the EU surprised Washington. Washington was not able 
to accurately predict the possible consequences of Russian pressure on Kyiv, 
considering the planned signing of the association agreement. On the other 
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hand, even if Washington had specific information about Moscow’s pressure 
on Yanukovych to disrupt signing of the agreement, the U.S. probably did not 
have leverage or even the willingness to help Kyiv withstand this pressure 
somehow. Moscow’s offer to Yanukovych, which he essentially accepted, 
consisted of a combination of blackmail and promises of large, immediate 
loan. Washington and Brussels could not propose similar offers to Kyiv, to 
deter Yanukovych’s government from accepting Moscow’s proposition.

The refusal to sign an agreement itself was not have the reason for a shift 
in relations between Kiev and Washington. It was, of course, the Ukrainian 
authorities’ decision to use brutal force against protesters, who were critical 
of the government’s refusal to sign the agreement, which created situation, 
which Washington could not simply ignore. Washington did not have a dis-
tinct long-term program of actions for Ukraine after beginning of the Euro-
maidan; the position of the United States was mostly reactionary, situational, 
that is, it varied depending on the events in Ukraine.

From the point of view of Washington, the new Maidan resembled the pre-
vious one very much. However, there were differences as well. First, it quick-
ly became obvious that this time the regime was prepared to retain power by 
force. Second, unlike in 2004, the events of the end of 2013, it was a question 
of the fate of a legitimately elected president. Washington was not about to 
entertain a notion of a “regime change.” The accent was given, instead, on 
attempting to correct the Ukrainian government’s conduct, mediation, and 
establishing dialogue between the authorities and opposition. The U.S. dip-
lomatic efforts were focused on this, not on promotion of the Euromaidan, as 
Moscow’s propaganda insists.3 

It should be noted that by then, President B. Obama’s administration had al-
most completely abandoned the policy of promoting democracy in the world. 
Demands to support democracy were made occasionally, but there was no 
systematic approach to supporting democratic movements. Instead, the em-
phasis was placed on the promotion of American interests, not values (some-
times rather formally). After some hesitations, the administration agreed to 
support the so-called Arab Spring. Such support offered in Egypt and Libya. 
However, in Iran, Syria, and Bahrain the administration’s position was dif-
ferent.45 B. Obama constantly used the promise of multilateral diplomacy on 
his way to presidency. He promised to act alongside traditional US partners 
in Europe. In this case, Washington was able to act in accordance with these 
promises and to coordinate its position with the position of the leadership 
of the European Union and the leading European powers. The tendency to 
coordinate its actions with European players in Ukraine continued during the 
new phase of the crisis, caused by the beginning of the Russian invasion. 
This, among other things, gave Washington the opportunity to abandon its 
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leadership in resolving the crisis. However, in practice, over the course of the 
long-term crisis in Ukraine, at every moment, it seemed impossible to solve 
the crisis without American participation and leadership.

For nearly three months, the United States sought to calm hotheads among 
the Euromaidan activists down, warning them against revolutionary ways of 
resolving the crisis. Priority was given to a compromise variant of recipro-
cal concessions with a clear division of powers. There were suggestions to 
exclude some of the most odious figures from the government and include 
several representatives of opposition instead. Also, American diplomacy sup-
ported a reformatting of the government and the creation of a provisional, 
technocratic government.6

At the same time, it seems that Yanukovych and his entourage did not re-
ally trust the American mediation. Washington’s critique of his address con-
vinced him that the United States was not neutral, and in fact, apparently, 
would like to eliminate him from power. He certainly did not forget that posi-
tions of the Western countries and institutions, the U.S. among them, did not 
allow him to gain power in 2004. Naturally, this increased Moscow’s influ-
ence him. The channels, which Washington had previously used to reach out 
to Yanukovych, were blocked. 

At this stage it became clear that the danger of escalating the crisis and vio-
lence had increased; Washington’s diplomatic efforts were aimed at achieving 
a certain compromise. The opposition was called on to accept a compromise, 
to alter its expectations, and to stop the radicals (in each statement there was 
an appeal to both sides of the confrontation to refrain from violence). Yanu-
kovych’s government was urged to allow the opposition to take part in the 
distribution of power, to consider the creation of a technical government of 
national unity, to agree on constitutional reform, to consider the possibility of 
holding early elections and, of course, to abandon the escalation of violence. 
Until the last hours of Yanukovych’s tenure in power, the United States ad-
dressed to him as to the president of the state. American officials conducted 
phone talks with Yanukovych and personal meetings. American diplomats 
never expressed wishes or demands for Yanukovych to resign. This radically 
differed from Washington’s position in civilian confrontations in countries 
such as Egypt, Syria, and Libya, when, at some stage, calls were made for 
the resignation of old leaders.Washington supported the Steinmeier – Fabius 
– Sikorski mission. However, at the same time, the opposition leaders did 
speak for all the Euromaidan. The agreement of February 21, 2014 reflected 
the status quo no longer existed. It lost its validity the very next day, when Ya-
nukovych unexpectedly deserted his post and, soon, Ukraine. The U.S. took 
Yanukovych’s flight as fait accompli, as a voluntary and deliberate action.7 
Washington recognized the legitimacy of the new Ukrainian authorities. The 
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Verkhovna Rada was a legitimate body, elected by people of Ukraine. The re-
distribution of power in the parliament took place naturally after the culmina-
tion of the crisis, when supporters of the ex-president turned away from him. 
Moreover, this was not a usurpation of power, since the newly elected leaders 
had the status of only temporary representatives; general elections of the new 
president were held. All this gave the United States reason to recognize the 
new Ukrainian government. 

But the main tests for Ukraine were still ahead. Russia set a course for an-
nexation of Crimea. This is a flagrant violation of all norms of international 
law, namely its basic principles, such as state sovereignty and the territorial 
integrity, not to mention the violation of several bilateral Ukrainian-Russian 
agreements, and it was an extraordinary event. Washington immediately 
and categorically condemned the annexation of Crimea. Thus, the United 
States was gradually drawn into a new round of the crisis, which now had 
risen on a new level and transformed from the Ukrainian crisis into a crisis 
over Ukraine. 

One of the first steps in response to Russian military invasion in Crimea 
was the decision to suspend the Russian Federation’s membership in the so-
called G-8, which returned to traditional G-7 format. That was a joint deci-
sion of the U.S. and other member states, and was a signal for Moscow that its 
actions could result in further international isolation. From our point of view, 
the symbolic diplomatic steps in this direction should continue. 

In early March of 2014, a US financial assistance program was issued in 
the form of loan guarantees worth $ 1 billion.8 Of course, this is about direct 
assistance, but one has to remember about the considerable American contri-
bution to the IMF budget (around 1/5), which, in essence, is the main donor 
to Ukraine at this difficult time. In addition, the United States also contributed 
to attempts, seeking the returning assets to Ukraine, which were illegally si-
phoned out of the country.9 At the same time, one might attempt to study the 
United States policy in the context of the Budapest Memorandum of 1994. 
There are many interpretations of this document. In our view, it was never an 
effective mechanism for protecting Ukraine’s security and it should not be 
considered as such. Of course, the Russian Federation has flagrantly violated 
terms of the Memorandum. As for the United States and Great Britain, they 
promised to hold international consultations and consider the issue at the UN 
in the event of a security threat to the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Ukraine. And all of this has been done. 

In response to so-called “referendum” held in Crimea on March 16, 2014, 
the United States immediately announced sanctions against specific Russian 
individuals, who were involved in undermining the sovereignty and the ter-
ritorial integrity of Ukraine. The executive orders 13660 and 13661 came into 
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force.10 That was a step in right direction, although the blocking of individu-
als’ accounts and restrictions on their right to obtain an American visa could 
hardly be an effective lever of influence on Moscow’s. It looks like the Rus-
sian leaders prepared for such developments in advance and foresaw these 
types of sanctions. 

At the end of March 2014, the United States supplied the Ukrainian mili-
tary with 300 000 ready-to-eat meals from its depot in Europe.11 In fact, that 
was the first example of American direct assistance to Ukraine in the sphere 
of military cooperation. The first important symbolic step was made. Sev-
eral other steps would follow. Meanwhile the situation developed very fast. 
After annexation of Crimea, the Russian Federation directed its aggression 
against Ukraine’s eastern territories. Moscow’s special operation in the Don-
bas was planned, financed, and supplied with personnel from Russia. Experts 
will long discuss the form of Russian interference: was it really the so-called 
“hybrid war”? But it was absolutely clear, that Ukraine found itself vis-à-vis 
Russian aggression. The United States participated in the first meeting dedi-
cated to the crisis over Ukraine in Geneva on April 17, 2014. Although this 
meeting was not successful and drew criticism, American participation was a 
positive step. Unfortunately, after that, Washington refused to participate in 
further attempts to identify ways to solve the crisis over Ukraine in a multi-
lateral format and delegated its powers to its two European allies. We believe 
that was a mistake on the part of Washington decision makers. An American 
diplomatic presence there might have given them a better chance to influence 
Moscow’s position.

Responding to Russia’s aggressive actions in Eastern Ukraine, the United 
States introduced a series of sanctions against the Russian Federation. The 
sanctions were introduced in several stages, according to degree of Russia’s 
involvement in aggression against Ukraine. We believe that the introduction 
of sanctions is a positive instrument to influence Moscow’s action, but, at 
the same time, they are an instrument, whose efficacy is difficult to measure 
and feel. 

In the work of these (or any other) sanctions there are many aspects. First, 
sanctions take time to become really tangible. Therefore, despite the fact that 
we would like to see rapid changes, they rarely lead to such a result. Second, 
often enough sanctions lead to a gradual decrease in the standard of living 
of ordinary citizens, but not of the political elite, which is their main target 
group. Moreover, short-term sanctions can provide justification for the active 
propaganda of an authoritarian state, and it can consolidate the population 
around its leaders in the struggle against outside influence. Third, in order 
to be efficient, sanctions must be all-embracing, general, and not selective, 
which leaves some loopholes for possible violations of the sanctions regime. 
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Fourthly, sanctions strike at those who introduced them. The greater the ob-
ject of sanctions and the wider the economic cooperation with this object, the 
more economic interests of the countries that imposed these sanctions suffer. 
Fifth, sanctions work better against countries with a weak economy. Russia 
cannot be referred to as a country with truly developed economy, although 
it is not a weak one. Moscow now utilizes considerable financial resources 
it accumulated in prior years. This somewhat mitigates the sanctions’ effect. 
So, the sanctions have clearly not led to a change in Moscow’s conduct, al-
though one may speculate as to whether its conduct would be more aggres-
sive without the sanctions being put in place. The sanctions must remain in 
force until Russia ceases its aggression towards Ukraine. The fact is the set 
of instruments available to the West and the United States, which might exert 
influence on the Russian Federation, is very limited. Not many opportunities 
for influence are left available when idea of direct military intervention in the 
conflict on the side of Ukraine is off the table, and only discussion concerning 
the possible supply of weapons to Ukraine continue. 

The American sanctions are in accord with those implemented by the 
European Union. This was a fundamental aspect for the Obama administra-
tion. He did not want “to play the first violin” in this “concert” of sanctions. 
Washington made every effort to keep the consolidation of the transatlantic 
community in this matter intact. The United States had high hopes for a suc-
cessful presidential election in May 2014. The U.S. Agency for International 
Development and the Department of State provided financial assistance to 
support the preparation and holding this election. Successful elections had ex-
ceptional importance for discrediting Moscow’s propaganda message about 
the alleged illegitimacy of new Ukrainian authorities. The early elections of 
the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine that took place in October 2014 can be con-
sidered in the same context. Ukraine’s American partners had high hopes for 
the new members of the Ukrainian parliament, a new ruling coalition, and the 
government it created. This government was expected to carry out far-reach-
ing fundamental reforms and anti-corruption measures. The United States 
continues its efforts to help Ukraine to improve its economic situation, to 
implement reforms, and to protect its sovereignty and the territorial integrity. 

In order to analyse the “Ukrainian direction” of American foreign policy 
(just like any other direction, for that matter), it is necessary, among other 
things, to note the complex nature of decision making in this area. Without 
doubt, all major decisions are made in the White House. This was particularly 
true of Obama’s administration. It may sound trivial, because in any admin-
istration, the decisive word is up to the president, but this administration was 
especially centralized. Another distinguishing feature of the B. Obama Ad-
ministration was its extreme closeness and lack of transparency. From the 
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beginning of his presidency Barak Obama insisted that it is impermissible to 
give away the administration’s “inner workings” and that those who violate 
this rule should be punished. To a certain extent, this feature prevents us from 
knowing more about the discussions on any issues – including about the crisis 
over Ukraine – inside the administration. President Obama was known as a 
very cautious politician, which includes, also (perhaps, especially), his ap-
proach to foreign policy. He did not like fiery rhetoric, dramatic actions, and 
thought before making every decision. The President’s “Ukrainian direction” 
policy raised a level of caution at times. The White House understood the 
importance and its responsibility for the consequences of any action. Every 
step here has implications for Ukraine, Ukraine’s relations with the U.S., US-
Russian relations, and American interests in broader Eurasia. President Oba-
ma was also aware that his policy has always been criticized on various sides. 
Unfortunately, the politicization effect is taking its toll, so that even success-
ful steps in the foreign policy of an administration are often criticized. So, 
over time, the president and his inner circle have learned to reject criticism, 
even constructive, as politically biased. It often made them isolated from op-
posite points of view or conflicting views. 

From our point of view, there was a certain lack of personal and public 
engagement on the part of president Obama in discussing the crisis around 
Ukraine. With the unprecedented and protracted crisis around Ukraine, the 
president did not often speak about it. Most often, he let his subordinates to do 
this. One can say that this position could have bad consequences: it is known 
that any direct intervention of the president has more weight than the action of 
any other representative of the administration; a statement or telephone conver-
sation of the President draws more attention (and probably has more influence) 
than a statement by, let us say, J. Biden or J. Kerry (with all due respect).

During the administration of Obama, the role of the National Security 
Council was strengthened. James Jones (for 1.5 years) and most certainly 
Tom Donilon (2.5 years) raised the importance of the NSC. Ever since the 
NSC appeared under the helm of Susan Rice, a known confidant, a person 
from the president’s “inner circle” (and very small circle it is), the role of the 
NCS has grown even more. Since she took this position in July 2013, the cri-
sis over Ukraine has happened was under the supervision of this very adviser 
to the president of national security. The question of how strong the NSC’s 
influence on the president was remains open (historians will eventually give 
an answer). The president determines the policy and priorities, recommends 
a certain course of action, and this is natural. The NSC could play different 
roles – just to precisely implement the president’s policy, to try and correct 
something, or to use its influence on the President to change his attitude. It 
certainly appears that former was the case under Obama. 
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Of course, The Department of State is responsible for foreign policy. John 
Kerry has done a very careful job in this post (the final evaluation will be 
done over time). He has been a part of the attempts to resolve the crisis over 
Ukraine and provide it with needful help. However, a question arises, whether 
this particular secretary of state had enough time for this matter. The secretary 
of state is a person, who is responsible for numerous problems and areas. 
There is no doubt that the Middle Eastern problems took far more of Mr. 
Kerry’s time than the crisis over Ukraine. Some might view this as a wrong 
signal when it comes to measuring Washington’s attention to this matter. 
However, the delegation of specific matters within the State Department to 
particular divisions and individuals seems to be absolutely natural. During the 
crisis around Ukraine, Victoria Nuland, US Assistant Secretary of State for 
European and Eurasian Affairs, was personally in charge of the “Ukrainian 
direction” of US policy. Thanks to the consistent and principled position of 
Nuland since the Euromaidan, and her active involvement with the situation 
in and around Ukraine, one can safely say that there was probably no other 
person in the history of relations with any post-Soviet country that caused  the 
same strong emotions - from complete condemnation and demonization to 
extraordinary popularity, almost heroization. V. Nuland received the reputa-
tion of a rigid official, someone who could, if necessary, make an unpleasant 
or difficult decision. She clearly and unequivocally expressed her position.12	
While Nuland took the part of, let us say, “executive manager”, and was re-
sponsible for the difficult routine work, the ideological design of the Ameri-
can approach towards Russian aggression on Ukraine was best represented 
by another notable representative of this administration – Samantha Power, 
the United States Ambassador to the United Nations. Power won recognition 
over the years with her continuous emphasis on the protection of the norms of 
international law and of human rights, and her harsh criticism of authoritarian 
regimes. Therefore, for Powers, Russia’s actions were a direct challenge to all 
the norms and values, which she cared about so much. For years, the United 
States Department of Defence had good relations with the Ukrainian military. 
During the ongoing conflict, the Pentagon provided considerable assistance 
to the Ukrainian military, including some direct trainings for the military and 
the National Guard of Ukraine. One crucial issue, which has been under dis-
cussion for some time already, is that of the possible supply of American 
lethal weapons to Ukraine. Ashton Carter, a former defence minister, made it 
clear that he was personally inclined to support this idea, and that at least he 
is ready to consider it.13 General Martin Dempsey, who was Chairman of the 
JCS in 2011 – 2015, expressed the same opinion.14 His successor, and current 
Chairman of the NES, General Joseph Dunford deemed this idea reasona-
ble.15 General Philip Breedlove, Supreme Allied Commander in Europe from 
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2013 until May of 201616, as well as the current Commander, Curtis Scap-
arotti,17 and General Ben Hodges, commanding general of  the United States 
Army in Europe have also expressed their support of this idea.18 However, it 
should be noted, that they were not 100 per cent positive that such step would 
definitely help Ukraine and would not bring, on the contrary, an escalation of 
the conflict and expansion of Russian aggression. It was precisely this lack 
of certainty as to the possible outcomes of such arms deliveries, as well as 
the setting of limits on what the United States could do to help Ukraine (not 
to mention the reluctance to be involved in an indirect war with Russia in 
Ukraine), that prompted B. Obama to take a decision against the delivery of 
lethal weapons to Ukraine. 

 Finally, we cannot ignore the active involvement of the American leg-
islature in discussing and implementing US policy towards Ukraine, which 
has been very noticeable since the onset of the crisis around Ukraine. For-
eign policy, of course, falls within the competence of the executive. However, 
Congress always has its word. Relations between the branches of power re-
garding this matter are not simple and they often compete for the prerogatives 
in this sphere. Certainly, one of the most important instruments Congress has 
is the power of the purse, an instrument for financing the administration’s ac-
tions. However, bipartisan support of Ukraine in both chambers of Congress 
was visible. One example of Congress’ bipartisan support for Ukraine was 
the Russian Aggression Prevention Act, adopted in July of 2014 (S.2277). 
Also worthy of note is the Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014, proposed 
in March 2014(S. 2828, H.R. 5859). Although, in essence, the Congress has a 
fairly limited influence to force the president to comply with these laws, even 
after he has signed them. The prerogative of foreign policy remains the head 
of the executive branch. Among American experts there are ongoing discus-
sions about the crisis around Ukraine. This topic could be the subject of a 
separate monograph. The vast majority of American scholars were concerned 
about Russian aggression against Ukraine and felt indignant at violation of in-
ternational law norms, sovereignty and integrity of our country. They treated 
Ukraine, which faced such substantial challenge, with sympathy and support. 
Scholars might have different opinions about what motivated the actions of 
Russian leadership, but they agree in their critical attitude towards these ac-
tions. They discuss possible forms of assistance to our country and how far 
the U.S. should go in its support of Ukraine. 

However, there are certain exceptions. As it is well known by now, V. Putin 
is mostly supported in the West by two types of political forces – the ultra-
right   the far left. In the United States the far right has limited political influ-
ence (at least on foreign policy and D. Trump’s arrival to the White House). 
Here, the situation differs from many European countries where there are 
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more influential parties, like Putin’s great friends, the French Front National 
or the Hungarian Jobbik. 

Many of the right-wing activists in the United States focus their attention 
exclusively on domestic affairs. Their foreign policy is traditionally directed 
at support for Israel (with the exception of most virulent extreme right fringe, 
which is anti-Semitic), and, since 2001, challenging Islamic fundamentalism. 
Some American traditional conservatives still distrust Russia since the Cold 
War, which, certainly, makes it impossible for these political forces to support 
Moscow’s actions. 

Some American right-wing representatives (in particular the religious, so-
cial right-wingers) try to co-operate with their Russian counterparts on the 
basis of common views, like racism, xenophobia, anti-immigration hysteria, 
neglect of human rights, homophobia, etc. The activities of the World Con-
gress of Families come to attention in this regard, including their efforts to 
whitewash Putin’s policies.19 

The influence of libertarian ideology is more visible. Traditionally its sup-
porters are closer to the Republicans, though this ideology is, in fact, a non-
partisan one. The libertarians have both more moderate and radical wings. 
The moderates (The Cato Institute can serve as an example) are known for 
their criticism of the United States excessive intervention in international af-
fairs, conflicts, and other countries’ internal affairs, at least from their point 
of view, In the case of crisis over Ukraine, some of them also see Washington 
taking sides and helping one of the conflicting parties as excessive. Some 
radical libertarians (like the Ron Paul Institute) actually turned into an instru-
ment of Russian propaganda. They blame the United States for the crisis, 
allegedly supporting Euromaidan, and promoting a coup against ex-President 
Yanukovych. They also criticise EU and NATO for pushing Russia to defend 
its sphere of influence.20 This ideology definitely has its niche in the U.S., 
which is perhaps growing, but at present, it is far from being truly influential. 

The American far left actually continues the Cold War traditions of anti-
Americanism and anti-imperialism. They still find their own country guilty of 
beginning and unwinding international conflicts. They accept Putin’s propa-
ganda at face value. Distrust of their own country, government, way of life, 
and political and economic model automatically leads to their support of 
those who challenge these. They do not want to notice Russian imperialism, 
exploitation of the Russian population and natural resources for the benefit 
of the oligarchy, blatant violations of human rights, Moscow’s attempts to 
dominate over other nations of the former USSR, racism, and the boundless 
chauvinism Russia’s ideology towards Ukraine. Here you have an eclectic 
group, which includes radical left liberals, Trotskyists, Stalinists, Maoists and 
others. A separate role is played by a small group of authors, with Stephen F. 
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Cohen, professor at Princeton and New York Universities (often pitched by 
the “Nation” magazine) as its most prominent figure.21 Prejudices, mistrust in 
their own country and, conversely, the justification of Moscow’s policy are 
characteristic of them. Also, this is often coupled with the lack of any real 
expertise on what actually happens in and around Ukraine. The influence of 
this group at practical policy of Washington is minor. 

Finally, some experts do their own analysis of this issue from the point of 
view of certain variety of classical political realism. They insist that Ukraine 
stays in the sphere of Russian influence and therefore, accordingly, there is 
no need to try to change this natural state of affairs. They mainly focus their 
attention on necessity to assist Ukraine in the financial sphere and in conduct-
ing of reforms to the extent that the West can. As for security and geopolitics, 
according to their position, Ukraine should not be encouraged to participate 
in the European and Euro-Atlantic integration processes. They see a future of 
Ukraine as a permanently neutral state, one that should undergo a “Finlandi-
zation” transformation. In their attitudes, these authors vary from “reconcili-
ation” to the “pacification” of Moscow. This group is somewhat influential. 
At present it cannot be called a dominant one, although its voice is getting 
louder. The discussion about the crisis over Ukraine and the role of the United 
States in this context continues.22 23 24

The situation in and around Ukraine was mentioned during the 2016 US 
presidential election. It has not become the central item on the agenda for the 
campaigners, but contenders were often asked to express their views on the 
subject. The Democratic Nominee H. Rodham Clinton has made her position 
on the subject pretty clear. She is a consistent critic of Putin’s actions vis-à-
vis Ukraine and a proponent of strong American support for Ukraine. In sub-
stance there is not too much difference in how President Obama and Clinton 
see the crisis over Ukraine. She was more prone to vocal denouncements of V. 
Putin, for instance, being one of the first politicians of her calibre to compare 
him to “Hitler.”  But, again, Obama was acting president, and she only used 
this rhetoric within the framework of her election campaign.  

So, we hoped that, in the event of Clinton’s victory in the presidential 
election, her policy would be a natural extension of the Obama administra-
tion’s policy. There might have been some shifts in details, but no major 
changes. She might have come up with some new initiatives, but not on a 
scale that would be in position to dramatically alter Moscow’s course of ac-
tion. Ukraine’s best hope would have been for Clinton to sustain pressure on 
Russia at its previous level, not to substantially elevate that pressure. At the 
same time, there was a reason to believe that she was not going to entertain an 
easing of that pressure until Russia complied with the demands of the interna-
tional community and stopped its aggression towards Ukraine. 
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On the American side, there are several options for dealing with the crisis 
around Ukraine: as a direct threat to US interests, as an indirect threat to US 
interests, or as a complete absence of a threat to US interests. Republican 
candidate, and ultimately the winner of the race, D. Trump fluctuated between 
the second and third options during his campaign. Moreover, when it came 
to issues like what Washington should do, his response in many cases was as 
follows: “Nothing, this is not our problem.” He repeated that Ukraine is in 
Europe, and, therefore; Europeans should deal with this issue by themselves. 
When it came to his view of Putin, Trump stopped short of admiring Russia’s 
strong leader and promised that he would be able to get along with him just 
fine. Here, like with any other question, he did not provide any explanation of 
what this “getting along with fine” meant, and what the expense of achieving 
this outcome would be. Moreover, Trump appeared to justify the behaviour 
of Russia towards Ukraine and to consider lifting American sanctions, in ad-
dition to recognizing Crimea as a part of Russian Federation. 

After the inauguration, Trump showed more caution and restraint in his 
comments on Ukraine (if compared with his speeches during the presidential 
campaign). Some prominent members of his administration, including Sec-
retary of State R. Tillerson, Secretary of Defence J. Mattis, National Security 
Advisor H. R. McMaster, U.S. Representative to the U.N. N. Haley, and oth-
ers have spoken clearly on the subject. They have expressed concern about 
Russian aggression towards Ukraine, noted that Russia could be perceived as 
a threat to the U.S., and indicated no intention of changing Washington’s posi-
tion on this issue, with regard to existing sanctions or American support for 
Ukrainian territorial integrity. The President himself avoided demonstrating 
his position on this issue and offered no concrete commitments. The views of 
his most close and trusted advisors in the White House, such as S. Bannon and 
S. Miller, on this specific subject are not clearly known. At the time of writing 
this section, it was not entirely clear whether the president remained interested 
in normalizing relations with Russia, and how this could affect his relations 
with Ukraine. 

Conclusions. The agenda for U.S. – Ukraine relations has never been so 
intense. This is true for almost all possible spheres of bilateral relations – from 
military and strategic, to political, economic, and informational. We observe 
an unprecedentedly high level of attention towards the crisis over Ukraine in 
the U.S. (from the government structures to mass media and the public). Yet 
the “Ukrainian dimension” has not become a top priority for the American 
foreign policy. The Greater Middle East, the challenge of Islamic fundamen-
talism, and the rise of China – all occupy the highest positions in America’s 
list of priorities, in comparison with “Ukrainian direction.” Nevertheless, it is 
really impressive, how noticeable this direction has become today. 
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The number of US statements about the situation inside and around Ukraine 
since the end of 2013 far exceeds the number of these statements over more 
than twenty years of bilateral relations. Certainly, statements cannot replace 
policies, but they also matter. They shape attitudes towards Ukraine and its 
future in American public opinion. Several important bills on Ukraine, specif-
ically those, which were passed in 2014, were rather important. They define a 
high level of engagement of the United States in attempts to help Ukraine and 
solve the problems that our country faces now.

Ukraine needs comprehensive American support more than ever before. 
This support, certainly, has been practical and timely in the past, for example, 
when overcoming the disastrous consequences of Chernobyl, carrying out 
privatization, and so on. But American support has never been so crucial. 
Today Ukraine faces many existential challenges, but America’s position and 
Washington’s support help Ukraine to deal with all of them. The current situ-
ation is an unprecedented test of endurance for the bilateral strategic part-
nership. Debates over the crisis around Ukraine are continuing. At present, 
the approach, which was personally endorsed by President Obama remains 
largely unchanged. This approach declares strategic support for Ukraine, al-
though it is mainly of political, economic and diplomatic nature. Within the 
framework of economic assistance, Washington makes a significant financial 
contribution to the budget of international financial institutions, which are 
in fact, the main donors of Ukraine. Fears about widespread support in the 
military sector prevail. Such fears are based on the assumption that more sub-
stantial U.S. military aid will escalate Russian aggression and the conflict in 
the territory of Ukraine. From our point of view, such an opinion is probably 
wrong, since present experience shows that new waves of escalation and acts 
of provocation are caused by the lack of hard response to the aggressive ac-
tions of Moscow in Ukraine. In addition, there is no doubt that American’s are 
tired of military intervention abroad, and prone to rejection of the possibility - 
even distant and hypothetical - of sending new contingents of American mili-
tary forces thousands of kilometres away from their country. For Americans 
today, the possibility of a military presence abroad is too delicate and painful. 

However, separate executive bodies called for a stronger reaction to Rus-
sia’s aggressive actions. The American military’s perception that modern 
Russia is a major threat to American interests attracts attention. It is transmit-
ted in calls for the activation of military and strategic actions, both within 
NATO, and unilaterally. Several major representatives of the military estab-
lishment, including US Armed Forces leaders, endorse the idea of providing 
lethal weapons to Ukraine, although, at the same time, they emphasize that 
there can be no absolute guarantees that such a step will be effective. It will 
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be interesting to see how the American military’s position will coincide with 
the somewhat different position of civil leaders in the near future. 

One can clearly note the emergence of the so-called “realist paradigm” 
in some American experts’ opinions about the situation around Ukraine. Ad-
herents of this approach believe that the crisis over Ukraine does not directly 
infringe on the interests of the United States, and that Washington’s influence 
on the situation is rather limited. They propose supporting Russia’s ambitions 
in certain “special interest” areas and “spheres of influence”, which should 
also include Ukraine. This leads to calls to restrict the sovereignty of Ukraine, 
turning it into a neutral state but implementing the so-called “Finlandiza-
tion” of our country. Moreover, arguments are heard in favour of the Russian 
Federation’s alleged importance as a partner for the United States in the solu-
tion to various global problems. Although, in our opinion, Moscow sees its 
strategic interest in undermining American interests around the world. In this 
context, one could mention the policy of “resetting”, which ended in an utter 
and complete failure.

The previous and current administrations did not and do not want to cross 
certain lines in their relations with Moscow. This can be explained by their 
unwillingness to start a new Cold War. In practice, this means that Russia has 
already started taking Cold War like actions; whereas, Washington avoids 
proper counteractions, being satisfied by half-measures instead. President 
Obama claimed that sanctions against Russia are effective, although, they 
have not resulted in visible changes in Moscow’s conduct. The introduction 
of new sanctions seems unlikely. With some degree of confidence, it can be 
argued that there are few reasons to expect any essential changes in the White 
House’s approach. 

The United States’ support is critically important. However, it will not 
result in the liberation of the Donbas, the return of Crimea, or the execution 
of necessary reforms. American support helps our country withstand the tre-
mendous pressure which it currently feels. But, Ukrainians should make the 
main contributions to solving the problems they currently face. In addition, it 
is important that our American partners see Ukrainian society come together 
to solve these problems, as proof that its declarations of a new direction in the 
development of the Ukrainian state, economy, and society are serious. Before 
asking Washington for support, we must clearly determine our priorities, set a 
strategy for our country’s development, and keep moving in a right direction. 
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CHAPTER 8

CHINESE – UKRAINEAN RELATIONS

Mikhail Pokas

Relations between Ukraine and the People’s Republic of China (PRC) 
from the beginning of their establishment have been an example of mutual 
relations of subjects with fundamentally different “weights” on the interna-
tional arena. Moreover, their personal interest in each other was also com-
pletely uneven; these interests lay in different directions.

For Ukraine, interest in China is mainly in the trade and economic sphere. 
For Ukraine, the personal interest in China is mainly in a commercial and 
economic area. Kyiv considered the People’s Republic of China as a market 
for the export of Ukrainian commodities and substantial resource for entering 
the country of freely convertible currency. At the same time, the geographical 
remoteness of China and substantial distinctions on cultural and mental levels 
also led to the fact that in the list of Ukrainian political priorities China is far 
from the first place.

Thus, in the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine Resolution, “On Basic Directions 
of Foreign Policy of Ukraine” (1993), in the list of priorities of bilateral rela-
tions, the PRC is included in the fourth group under the account and mentioned 
after Japan, along with India and Egypt.1 In the Law of Ukraine “About fun-
damentals of domestic and foreign policy” (2010) China and Pacific region as 
a whole are not mentioned at all.2

At the same time, in the above-mentioned document, European integration 
is clearly indicated as the main priority of Ukrainian foreign policy, which is 
why the thesis, pposted web-site of the Ukrainian Embassy in the PRC, con-
cerning the strategic nature of relations between Ukraine and China is puz-
zling.3 However, this contradiction perfectly reflects one of the key features of 
modern Ukrainian foreign policy - the constant uncertainty with its priorities.

Concerning of the PRC, Beijing’s personal interest in relations lies in a 
military-technical sphere. After the dissolution of the USSR, numerous de-
velopments of the Soviet military-industrial complex appeared at the disposal 
of Ukraine in virtually the entire range of means for an armed struggle: from 
the construction of aircraft carriers to the creation of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. China, at the cusp twentieth and twenty-first centuries, had the op-
portunity to convert its growing economic power into military power, the pos-
sibility of acquiring several technologies option was difficult to overestimate.

Beijing was interested in up to 30 areas of collaboration in this military-
technical sphere, including aircraft carriers, large transport aircrafts, super-
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sonic training jet planes, tanks, the “air-to-air” and “air-to- ground” missiles. 
For 25 years, thousands of specialists have been involved in the Chinese state 
and private industry and more than 2000 the military and dual-use technologi-
cal projects have been implemented.

Without cooperation with Ukraine, it would have been difficult to put in 
operation the aircraft-carrier “Liaoning” (ex-”Variag”), to succeed in the de-
velopment of new warships, tanks, airplanes, and especially aero-engines. 
The “Liaoning” is equipped with the Ukrainian UGT – 25000 or DN/DA-80 
gas turbines. According to a Chinese Defence Review in the 1990s, China 
received these turbines without the technologies. In the twenty first century, 
during the economic crisis, Ukraine finally agreed to transfer all technologies 
related to these turbo-shaft engines.4

At the same time, trade and economic relations and investment activity 
obviously were not priorities for China, since the Ukrainian market is not 
large enough, and its significant bureaucratization and high level of corrup-
tion prevented its investment in the Ukrainian economy.

When addressing the strategic culture of the PRC, it is necessary to men-
tion, that it has a significant “pressure point” – the Taiwan question. The doc-
trine of “One China” is implemented as consistently as possible, Beijing does 
not make exceptions for anyone; therefore, the states counting on partnership 
with the PRC should strictly distance themselves from any official contacts 
with Taipei under the threat of the sharp deterioration of relationships with 
Beijing. Unfortunately, Ukrainian diplomacy only learned this position after 
two very painful lessons.

It should be noted that from the very first days of Ukraine’s independence, 
its relations with China developed quite dynamically. Beijing was the first in 
its region to recognize Ukraine as an independent state on December 27, 1991. 
On January 4, 1992, diplomatic relations were established between the two 
countries. Already in the autumn of 1992, the first President of Ukraine, Leonid 
Kravchuk, arrived in Beijing on an official visit. A year later, in September 
1994, President of the PRC Jiang Zemin came to Kyiv for the first time on a 
state visit. In the same year, the PRC declared the provision of security guar-
antees to Ukraine together with other nuclear states of the world. In December 
1995, the new President of Ukraine, Leonid Kuchma, travelled to the Middle 
Kingdom on the first state visit. In addition to many economic agreements, an 
important agreement was signed between the defence ministers of the PRC and 
Ukraine on military-technical cooperation in 1995, and the Memorandum on 
deepening cooperation between the Ministry of State Security (MSS) of China 
and the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Ukraine in 1996.

However, Ukraine then made a big mistake, which significantly compli-
cated bilateral relations. In August of 1996, vice-president and prime minister 
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of Taiwan, Lien Chan, arrived in Kyiv on a private visit. His visit was widely 
covered by the press of the Republic of China with special emphasis on the 
fact that Ukraine could become a “gateway to Europe” for Taiwan.

Beijing’s reaction was swift, extremely painful, and consistent. Firstly, 
the Chinese representatives ignored invitations to the reception relating to 
Ukrainian Independence Day in the Ukrainian embassies in virtually all 
countries where they exist. Then there was the cancellation of the visit of 
the large Chinese government delegation, the cancellation of the Ukrainian 
military delegation to China, and the agreement on a military cooperation was 
not signed as well. The Cooling of China’s attitude towards Ukraine was a 
phenomenal, but quiet, without excessive noise in the media.5

In fact, in 1997-1999 political relations between the PRC and Ukraine 
were “halted to a standstill” especially regarding visits of high-level officials. 
Only in 2000, apparently after deciding that Ukraine got a sufficient lesson, 
Beijing reactivated bilateral relations, and the Chairman of the Permanent 
Committee in the National People’s Congress (NPC), former Premier of the 
State Council Li Peng, visited Kyiv. His visit, as representative of the legisla-
tive branch of China, can be assessed as preparatory to a state visit in 2001 of 
PRC’s President Jiang Zemin.

Because of negotiations between the leaders of the two countries, a decla-
ration was signed in which the parties once again confirmed, that there were 
no political contradictions between them and they were ready to develop an 
active cooperation in the future. At the beginning of the next year, Foreign 
Minister Anatoliy Zlenko flew to the Middle Kingdom on a return visit which 
turned out to be very symbolic – the parties noted the success and achieve-
ments of the decade of establishing diplomatic relations.

“At this stage and in the current geopolitical situation, Ukraine needs a 
partner, which values friendship, respects its independence and territorial in-
tegrity, and does not interfere in its internal affairs”, - the Ukrainian Foreign 
Minister summarized the main message of the visit.

A month later the Speaker of Verkhovna Rada, Ivan Plusch, flew to Beijing 
on a friendly visit. The Ukrainian parliamentary delegation was invited to 
China by the Chairman of NPC Permanent Committee Li Peng. The pur-
pose of the visit was designated as studying the experience of the PRC in 
the sphere of coordination and regulation of interaction between executive 
and legislative authorities. According to him, Plusch was also interested in 
the forms and methods of work in the creation, realization, and compliance 
of decisions of the supreme legislative body of China, especially in the field 
of “spectacular economic reforms”. While Plusch met with his colleague, the 
business delegation took part in a Ukrainian-Chinese business-seminar under 
the aegis of the Chinese Committee for the Promotion of International Trade.
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Wide prospects for the development of Ukrainian-Chinese relations were 
set the very next day during a meeting between Ivan Plusch and Jiang Zemin. 
The President of the PRC very warmly recalled his last visit to Ukraine and 
noted that “a new direction in the development of bilateral relations should be 
the expansion of ties of mutual friendship and cooperation that are character-
ized by long-term stability and high level of trust”.

In November 2002, the PRC began the process of transferring the supreme 
authority from Jiang Zemin to Hu Jintao. It was at this moment, from November 
17 to20, that Leonid Kuchma paid an official visit, becoming the first foreign 
leader who paid a state visit to China after the change of the country’s top lead-
ership. Also, the Ukrainian president was one of the first to personally welcome 
Hu Jintao after his election as a secretary general of the CPC.

Leonid Kuchma met with all the first persons and commended the deci-
sion of the Party Congress, noting that in China everything that was planned 
would be fulfilled. Jiang Zemin assured that China would understand and 
respect the decisions of Ukraine on internal and external issues, considering 
the situation in the country, and would provide all possible assistance.

In the Joint Declaration signed by the two presidents, the position of the 
PRC on the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine was fixed, adher-
ence to earlier obligations to provide it with security guarantees. Beijing also 
promised Kyiv all possible support on its path to the WTO, which it became 
a member of in December 2001.

At the same time, Leonid Kuchma also spoke about the Taiwan question, 
which Ukraine previously tried not to comment on. The president stated that 
Ukraine unambiguously supported China in resolving the Taiwan question 
and completing the country’s full unification based on the principles of one 
China, “One country - two systems”. As a result of the talks in Beijing, four 
documents were signed: the above-mentioned Joint declaration, the agree-
ment of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine and the Government of China 
on collaboration in the field of intellectual property protection, the protocol 
between the Ministry of Industrial Policy and the Commission for Defence 
Science, Technology and Defence Industry of the PRC in the field of aircraft 
construction, as well as exchange letters on the provision of assistance to the 
Government of Ukraine from the Government of China.

Six months later, in April of 2003, Leonid Kuchma visited China and 
Hong Kong again on a state visit. It seemed that the Ukrainian-Chinese 
relations had a thawed. The development of the Draft Agreement on the 
Principles of Relations and Strategic Cooperation between Ukraine and the 
PRC in the 21st century was active; it would last for 25 years. The docu-
ment, fully agreed upon by the Ukrainian side, had already been transferred 
to Beijing. In the course of political consultations held in Beijing by First 
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Deputy Foreign Minister Volodymyr Yelchenko and his Chinese counter-
part Lee Hui, the parties identified an approximate schedule for mutual vis-
its over the next year: in the first half of 2004, a visit to China was scheduled 
by Volodymyr Lytvyn, the Speaker of the Verkhovna Rada, also Kyiv of-
fered to organize a visit of the Prime-Minister Viktor Yanukovych. The new 
President of the PRC, Hu Jintao, intended to pay a return visit to Ukraine. 
Unfortunately, this thaw was short-lived, and in 2004 the Ukrainian-Chinese 
relations fell into a slump again.

China perceived the events of Orange Revolution very ambiguously. 
President of the PRC, Hu Jintao, congratulated Viktor Yanukovych on his vic-
tory even before the results of the elections were announced or the third round 
of elections was planned. Chinese analysts compared the events in Kyiv in 
2004 to the events in Tiananmen Square in 1989, but with the opposite sign. It 
was not a coincidence that the reduction of contacts between Beijing and top 
officials of Ukraine began. For example, the previously agreed visit to Beijing 
of Ukrainian Defence Minister Anatoliy Grytsenko was cancelled just three 
days before the scheduled date.

In addition, Kyiv again resorted to a very unfriendly, in Beijing’s view, 
foreign policy step by issuing a visa in 2005 to Taiwan’s representative Huang 
Zhifang, who arrived in Ukraine to attend the International Crisis Group 
meeting. China’s rigid response was rapid: China immediately abolished the 
meeting of the commission on trade and economic cooperation scheduled for 
early 2006. 

The further actions of the Chinese side were quite consistent - the dialogue 
at the level of heads of the states between Ukraine and China was curtailed 
until 2010. During the same period, there were no visits of the heads of for-
eign affairs agencies of Ukraine and the PRC, and the meeting of ministers 
took place only once – during the 60th session of the UN General Assembly 
in September 2005.

With regard to contacts at the level of heads of legislative bodies of two 
countries, the Ukrainian side, in fact, showed disrespect to the PRC. The 
speaker of the Ukrainian parliament, Oleksandr Moroz, visited China in 2007, 
but at the time of his visit, Viktor Yushchenko dissolved the parliament, thus, 
in essence, depriving the head of the delegation of any official authority, re-
spectively, the visit was disrupted. From the official point of view of Beijing, 
this step demonstrated Yushchenko’s team’s attitude of towards Ukrainian-
Chinese relations; therefore, Yushchenko did not visit China himself.

Instead, in 2009, the dialogue took place between third-party political fig-
ures, three members of the Politburo of the CPC Central Committee: the first 
deputy chairman of the CPPCC Wang Gang; the secretary of the Shanghai 
City Committee of the CPC Yu Zhengsheng, and the vice-prime of the state 
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Council Zhang Dejiang. There were two visits from Ukraine to China - in 
August 2008, the Vice Prime Minister of Ukraine, I. Vasiunyk, arrived in 
China on a working visit, to take part in the official events on the occasion of 
the opening of the XXIX Olympic Games, and in September of 2009 the Vice 
Premier of Ukraine, Grygoriy Nemyria, was in China on a working visit to 
participate in the Summer Davos Summit.

At the same time, political problems did not hinder military-technical co-
operation between Ukraine and China. During the period of 1992-2008, ac-
cording the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), China 
was second place, after Pakistan, among importers of Ukrainian arms (624 
million dollars). Since 2009, China has become Ukraine’s number one part-
ner, but not for long.6

The intensification of Ukrainian-Chinese relations has only been tak-
ing place since 2010, with the assent of a new president in Kyiv - Viktor 
Yanukovych. In April of 2010, he met with the President of the PRC, Hu 
Jintao, in Washington at the Nuclear Security Summit. The heads of state 
agreed to bring the Ukrainian-Chinese relations to a qualitatively new level 
and to imbue them with strategic meaning. Among the areas of further coop-
eration were: the intensification of mutual visits at the high-level and of prac-
tical cooperation on the principle of “mutual benefit” and “win-win”, deepen-
ing cooperation on pressing international issues, the expansion of cooperation 
in the field of science and technology, and so on.

In May of 2010, the Foreign Minister of the PRC, Yang Jiechi, arrived in 
Ukraine. He met with his Ukrainian counterpart, Kostiantyn Gryshenko, with 
President Viktor Yanukovych, Speaker of the Parliament Volodymyr Lytvyn, 
and Prime Minister Mykola Azarov. In June of 2010 consultations were held in 
Beijing between directors of the relevant departments of the Foreign Ministry 
on security guarantees, during which a draft of the agreement on guarantees for 
Ukraine, which sought to provide it with enhanced security guarantees, was 
transferred to the Chinese side for consideration. Beijing confirmed its position, 
that under no circumstances would use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
states, and that this position extended to Ukraine as well.

Apparently, during the above mentioned meetings, some arrangements 
were reached with the Chinese side, since on June 2, 2010 Viktor Yanukovych, 
delivering a message to the Verkhovna Rada, outlined a foreign policy strat-
egy in which China was given a special place. “China is interesting for us, and 
we have something for to offer China”, he said.

Soon thereafter, on September from 5-9, 2010, Yanukovych visited China 
on a state visit. Because of the visit, the Road map for Ukrainian-Chinese 
cooperation for 2010-2012, as well as 13 other documents, were signed,. It 
should be noted that this visit had a very solid economic justification, which 
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was not typical for previous summits. Thus, contracts worth $ 4.5 billion 
were signed, among which there were two investment projects: “Air express” 
and the steam and gas power station in Shchelkyno. The Chinese side called 
Yanukovych’s visit epochal.

In of June 2011, the President of the PRC, Hu Jintao, came to Ukraine on a 
return visit. As a result of the visit, the Joint Declaration on the Establishment 
and Development of Strategic Partnership Relations was signed, and a num-
ber of contracts worth 3.5 billion dollars were signed. “China is the main 
partner of Ukraine in the Asia-Pacific region”, Yanukovych said. According 
to him, a lot of time and opportunities were lost in previous years. “Ukraine 
and China cannot lose time in the matters of establishing cooperation”, he as-
sured. In general, the two sides announced the beginning of the development 
of a strategic partnership. 

Declarations and signed documents directly influenced the trade turnover 
between two countries. It should be noted that at the beginning of 2010, at 
the start of the “post-Orange” stage of trade, the volume of trade between 
Kyiv and Beijing was 6 billion dollars and subsequently grew by 44%, to 7.7 
billion dollars by the end of the year. By the end of 2011, the trade turnover 
exceeded the mark of 10 billion dollars.7 

In December of 2013, Viktor Yanukovych again visited the PRC, this time 
on a state visit. One of the main reasons for this was the change of the Chinese 
leadership; in2012 the reins of China shifted from Hu Jintao to Xi Jinping.

During this visit, the Treaty on Friendship and Cooperation between 
Ukraine and China was signed. The treaty was a key political document and 
reflected the basic principles of the development of the Ukrainian-Chinese 
strategic partnership and cooperation both bilaterally and within the frame-
work of multilateral mechanisms, and it also contained a list of priority areas 
for the development of practical cooperation.

The Heads of State also signed the Joint Declaration of Ukraine and the 
People’s Republic of China, further deepening the relations of strategic part-
nership. The declaration reflected the basic agreements reached by the parties 
on further development of cooperation. In particular, it concerned the devel-
opment of relations and strategic partnership between Ukraine and China, 
the intensification of interstate political dialogue at the highest levels, and 
the confirmation of the positions of the two countries on the most pressing 
issues of international life. In addition, the document recorded the fact that 
the two heads of state approved the Program for the Development of Strategic 
Partnership Relations between Ukraine and the People’s Republic of China 
for 2014-2018.

At the same time, the visit also had a significant economic component. 
Viktor Yanukovych, summarizing the results of the visit, stated that the signed 
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documents could provide Ukraine with 8 billion dollars of investments from 
China. In 2014, Ukraine expected to triple the volume of bilateral trade. By 
2023, Kyiv and Beijing intended to increase the volume of trade in goods and 
services to 100 billion dollars, for which it was planned to optimize and bal-
ance the structure of trade. 8

However, even then it was clear that the implementation of previously 
signed documents stalled. Thus, in 2011 the Chinese Ambassador to Ukraine, 
Zhang Xiun, reported that investment projects were progressing poorly, and 
one of their significant constraints was high level of corruption and bureau-
cratic red tape from the Ukrainian side. However, the ambassador noted, “if 
the Chinese come to Ukraine, they should adapt to Ukrainian conditions”.9

Military-technical cooperation also developed actively. In general, Ukraine 
sold about 30 military technologies to the PRC, among which were develop-
ments for the design of military transport aircraft, technologies used in the 
engines of aircraft carriers, and large ships and tank engines. 

It should be noted that in 2013 the Chinese-Ukrainian trade turnover, ac-
cording to the statistics of the customs service of China, grew by 7.1% and 
amounted to 11.11 billion dollars. At the same time, the import of Chinese 
goods increased by 7.3% to 3.27 billion dollars; export increased by 7.1% 
to 7.84 billion dollars.10 Thus, in 2013 the prospects of Ukrainian-Chinese 
relations looked quite bright, giving grounds for optimism. Unfortunately, in 
2014 the situation changed dramatically.

Beijing’s line of conduct regarding the crisis in Ukraine was shaped by 
both the “Ukrainian” and geo-economic and geopolitical interests of the PRC.  
The resulting position was supposed to reflect China’s  “fundamental neutral-
ity in conflict situations, as well as meet the political and economic interests 
of China in Europe, its plans to re-launching the China-US relations, primar-
ily in the Asia-Pacific region, where Beijing, Washington, and its allies’ mu-
tual suspicions continued to intensify.

China’s first reaction to the escalation of the situation in and around Ukraine 
was traditionally low-key. It limited itself to statements of non-interference 
and the need for peaceful, diplomatic methods to resolve the conflict. China 
placed responsibility for the worsening of the political situation in the coun-
try on external forces. Beijing accused the West of manipulating “people’s 
thoughts” about the association agreement with the European Union. “The 
intervention of the West prevented a dialogue between the government and 
the opposition, sowing seeds of further social and political strife within the 
country,” Xinhua news agency reported. 11

Since the situation in Ukraine touched the global and regional interests 
of the PRC, and this exposed its foreign policy to certain risks, he further 
the conflict developed, the more China’s involvement intensified; akin to the 
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international crisis after the dissolution of the USSR, the more it intensified, 
the more China’s activity intensified.  

The assent of the “new coalition” to power has not changed the PRC’s 
approaches towards Ukraine much. There was no question of the legitimacy 
or illegitimacy of the new Kyiv leaders. On February 24, 2014, the Foreign 
Ministry spokeswoman Hua Chuning said that China intended to continue to 
develop its strategic partnership with Ukraine based on equality and mutual 
benefits.

Assessing the situation in Kyiv and its impact on China-Ukraine relations, 
Hua Chuning emphasized: “We noticed that because of efforts made by dif-
ferent parties, there was a softening of the situation in this country. We hope 
that the political process to resolve the crisis is progressing within the frame-
work of the law in Ukraine”.12

The uncontrolled growth of radicalism and the intensification of the 
US and EU in Ukrainian political space have corrected China’s position. 
At the UN Security Council meeting on March 3, 2014, the Permanent 
Representative of the People’s Republic of China to the UN, Liu Jiei, ex-
pressed “great concern about the situation in Ukraine.” He condemned the 
radical acts of violence and suggested that the interested Ukrainian parties 
settle internal disagreements within the legislative framework and peace-
fully, “in practice, defended the legitimate interests of different peoples of 
Ukraine.” He added that “in China, attention was drawn to the rapidly stir-
ring up of Russophobic sentiments”.13

The appearance of the Crimean factor in the Ukrainian crisis and the prep-
aration to the referendum on the peninsula initially did not impact China’s 
position. On February 28th, the official representative of the MFA of PRC, 
Qin Gang, declared to the Chinese and foreign journalists: “The Position of 
China in relation to the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine re-
mains unchanged. China respects the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Ukraine”.14 

China’s desire to resolve the situation around Ukraine with “political and 
diplomatic means” was confirmed during a phone conversation between 
President Xi Jinping and US President Barack Obama. “The Chinese position 
on the Ukrainian issue adheres to an objective and fair position. The situation 
in Ukraine is very complicated, and in the current situation all parties need to 
remain cool and restrained to avoid steps that could lead to increased tension. 
It is necessary to maintain a course towards resolving the crisis by political 
and diplomatic means,” Xi Jinping emphasized.15

After the vote in the UN Security Council on the question of Crimea, from 
which China abstained, and Russia vetoed, the Ukrainian Foreign Ministry 
demanded that Chinese diplomats explain the position taken by the PRC. 
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Ambassador to Ukraine, Zhang Xiun, told the Deputy Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Ukraine, A. Olefirov, that one of the basic postulates of China’s 
foreign policy was the principle of non-interference. The explanation did not 
satisfy Kyiv, which previously interpreted the PRC’s statements about sup-
porting “Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity” as supporting its po-
sition in the dispute with Moscow concerning the Crimean question.

As the conflict escalated, China stepped up its efforts to resolve the 
“Ukrainian crisis”. At the meeting of the Security Council on March 16 
China’s permanent representative to the UN Liu Jiei proposed mediation to 
solve the problem. He demanded, firstly, “to create an international coor-
dination mechanism with the participation of stakeholders for the political 
settlement of the Ukrainian crisis.” Secondly, he urged all parties to refrain 
from actions that could lead to further escalation of the conflict. Thirdly, he 
recommended that international financial institutions determine how to help 
preserve economic and financial stability in Ukraine.16 Liu said that voting 
on the draft resolution introduced by the US would only “strengthen the con-
frontation and further complicate the situation,” and recalled that “external 
interference” became “an important factor, which led to violent actions on the 
streets of Ukrainian cities, which caused a crisis in the country”.17

China could not ignore the growth of tensions in the South-Eastern regions 
of Ukraine. Responding to journalists’ questions about the confrontation in 
the Donbas, the Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Hua Chuning called on 
interested parties “to remain cool and restrained, and based on full account 
of the legitimate interests and concerns of different regions and different na-
tionalities, find channels for crisis management through political dialogue in 
order to help stabilize the situation”.18 A little earlier, March 6, 2014, a con-
versation on the Ukrainian problem with the country’s Prime Minister Yan 
Zechi with Assistant US President for National Security Susan Rice occurred. 
In the conversation, Yang Jiechi emphasized that “the legitimate rights and 
interests of all ethnic groups in Ukraine should be taken into account when 
solving the Ukrainian problem (in general)”.19

In addition, the official media of China issued a condemnation of the 
policy of the United States and its allies. On March 19, 2014, Xinhua news 
agency issued a commentary on the West’s commitment to double standards 
and only to its own interests, which manifested itself in a wide geographical 
range “from Kosovo to South Ossetia as well as from Comoros to Crimea”.20

During the intensification of the Crimean issue, China was preparing in-
tensively for participation in the “nuclear” summit in the Netherlands and 
for the visit of the head of the People’s Republic of China, Xi Jinping, to the 
European countries, which at that time held an identical position to the US 
on the Ukrainian question. On the eve of the visit to Europe, Xi Jinping an-
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nounced that China would maintain relations with the Kyiv government and 
continue joint economic cooperation. Thus, China confirmed that it is inter-
ested in trade and development of economic relations with Ukraine.21

Thus, another important and distinctive feature of China’s foreign policy was 
emerging, which became a serious innovation factor in economic diplomacy.

China’s restrained position was once again demonstrated during a meeting 
between Chinese President Xi Jinping and US President Barack Obama dur-
ing the Nuclear Security Summit at The Hague. The PRC President recalled 
that China proposed to set up an international coordination mechanism and 
to abandon actions that could lead to further deterioration of the situation.22 
During the meeting with the leaders of Germany, the PRC President stressed 
that the situation in Ukraine was complex and “extremely sensitive”, since 
to contain the crisis, it was necessary to consider a variety of factors lead to 
further deterioration of the situation.23

China approved the meeting that took place on April 17th in Geneva, with 
the participation of heads of diplomatic departments of Russia, the United 
States, the EU and Ukraine. Foreign Ministry spokeswoman Hua Chuning 
said that “when resolving Ukrainian domestic problems, the legitimate rights, 
interests and needs of all regions and ethnic communities should be consid-
ered,” and noted the need to provide “a favourable external environment”.24

In other words, in the process of the evolution of the “Ukrainian crisis”, 
Beijing tried to make maximum use of the full range of diplomatic means and 
methods it was allowed, on one hand, to demonstrate its adherence to princi-
ples, and on the other, to consider the diverse interests of the PRC associated 
with its relations with the EU, Russia, Ukraine and the USA. At the same 
time, the Chinese position, with its apparent neutrality, contained a “roll” in 
the direction of Russia. Along with the development of the official position in 
China, broad public opinion was formed in favour of Moscow.

In the opinion of the German magazine Der Spiegel, “benevolent and 
strong words about Russia” in the leading Chinese media confirmed that “in 
the confrontation of Russia with the West, the most populous country in the 
world stands on side of the largest country”.25 

The newspaper Huang Chiu Shibao, which is part of the information holding 
People’s Daily, noted: “While the PRC government took a weighted position in 
Ukraine, public opinion, since it has the opportunity to express its views freely, 
basically took the side of Russia. People who support Moscow believe that 
Russia’s actions are the reaction to long-term strategic pressure from the West 
... We are more inclined to agree with those who support Russia”.26

There were also problems with the economic component of Chinese-
Ukrainian relations. Yanukovych’s government managed to add to the 
European “bias” the Chinese economic factor, which at that time was per-
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ceived as one of the alternatives to the vague economic prospects of associat-
ing with the EU. However, with the coming to power of the “new coalition”, 
for China and its interests in Kyiv, risks associated with the uncertainty of the 
future of the programs planned for Ukraine arose.

In the face of political chaos, there was a misunderstanding in terms of 
implementing part of the agreements: a scandal broke out with a three-billion 
contract for the supply of Ukrainian grain to the PRC. Under the contract, 
China pledged to provide Ukraine with a 15-year loan (with a five-year grace 
period) for two portions of 1.5 billion dollars each. The first part of the loan, 
already received by the Ukrainian side, was to go for spot and forward pur-
chases of grain, which was never delivered to the Chinese. The second part, 
allocated for the purchase of agricultural machinery in China, modernization, 
and construction of elevators, remained undisclosed due to inconsistency of 
the issue of the equipment nomenclature and prices. The “grain scandal” re-
vealed some of the economic contradictions and was not the only one in the 
new conditions. 27

However, the PRC continues to count on the long-term nature of trade 
relations with Kyiv. On March 19, 2014, the representative of the Ministry of 
Commerce of the People’s Republic of China, Shen Danyang, said: “China 
is ready to maintain close relations of mutually beneficial cooperation with 
Ukraine and hopes for an early stabilization of the situation in this country”.28

At the same time, the prospects for military-technical cooperation be-
tween Ukraine and China are becoming increasingly vague. Firstly, 
“Ukroboronprom”, which is China’s main partner in bilateral military-techni-
cal cooperation, focused on ensuring the needs of Ukraine’s defence, which 
inevitably caused a reduction in the possible supply of military equipment of 
Beijing.29 Secondly, deeper cooperation between Ukraine and the EU could 
lead to the fact that according to the EU rules on the embargo on the supply 
of arms and dual-use equipment to a number of countries, including China, 
Kyiv may have to reduce the arms trade with the Middle Kingdom. Here, 
we should not ignore the decisive influence the United States has on the 
decision-making process of the new government in Kyiv. Finally, over the 
past 25 years, China has received from Ukraine almost all the technologies 
it needs, and in the Ukrainian military-industrial complex there is practically 
nothing left from the Soviet legacy that could be of interest to China, and 
new developments are being carried out at an extremely slow rate because 
of chronic underfunding. Thus, Ukraine is interested in maintaining contacts 
with Beijing in the field of military-technical cooperation; however, this co-
operation may be subjected to adjustment.

Against this background, it is not surprising that the President of Ukraine, 
Petro Poroshenko, never received an invitation to visit China. Judging by the 
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statements of Ukrainian diplomats, this visit is unlikely to take place in the 
foreseeable future.30 

There is practically no political dialogue between Kyiv and Beijing at the 
highest level. During the previous two or three years, no official summit was 
held. Is it possible to mention two rather modest meetings - in April of 2016, 
Petro Poroshenko met with the head of the People’s Republic of China, Xi 
Jinping (at the Global Nuclear Summit in Washington), and on January 17, 
2017, they met during the World Economic Forum in Davos. 31

A long lull in political activities is complemented by a deceleration of 
economic cooperation. Thus, the Intergovernmental Ukrainian-Chinese 
Commission has not met for a regular meeting for three years in a row, al-
though this should only be the third meeting. A preliminary (that is the sec-
ond) meeting was held as early as October 2013.

A long pause in relations also affects economic indicators, including bi-
lateral trade and investments, whose volumes naturally decreased. In 2015, 
trade turnover between Ukraine and China slightly exceeded 6 billion dollars. 
In any case, this does not stop that rapid collapse in bilateral trade, which is 
observed in comparison with the pre-war years, when the trade turnover ex-
ceeded 10 billion dollars (Ukraine’s share in the total trade volume of China 
is still extremely low and amounts to only 0.18%).32

Conclusions. The role of the PRC in Ukraine’s foreign policy is very high, 
with Ukraine-China relations being asymmetrical; Ukraine’s interest in China 
is much higher than that of China in Ukraine. The political component of 
Ukrainian-Chinese relations has developed unevenly; it is possible to sin-
gle out the periods of the rise of these relations (in 1992-1997 2001-2005 
and 2010-2013) and the periods of their cooling (in 1997-2000, 2006-2010 
and from 2014 to the present). At the same time, Beijing initiated the cool-
ing of relations, mainly because of the unwise steps of the Ukrainian side. 
Nowadays intensity of political contacts, especially at the highest level, is not 
expected; their revival requires prolonged and consistent work, first of all, on 
the part of Ukrainian diplomacy. At the same time, one should consider that 
for China relations with Ukraine are not a priority and they are often held hos-
tage to higher-level geopolitical issues, including Chinese-Russian, as well as 
Chinese-American and Chinese-European relations. 

The economic component of relations between Kyiv and Beijing, on the 
contrary, developed quite vigorously, and was not subject to such significant 
fluctuations. It should be considered that China does not often bind economic 
ties to political dialogue, and is ready to trade with any solvent client. At the 
same time, for Ukraine there are now two “pitfalls” in economic cooperation 
with China. First, this is a negative balance of trade, which leads to money 
laundering from Ukraine; in addition, it is a commodity turnover structure - 
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exports to China of raw materials and other goods with low added value in 
exchange for high-tech goods with high added value. In the end, this could 
lead to the loss of Ukraine’s solvency. Trade is also complicated by the bu-
reaucratization and corruption of the Ukrainian economy. As for the military-
technical component of Ukrainian-Chinese relations, it can be called the most 
successful page of cooperation between Kyiv and Beijing. China was ex-
tremely interested in obtaining many critical technologies from Ukraine and 
was ready to pay for them. At the same time, the potential of these relations 
is not encouraging now, because China has already received the technologies 
that it wanted to receive, and the development of advanced technologies in 
the field of armaments of Ukraine is conducted on a very limited scale due to 
chronic underfunding.

 In general, relations with the Chinese People’s Republic played and con-
tinue to play an important role for Ukraine; however, they are given very little 
attention, and this periodically leads to unfortunate mistakes. Kyiv should 
pay more attention to strategic relations.
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CHAPTER 9

UKRAINIAN – TURKISH RELATIONS

Yulia Таrasyuk

The modern history of the bilateral relations between Ukraine and Re-
public of Turkey (RoT) is relatively brief. Except for a short period of the 
Ukrainian independency at the beginning of 1920s, both countries didn’t 
have any diplomatic relations until the onset of the Soviet era. For most of 
the twentieth century, economic relations and foreign policy were generally 
coordinated from Moscow. Ukraine and Turkey were separated not only 
geographically, by the Black Sea, but also by their belonging to different 
political and military unions.

The collapse of the Communist system in this region put an end to the sta-
tus quo, which had been established during the “Cold War”. After the disso-
lution of the Soviet Union, unprecedented growth in the region dramatically 
changed its “political landscape”. The Black Sea region opened to interna-
tional cooperation, and the strategic culture of the foreign policy of the newly 
independent states also started changing. 

Throughout the existence and development of both peoples, Ukrainians 
and Turks had bilateral relations during the “Cossack” period, the period 
when Ukraine was part of the Russian Empire, as well as during the numerous 
Russian-Turkish wars. The strategic culture of their bilateral relations formed 
at the expense of economic, trade, border ties between peoples.

Historical overview. A true understanding of the significance of the Ukrain-
ian problem appeared in Turkey during World War I. Even before the Otto-
man Empire entered the war, the Union of Liberation for Ukraine appealed to 
the Turkish people. This appeal is the first official document in the relations 
between the two countries. Representatives of the Ukrainian Rada were sent 
to Istanbul to establish contacts with the Turkish and Bulgarian governments. 
The delegates of Ukrainian Rada, L. Tsegelsky and S. Baran, met with the 
Turkish political leaders Enver-Pasha and Talaat-Bey.

The biggest achievement of the Union for, the Union of Liberation for 
Ukraine’s mission in Istanbul was the declaration by the Minister of Internal 
Affairs Taalat-Bey on the Ukrainian issue published on October 24, 1914. At 
the end of October 1914, in his article “The New State” he mentioned that 
the “creation of a new Ukrainian state would be a big favour to the world”. 
The political meaning of Talaat-Bey’s declaration difficult to overestimate. 
This was the first official international relations’ document that recognized 
the right of the Ukrainian people to create an independent state.1
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It should also be noted that the real possibilities of Ukrainian-Turkish rela-
tions in the war were very small. After the Brest-Litovsk treaty was signed 
in 1918, in the years of the Ukrainian National Republic and the Directorate 
ruling, relations between the two countries became more constructive. The 
activities of the first Ukrainian ambassador, M. Levitsky, in Istanbul were 
devoted to the problems of Crimea, Bessarabia, and the Balkan issue. 

Under the hostile conditions of the Triple Entente’s blockade, Turkey, after 
the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, signed numerous agreements with its 
northern neighbours. 

On January 2, 1922, an agreement on friendship and fraternity between 
Ukraine and Turkey was signed in Ankara. Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, the head 
of The Grand National Assembly of Turkey, proclaimed that “Ukraine and 
Turkey are the states closest to each other”.2

New political conditions and the development of relations between Turkey 
and the Soviet Union did not allow the Treaty to be implemented in full. But, 
this first Treaty on friendship and fellowship between Turkey and Ukraine 
provided for the establishment of diplomatic and consulate relations, the legal 
basis for trade and economic cooperation, and it became an important mile-
stone in the neighbourly relations of the two states.  

Formation of the official bilateral relations. Bilateral relations were re-
stored under conditions of the deep crisis in the USSR and the appearance of 
an independent Ukraine. The first documentary proof of this was the protocol 
between the Turkish Republic and the Ukrainian SSR on the development of 
trade and economic relations since 1989.3

In spring of 1991, then President of the Republic of Turkey, Turgut Ozal, 
made an official visit to Ukraine. On March 13, 1991, he had a meeting with 
the Head of the Ukrainian Parliament. During said meeting, the Declaration 
on the Principles and Objectives of Relations between the two states was 
signed. The Declaration proclaimed: “On the basis of bilateral intentions 
to continue the good traditions established by the Treaty on Friendship and 
Brotherhood of January 2, 1922, Ukraine and Turkey declare their intentions 
to develop mutually beneficial cooperation in the political, economic, en-
vironmental, scientific, technical, informational, cultural, humanitarian and 
other spheres”.4

The Ukrainian side emphasized its interest in supporting the initiative of 
the Turkish President to establish a Black Sea Economic Cooperation Zone 
as one of the routes to develop integration processes in Europe. As such, the 
Declaration has demonstrated the mutual agreement of both parties to work 
together in the sphere of environmental protection, especially in the Black 
Sea, and to work on the development of environmental convention. The docu-
ments on cooperation in the fields of telecommunication and culture were 
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also signed in the course of this visit, and the countries reached an agreement 
on organizing a Ukrainian-Turkish Association for International Trade and 
Economy. Even before the Ukrainian referendum of independence on No-
vember 20, 1991, Turkey announced the establishment of consular relations 
with Ukraine.

The dissolution of Soviet Union and creation of an independent Ukraine 
had set new challenges and perspectives for Turkey. From March 5-6, 1992, 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Turkey, Chetin, paid his official visit to 
Kyiv, during which the Protocol on Consultations on the Foreign Policy Is-
sues was signed. In May of 1992, the Ukrainian President, Kravchuk, paid a 
formal call to Turkey for the first time in history. During this visit the Treaty 
on Friendship and Cooperation between Ukraine and Turkey was signed. 

The parties have confirmed “their responsibilities within the framework of 
all existing and previously existing acts signed between them”, particularly, 
the Agreement on Friendship and Fellowship between Ukraine and Turkey 
since January 2, 1922. The Treaty on Friendship and Cooperation between 
Ukraine and Turkey as of May 4, 1992, created the foundation for the co-
operation between the two sates in political, economic, cultural and other 
spheres. Special attention was paid to cooperation in the Black Sea Region, 
which was the subject to the “Declaration of Black Sea Economic Coopera-
tion” signed in Istanbul as on June 25, 1992 by eleven states of the Black Sea 
Region.5 Ukraine and Turkey, based on their international commitments, also 
agreed on cooperation within the Organization for Security and Cooperation 
in Europe, as well as within the framework of the United Nations. The Turk-
ish government’s conceptual approach to building a common strategy in the 
region was that the policy of balancing between Russia and Ukraine could 
be rejected on the Ukrainian side if the Ukrainian side would make efforts in 
this direction. Russia, in the opinion of Turkish analysts, is a country whose 
policy is difficult to predict as a result of a range of geopolitical, national, and 
social reasons. Ukraine, in their opinion, has demonstrated its desire to main-
tain peace and security, not only in the country, but throughout the region; its 
policy is more predictable and in line with the national interests of the Re-
public of Turkey.One of the main tasks Turkey had faced at the beginning of 
1990s, was to help the new independent states transition to a market economy. 
One of the reasons was that all of those states were its neighbours. “The first 
reason – is our own interest, we want our neighbours ridden of problems, we 
want them to stand on their own feet and go through this transition. We want 
to help this process”, – said the President of Turkey, giving a speech in the 
Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine on May 31, 1994. “Another reason for Turkey’s 
interest in its neighbours is “Turkic”, and with regard to Ukraine, the Tatar-
Turkic factor”. Turkey believed not only its business, but also the affairs of 
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other states to help the Crimean Tatars. “If thousands of Tatars returned to 
Crimea, today it is a problem not only for Ukraine, incapable of solving it on 
its own, but for all civilized countries”.6

Thus, a common past, the first steps of Ukraine and Turkey in develop-
ing their bilateral relations in new historical conditions, demonstrated mutual 
interest and an intention to reach a new level of the interstate relations. They 
determined a high rate of rapprochement between Ukraine and Turkey on a 
wide range of topical issues whose decisions potentially played an important 
role in the economic, social and cultural life of both countries., 

Strategic interests and geopolitical environment. Let’s consider the di-
rections of bilateral relations and the formation of Ukraine’s strategic culture 
and foreign policy regarding Turkey and the Black Sea Region in more detail. 
In conducting a comparative analysis of the interests of Ukraine and Turkey 
during the 1990s, first of all, it should be noted that Ukraine and Turkey were, 
for the most part, two similar countries both in their internal state and in the 
geopolitical environment.

Ukraine and Turkey are both countries that are on the verge of two civiliza-
tions: European and Eurasian. Such a position significantly influenced their 
foreign policy orientation and internal situation.

The strategic choice of Ukraine, like Turkey, however, in different years, 
has become a course towards European integration. The strategic interests of 
both countries in the civilization dimension of the West-East vector generally 
coincided. It was on this vector that bilateral relations between Ukraine and 
Turkey as geopolitical allies began to be built.

After independence, Ukraine became a democratic society. The Constitu-
tion of Ukraine laid out the basic principles of democracy, democratic institu-
tions began to be established, and a mechanism for the distribution of func-
tions of political power was introduced.

Political power in Turkey belonged to various democratic forces, the nu-
cleus of which was the Party of the Fatherland, which expressed the interests 
of intellectuals, entrepreneurs, and industrialists. But, unlike in Turkey, dem-
ocratic forces in Ukraine did not have such a significant impact on society 
and power.

Turkey was much more integrated into European structures, while Ukraine 
stood at the very beginning of this path. In the early 1990s, Turkey was al-
ready member of the Council of Europe, the Customs Union of the European 
countries, and in 1952 joined NATO, in which, if the primary South-Eastern 
outpost. With the end of the Cold War era and the collapse of the Soviet Un-
ion, the military and strategic importance of Turkey for NATO decreased. 
Therefore, it gradually began to form the concept of independent foreign pol-
icy in the Black Sea region, , and therefore to establish bilateral relations with 
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the countries of the region playing a role in guiding them into Euro-Atlantic 
structures. In the mid-1990s, relations between Ukraine and NATO were built 
based on the formula of “distinctive partnership”, which was embodied in 
the Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between NATO and Ukraine. It was 
embodied, first of all, in the Black Sea Force Program, which Ukraine had 
implemented jointly with Turkey and other Black Sea region countries.7

As for such European organizations as like the CE and the EU, Ukraine, as 
well as Turkey had common interests and issues. First of all, the main dispute 
in relations with the Council of Europe was the issue of the death penalty in 
the legal system of both countries, despite the moratorium, which de-facto 
was adopted in both RoT and Ukraine. The Council of Europe tried to impose 
sanctions on Ukraine, and Turkey was required to sign and ratify Protocol No. 
6 of the European Convention on Human Rights. Further, Turkey was forced 
to carry out constitutional reform and to amend the legislation.

The strategic goal for both Ukraine and Turkey was the accession to the 
European Union. But both countries face significant challenges on this path. 
For Turkey, this problem was to a large extent in the sphere of humanitarian 
law. An example could be the arrest of the Kurdish leader A. Ocalan and the 
EU’s demands to hold a trial for him, following democratic procedures. As 
for Ukraine, the problems of joining the EU were related to the internal politi-
cal situation. Although Ukraine signed and ratified the Partnership and Coop-
eration Agreement with the EU, and also approved the strategy of Ukraine’s 
integration into the EU, this process has not become a unifying idea for the 
Ukrainian political elite and Ukrainian society at that time. Unlike Turkey, a 
significant part of the political elite of Ukraine, declaring its goal of EU mem-
bership, continued to focus on the CIS and Russia. It should be mentioned 
that economic difficulties: inflation, a shadow economy, a flawed tax system, 
an immense public debt, and the economic crisis in general remained a main 
problem for both Ukraine and Turkey on their way to the EU. But, unlike the 
Ukrainian one, the Turkish financial system has a large investment potential, 
and the Central Bank’s foreign exchange reserves in 1997 reached about 26 
billion dollars.8 For both Ukraine and Turkey, the movement towards Europe 
was largely restrained by the diverse geopolitical orientation of the eastern 
and western regions. Thus, the Western and central regions of Ukraine, ac-
cording to surveys, tended towards Europe (62% of these regions came from 
the EU, 50% - NATO). At the same time, in the eastern regions, adherents of 
NATO membership were only 7%.9

However, naturally, the driving forces of pro-Asian or eastern geopolitical 
orientations in Turkey and Ukraine were different. In Turkey it was the Is-
lamic fundamentalism of Eastern rural regions, and in Ukraine – Pro-Russian 
sentiments and the Communist past which was never filed as history. So, at 
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the parliamentary elections to the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine in 1998, the 
communists again received passing percentage.10 In Turkey, on the contrary, 
fundamentalism retained its dominance in the eastern regions due to their 
economic marginalization. The economic development of the western regions 
was perceived as Westernization, that is, a challenge to the national culture. 

Nevertheless, in the sphere of foreign policy, the European integration has 
never been abandoned completely. Throughout the 1990s, Turkey had been 
actively implementing European law in the domestic political and econom-
ic spheres of life. Ukraine came to this after the 2000s. It should be noted 
that the Turkish experience of European integration had a great influence on 
Ukraine.11

Turning from the consideration of the global level of foreign policy priori-
ties of both countries to the regional one, it is necessary to point out the com-
monality of geopolitical interests of Ukraine and Turkey in the Black Sea re-
gion. These interests overlap and intersect, but in no way, were incompatible. 
Even though Turkey occupied an extremely favorable geopolitical position, 
at the beginning of the 1990s, it was in a hostile environment. On the west, 
it faced problems in the Mediterranean (Cyprus) and the Aegean Seas (con-
frontation with Greece to demilitarize the surrounding islands). Friendship 
with Bulgaria was hampered by a complex historical past. Due to its conflict 
prone nature, the Balkans made it impossible for Turkey to create mutually 
beneficial multilateral relations. In the east, the Republic of Turkey faced the 
Kurdish issue and the spread of radical Islamic fundamentalism from Iran and 
Iraq. In the north-east, Armenia gradually posed another dangerous geopoliti-
cal problem.

One of the priority vectors of the foreign policy for the Republic of Tur-
key after the collapse of the Soviet Union was the concept of filling the 
security vacuum. After changing the regional order and reducing the pace 
of its European integration, Ankara could take advantage of the new geo-
political order and establish a friendly relationship with the former Soviet 
republics. This can explain the active policy of Turkey in the Black Sea 
region and Central Asia.

As for Russia, it generally viewed Turkey as its main enemy in the Black 
Sea region. Thereupon there were almost no geopolitical allies in Turkey. 
Ukraine in this context had some attractive features of a strategic regional 
partner. Given the balance of power in the region, both the economic and 
geopolitical interests of our countries were very close. For example, in the 
sphere of fulfilling Ukraine’s transport interests was the transportation cor-
ridor – North-South. Ukraine had the opportunity to use the Black Sea straits 
of Turkey for international trade communications. Ukraine, in turn, would 
provide its transportation routes to link Turkey with Europe.
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The issue of the Crimea, which was brought up from time to time in the 
consideration of Ukrainian-Turkish relations in the 1990s, has never been the 
subject of confrontation between the two countries. Rather, it was the subject 
of a potential confrontation in Ukrainian-Russian relations, which became 
real in 2014, when Russia occupied the Crimean Peninsula.

An important reason for talking about the absence of confrontational mo-
tives in relations between Ukraine and Turkey is that the main geopolitical 
interests of the latter in the 1990s were related not so much to the Black Sea 
region itself, but to Central Asia. This region proved to be the safest for Tur-
key. The affinity of the cultures and languages of the Turkic people, vast raw 
materials, and demographic potential allowed Turkey to easily win take key 
positions in the economy and banking sector of the countries in the region.

The conceptual component of the foreign policy trajectories of Ukraine 
and Turkey. In the mid-2000s, relations between Ukraine and Turkey had still 
not reached a strategic level, despite the on-going rapprochement between 
the two countries. Objective causes for this were mainly the improvement 
of relations between Russia and Turkey, the focus of Turkey on its European 
direction, and the loss of Ukraine’s international credibility in the period be-
fore the Orange Revolution In fact, Turkey declined to become an observer 
in GUAM and CDC (Community of Democratic Choice), at the forum of the 
countries of Baltic and Black Sea region. The anti-Russian, from the Ankara’s 
point of view, tenor of these projects would make any presence of Turkey in 
these regional cooperation schemes absolutely impossible.

In analysing the success of both countries in the first decade of the 2000s, 
we consider it necessary to give some assessment to domestic political pro-
cesses in Turkey and Ukraine.

Ukraine, before and after the Orange Revolution, was focused on domes-
tic political struggle and resolving energy issues. Diplomatic relations were 
maintained with all neighbouring countries, but the main direction of foreign 
policy is Western, namely relations with the USA, NATO, and the EU. Eco-
nomic and trade relations with Turkey were sustained at the declared level, 
but couldn’t reach the point of strategic development. After the victory of the 
Party of Justice and Development at the parliamentary elections in Turkey 
in 2002, a new foreign policy course was taken, which is called by some 
researchers as “Neo-Ottoman”. It was believed that Turkey should use its 
Ottoman Empire experience, its geopolitical advantages, and turn from a pe-
ripheral member of NATO into a major power centre. Internal transformation 
led the country to a state model that seamlessly combines Islam and liberal 
democratic values. It is precisely because over the years, the national inter-
ests of Turkey prevailed over the block, Turkey, in spite of NATO member-
ship and strategic partnership with the United States, actively cooperated with 



Moscow and distanced itself from Washington. Ukrainian-Turkish relations 
in those years were inactive.

A few years later the concept of “zero problems with neighbours” foreign 
policy was added to Neo-Ottoman concept. The new regional strategy of the 
country was explained by the complex geopolitical situation of the country. 
The then Minister of Foreign Affairs, Ahmed Davutoglu, explained the ex-
pediency of foreign policy activity as follows: “We can’t afford long-term 
tensions with our neighbours. We must not only have positive relations with 
our neighbours, but also pursue an active policy in the regions that surround 
us. We have to be everywhere”.12 In the framework of this new foreign policy 
of “zero” problems and creating a “security belt” in the region, there was a 
gradual de-securitization of its foreign policy – solving problems using “soft 
power”, without excessive politicization. An example of the transformation 
in the foreign policy field was the plan for creating a “Caucasus Stability 
Platform” after the Russian-Georgian war in August 2008. The platform rep-
resented Ankara’s ambitious plans to become the basis for the future regional 
formation, whose founder would be Ankara. This example is also of interest 
to us because Turkey has ceased to perceive Russia as a permanent threat 
since 2008, and it feels, according to a Turkish researcher, more self-suffi-
cient and less dependent on the western community.13

Events of a later period in the unstable region, where Ukraine and Turkey 
are located, have shown us that such a thaw in relations with Russia, a feel-
ing of safety and attempts to change the status quo in relations with the West 
were premature.

The said processes also influenced Ukrainian-Turkish relations. Relations, 
declared as “strategic” in 1993, were not reflected as such according to the 
opinion of experts.14 The Strategic culture of Ukraine contributed to the fact 
that said relations were declared with more than 20 countries, reflecting the 
principle of a multi-trajectory foreign policy, enshrined in the Constitution of 
1996. Declaring more than twenty countries as strategic partners at different 
times is not also consistent with the real capabilities of our country.

The intensification of the economic and energy cooperation. In the first 
decade of the 2000s, Turkish-Russian relations have improved significantly 
due to active and positive economic and energy cooperation. The strategic 
partnership, on the verge of a regional rivalry, involved the active coopera-
tion of the countries in areas where their positions coincided. Such relations 
essentially differed from the format of bilateral relations between Ukraine 
and Turkey; moreover, they were dependent on Turkey’s balancing between 
Ukraine and Russia. The tendency of Turkey to focus on Ukraine for the sake 
of pressure on Russia has become a hallmark of bilateral relations and re-
flects a historical example of strategic culture of the relations between the two 



countries. But this does not mean that cooperation between Ukraine and the 
Republic of Turkey, which started in the 1990s, was only to provide Turkey 
with the opportunity to have an additional counter measure in the game with 
Russia, and Ukraine - to have a chance to get out of Russia’s sphere of influ-
ence. Obviously, such a close, though not strategic, interaction at that time is 
due to the existence of commonalities between Ukraine and Turkey and the 
desire of both parties to develop these relations.

By 2004, relations between Ukraine and Turkey could be characterized as 
“strategic in certain sectors”, according to Turkish and Ukrainian diplomats.15 
This evaluation of extended economic, trade, military and technical relations 
between the two countries was more consistent with reality.

At the end of the first decade of the 2000s, Kyiv and Ankara were try-
ing to enhance their dialogue. Proceeding from the fact that there were no 
problematic issues in the political sphere of Ukraine-Turkey relations, the 
Ukrainian side expressed the intent to intensify the development of strategic 
partnerships.

On May 5th – 6th, 2010, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the RoT, Ahmet 
Davutoglu, visited Kyiv, where he had a meeting with Yanukovych, Azarov, 
and the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine – Gryshchenko. The key issue 
was the signing of the Action Plan for 2010-2011 and reaching agreements in 
the transportation sector (on the organization of ferry crossings). During the 
visit, Davutoglu stated that Turkey was interested in maintaining peace and 
stability in the Black Sea Basin. Also, the Minister commented on the decision 
of Ukraine to extend the term of stay for the Black Sea fleet of Russia in the 
Crimea as carrying no threats from the Turkey’s point.16 This caution of Ankara 
towards Ukraine and the levelling of conflicts in order to deepen cooperation in 
non-political spheres is explained specifically by the Russian factor. Ukraine, in 
turn, accepted this kind of controlled competition between Russia and Turkey, 
without demanding any more decisive actions and statements.

Intensive dialogue between Ukraine and Turkey at the highest level con-
tinued in June of 2010, when President Yanukovych paid a formal call to the 
RoT. A series of meetings between the President of Turkey, Abdullah Gul, and 
the Prime Minister, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, resulted in the Parties agreeing to 
develop relations at the level of strategic partnership. An important point was 
the signing of the Declaration on Establishing High Level Strategic Coopera-
tion Council between Ukraine and the Republic of Turkey. The document was 
signed during an official visit of Erdogan to Ukraine in January of 2011. The 
signing of this document gave new status to the Turkish-Ukrainian relations, 
not only at the declarative level. Further meetings of the High Level Strategic 
Cooperation Council were held in December of 2011, during  Yanukovych’s 
official visit to RoT in September of 2012, and during Erdogan’s official visit 
to Ukraine, and they  had the following results: specialized committees of the 
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parliaments of the countries, which provided the opportunity for mutual sup-
port, were established; a consultative mechanism was established through the 
Ministries of Foreign Affairs covering issues of political and military matters, 
security in the Black Sea, European integration, consular issues, and energy 
cooperation ; the visa regime was abandoned as of August 31, 2012; the sign-
ing of a free trade agreement was discussed; cooperation in the energy sector 
was promoted; and investment in the construction and transport sectors was 
increased.17 In particular, the Turkish party promised to allow the passage of 
8 Ukrainian methane tankers through the Bosporus and Dardanelles Straits on 
a monthly basis, which opened an opportunity for Ukraine to receive lique-
fied natural gas via the LNG-terminal in Odessa, not only from Azerbaijan, 
but also from Qatar and Algeria. Since 2010, Ukraine and Turkey cooper-
ate fruitfully within the frameworks of international organizations and in the 
Black Sea region, within the framework of the BSEC, as well as military and 
security measures - the “Blackseafor” rapid response forces and the “Black 
Sea Harmony” operation.18

Turkey is gradually becoming one of the main trade partners of Ukraine. 
From January to September 2010, Turkey was rated the second (after Russia) 
among the countries with the largest export deliveries of Ukrainian products 
(6% from the total exports of Ukraine as compared to 5.4% for the same 
period in 2009). According to the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine, the 
trade turnover amounted to about $ 3 billion, which is 41.75% more than in 
the same period of 2009. While the exports amounted to $ 2.2 billion (in-
creased by 46.5%) and imports – 841.3 thousand USD (increased by 30.9%); 
therefore, for Ukraine positive balance amounted to $ 1.3 billion.

An important mechanism in the trade and economic spheres was the work 
of the Intergovernmental Ukrainian-Turkish Commission on Trade and Eco-
nomic Cooperation, the seventh meeting of which was held in May of 2010 in 
Istanbul under the chairmanship of Vice Prime Minister of Ukraine, Tihipko, 
and the State Minister of Turkey – Caglayan. During this meeting, the pro-
jects for investment in the Ukrainian coal mines, joint exploration of energy 
resources on the Black sea shelf, the supply of electric power from Ukraine 
to the RoT, as well as plans for the further development of cooperation in the 
sectors of the metal industry, shipbuilding, motor vehicles, tank building, the 
construction industry, chemical, consumer goods, and food industries were 
designed.19 According to the official statistics, in 2010 the value of Turkish 
investments in Ukraine amounted to $ 143 million. If one includes the Turk-
ish investments coming to the Ukrainian market via European channels, the 
amount raises to $2 billion. Thus, at this stage, for Ukraine the development 
of economic relations with Turkey was the ultimate solution to the problem 
of strategic choice, as believed by the experts.20



161

However, rapprochement with one of the partners often leads to a dete-
rioration of dialogue with others. Ukraine, for example, tried to balance be-
tween Moscow and Brussels; Turkey is between the Muslim countries and 
the Euro-Atlantic institutions. In this context, the situation in Ukraine and 
Turkey looked similar: the problem of “existential” choice in foreign policy 
and the consolidation of society in the domestic one is the essence of devel-
opment of modern Ukraine and Turkey. Taking into account the peculiarities 
of the development of the two countries after the end of the Cold War, the 
dynamics of regional processes, the passivity of Ukraine regarding the further 
implementation of proclaimed initiatives, the inconsistency of the actions of 
the branches of power within the country, the periodic change of proclaimed 
vectors of foreign policy orientation, economic decline, and the impact of 
global players, Ukraine and Turkey failed to realize the potential of a “stra-
tegic partnership” in the first two decades of bilateral relations. The parties 
were forced to develop and make traditional relations in the field of economy, 
tourism and culture.

The political component of bilateral relations. The situation is some-
what politicized since 2014, after the Revolution of Dignity in Ukraine, the 
beginning of Russia’s military aggression against Ukraine, and the occupa-
tion of Crimea. The domestic political situation in Ukraine changed, new 
presidential and parliamentary elections were held. The country proclaimed 
a course the Euro-Atlantic integration. Due to the military interference of 
Russia in the political situation of Ukraine, Russia ceases to be the subject 
of the “East – West” discourse in the foreign policy trajectory of Ukraine. 
The internal tension and the problem of uniting the people under the slogan of 
one national idea remain the cornerstones of Ukrainian society.  Turkey pro-
vides strong political support to Ukraine in the matter of returning Crimea 
to Ukraine. However, the Republic of Turkey did not join the sanctions 
applied against Russia by the Western countries. The level of economic 
and energy interdependence of these key actors in the Black Sea Region 
did not allow Turkey to take a radical stance. Only tensions in relations 
with Russia after the downfall of the Russian aircraft by the Turkish side in 
November 2015 and the bilateral imposition of sanctions by mid-2016 stim-
ulated the dynamic development of relations between Ukraine and Turkey. 
Turkey, as a possible counteraction to Russian aggression, aroused some in-
terest in political circles. Let’s consider in more detail the new conceptual 
and doctrinal basis of Ukraine in the context of the Turkish foreign policy 
direction. The Republic of Turkey is not mentioned independently in the 
strategic documents of Ukraine and the issue of cooperation is outlined in 
general terms. The National Security Concept of Ukraine emphasizes the use 
of Black Sea Economic Cooperation as a priority in the regional format of 
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the Organization of the Black Sea and security in the Black Sea. The Military 
doctrine of Ukraine separately emphasizes military and technical coopera-
tion with NATO member-states. The strategy of sustainable development 
“Ukraine-2020” considers the reform of the national security and defence 
systems to be the most important one. In an analytical report of the Presi-
dent’s address to Parliament, Turkey was mentioned as “an important re-
gional partner”.21 However, Turkey has not been mentioned in the first part 
of the report “Interaction with Key Partners and Allies”.

The Cabinet of Ministers program set the task of conducting negotia-
tions on the signing of FT agreements with several countries, in particular 
with Turkey. Also, the negotiations related to the permission of passage for 
tankers with liquefied natural gas through the Bosporus were included in 
the program. It should be remembered that the last time the issue was dis-
cussed was at the second meeting of the High Level Strategic Cooperation 
Council between Ukraine and Turkey in September of 2012. The inertia of 
the Ukrainian party and the “special” nature of relations with Russia have 
extended the process of solving many issues for several years.

Thus, the strategic partnership remains at the level of diplomatic rheto-
ric, except for the period of rupture in relations between Republic of Turkey 
and the Russian Federation in 2015-2016. However, the main directions of 
Ukrainian-Turkish cooperation directly coincide with the priorities outlined 
in the above documents. In addition, the search for partners and allies in the 
confrontation with the Russian Federation forced the Ukrainian establish-
ment to pay more attention to its northern neighbour.

In 2015-2016 meetings of the President of Ukraine, Poroshenko, and the 
President of Turkey, Erdogan, were held. The first meeting, in March 2015, 
was held in the framework of the 4th meeting of High Level Strategic Coop-
eration Council between the Republic of Turkey and Ukraine. The Turkish 
party underlined its support of the territorial integrity of Ukraine and “sig-
nificant potential in promoting stabilization of the situation in Ukraine”.22 
Also, FTA talks were resumed, and agreements were reached on joint pro-
jects in the aviation and nuclear construction industry. Special attention was 
paid to the parties’ desire to extend military and technical cooperation, and 
to continue the joint exercises of the Ukrainian and Turkish naval forces in 
multinational operations.

The Crimean issue became a marker of significant progress in the devel-
opment of political relations between Kiev and Ankara. Financial assistance 
and investment in Crimea were traditional indicators of Turkish activity on 
the Peninsula, even before the Russian occupation. After 2014, the Crimean 
issue, namely the situation of the Tatars and other Turkic peoples, has become 
a peculiar bridge in the relations between the parties.
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As noted above, Turkey has not recognized the annexation of Crimea by 
Russia, supported the Ukrainian position in the UN, and sent its representa-
tives to the Special Monitoring Commission of the OSCE. At the same time, 
non-alignment with the sanctions against Russia has showed the inability 
and unwillingness of the Turkish party to cross a certain red line in relations 
with Russia. As for humanitarian assistance, a group of experts and scholars 
visited Crimea to examine the situation on the Peninsula. In August of 2015, 
under the support of the Turkish government, 2 meetings of the World Con-
gress of the Crimean Tatars were held, and they were officially supported 
by Ukraine. 

Turkey has also provided financial and humanitarian assistance to inter-
nally displaced persons and to the building of a military field hospital. The 
annexation of the Crimea also led to a dramatic decrease of bilateral trade 
to 5 billion USD per year. This fact additionally stimulated the desire of the 
Turkish partners to sign the FTA agreement between the two countries in 
2016. The warming in Russia-Turkey relations in the summer of 2016 has 
once again halted the process.

The partnership of Ukraine and Turkey in the energy sector is also in-
complete and unambiguous. First, Turkey has its own interests in the matter 
of energy transit in the Black Sea-Caspian Region. Also, Erdogan supports 
the idea of building a Turkish Stream, proposed by Putin, which is mutually 
beneficial for both countries, but eliminates the transit potential of Ukraine. 

In the author’s opinion, under the current situation Ukraine’s interests 
with regard to Turkey can be defined as follows. In the security sphere: 
ensuring security in the Black Sea Region and potential participation in the 
establishment of de-occupation mechanism for the Crimea; in the field of 
economy: strengthening trade relations and grant of loans to Ukraine; in the 
energy sector: allowing for the passage of tankers with liquefied natural gas 
through the Bosporus (in fact, instances of the passage of tankers through 
the Bosporus and Dardanelles do not yet exist); in the humanitarian sphere: 
extending the cooperation in the field of education, providing assistance 
to the Crimean Tatars and establishment of links between Crimean Tatar 
minority in Ukraine and the Crimean Tatar Diaspora; in the field of integra-
tion: exchange of experience in the process of reforms and EU integration.

Conclusions. The relations between Ukraine and Turkey are currently 
developing. The regulatory framework for bilateral relations is sufficient to 
deepen the strategic partnership between the two countries. According to the 
author, an important factor is the need for Ukraine to formulate a clear foreign 
policy concept, a national security strategy not in the West-East plane, but 
taking into account all key partners and southern neighbours. As in the past, 
and at the end of the Cold War, Ukrainian multi-trajectory policy, based on 
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its political culture, is strategically unjustified and in many cases ineffec-
tive. The potential of the Republic of Turkey as a strategic external partner 
is underestimated by the Ukrainian authorities. In relations with the Repub-
lic of Turkey, Ukraine often appears to be not the generator of new projects 
and concepts but rather acts in response to the options and the rules of the 
game suggested by Turkey. Turkey, in turn, except for the periods of ag-
gravation in relations with Russia, in relations with Ukraine is guided by its 
“Russia oriented” model of the Black Sea Region.

In different periods since independence, Ukraine declared its strategic part-
ners in more than twenty different countries, which in no way corresponds to 
the potential of our state. In implementation of its foreign policy, Ukraine 
should have been more realistic and should have dropped the excessive 
rhetoric. In the light of relations with Turkey throughout the broader his-
toric period (the Cossack epoch, the First World War), it is possible to trace 
the main stages and features of political and strategic culture of Ukraine. 
The main characteristic is the lack of a clear understanding of their own na-
tional interests, the problem of existential choice, passivity, and controllabil-
ity by more influential regional and global players. However, relations with 
the Turkish Republic have, theoretically, a chance to evolve from situational 
to strategic, but only on condition of further evolution of the political culture 
of our country.
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CHAPTER 10

LEVANT COUNTRIES AND EGYPT
IN THE POLICY OF UKRAINE

Iryna Zubarenko and Dmitry Poble

Ukrainian foreign policy priorities are clearly imprinted in the Law of 
Ukraine “On the Fundamentals of the Ukrainian Foreign and Domestic Pol-
icy as of 1 July 2011”, where the second part of Article 11 defines the basic 
fundamentals of the Ukrainian foreign policy as “ensuring the integration of 
Ukraine into the European political, economic, and legal environment with 
the aim to obtain membership in the European Union”.1 The document re-
fers to the uniqueness of the geographical location of our country, a terri-
tory of which has been a token in the tangled games played by monarchies 
and empires. Ukraine is considered to be a historical crossroads, where paths 
intersect not only from West to East but also from North to South. Addition-
ally, Union is interested in cooperation with Ukraine because our country “is 
aligned with the East as well as the South and has an inherent influence in the 
Black Sea region, the Caucasus, and the Middle East”.2

It was the end of April 2012, when the UkrInForm media agency hosted a 
round table on the subject “Recent Middle East Solitaire: Ukrainian Card – 
its Place and Role” attended by the scientists of Kiev, Odessa, Kharkov, and 
some representatives of the public authorities and NGOs. Interestingly, the 
event took place one year after the so-called “Arab Spring” and one week af-
ter President Yanukovich’s visit to the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. Among 
the conclusions of the round-table participants, the following should be not-
ed: “In its Middle-Eastern geostrategy, Ukraine should focus on the leader 
of the Arab world - Saudi Arabia, promote Ukraine’s approval in the Middle 
East, and develop cooperation with the Levant countries (Jordan, Lebanon 
and Syria). The leadership of the Ukrainian state must organically combine 
the priority of European vector with the Middle East, which will allow them 
to receive dividends from both directions. The state policy in the region of 
the Middle East should be more coherent, consistent and systematic, with ap-
propriate qualitative analytical support.”3 At the present stage of the develop-
ment of Ukraine’s relations with the countries of the Middle East, the task of 
developing the most promising and modern forms of economic and scientific 
and technical cooperation is of paramount importance.

Attention to the Levant and Egypt is primarily due to the geographic and 
strategic location of these countries, which can be called “soft subterrane-
an” of the Black Sea region (analogous to the well-known statement of U. 
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Churchill with respect to the Balkans). Syria, Lebanon and Jordan are located 
in the north of the Arab world, and, through the territory of the Asian part of 
Turkey, they go to the Black Sea basin, in particular, to southern Ukraine. 
The strategic position of Egypt is determined to a considerable extent by the 
Suez channel, as a junction between two continents, it provides extraordinary 
capabilities.

For Ukraine, for a state with a both very modest naval and river fleet (as 
opposed to the capabilities of a large network of sea and river ports and nu-
merous Ukrainian skilled personnel working on foreign ships), it is very im-
portant to establish relations for maritime traffic and access to the eastern 
Mediterranean. On June 17, 2017, the Verkhovna Rada adopted the Draft Law 
on amendments to the Ukrainian Merchant Shipping Code (regarding the pro-
motion and development of waterborne traffic in Ukraine). The amendments 
should help to overcome a run-down in number of ships and procedure for 
their registration under the National Flag (Thus, in 1991, under the Ukrainian 
flag there were 375 vessels with deadweight of 5 thousand tons and more, 
in 2006 - 155, in 2005 - 91, in 2008 - 75, in 2012 - 60, in 2014 - 46 vessels. 
Moreover, under the foreign flag there are more than 200 medium and large 
vessels belonging to Ukrainian companies).

Considering the security component (both military and economic) and con-
sidering the key role of Turkey and Egypt in providing access for Ukraine to 
the Global Ocean (the Atlantic and the Indian oceans), the revival of Ukrain-
ian foreign policy in the Middle East would be of benefit for our country. 
Russia has demonstrated how important the use of the logistics shuttle bridge 
between Russian Black Sea ports and ports in the Eastern Mediterranean has 
been to support its direct military intervention in Syria from September 2015.  

Since proclaiming independence, the factors that impact the foreign policy 
of Ukraine have undergone transformations, which couldn’t help but influ-
ence the implementation of foreign policy measures by the Ukrainian foreign 
service’ officers. Namely, a desire to correlate the above-mentioned vector 
of the Ukrainian foreign policy within the meaning of “Cultural Strategy” 
is spreading among scientific circles and official sources. As to the scientific 
research of Ukrainian scientists in the field of cultural policy, without using 
the definition of strategic culture, they are represented by the works of such 
scholars as by the papers “State Policy in the Sphere of Culture: Essence and 
Specifics of its Realization under Current Conditions” by V. Karlov, “Cultural 
Policy as an Issue of Recent Social and Cultural Process” by S. Drozhzhin, 
“Ethno Social Vector of Cultural Policy of Ukraine: Strategic Priorities” by 
V. Bakalchuk, “State Management of the Development of National Culture 
in the age of Globalization” by O. Batishev, “Conceptual Framework of the 



168

Ukrainian National Security Policy within the Humanitarian Sphere” by 
L.  Chupriy, and “Shaping a Dialogic Capacity of the Ukrainian Culture as a 
Priority for Humanitarian Security of the Country” by K. Stepiko.

If we take as a basis the study of the multidimensional structure of stra-
tegic culture identified by American scientist Alistair Johnson as “integrat-
ed system of symbols (e.g. argumentation structures, languages, analogies, 
metaphors, etc.), which acts to establish pervasive and long-lasting strate-
gic preferences by formulating concepts of the role and efficacy of military 
force in interstate political affairs…”,4 the areas covered by Strategic Culture 
are much wider than the humanitarian components of the above-mentioned 
Ukrainian research works. Therefore, in our opinion, it will be logical to con-
sider a specific Middle East direction of Ukraine’s foreign policy precisely in 
the context of strategic culture.

Extra attention should also be paid to the religious constituent of the Stra-
tegic Culture for Ukraine. It influences the development of communications 
with the world orthodox autocephalous churches beyond the Orthodox Church 
of Russia, i.e. Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople, Patriarchate of Al-
exandria, Patriarchate of Antioch, and Patriarchate of Jerusalem, with the in-
fluential patriarchates, located in Turkey, Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and Israel. For 
instance, take a document dated June 28, 2016, “the Address of Verkhovna 
Rada to His All-Holiness Bartholomew, the Archbishop of Constantinople, 
New Rome and Ecumenical Patriarch to grant the status of autocephaly to 
the Orthodox Church in Ukraine.”5 This subject was raised by President Po-
roshenko during his meeting with Bartholomew the 1st in the Ecumenical 
Patriarch’s headquarters of Fanar (Istanbul) during a discussion about “the 
future of Ukraine, the peace, and the unified local Orthodox Church, which 
is the aim of Ukrainian people’s aspirations and expectations”.6 The second 
time around, Poroshenko welcomed the Archbishop Job of Telmessos, repre-
sentative of Patriarch Bartholomew, on the slope of Volodimir’s Hill in Kyiv 
on  July 28, 2016 saying: “Please, tell to His All-Holiness that the Orthodox 
Church in Ukraine requires immediate consideration by the Ecumenical Pa-
triarchate of Constantinople. Nobody but Him is capable to help orthodox 
believers in Ukraine unify and to adjust canonical status of the Ukrainian 
church within the structure of Ecumenical Orthodoxy”.7

Not only have the high-rank officials participated in the shaping of a new 
strategic culture, particularly, in its religious component, but also 20 million 
members of the Ukrainian Diaspora from 53 countries around the world. On 
November 18, 2016 in Istanbul Eugene Czolij, the President of the Ukrainian 
World Congress, called the Ecumenical Patriarch to issue the Tomos (decree) 
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of Autocephaly for the Ukrainian Orthodox Church (Kyivan Patriarchate). 
Such precedent took place in past in 1998, when Patriarch Bartholomew of 
Constantinople issued “a Synodal and Patriarchal Tomos on Granting the Au-
tocephaly for the Orthodox Church of the Czech Lands and Slovakia.”

The theme of religious influence on the strategic culture of the state, in 
which there are two Orthodox patriarchates: Kyiv and Moscow, is very deli-
cate, so an unreasonable interference in this area can lead to an unexpected 
reaction from the church and the faithful. But this subject cannot be omitted 
while considering the subject of national security. In analysing the events of 
2016, one may come to the conclusion that the religion may become a hostage 
of political and geo-political intrigues. Suffice it to cite several resonant ex-
amples: the war in Syria, the meeting between Patriarch Kirill of Russian Or-
thodox Church and Pope Francis, the Bishop of Rome in the Havana airport, 
the Holy and Great Council of the Orthodox Church held in Crete (attended 
by 10 of 14 churches), and Russian aggression against Ukraine. Therefore, 
when forming the foreign policy course, all these components and challenges 
must be taken into account, especially in a country whose national security 
has dramatically deteriorated. In order to adequately assess the phenomenon 
of strategic culture in Ukraine in modern conditions and its influence on inter-
governmental relations, we consider it appropriate to trace the history of the 
establishment of Ukraine’s relations with the Arab world on the example of 
the three Levant countries (Syria, Lebanon and Jordan) and Egypt.

In recent years, attention has grown considerably towards countries of the 
so-called Levant, and this is not only due to the events of the five-year-old 
Arab Spring, but rather the emergence of the phenomenon of the Islamic State 
in Iraq and the Levant (IDIL, Arabic “DAISCH”). It is worth mentioning that 
the Arabs call this region as “Ash-Sham”, and in Europe the name “levante” 
appeared at the end of the 15th century (as a translation from Italian “levante” 
and/or French “levant” as “east” and/or “eastern”) In other words, Levant is 
a land of sunrise (obviously, from the Europeans’ point of view) or the coun-
tries of Middle East. Today the territory of several states is included in the 
Levant: apart from Syria, Lebanon, and Jordan, “Levant” implicates Turkey, 
Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Iraq, and Israel. 

The geographical location of the Levant nations isn’t the only factor unify-
ing this community. Levant nations have a common history, similar cuisine, 
and customs. Most of them, except Turks and Jews, speak the same language 
– Arabic. With regard to the religious priorities of the Levant population, 
Muslims are of absolute superiority to Islam, but apart from the compact lo-
cation of the Jews, there are also supporters of other religions - Catholics, 
Kurds, Yezidis, Protestants, and others.
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In the opinion of Yulia Gergel (Diplomatic academy of the Ukrainian Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs), Ukraine may play a full-fledged role in the Middle 
East under the condition that “it’ll keep an active political dialog as well as 
develop close and beneficial relations” with the Levant countries (Lebanon, 
Syria, Jordan). The reason, as seen by the author, is in the geopolitical weight 
of these countries in the region, whereas they create an important transit cor-
ridor, transportation and communication junction”.8 However, let’s consider 
the possibility of a practical implementation of such an ambitious goal. Ac-
cording to Gergel’s idea, the Levant countries may have a strategic impor-
tance for Ukraine as a perspective market for Ukrainian goods and services 
and their subsequent distribution to other markets, first of all - Iraq. But the 
latest events in the region have upset the applecart and destroyed all the virtu-
al benefits of the establishment of the Islamic State within the part of the ter-
ritory of Iraq and Syria, as well the armed confrontation continuing between 
the governments and opposition of these countries, international coalition, 
and combatant groups of ISIS (Islamic State).

The history of interstate relations between Ukraine and Syria reveals a lack 
of events. Syria recognized the Ukraine’s state independence on December 28, 
1991. On March 31, 1992, Ukraine and Syria signed a Protocol on establishing 
diplomatic relations and Agreement on cooperation and coordination between 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of Syria. The embassy of Ukraine opened in Damascus in February of 2000. 
The embassy of the Syrian Arab Republic opened in Ukraine in August 2004.

Leonid Kuchma, the President of Ukraine, paid an official visit to Syria in 
April of 2002. Several basic agreements in the economic sphere were signed 
during the visit, and the Intergovernmental Ukrainian-Syrian Commission on 
Trade, Economic, and Technical Cooperation was established. In 2010, the 
President of Syria paid a visit to Ukraine, which had an extended effect on 
all the entire spectrum of bilateral cooperation in economic, technical, and 
humanitarian spheres. 

The economic cooperation between Ukraine and Syria increased expo-
nentially. Within the period of 2000 – 2011, 49 legal documents were signed; 
the trade turnover increased annually until 2008. There are some impressive 
statistical figures: Ukrainian exports to the Syrian Arab Republic ranked 
third in 2008, following the Russian Federation and China; Ukraine ranked 
first in total Syrian imports in 2009. Even today, despite ongoing military 
operations in Syria, Ukrainian-Syrian trade is characterized by a positive 
balance in favour of Ukraine. Bilateral trade turnover is generated primar-
ily via Ukrainian export (approximately 90-93%). The general structure of 
exports of Ukrainian products is divided into the following main groups: 
cereals – 37%; metal products – 23%; fats and oils – 15%. The Ukrainian 
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import from Syria includes the following goods: potassium phosphate – 
60%; pharmaceutical products – 12%; fabrics and textile goods etc. – 9%. 
Thus, the analysis of trade relations between Ukraine and Syria points to the 
commercial attractiveness of domestic products and services in the domes-
tic market of Syria. Despite the Syrian crisis, Ukrainian goods are still in 
high demand; there are tendencies towards the diversification of the range 
of Ukrainian products and services.9

Prior to the outbreak of the conflict in Syria in 2011, contacts between 
Syria and Ukraine were maintained in the form of political consultations at 
the level of Deputy Foreign Ministers, as well as during the annual sessions 
of the Intergovernmental Ukrainian-Syrian Commission on Trade Economic 
and Technical Cooperation (seven meetings of the said Commission were 
held in total). Interaction within the framework of international organizations 
was carried out through the support of Ukrainian and Syrian candidates dur-
ing the elections to various international bodies. Currently, Ukrainian-Syrian 
relations are characterized by a pause in the political dialogue, caused by 
Syria’s political support of the Russian policy towards Ukraine, expressed in 
a telegram sent by the Syrian President to the Russian President on  March 6, 
2014, as well as Syria’s vote against the Resolution of UN General Assembly, 
“The Territorial Integrity of Ukraine”, on March 27, 2014.

Proceeding from the prioritization of the European integration policy in 
Ukraine’s foreign policy, in June of 2014, our state joined the EU Council 
Decision 2014/309 / CFSP of May 28, 2014, concerning restrictive measures 
against individuals and legal entities of Syria by June 1, 2015. At the same 
time, the possibility of cooperation with Syria in the economic, commercial 
and humanitarian spheres, which are not subject to international sanctions and 
restrictions against Syria, has not been excluded. Ukraine’s position towards 
the conflict in Syria is that the crisis should be resolved solely by political 
and diplomatic methods. The UN, the Security Council, as well as influential 
regional organizations, including the Arab League, should play the key role 
in the peaceful settlement.10

The situation for Ukraine was complicated, not only by the conflict in Syr-
ia itself, but also the unexpected interference of Russian armed forces in it. It 
was de jure to demonstrate to the world community Russia’s contribution to 
the fight against an international terrorist organization representing ISIS; but 
de facto – it revealed the Russian leadership’s intentions to support the regime 
of Bashar al-Assad in its fight against the opposition. According to V. Shved 
“the geopolitical processes in the Middle Easttoday are also characterized by 
unprecedented dynamism of changes in the distribution of forces between the 
main international and regional policy centers, which rapidly forms a qualita-
tively new “face” of the region”.11
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In the future, Ukraine should clearly monitor the situation with civilian 
confrontation and Russia’s direct military intervention in the Syrian conflict. 
Maybe not now, but prospectively, Ukraine should be ready to find its niche 
among the main actors in the Middle East.

Another key country in Levant is Lebanon, which was among the first 
Arab countries to recognize Ukraine’s independence in 1991. Diplomatic re-
lations between the two states were established on December 14, 1992 via 
the exchange of diplomatic notes. The Embassy of Ukraine in Beirut was 
opened in August of 1995; the Embassy of Lebanon in Kyiv was opened in 
February of 2006. Bilateral relations have gained momentum thanks to the 
official visits of the President of Ukraine to Lebanon in 2002 and the Presi-
dent of Lebanon to Ukraine in 2003. In 2002, the Minister of Education and 
Science of Ukraine was in Lebanon V. Kremen, Ukraine’s Education and Sci-
ence Minister, paid a visit to Lebanon in 2002, during the visit the Agreement 
on Cooperation in the Sphere of Science and Technology was initialled. The 
First Joint Session of the Intergovernmental Ukrainian-Lebanese Commis-
sion on Trade and Economic Co-operation was held in Kyiv in 2010.12 

Economic cooperation between Ukraine and Lebanon over the last five 
years is characterized by positive dynamics. Ukraine continues to maintain an 
absolute surplus of trade, accounting for 99% of the total. Based on the analysis 
of 2014-2015, the overall structure of exports of Ukrainian products to Lebanon 
is divided into the following groups: 40% - ferrous metals and products, 40% - 
cereals, 20% - fats and oils of animal or vegetable origin. Basic import products 
from Lebanon are: 70% - tobacco and its industrial substitutes, 12% - vegetable 
processing products, 18% - plastic and polymeric materials.13

In the Soviet Union, thousands of Lebanese people were trained in Ukraine 
(80% of the Lebanese graduates of Soviet universities are graduates of higher 
education in Ukraine). Each year, the Embassy of Ukraine in Lebanon is-
sues 600-700 student visas. Basic specialties are medical, engineering, and 
technical.14 Therefore, it is no coincidence that one of the important areas 
of bilateral scientific and technical cooperation is the establishment of links 
between universities (National University “Lviv Polytechnic”, Zaporizhzhya 
National Technical University, National Linguistic University).15 Lebanon 
even hosted an international conference in 2011, which was dedicated to the 
famous Ukrainian orientalist Ahatanhel Krymsky.

During 2011-2012, Ukrainian creative groups have repeatedly been in 
Lebanon. There is an operating NGO, “Ukrainian Cultural Centre”, in Bei-
rut. Liaison with talented compatriots who live in Lebanon, in particular 
with the pianist Tetyana Primak-Khouri, and artist, Natalka Dzyadik-Habib. 
Amateur dance troupes ‘Star’ (Zirka, city of Beirut) and ‘Seagull’ (Chaika, 
city of Sidon) are based in Lebanon. In 2013, for the first time in the history 



173

of bilateral relations, the Days of Ukrainian Culture in Lebanon took place; 
the musicians of the Veryovka National Academic Folk Chorus of Ukraine 
and the ballet dancers from Shevchenko National Opera and Ballet Theatre 
gave several performances; and there was an exhibition of photo-paintings 
“Ukraine Today”.

Regardless of certain achievements in the economic and humanitarian 
spheres, the interstate relations with Lebanon are in a state of homeostasis. 
Altogether it’s worth mentioning that the Russian Federation applies consid-
erable pressure on both Syria and Lebanon, so any conversation for coordina-
tion of foreign policy events and mutual support of Ukraine in the interna-
tional arena is highly unlikely for both of the mentioned countries.

The third of the major Levant countries, Jordan, established diplomatic 
relations with Ukraine on April 19, 1992. In 2002, the consulate of Ukraine 
began its work in Jordan, and in February 2003 it was transformed into an 
embassy.  The interests of Jordan in Ukraine since 1997 are represented by 
the Ambassador of Jordan in the Russian Federation. In the same year, the 
Department of the Jordanian Embassy in Russia, which deals with culture, 
began to work in Kyiv. The Honorary Consulate of Jordan in Ukraine opened 
in Kyiv in 2000. Ukraine and Jordan have exchanged over 60 official visits; 
most of them were official and working visits of Ukrainian delegations to 
Jordan. The Ukrainian President, Kuchma, paid his first official visit to Jor-
dan in 2002. In general, the bilateral dialogue is maintained through political 
consultations between the foreign ministries of the two countries. Since 1995, 
in Amman, five delegations of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine 
have held political consultations. The contacts between the Ukrainian and 
Jordanian parliaments constitute another direction of bilateral political co-
operation. In 2009, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine set up a deputy group 
for inter-parliamentary relations with Jordan. In 2011, for the first time ever 
in Ukrainian-Jordanian relations, the King of Jordan, Abdullah II, paid his 
first official visit to Ukraine. Several bilateral documents were signed during 
this visit concerning the development of cooperation in the military sphere, 
healthcare, and the exchange of information to prevent money laundering and 
the financing of terrorism.

Jordan is of great interest to Ukraine as a prospective market for all its 
goods, services, and technologies, as well as the transportation, transit, trade, 
financial and tourist centre of the Middle East; since the signing of the In-
tergovernmental Agreement on Trade and Economic Cooperation by Jordan 
and Ukraine on April 23, 2002. The Kingdom, due to its traditional role as 
a regional trade and economic intermediary, can be considered as a kind of 
“gateway” for the promotion of Ukrainian products and technologies to the 
markets of other Arab countries.

Over the past two years, foreign economic relations between Ukraine and 
Jordan have been characterized by a gradual decrease in the trade of goods 
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and services. This is primarily due to the difficult financial and economic situ-
ation in the Kingdom due to the Jordanian state budget’s high expenses for the 
maintenance of Syrian refugees, the closing the borders of Syria, which was 
the main route for Jordanian exports, and shortening construction works of 
for the large-scale infrastructure projects, as well as the annexation of Crimea 
by Russia and the unstable situation in the Donetsk and Lugansk regions. At 
the same time, the Jordanian leadership is taking active measures to increase 
exports of goods and services to other countries.

According to the State Statistics Service of Ukraine, the total turnover of 
goods and services between Ukraine and Jordan in 2015 totalled to 154.7 
million USD, while in 2014 it totalled 353.65 million USD. The total trade 
balance (goods and services) between Ukraine and Jordan was positive for 
Ukraine and amounted to 139.698 million USD. The overall Ukrainian export 
volume in 2015 decreased by 54.8% as compared to 2014 and amounted to 
147.19 million USD. The main factor for the decrease was a decrease in the 
supply of milk and dairy products, eggs, honey, cereals, and ferrous metals. 
At the same time, there was an increase in supplies to Jordan of meat and ed-
ible offal, fats and oils, and machinery. The imports from Jordan to Ukraine 
in 2015 also decreased by 72.8% (to 7.51 million USD), due to decrease of 
supply of pharmaceutical products, representing 45.1% of total import from 
Jordan, as well as plastics, polymers. However, there was a significant in-
crease in the import of ferrous metal products by 617 thousand USD and 
goods purchased in ports by 370 thousand USD.16

Cooperation in the sphere of education remains another priority area for 
the development of Ukrainian-Jordanian humanitarian relations. Suffice it to 
say that since 1992, more than 5,000 Jordanians have received higher and 
secondary specialized education in Ukraine, and now more than 3,000 Jorda-
nian students study in Ukrainian universities.

In 2006, an Agreement on the Cooperation in the Sphere of Tourism was 
signed. Over the past few years, cooperation in the field of medical science and 
healthcare remains a promising area of ​​scientific cooperation between Ukraine 
and Jordan. The Kingdom is one of the biggest international centres of “Medi-
cal Tourism”; it occupies first place in this sphere among the Arab countries and 
fifth place worldwide. Moreover, a significant number of Jordanian doctors (i.e. 
approximately one thousand graduates) completed their professional education 
in Ukrainian educational institutions; there are several thousand Jordanian citi-
zens who continue to study at the Ukrainian medical universities.17

The Days of Jordanian Culture in Ukraine in 2011 became a significant 
event in the bilateral cultural cooperation between Ukraine and Jordan. The 
Royal Cultural Centre of Jordan hosted an art exhibition, “Jordan in the Eyes 
of Ukrainian Artists”.
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Another impetus of cooperation between Ukraine and Jordan was the 
adoption in 2013 by the municipalities of Amman and Madaba to name one of 
streets in the Jordanian capital and Madaba town after Taras Shevchenko, the 
great Ukrainian poet and artist. It is worth noting that the Ukrainian Embassy 
in Amman is located at Al-Umouma Street (and now it is Shevchenko Street) 
and it is the first Ukrainian foreign mission stationed in the street named after 
the Great Kobzar. Furthermore, the Kingdom of Jordan is the first Arab coun-
try which named a street in its capital after Shevchenko. 

Regarding the political sphere, for Ukraine, the support of Jordan was very 
important, as a non-permanent member of the UN Security Council March 
14, 2014 it voted for a draft resolution on the Crimea, confirming the ter-
ritorial integrity of Ukraine in its internationally recognized borders and the 
illegality of the referendum on the Crimea. Furthermore, at the 80th plenary 
session of the UN General Assembly held on March 27, 2014, Jordan casted 
its vote for the UN General Assembly’s Resolution A/RES/68/262 support-
ing the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine and recognizing the 
changes in status of Crimea and Sevastopol city as illegal.

In April of 2014, during a UN Security Council session, the Jordan’s Per-
manent Representative to the United Nations, HRH Prince Zeid bin Raad, 
expressed his deep concern towards the recent situation in the Eastern part of 
Ukraine and made the following statement: “What is happening there (in the 
East) will lead to the disintegration and division of the country. Ukraine has 
the right and obligation to its citizens to preserve the territorial integrity, as 
well as to reinstate the supremacy of law in all parts of the country”.18

The positive experience of coordinating the political positions of both 
Ukraine and Jordan turned to out be one of the factors which brought Ukraine 
(being a non-permanent member of UN Security Council) to vote on De-
cember 23, 2016 in favour of Resolution S/RES/2334 condemning Israel’s 
establishment of settlements in Palestinian territories and qualifying Israel’s 
actions as a violation of international law. Fourteen members of UN Security 
Council, including Ukraine, have voted in favour of the said resolution, and 
the USA, which previously was resorting to its veto power to block anti-
Israeli resolutions, abstained this time. The voting procedure has put Ukraine 
into an awkward position, i.e. if Ukraine were to vote against UN Security 
Council’s resolution 2334 or abstained; it could have affected the economic 
and political ties with the Arab World. By the way, in 2015, the turnover of 
goods and services between Ukraine and Israel totalled to 930.6 million USD 
but the trade with Egypt only has reached 2.2 billion USD. It is also possible 
that Ukrainian abstention in the UN Security Council from condemning Israel 
for its construction activities on the occupied territories may bring the Arab 
university applicants to recall their applications from the higher educational 
institutions of our country. And vice versa, a Ukrainian vote on condemn-
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ing the construction activities could complicate bilateral relations with Israel. 
Therefore, as exemplified by three Levant countries, we can draw the follow-
ing conclusions. To a certain extent the following conclusions can be drawn 
from the example of the three Levant countries. Ukraine could some extent 
implement some of the three main functions inherent in the foreign policy 
of the state (protective, informational, representative and organizational in-
termediary), and to present their interests in these countries. They are more 
fully manifested in the trade and economic sphere. Unlike other regions of 
the world, Ukraine must approach the development of bilateral relations with 
the Levant countries in each case separately, considering the whole spectrum 
of obstacles, as well as the general political instability of this region. The 
most significant example of the coordination of foreign policy measures in 
the political sphere can be considered the consultations of the governments 
of Ukraine and the Kingdom of Jordan, in particular in the UN, where our 
country receives support during a difficult time for us. The study of Ukrain-
ian-Egyptian relations reveals their consistent development in all fields. The 
Arab Republic of Egypt officially recognized the independence of Ukraine 
on January 3, 1992. Diplomatic relations between the two countries were 
established on January 25, 1992. Ukraine became one of the first post-Soviet 
republics where the diplomatic representation of the Arab Republic of Egypt 
was opened in May of 1993. The official opening of the Ukrainian Embassy 
in Cairo took place on September 1, 1993. In December of 2009, Egypt and 
Ukraine negotiated in Cairo regarding the preparation and finalization of a 
draft bilateral Treaty on legal assistance and collaboration in civil affairs.19 
The ratification of the Treaty provides for the recognition and implementation 
of the Ukrainian courts’ decisions on the territory of Egypt. In December of 
2010, the Agreement between the Government of Ukraine and the Govern-
ment of Egypt on visa exemptions for holders of diplomatic and other special 
passports was signed.

Since 1991, representatives of the two countries have paid numerous visits 
at different levels, the visit of the President of Ukraine Leonid Kuchma in De-
cember 1992 was among the most important ones; during this visit Ukraine 
and Egypt signed the Agreement on the Basic Principles of Relations and Co-
operation. In 1997, the Agreement on Maritime Merchant Shipping, the Con-
vention on Avoidance of Double Taxation of Income and Property, etc. was 
signed. The same year, the joint Ukrainian-Egyptian tractor building plant in 
Alexandria was opened co-founded by the Dnipro plant “Pivdenmash” and 
the leading Egyptian corporation “MM”. In 2008, the President of Ukraine, 
Viktor Yushchenko, paid an official visit to Cairo; during this visit the is-
sues of trade, economic, military, and technical cooperation were discussed. 
Special attention was paid to creating a free trade zone between Ukraine and 
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Egypt. The Arabic party demonstrated a great interest in the exchange of new 
materials and technologies (irrigation, food, fisheries, etc) and cooperation 
in the fields of weaponry, space industry, banking, and tourism development. 

The foundations for scientific and technical collaboration between the two 
countries were laid long before Ukraine’s independence. During the 1960s 
and 1970s, Ukrainian experts made a significant contribution to the develop-
ment of the technical infrastructure of Egypt. More than twenty Ukrainian 
companies supplied the equipment necessary for shipbuilding in Alexandria. 
In the 1960s, Ukrainians helped Egyptians with the design and construction of 
irrigation and underground tunnels of the Aswan complex. Ukraine also con-
tributed to the Egyptian metallurgical engineering industry; in 1961 it turned 
into a major supplier of mining and metallurgical products and machinery for 
development of metals, coal, coke, chemicals for all countries in the African 
continent. Few people know that over 60 Ukrainian plants presented Egypt 
with 118 pieces of valuable equipment for high-rise construction project of 
the Altitude Dam.20

After Ukraine has become independent, its relations with Egypt in the field 
of high and industrial technologies started developing at a rather intense pace. In 
1995, a delegation from the Egyptian National Research Centre visited Ukraine 
to learn about its scientific capabilities, and the following year, Ukrainian sci-
entists paid a visit to Egypt. They examined the prospects of founding the joint 
Ukrainian-Egyptian Electric Technology Institute and the possibility of collabo-
ration in the nuclear field. In 1999, the Egyptian Commission of nuclear materials 
together with the Committee for Nuclear Research and the Academy of Sciences 
of Ukraine held a scientific conference in Cairo on research of nuclear materials, 
technology, and geochemistry of nuclear materials for peaceful purposes. The 
Ukrainian side offered to share experiences with Egypt in the field of construction 
of gas pipelines. For their part, Egyptian scientists have confirmed their interest 
in cooperation with Ukraine in the field of planimetry and the construction of 
aircraft engines. In 1995, the two countries signed an Agreement under which 
Ukraine pledged to modernize some of the air defence systems of Egypt, replace 
MiG 17 and MiG 19 aircrafts with MiG 29 and  old tanks with the modern A-27 
models.21 In 2003, the Kharkiv State Aviation Production Enterprise has won s 
a contract in Egypt to supply nine AN-74T-200A and AN-74TK-200A planes to 
security agencies. In 2005, the company delivered the first AN-74T-200A ma-
chine to Egypt, which was certified the same year. Due to financial difficulties, 
the terms and conditions of the contract have somewhat shifted. However, in De-
cember of 2009 Ukraine sent the second AN-74T-200A plane to Egypt.22

In 2001, Ukraine won the competitive bid for the production of an arti-
ficial Egyptian satellite for the remote sensing on the ground,“EgyptSat-1”, 
the construction of which started in 2003 at the “Pivdenmash” plant, and in 
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2007 it was first launched by the Ukrainian missile carrier “Dnipro” from the 
“Baikonur” launch site. In 2008, the satellite control station was opened and 
an agreement on cooperation in the field of peaceful use of space was signed.

Due to the reduction of its stock of organic fuel, Egypt planned to in-
crease its share of non-traditional energy sources by 2015, including up to 
20% of the total energy balance; thus, the Egyptian side was interested in the 
prospects of Ukraine’s nuclear energy development and its experience with 
international cooperation in this field. Ukrainian nuclear experts can provide 
advisory and methodological support as well as assistance in staff training in 
the field of nuclear energy and industry, also in construction and operation of 
nuclear power stations.23 

Based on the 2006 Concession Agreement between the “Naftogaz Ukraine” 
Company and the Egyptian General Petroleum Corporation, the successful 
implementation of the project for the development of the Alam al-Shawish 
East in the Western Desert of the AE continues. Due to consistent efforts of 
the two sides, a third production field was opened on said territory. During the 
trials of the horizon “G” well of the Abu Rawash formation in 2010, industrial 
tanks of gas with a flow of 270 thousand cubic meters per day and conden-
sate of flow rate 64.5 cubic meters per day were obtained.24 In the course of 
well drilling, a full range of geological, geographical, and industrial research 
was carried out, including survey works within the concession area. Taking 
into consideration the positive results of implementing the State program of 
hydrocarbons sources diversification of Ukraine, “Naftogaz Ukraine” and the 
Ministry of Petroleum of Egypt signed a concession agreement on the explo-
ration and exploitation of the hydrocarbon fields of Wadi Mahareeth No 8 and 
No 9, managed by the company “GANOPE” (Ganoub El-Wadi Holding Pe-
troleum Co). In addition, the agreement on the establishment of a Ukrainian-
Egyptian bank for financing joint projects was reached. However, despite the 
existence of broad prospects for joint investment, the lack of funds both in 
Ukraine and Egypt is the main obstacle on the path to their implementation. 

In recent years, within the framework of twinning contacts between Odesa 
and Alexandria, a series of meetings with the leadership of the Arab Academy 
of Sciences, Technologies and Marine Transport was held in order to establish 
cooperation with the Odessa National Maritime Academy through the  via 
concluding a correspondent protocol. In the long term, cooperation between 
these maritime educational institutions could also be a strong basis for the 
development of cooperation between the ports of Odessa and Alexandria. 

In the trade and economic relations between Ukraine and Egypt, it should 
be noted, that both sides are interested in strengthening and extending mutu-
ally beneficial contacts. Overall, the trade turnover between the two countries 
indicates a positive trend. If in 1992 it amounted to 21.1 million USD, in 2009 
it reached a record level up to 1.75 billion USD, of which 1.6 billion USD fell 
to the share of Ukrainian exports.25
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The Arab Spring has negatively affected the trade between Ukraine and 
Egypt. Commodity circulation between the two countries decreased to 130.5 
million USD, but in 2013 it rose again to 2.85 billion USD. It should be noted 
that since 2008, Egypt is in the top ten largest importers of Ukrainian goods. 
In 2010, Egypt’s domestic market took eighth place in the consumption of 
Ukrainian goods, leaving behind China and Kazakhstan. The share of Egypt 
in total Ukrainian exports amounts to 2.59% on average, with a trade surplus 
in favour of Ukraine totalling to 1.25 billion USD.26

Among the main articles of Ukrainian exports to Egypt are chemicals, fer-
tilizers, and metal products for the engineering industry. In addition, Egypt 
has a strategic interest in agricultural exports from Ukraine. It is the price / 
quality ratio for grain products that became the deciding factor for the pur-
chase of Ukrainian wheat. This is supported by the need for Egypt in quali-
tative wheat of grades 3 and 4, which can be offered by the Ukrainian side. 
Each year Egypt buys from 6 to 8 million tons of wheat. The share of the main 
state wheat importer GASC amounts to 4.5 - 6 million tons of the total volume 
(through competitive bids). If the government of Ukraine supports proposals 
encouraging grain exports and stops applying quotation mechanisms to the 
export of grain, the share of Ukrainian grain in global exports to Egypt will 
increase significantly. The Egyptian side is interested in signing a long-term 
contract for the import of Ukrainian wheat at fixed prices. This proposal can 
be economically advantageous for both countries: a fixed price for grain will 
enable Egypt to forecast the budgetary costs to be allocated for the purchase, 
and for Ukraine, the signing the agreement with fixed prices with Egypt will 
give it an opportunity to develop a mechanism for signing similar agreements 
with other countries in the Middle East and South Africa. Such practices may 
lead producers of agricultural products in Ukraine to work “on request”, in 
particular to grow crops that meet the quality standards of individual countries 
in the region and will be guaranteed for purchase. In addition, the conclusion 
of such contracts will help to pre-neutralize the excess supply of grain in the 
domestic market of Ukraine. In case of adjusting the supply to the Egyptian 
market, Ukrainian barley exports may increase to 1 million tons per year. 

As for Egyptian exports to Ukraine, it is primarily agricultural products 
and medicines. Among the main difficulties for Egyptian exports to Ukraine, 
the Trade mission of ARE in Kyiv noted high customs taxes in Ukraine and 
the presence of a certain amount of goods imported and smuggled from other 
countries, which mostly affects the competitiveness of Egyptian export goods 
against foreign analogues that are not subject to customs duties or have cer-
tain benefits.27 

Despite the abovementioned difficulties, the representatives of both coun-
tries are seeking new opportunities for effective cooperation. In Egypt, Ukraine 
International Airlines, the Black Sea, Danube and Azov Shipping Companies, 
and 140 Ukraine - Europe - World corporations like “Ukrmontazhspetsbud” 
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(Kyiv), “Ukrenergochermet” (Kharkov), “Hirhimprom” (Lviv), and “KrAZ” 
(Kremenchug) have permanent representation in Egypt.  

Another important aspect of trade and economic relations between Ukraine 
and Egypt is the exchange of experience and provision for necessary assis-
tance. In 1992, Egypt’s Foreign Ministry set up the Foundation for Techni-
cal Cooperation with CIS countries, which aims to support relations between 
Egypt and the CIS countries, facilitate the exchange of technical experience in 
various fields through interested organizations, stakeholders, education, and 
training in both countries. In order to familiarize itself with the experience 
of the free economic zone in ARE, the Foundation organized a visit to Egypt 
of Ukrainian businessmen, during which they held a series of negotiations 
with top Egyptian companies like “Arab Kontraktorz”, “Oraskom”, “Artok 
Group”, “Edzhikvip”, “Heluanskyy Steel Plant” and others, which consider-
ably contributed to boosting of bilateral trade and economic collaboration.

Considerable attention was paid to the development of humanitarian coop-
eration in relations between the two countries, particularly in the field of edu-
cation and culture. In 1992, Ukraine and Egypt signed the first agreement on 
cultural and humanitarian cooperation, and in 2010, they signed documents 
on the development of cooperation in the field of education and science, cul-
ture, and tourism.28

According to the Ministry of Tourism of Egypt, the tourism industry pro-
vides 11.3% of the country’s GDP and provides more than 14% of its foreign 
exchange earnings. Therefore, the decline of tourist traffic to this Arab coun-
try, due to security issues during 2015-2016, pushed tour operators to reduce 
their tariffs on popular routes. According to the data from Ukrainian travel 
agencies, the popularity of leisure on the Red Sea outweighed other destina-
tions among the preferences of Ukrainians since the beginning of 2017. 

When it comes to cultural collaboration, the Egyptian side has certain in-
terests in promoting the learning of Arabic language in Ukrainian schools. 
In 2014, there were 624 registered Muslim communities in Ukraine. The ap-
proximate number of Muslims in Ukraine varies from 500 thousand to 1 mil-
lion individuals.29 Ukrainian Muslims take a rather active part in the interna-
tional religious conferences conducted by the Ministry of Awqaf and Islamic 
Affairs in Egypt. In 2000, the Ministry of Awqaf and Islamic Affairs of Egypt 
offered to set up a course on the Arabic language and the Quran at the Islamic 
school for the Muslim community in Kyiv, and this initiative was greeted by 
the Chief Mufti of Ukraine. Delegations from the Theological Administration 
of Ukrainian Muslims (RAMU) visit Egypt from time to time, to enhance 
collaboration with the Islamic University, under the auspices of RAMU and 
Egyptian Al-Azhar University, which is a prestigious training centre for Sun-
ni clergy worldwide.

Undoubtedly, an important role in promoting the Arabic language in 
Ukraine is played by the Foundation for Technical Cooperation with CIS 
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countries, which belongs to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Egypt. During 
last 20 years, the Foundation organized linguistics studies in the Universities 
of Cairo and Alexandria for dozens of researchers, professors and students 
from the higher educational establishments of Ukraine. In 2008, the Egyptian 
Centre of Arabic Language and Culture at the Institute of Philology of Kyiv 
National Taras Shevchenko University had its grand opening. The Egyptian 
side provided funding for the centre and provided all the necessary audio and 
video equipment.30

In 2015, an international exhibition, “Ukraine Invites to Study”, was held 
in Cairo; where the representatives of 14 Ukrainian universities briefed the 
graduates of Egyptian schools on the learning conditions in Ukraine. Attrac-
tive entry conditions, high levels of education, and relatively low education 
costs as compared to other European states are key factors in encouraging 
Egyptian students to receive higher education in Ukraine. As on 2016, 1106 
Egyptian students were receiving their education in Ukraine.31

The list of cultural events of Ukrainians in Egypt includes the memorable 
2001 exhibition dedicated to the 140th anniversary of the outstanding Ukrain-
ian poet, Lesya Ukrainka. who at the beginning of the twentieth century was 
undergoing treatment in the Egyptian cities of Alexandria and Helwan and 
wrote a collection of poems named “Spring in Egypt”; the tour of the National 
Academic Ensemble of Ukrainian Folk Dance, named after P. Virskyi; and 
theatres troupes from Lesya Ukrainka Drama Theatre, “Molody” (‘Young’) 
and “Brama” (‘The Gates’) Theatres. There is a good tradition in Egypt to 
hold a children’s drawing competition named “Painting Ukraine”, dedicated 
to the Independence Day of Ukraine. In UNESCO, Egypt supported the ini-
tiatives to include “Petrykivka Decorative Painting – the Ukrainian decora-
tive ornament painting of the nineteenth through twenty first centuries” in the 
representative list of the Intangible Heritage of Humanity.

As for the political area of cooperation, Ukraine supported the resolution 
on the creation of a nuclear free zone in the Middle East, according to the 
draft proposed by Egypt in 1980. Ukraine, together with Egypt, refused to 
vote for the resolution on the violation of human rights in the occupied Arab 
territories, participating in meetings of the Human Rights Committee of the 
General Assembly at the 53rd session of the United Nations (1998).

Ukraine, Egypt and the United Nations signed a Memorandum of Under-
standing in order to establish trilateral cooperation with Ukraine and promote 
Egyptian experiences with reforming and rebuilding the economy and provid-
ing work places for young Ukrainians using a structural fund, similar to the 
Egyptian Social Development Fund. A positive achievement of the Ukrainian 
diplomatic mission in 2009 was the decision of Arab countries to accredit 
the Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of Ukraine in Egypt, Mr. 
Yevhen Mikitenko, as an observer at the League of Arab States Headquarters 
located in Cairo. Moreover, within the framework of the regular session of 
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the UN General Assembly in New York, the Memorandum on Cooperation 
between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine and the General Secre-
tariat of the Arab League was signed, which allowed Ukraine to take a more 
profound part in the Middle Eastern political processes. Under these circum-
stances, the intensification of cooperation between Ukraine and Egypt gained 
more substance. Thus, there was progress in solving problematic issues, in 
particular the intensification of trade shipping between Ukraine and Egypt, 
exhibitions, and exchanges between business and industrial delegations.32 

The events of the so-called Arab Spring, as well as further political events 
in Ukraine, somehow slowed down the process of bilateral cooperation. How-
ever, the mutual desire of the two countries to open new horizons of coopera-
tion is the key to the successful development of relations between them.

Conclusions. Although the Ukrainian authorities have relegated Ukraini-
an-Arab relations to the lowest ranking position among their interests, many 
Arab countries – Egypt and oil-producing countries like Saudi Arabia - have 
been defined by Ukraine as strategic partners. But during the whole period 
Ukraine did not receive adequate responses from these countries.

The dynamics of the deployment of the mechanism of trade-economic and 
military-technical cooperation between Ukraine and Arab countries has had 
its own specificities. They were defined as the development of liberalization 
processes in the Arab world and in Ukraine, as well as by the domestic market 
scopes and the export-import commodity structure. At the beginning of the 
21st century, Ukraine reached its highest numbers in of bilateral trade with 
Egypt, besides Syria. Ukraine succeeded in getting access to the Arab market 
of arms while reviving its former ties and enhancing exhibition and market-
ing activities. Ukraine has adjusted to military and technical cooperation best 
with Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and the UAE.

The implementation of further opportunities in the development of bilat-
eral relations with Arab countries demands that Ukraine apply the following 
measures: activate contacts and exchange of delegations at the highest level; 
coordinate positions within regional and international organizations; moni-
tor the fulfilment of legislative and contractual fundamentals of cooperation 
closely; timely and qualitatively fulfill obligations for implementation of pro-
jects in the branches of industry and agriculture, and to keep the turnover at 
the high level; provide the most favourable investment climate for both part-
ners; promote scientific and cultural cooperation, in particular between higher 
educational institutions and mass media.

The main goal of Ukrainian diplomacy and specialists should be finding 
the best model of cooperation. Upon examination of our experience, consid-
ering the concept of “Strategic Culture”, an additional task appears, devising 
a policy of informational support for national interests in the region and the 
world in general. Introducing certain adjustments and an appropriate recon-
sideration of the role and importance of the Arabic vector within the foreign 
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policy activities of the Ukrainian Foreign Ministry, under the current trouble-
some conditions for the state of Ukraine, shall allow us to test a development 
model, which will correspond to the current realities and challenges of the 
global world. 

1  “Про засади внутрішньої і зовнішньої політики”, Відомості Верховної Ради Укра-
їни (ВВР), accessed January 19, 2017, http://zakon2.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2411-17  

2  Василь Короткий, “Сучасний близькосхідний пасьянс: місце та роль української 
карти”, accessed January 19, 2017, https://www.ukrinform.ua/rubric-other_news/1344086-
blizkoshidna_strategiya_ukraiini_saudivska_araviya_levant_ta_balans_z_e_vropeyskim_
vektorom_1722617.html  

3  Короткий, “Сучасний близькосхідний пасьянс”.
4  Alastair Iain Johnston, Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Strategy in Chi-

nese History (Princeton University Press, 1998), 36. 
5  ”Про Звернення Верховної Ради України до Його Всесвятості Варфоломія, Архі-

єпископа Константинополя і Нового Риму, Вселенського Патріарха щодо надання ав-
токефалії Православній Церкві в Україні”, Відомості Верховної Ради України (ВВР), 
accessed January 19, 2017, http://zakon3.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/1422-19   

6 “Варфоломій: Церква Константинополя материнська для України”, 
ЛIГАБiзнесIнформ, accessed January 19, 2017, http://news.liga.net/ua/news/
politics/9491448- varfolom_y_tserkva_konstantinopolya_materinska_dlya_ukra_ni.htm  

7  “Порошенко: Україні потрібна допомога Вселенського патріархату в подоланні 
розділу православних”,  Інформаційне агентство Ukr.Media, accessed January 19, 2017, 
https://ukr.media/ukrain/270200/  

8  Ю. В. Гергель, “Роль і місце держав Леванту в міжнародних відносинах на Близь-
кому Сході та в системі зовнішньополітичних пріоритетів України в регіоні”, Науковий 
вісник Дипломатичної академії України 19 (2012): 177-185. 

9  ”Україна та Сирія – торговельно-економічне співробітництво між Україною та 
Сирією”, Офіційний сайт Посольства України в Сирійській Арабській Республіці, ac-
cessed January 19, 2017, http://syria.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-sy/trade

10  “Україна та Сирія – політичні відносини”, Офіційний сайт Посольства України 
в Сирійській Арабській Республіці, accessed January 19, 2017, http://syria.mfa.gov.ua/ua/
ukraine-sy/diplomacy

11  Азійський напрям зовнішньої політики України: проблеми і перспективи. Аналі-
тичні оцінки, ред. В. О. Швед (Київ, 2008), 20. 

12  “Україна та Ліван – політичні відносини”, Офіційний сайт Посольства України в 
Ліванській Республіці, accessed January 19, 2017, http://lebanon.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-lb/
diplomacy

13  “Торговельно-економічне співробітництво між Україною та Ліваном”,  Офіцій-
ний сайт Посольства України в Ліванській Республіці, accessed January 19, 2017, http://
lebanon.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-lb/trade  

14  “Науково-технічне співробітництво між Україною та Ліваном”, Офіційний сайт 
Посольства України в Ліванській Республіці, accessed January 19, 2017, http://lebanon.
mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-lb/science



184

15  “Культурно-гуманітарне співробітництво між Україною та Ліваном”, Офіцій-
ний сайт Посольства України в Ліванській Республіці, accessed January 19, 2017, http://
lebanon.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-lb/culture

16  “Торговельно-економічне співробітництво між Україною та Йорданією”, Офіцій-
ний сайт Посольства України в Йорданському Хашимітському Королівстві, accessed 
January 19, 2017, http://jordan.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-jo/trade

17  “Культурно-гуманітарне співробітництво між Україною та Йорданією”, Офіцій-
ний сайт Посольства України в Йорданському Хашимітському Королівстві, accessed 
January 19, 2017, http://jordan.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-jo/culture

18  “Україна та Йорданія – політичні відносини”, Офіційний сайт Посольства Украї-
ни в Йорданському Хашимітському Королівстві, accessed January 19, 2017, http://jordan.
mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-jo/diplomacy

19  “Україна та Єгипет парафували Договір про правову допомогу і правові відноси-
ни у цивільних справах”,  Урядовий портал, accessed January 19, 2017, http://www.kmu.
gov.ua/control/uk/publish/article?art_id=243225631  

20  “Мащаур аль-садд аль-алі”, Офіційний сайт міністерства водних ресурсів та ме-
ліорації Єгипту, accessed January 19, 2017, http://www.mwri.gov.eg/project/highdam.aspx 

21  “Укранія тасаї іля татуір аль-алякат маа Миср. Аль-бауаба аль-арабійа іля Укра-
нія”, accessed January 19, 2017, http://www.ukraine-arabia.ae/ae/news/388/  

22  “Україна передала Єгиптові новий АН-74”, accessed January 19, 2017, http://
ua.korrespondent.net/business/1029798  

23  “Президент НАЕК «Енергоатом» Юрій Недашковський та Надзвичайний і По-
вноважний Посол Арабської Республіки Єгипет в Україні Ясер Атеф обговорили пер-
спективи співпраці в атомній енергетиці”, Офіційний сайт Міністерства палива та 
енергетики України, accessed January 19, 2017, http://mpe.kmu.gov.ua/minugol/control/
uk/publish/article?art_id=157934&cat_id=35087

24  “Національна акціонерна компанія «Нафтогаз України» відкрила вже третє родо-
вище на концесійній території Алам Ель Шавіш Іст в Єгипті”, РБК Україна, accessed 
January 19, 2017, https://www.rbc.ua/ukr/news/_naftogaz_otkryla_trete_mestorozhdenie_
na_kontsessionnoy_territorii_alam_el_shavish_ist_v_egipte_22022010   http://www/mfa/
gov/ua/egypt/ua  

25  “Укранія тасаї іля татуір аль-алякат маа Миср.Аль-бауаба аль-арабійа іля Укра-
нія”, accessed January 19, 2017, http://www.ukraine-arabia.ae/ae/news/388/ 

26  “Державна підтримка українського експорту”, Міністерство економічного роз-
витку і торгівлі України, accessed January 19, 2017, http://www.ukrexport.gov.ua/ukr/
search/?find=%BA%E3%E8%EF%E5%F2

27  “Торговельно-економічне співробітництво між Україною та Єгиптом”, Офіцій-
ний сайт Посольства України в Арабській Республіці Єгипет, accessed January 19, 2017, 
http://egypt.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-%D0%B5g/trade  

28  “Договірно-правова база між Україною та Єгиптом”, Посольство України в Араб-
ській Республіці Єгипет, accessed January 19, 2017, http://egypt.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-
%D0%B5g/legal-acts

29  Михайло Якубович, Іслам в Україні: історія і сучасність (Київ: Нілан-ЛТД, 
2016), 228.

30  ”Ректор зустрівся з Послом Єгипту в Україні”, Прес-центр КНУ, accessed January 
19, 2017, http://www.univ.kiev.ua/news/1439



185

31  “Культурно-гуманітарне співробітництво між Україною та Єгиптом”, Офіційний 
сайт Посольства України в Арабській Республіці Єгипет, accessed January 19, 2017, 
http://egypt.mfa.gov.ua/ua/ukraine-%D0%B5g/culture

32  “Про підсумки візиту заступника міністра закордонних справ Єгипту М. Фатха-
ли в Україну”, Ближневосточная библиотека – архив документов, accessed January 19, 
2017, http://www.middleeast.org.ua/documents/ukr1.htm



186

CHAPTER 11
UKRAINE’S POLICY TOWARDS THE COUNTRIES  

OF CENTRAL EASTERN EUROPE

Alina Zadorozhnia

For a long time, the territory of both modern Ukraine and the Eastern 
European countries was subject to or part of powerful states: The Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the Russian 
Empire. Together they liberated the lands from the Turkish invasion, defeated 
fascist Germany, and jointly started recovering from socialist ideology for the 
sake of European values. Long-term dependence and lack of national iden-
tity “influenced all spheres of public life of countries, including their mental 
characteristics. It is known that nothing changes as slowly as the mentality of 
the people therefore it is not surprising that in the twentieth century. Eastern 
Europeans, wishing to change their historical destiny, first of all changed their 
foreign policy.” 1 

Common historical, geopolitical, social and economic features divided the 
countries into specific regions: “Central and Eastern”, “Mitteleuropa (Middle 
Europe)” or “Outer Europe”, which, according to external formal features, 
arose between Russia and Western Europe, and for a long period belonged to 
the Socialist camp (not to the USSR). However, sometimes Lithuania, Lat-
via, and Estonia, even Ukraine and Moldova, and rarely Belarus have been 
included into the said territory.

A Croatian professor, Radovan Vukadіnovich, made a clear distinction 
between the Central European countries and those located in the South-East-
ern part of the region, which he included in a transitional group with fragile 
democratic foundations.2 A Czech political scientist, Oskar Krejci, has come 
to the conclusion that the region has no natural boundaries, due to geopoliti-
cal features and cannot be considered beyond the limits of the pan-Europe-
an context.3 A Ukrainian researcher, Volodymyr Fіsanov, has called Central 
Europe “a shifting geopolitical zone”, because lands cannot provide for the 
integrity and invariance of their territorial borders in the previous century; 
over the course of more than 70 years, Czechoslovakia changed its “geopo-
litical status” six times. This feature is characteristic of Ukraine, where the 
researcher identified the following as movable geopolitical points: Bucovina, 
having “changed” its subordination five times; Transcarpathia, had a similar 
experience, even having gained its political independence at some point; and 
the Crimea. At the same time, it should be kept in mind, that Ukraine shares 
borders with geopolitically unstable regions like Moldova and Transnistria 
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(Pridnestrovian Moldavian Republic).4 The Polish historian Jerzy Kluczows-
ki agreed to see the Ukrainian state in the center of Europe, emphasizing the 
importance of studying the region as a bridge open to the west and east.5 Pol-
ish politicians’ idea of the so-called “Idea jagiellońska” had confirmed the be-
longing of Ukraine, and now Belarus, in the region. In accordance therewith, 
the heritage of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth was the decisive factor 
for the culture and mentality of the peoples.6 An American expert on East-
ern Europe, Russia, and Eurasia, Angela Stent allocated those Post-Soviet 
countries including Moldova to “The New Eastern Europe”, assigning them 
the role of a buffer zone.7 This term is commonly used in conservative politi-
cal circles in the United States to identify post-communist European coun-
tries located in Central Europe. The polemic has shown that, even though 
the described system started losing its integrity within the context of the EU 
expansion in the east (in 2004, 2007, 2013), definitions distinguishing those 
countries from the rest of Europe have maintained their relevance.

In the modern literature ,Eastern European countries are most commonly 
considered under the following groups: 1) the states of Central Eastern Eu-
rope or the Visegrad Four (Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, the Czech Republic) 
– an area of relative stability and rapid transformational changes; 2) the states 
of South-Eastern Europe (Bulgaria, Romania) represent an intermediate ter-
ritory, which is characterized by a protracted process of social and economic 
transformation; 3) the former Yugoslav republics and Albania – are sparsely 
populated and geographically the most remote from the Ukrainian borders 
that form the Western Balkan region.

The special position of countries located along the line of contact between 
different geopolitical and religious worlds has led to the formation of the men-
tality of Ukrainians and Eastern Europeans, which took place under the con-
ditions of pressure and oppression, and had a special impact on components 
of their national identity. Considering the research works of psychologists, 
one may conclude that the mental composition of the majority of Eastern 
Europeans and Ukrainians is the result of integration of the elements of East-
ern and Western cultures with additional components of the Byzantine one. 
At the same time, the peoples of the CEE felt the psychological influence of 
felt the mental impact of the West European psychotype, which was defined 
as masculine and characterized by aggressive, rigid behavior, focused on the 
achievement of materialized success. The will to power, realism, dogmatism, 
idealism, rationalism, individualism, and ideal of harmony stand out among 
characteristic features of the said psychotype. The Eastern (feminine culture) 
and Byzantine (feminine dominated) influences were more felt in the forma-
tion of the mentality of the population of the Balkans, Bulgaria, Romania and 
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Ukraine. The Byzantine psychotype is sometimes assigned a buffer position 
between the West that the East. It has such features like “moderation in ac-
tion, social attractiveness, vulnerability, apathy, naivete, need for a strong and 
strong ally.” The formation of the mentality of Ukrainians and Eastern Euro-
peans under the conditions of pressure and oppression influenced the compo-
sition of their national identity.8 Establishment of the mentality of Ukrainians 
and Eastern Europeans under the conditions of pressure and oppression has 
had an impact on the elements of their national identity.

Thus, the personification of contradictive features in Ukrainians and Eastern 
Europeans has increased the sense of love for the land, diligence, spirituality, 
obedience, and paternalism in the mental features of the peoples,; however has 
almost deprived them of determination in actions and heroism as an expression 
of national feelings, which, in turn, testifies to the prevalence of feminine over 
masculine (with exception of the Central Europeans). However, recent events 
in Ukraine and in Eastern Europe demonstrate new qualities of psycho-cultural 
symbiosis, which may lead the population to self-determination and the self- 
realization that it is an integral part of a single civilizational space. 

Specificities of the dialogue between Ukraine and the Countries of the 
Visegrad Four (V4). Relations between the Ukrainians and the peoples of 
Central Europe are deeply rooted in history, and in different periods they 
were of a different nature: friendship, hostility, rivalry or the distribution of 
opportunities. It was such a multi-faceted and complex relationship between 
actors that, according to A. Wendt, formed the basis of the “structure of roles” 
(“enemy”, “rival”, and “friend”) to which the three “cultures of anarchy” cor-
responded: Kantian, Lockean, and Hobbesian. Researches of external influ-
ences on the behaviour of the main participants in the dialogue demand that 
special attention to be paid to the consideration of the issue of collective secu-
rity, which becomes more relevant for Ukraine, as a hostage of the Kremlin’s 
neo-imperial policy.

Since the beginning of the dialogue, the feeling of extreme hostility be-
tween Ukraine and the V4 has not been observed: a certain negative vibe came 
from the Polish people in regard to Soviet Ukrainians, but at the official level, 
Poland was the first to recognize Ukraine’s independence, and has always 
supported its aspiration to strengthen its credibility. The territorial claims of 
Romania slowed down the process of signing a Treaty on Neighbourliness, 
with it, which would, by the example of the agreement with Poland, confirm 
the inviolability of borders and guarantee protection from any military ag-
gression by a third country in their territory. For Central Europeans, the threat 
of instability came from the Balkans. Taking into account the value orienta-
tion of the Ukrainians and the weak external environment of the country, the 
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choice of a foreign policy strategy was largely made in favor of a “balance of 
interests” strategy that sought to find a compromise, taking into account the 
national interests of the countries. An alternative strategy – “the choice of pri-
orities” – required a high level of self-determination and independence in the 
choice of strategic partners Meanwhile, Ukraine and Poland were the first to 
choose to promote their relations to “the strategic partnership” level. Slovakia 
and Hungary are complementary to the path to peace and stability. The na-
ture of cooperation with the western neighbors and the geographically close 
Czech Republic highlighted the conceptual document “The Main Trajecto-
ries of Ukraine’s Foreign Policy” (1993), cooperation through rapprochement 
with the EU within the framework of international and regional structures. 
Those priorities were modernized by the Law of Ukraine “On the Funda-
mental Principles of Domestic and Foreign Policy” in 2010, which focused 
on a cooperation within the framework of European integration. In practice, 
cooperation at the level of local administrations and in the area of ​​protection 
of national minorities was the most effective. 

In Ukraine, in 2001, there were almost 157 thousand representatives of 
the Hungarian diaspora, 144 thousand Poles, about 6 thousand Slovaks and 
around the same number of Czechs. At the same time, the number Ukrain-
ians diaspora in these countries was ten times less: about 30 thousand were 
registered in Poland (2002), 11 thousand  in the Czech Republic, as well as in 
Slovakia, and the smallest of all was in Hungary, at only around 7 thousand 
(2001).9 The protection of their rights was ensured by the creation of various 
unions, societies, the opening of national-cultural centers, Sunday schools, 
and the publication of newspapers in their native language. The annual Cul-
ture Days and the Days of Cinema became a good tradition. University mo-
bility, academic fairness, the technological sphere, the arts, environmental 
protection, and work towards the restoration of historical values were chosen 
as main spheres for cooperation. 

Scientific, cultural, economic, trade, tourism projects were also imple-
mented within the Euroregion: “The Carpathians” (1993), established at the 
borders of Poland, Slovakia, Hungary; “Bug” (1995) at the Ukrainian-Polish 
border. Joint businesses were organized there, environmental, border, trans-
portation infrastructure issues were solved, monitoring of the river water pol-
lution level was conducted, general approaches to the exercise of the cultural 
and national rights of the national groups were developed, modern Check 
Points were created (such as “Yagodyn”, “Ustilug”), not without the finan-
cial and technical aid from the EU (primarily, PHARE, TAСIS, INTERREG). 
Border patrol guards and law enforcement officials from the different coun-
tries fought together against illegal migration, drug trafficking, smuggling, 
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and economic crimes while neutralizing criminal groups and jointly patrol-
ling the grounds. Cooperation within the Euroregion promoted the establish-
ment of the Board of Ukrainian and Polish Universities, the introduction of 
the monitoring system on Western Bug, Uzh, and Latoritsya Rivers, and the 
creation of biospheric wildlife reserve included in UNESCO list. 

The direct engagement of the population in the projects and an opportunity 
to bring authorities, businessmen, and scientists to the negotiating table con-
tributed to a constituent, which has become the key to the success of many 
cross-border projects, albeit not large-scale but extremely necessary. Moreo-
ver, the strengthening of ties between the local authorities on both sides of 
the new border was the objective of the Nyíregyháza Initiative. This initiative 
was accomplished under the auspices of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
Hungary as an instrument for the practical implementation of the “Wider Eu-
rope” concept. “The Transparency of the Schengen Border” program, devel-
oped under the initiative of the Slovak party, aimed at mitigating the negative 
effects of new border crossing conditions. 

The younger generations of the Poles and Ukrainians gradually adjusted 
to mitigate the cold relations between the elderly people: the Poles couldn’t 
forgive the actions of the Ukrainian nationalists during the World War II, and 
the Ukrainian population – the consequences of the notorious Vistula Opera-
tion. The joint statement of the Presidents of Ukraine and Poland, “Towards 
Understanding and Unity” (1997), called to resolve this issue at an official 
level. A noticeable consolidating factor was the growing role of churches in 
the countries, in particular the visit of Pope John Paul II to Ukraine in 2001; 
however, this effort was to some extent undermined by the recent recognition 
by the Sejm of Poland of Volynsk tragedy by the Sejm of the Republic of 
Poland as an act of genocide. The quest for the historical truth of this sort was 
called nothing but a political decision’ by the MFA of Ukraine ‘. Eventually, 
the draft of a similar resolution concerning the genocide against Ukrainians 
was registered in the Ukrainian parliament. 

Hungary has always acted as the most ardent defender of rights of ‘theirs’ 
[diaspora]. It considered the status of Hungarians in Ukraine to be the most 
protected, which had a positive influence on establishment of the bilateral 
relations. Hundreds of children from the families of Anti-Terrorist Operation 
participants had an opportunity to go to Hungary for a vacation due to support 
from the Hungarian government. The initiative of the Hungarian association 
“Csillagfalu” “The People Greet the People” which gave the Hungarian of-
ficials, community leaders, and ordinary citizens an opportunity to send video 
greetings of Ukrainian Hungarians to the 25th anniversary of independence 
became symbolic. Moreover, the Hungarian community currently has a repre-
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sentative in the Verkhovna Rada, on the other hand, the representatives of the 
Ukrainian national minority were given an opportunity to lobby theirs inter-
ests in the Parliament of Hungary. Meanwhile, some of the official Budapest 
proposals (for example, the inaugural speech by V. Orban in May 2014 on the 
autonomy of Transcarpathian Hungarians and dual citizenship) are disturbing 
Kyiv. The statement of the Hungarian president was preceded by participa-
tion of the “Yobbik” political party members in the so-called “Crimean refer-
endum”, then in “elections” in the Crimea and the Donbas as observers. The 
European Parliament deputy Kovacs was spotted among them, who as a re-
sult, Ukraine banned entry into its territory, and the EU deprived of immunity.

The Slovak diaspora, specifically that residing in the periphery, has gained 
massive support from an ancestral homeland. Ukrainians in Slovakia had to 
experience the anti-Ukrainian moods popularized by the Russian Pan-Slavists 
in media and it obviously had a negative influence on reception of Ukrainians 
in Slovakia. According to a poll, were Slovaks perceived Ukrainians as the 
worst of all among the V4 countries. 17% of respondents agreed to trust and 
rely on Ukraine; 44% had an opposite opinion.10 On the other hand, that did 
not stop Ukrainians from taking a leading position by the number of visas 
issued by the Slovak Embassy and Consular Sections and residence permits 
(as compared with citizens of other countries). There was an opinion that the 
issue of visa for Ukrainians would be resolved in general through the efforts 
of Slovakia as the head of the EU in the second half of 2016. The bilateral 
relations of the countries included the sharing of experience in the spheres of 
the energy efficiency, and the development of civil society and institutions. 
The Slovak reformers, together with the Polish, were widely involved in the 
domestic political processes in Ukraine: the ex-Minister of Finance of Slova-
kia Miklos and one of the co-authors of the Polish ‘Shock therapy’, and cur-
rently the representative of the President of Ukraine in the Cabinet of Minis-
ters, Balcerowicz, headed the Strategic Advisors Group. Miklos also became 
the chairman of the Group of Advisors of the Prime Minister of Ukraine. 
Given the geographical remoteness, Ukraine’s relations with the Czech Re-
public were largely confined to solving the visa issue and cooperation in the 
energy sector. It’s no secret that the Czech Republic is attractive to Ukrain-
ians through highly paid jobs. According to various estimates, in the Czech 
Republic there are 112-116 thousand migrant workers from Ukraine (Poland 
is still leading where there are twice as many of them). At the end of 2015, 
the government of the Czech Republic simplified the procedure for receiv-
ing a long-term work visa for highly qualified personnel from Ukraine. The 
Czech people showed their support for the Ukrainian people in a mass rally of 
thousands against the president of the Czech Republic Zeman, who called the 
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Russian aggression in Donbas “a civil war”, and the Ukrainian Maidan – “the 
den of Banderovites”.11 Zeman’s statements were sharply criticized by the ex-
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republic, Schwarzenberg, and the 
intellectual elite of the country. Recently, the Foreign Ministry of the Czech 
Republic had to make efforts to refute information about the opening of a 
diplomatic mission of the self-proclaimed Donetsk People’s Republic (DPR) 
in the city of Ostrava. At the same time, the Security service of the Czech 
Republic accused the Russian Federation of an attempt to manipulate Czech 
society and to wage a media war which in turn is indicative of the recognition 
of wrongful acts on the part of the aggressor.

An analysis of the level of support provided by the EU Member States, 
which was conducted by leading Ukrainian experts after the events on Maid-
an, showed that Poland is the best friend of Ukraine in the EU. The Czech 
Republic (7) and Slovakia (9) were in the top ten. Hungary took the 19th 
position.12  According to the analysts, said poll was supposed to become an 
incentive for the countries, which were willing to bend their own principles 
from time to time. It is comforting that none of the countries was recognized 
as an enemy. A confirmation of this is the TNS Company survey results (as 
of October 2015) demonstrating that 42% of Ukrainians considered Hungary 
as a friendly country; the minority saw the relations as neutral and perceived 
them as attractive from the point of tourism, a rich history, and culture.13

The welfare of the population, protection of the cultural needs of national 
minorities, freedom and justice, and the rule of law, these are the social val-
ues ​​with which the concept of national security is closely linked. In the early 
1990s, the countries tried to ensure security through creating a new collective 
security system in the region; however, neither the ideas of the Polish Presi-
dent Walesa “NATO-bis”, nor the proposal of the Ukrainian President Krav-
chuk, concerning the formation of the new security zone were implemented. 
The country’s best option was to see rapprochement with the Alliance through 
the Partnership for Peace (1994) program, envisaging their participation in 
discussing urgent problems with the members of the bloc. Poland was inter-
ested in Ukraine at the bilateral level as a source for military equipment spare 
parts; the interest of the rest of the countries was expressed in the purchase 
or servicing of the Mil Mi-8 and Mil Mi-24 Helicopters by Ukrainians, and 
the organization of exchange programs for the military. In modern conditions, 
Polish, Hungarian, and Slovak professional and financial support is particu-
larly noticeable in the organization of treatment and rehabilitation of Ukrain-
ian soldiers who were injured in eastern Ukraine, in conducting courses for 
military doctors and joint exercises. Poland is perhaps the only Central Euro-
pean country that consistently pursued a pro-Ukrainian policy (since 1991). It 
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was mostly interested in establishing a strong Eastern border at the expense of 
a stable and European Ukraine which in turn would deprive it of its status as a 
“the most Easterly point” of the EU. Ukraine showed commitment to NATO’s 
security system for the first time on the territory of Poland, participating in the 
“Cooperative Bridge” joint exercise, then in “Cooperative Spirit”, and “Peace 
Shield”. The field exercise “Carpathian Safety”, an emergency planning plan, 
provided medical equipment, supplies, and clothing: a system for forecasting, 
alerting, and responding to floods in the Carpathians was created as well. The 
joint exercises under the alias of “Cooperative Neighbour” (1997) were held 
at the Yavoriv training filed (nearby Lviv), transforming it into the PfP train-
ing centre. The reaction of the Polish-Ukrainian peacekeeping battalion Ukr-
PolBat was an additional achievement. Recently Ukraine, Poland, and Lithu-
ania signed the Agreement on the creation of a joint military brigade “LitPo-
lUkrBrig”, with the participation of five hundred Ukrainian service members, 
about two thousand of the Polish and about 350 Lithuanian personnel.14 It 
is worth emphasizing the participation of the units of the Armed Forces of 
Ukraine (from 2010) in the alternation of the EU Battle Tactical Groups. Also, 
the An-26 airplane, with the aerodynamic evacuation of the Armed Forces, 
together with Slovak and Polish military personnel, was on an operational 
duty as part of the Baltic Tactical Group (BTG). Over the next few years, 
the Armed Forces of Ukraine worked as part of the the EU Combat Tactical 
Group “Helbrok”. In the summer of 2016, Ukraine, with the V4, countries 
launched an exercise in the framework of large-scale manoeuvres for exercis-
ing in coordinated operations under the conditions of hybrid war. At the same 
time, the Ministry of Defense of Ukraine joined the Technical Agreement 
between the Defense Ministries of the Visegrad Four for co-operation within 
the framework of the EU Combat Tactical Groups (CTG EU V4), aimed at the 
maintenance of operational coordination with the armies of other states in the 
matters of crisis management. The number of the group amounted to about 
four thousand military personnel. Within a year, the Ukrainian representatives 
acted as observers in Common Challenge Manoeuvres (Drawsko-Pomorskie, 
Poland), designed to test the group before assuming the EU watch. Large-
scale participation of the countries in the military exercise was directed at 
testing the capabilities of the West to protect their Eastern flank. But this did 
not prevent the threat on the eastern borders of the Ukrainian partner. 

The matter of the country’s military security required a radical behaviour. 
If the cumulative military budget of Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hun-
gary amounted up to 5 billion USD at the edge of the twenty-first century, 
and Slovakia’s expenses reached over 3 hundred million USD, Ukraine was 
spending about 800 million USD. The amount seemed considerable; howev-
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er, in per capita calculations, the expenditures in this sphere looked ten times 
smaller than in Hungary or Poland. Since 2002, the country started to increase 
its financing of the military substantially. Sharp changes were triggered by 
events on the eastern border. The domestic media reported that nearly 2.4 bil-
lion USD (64 billion UAH) was allocated in the state budget for the Ministry 
of Defence in 2017. It turned out that Ukraine was not the only one in its 
mobilization aspirations. It should be noted that Poland, according to public 
information, also planned to increase its defence budget to 9.2 billion USD 
(8.7 billion EUR). Ukraine and Poland had agreed to strengthen cooperation 
in the sphere of defence via signing of a general agreement between the two 
governments a few months prior to the approval of the budgets. The analysts 
observe an increase of military expenditures all over the world. In particular, 
the Central European states, due to their fear of Russian aggression, have suc-
ceeded in such measures (in 2015 the expenses have increased by almost 13% 
as compared to 2014).

Which reminds us that unlike its Central European neighbours Ukraine 
had to make a tough choice at the start of a new stage in the development 
of its strategic culture. Ukraine, a nuclear power state with more than 700 
thousand Armed Forces troops and a mighty merchant fleet, had to give up 
the third largest nuclear arsenal in the world and transform the country into 
the transmitter of a nuclear fuel. Thus, the fatal “Memorandum on Security 
Assurances” (Budapest, 1994) was signed with the USA, Russia, and Great 
Britain. Under the conditions of modern security challenges, these guaran-
tees were supposed to be enhanced by the July 6, 2010 Declaration of the 
Verkhovna Rada on Providing Security Guarantees, which expanded the list 
of those defending Ukraine’s sovereignty to also include China and France.
The marked resonance in the world political arena raised the issue of the 
deployment of a missile defense system on the territory of New Europe. The 
Czech Republic and Poland were considered footholds for the deployment 
of the ABM defence systems. Later on, the first one was replaced with for-
mer Deveselu Airbase (in Judetul Olt) in Romania. Among the offers were 
two Radar systems for missile warning located near Sevastopol and in Mu-
kachevo. Moscow overtly called this act, NATO moving closer to Russia’s 
borders, inadmissible. Constant Russian objections concerning the ambitions 
of the West were scarified in the speech of the ex-president of the Czech 
Republic Havel: ‘Russia’s main problem was that it never knows where it 
begins or ends… and, if Russia wants to be the rightful neighbour, it must 
abandon militant pressure on the world around it’.15 But the Kremlin chose 
otherwise. Events in Eastern Ukraine fueled security measures in the region, 
and, accordingly revived discussions in Ukraine (in July of 2014, the depu-
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ties from “Svoboda” registered the draft Resolution on the Statement of the 
Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine concerning the renewal of the nuclear status with 
the Parliament). The opposition initiated the introduction of a UN peacekeep-
ing contingent, which also included military contingents from both Ukraine 
and the Russian Federation, in order to prevent the escalation of the conflict. 
However, both matters did not result in wide discussion within the country’s 
political circles and did not go beyond its borders.

If separate statements of neighbors were sometimes subject to condem-
nation, then in common decisions of the country they acted in defense of 
Ukraine’s national interests: the prime ministers condemned Russia’s policy 
of violating Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity at a meeting of 
the governments of the B-4 countries in Bratislava (December 2014). Dur-
ing a complex time for Ukraine, the leaders of the V-4 defended her Euro-
pean choice, acted as mediators between the authorities and the opposition, 
and provided financial and energy assistance. Central European support for 
Ukrainian aspirations was especially felt during the ratification of the Asso-
ciation Agreement between Ukraine and the EU. In Poland, almost 60% of 
voters took part in the referendum. The political ingenuity of the facilitators 
might have had something to do with this: the referendum was held for two days. 
The Czech Republic was the latest to deposit its ratification letter in Brussels. 

The strongest resistance in the face of the Russian policy of pressure was 
shown by Poland. Ukrainians felt it: the Polish policy regarding the Russian-
Ukrainian conflict was supported by nearly 57% of Ukrainians (the population 
of the Western and Central regions - 74% and 63% respectively, Southern and 
Eastern - 45, 43%, public opinion in the Donbas was divided – 42% supported, 
as many showed the negative attitude). In general, the population expected eco-
nomic and humanitarian assistance from Poland, over half of them hoped for the 
provision of military equipment and training of military personnel.16 Jointly with 
Sweden and Great Britain, Poland initiated the creation of the EU civilian mis-
sion in the framework of the Common Security and Defence Policy, aimed at 
assisting in the reformation of law enforcement agencies and, in particular, legal 
proceedings. The official position of Poland has changed somewhat since the 
new Prime Minister, Eva Kopach’s, statements concerning the non-interference 
policy in the conflict with separatists and focusing on own security. 

Hungary known as Russia’s ‘best friend’, and Slovakia – as Russia’s pow-
erful business partner, in their “soft” conclusions on the anti-Russian sanc-
tions were guided by dependence on deliveries of Russian energy products. 
According to an Ipsos Company’s poll (April 2014), among 11 EU countries, 
Hungarians showed the least support (31%) to their government in “making 
all possible efforts to preserve stability in the rest of the territory of Ukraine”. 
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Only one third of the population supported the application of anti-Russian 
sanctions by the government. Mostly, the respondents advised not to inter-
fere with the problems of their neighbours.17 Incidentally, at a meeting with 
the Ukrainian president in the winter of 2016, representatives of the official 
delegation from Slovakia confirmed the country’s critical approaches to the 
construction of the second branch of the North Stream gas pipeline (bypass-
ing Ukraine). The Czech Republic tried not to take an active part in advocat-
ing further prolongation of sanctions. However, in a statement by the Foreign 
Ministry, it saw in the actions of the Russian Federation “an unprecedented 
violation of international norms and obligations”.18

The Western neighbours took an identical position on the matter of the an-
nexation of Crimea, which was prophesied like the scenario of in the unrec-
ognized Transnistria, to be next unstable territory of the Russian Federation. 
The “new creation” was not officially recognized among most of the coun-
tries in the world, because international law didn’t support unilateral separa-
tion, besides the referendum, of a dubious nature, was conducted by forces 
of a foreign state. The adoption of the UN General Assembly Resolution on 
Ukrainian territorial integrity (March 27, 2014) demonstrated the absolute 
support for international law, Ukrainian borders, and the ARC status by the 
V-4 countries. Only eleven states, among 193 countries in the world, voted 
“against” and none of the Eastern European states were noticed among such 
delegates (Bosnia Herzegovina and Serbia did not participate in that vote). 
Meanwhile, the Resolution, “Situation with Human Rights in the Autonomous 
Republic of Crimea and the City of Sevastopol (Ukraine)” as of December 
19, 2016 wasn’t adopted by the Serbian delegation, along with other Russian 
supporters; thus justifying the actions of Russia as an occupying power in the 
Crimean Peninsula. Despite the energy dependence on the aggressor, the V-4 
countries and the Balkan states are on the side of the rule of law. 

The deputy of the Polish Sejm, Malghizhat Gosyivska, presented a report 
on Russia’s actions in the Donbass, with evidence of war crimes commit-
ted by the Russian military and pro-Russian separatists, in the European 
Parliament. The politician prepared testimony of Ukrainian prisoners (both 
military and civilians) who were imprisoned and tortured by terrorists, for 
the Hague Tribunal. The shocking materials were intended to show the Eu-
ropean politicians the real “face” of the country they wanted to have com-
mon interests with.

The start of proceedings in the UN International Court of Justice (ICJ) in 
Hague in March of 2017, under Ukraine’s claims against Russia to counter 
the financing of terrorism in the Donbas and racial discrimination against the 
Crimean Tatars drew the attention of the world community to Ukraine again. 
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The assessment of the situation by the international experts was ambiguous. 
The rule of law advocates believed that a judicial decision could at least pre-
vent an escalation of the conflict, forcing Russia to bear responsibility for the 
crimes and negatively affect the image of the neo-imperial state. The sceptics 
argued that even a positive verdict (in favour of Ukraine) wouldn’t return the 
Crimea to the country and restore peace to the Donbas.

Support for the territorial integrity of Ukraine, joint defense activities, 
and the protection of the rights of representatives of the national diaspora 
constitute the basis of today’s bilateral cooperation. Recently, it has become 
impossible to consider this block of issues without a visa component. A 
concrete breakthrough in the solution of this issue was the March approval 
by the European Parliament’s Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and 
Home Affairs (LIBE) of a draft legislative resolution on Ukraine’s inclusion 
in the list of countries whose nationals may travel to EU countries without 
visas. Only four delegates out of the 44 who were voting, voted against the 
resolution.The next procedure to be completed by the EU Council will be to 
decide whether Ukrainians will be able to cross the western border without 
visas in June 2017.

According to Western and domestic analysts, several European countries, 
including Hungary, could become an obstacle. Due to fear of influx of labour 
emigrants and infiltration of criminal elements under the new conditions, 
more diligent checks at customs should be expected. Once again Poland acted 
as a distinctive lobbyist for Ukrainian interests. The Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs, Witold Waszczykowski, called on the European colleagues not to delay 
the procedure of visa liberalization and implementation of the EU-Ukraine 
Association Agreement.

Therefore, today it is possible to claim that Ukraine is reaching a new stage 
in its revival, under the conditions of an existential crisis, in which its popu-
lation is anxious and focused on questions concerning the meaning of their 
country’s existence, and seeks ways to survive between the East and the West. 

“The Heavenly Hundred” (people killed during Euromaidan), occupation 
of the Crimea, and the growing list of war victims in the East of the country 
(according to some official figures the country lost over 2.5 thousand de-
fenders of the homeland, and nearly 300 thousand persons were sent to the 
battle)19 are unprecedented phenomena in the quarter century since the decla-
ration of independence and the choice of a democratic and peaceful foreign 
policy by the country. The people of the state showed their readiness for so-
cial modernization once again. The decisive step now for the authorities is 
whether effective reforms will be implemented and whether the formation of 
political elite under the example of the Czech Republic and Poland will be-
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gin. Therefore, the international support from Central Europeans is especially 
important and can be a driving force that can bring the country to a new stage 
in the development of democratic culture.

Conclusions. Thus, the transformation of the strategic culture of the Post-
Communist European states evolves more dynamically than on the rest of the 
continent. We should seek the reason, not only in the political traditions of 
the countries, but also in external influences: the Eastern European countries 
did not depend on the authoritarian regime in the Soviet period for as long as 
Ukraine did. It should be recognized that the Catholic Church, which neutral-
ized the influence of the Communistic ideology on the political culture of citi-
zens, played an essential role in returning the population of the V4 countries, 
also Slovenia and Croatia, to the bosom of their natural national guidelines. 

The challenge today must be the resuscitation of the national democratic 
sentiment of Ukrainians, which in various historical times led to attempts to 
establish their own Ukrainian state and demanded the conclusion of unions 
with their neighbors in order to strengthen security. The prevalence of love 
for freedom and patriotism in Ukrainians exacerbated the desire for national 
unity. Consequently, the consolidation of society on the basis of generally ac-
cepted political and cultural values ​​- an integral part of a single geopolitical 
system, allows us to create a group of reliable partners capable of securing 
peace at the borders.
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CHAPTER 12

THE SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE AND WESTERN 
BALKANS IN THE UKRAINIAN FOREIGN POLICY

Iryna Maksymenko and Yulia Maistrenko

At any given time an indispensable feature of Ukrainian leaders’ foreign 
policy was the attempt to guarantee the security of the state and to receive 
support for its sovereignty and integrity, including through the development 
of symmetrical relations with neighbouring states. Eastern European coun-
tries occupy a specific place in this context: as neighbours they are in the 
same region, which makes security indivisible for them. Ensuring security 
through the establishment of friendly relations with neighbouring countries 
is immanently inherent in the strategic culture of Ukraine. On the other hand, 
the functional dimension of regional identity continues to develop in Ukraine, 
which involves the participation of the state in the creation and development 
of the region to which it belongs,; its role in shaping the structure of regional 
security becomes a vital condition for the national security.1 The importance 
of this aspect can be characterized by the words of Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
who stressed, “Yet if Ukraine is to survive as an independent state, it will 
have to become part of Central Europe rather than Eurasia, and if it is to 
be part of Central Europe, then it will have to partake fully of Central Eu-
rope’s links to NATO and the European Union”.2 In turn, an independent 
Ukraine is extremely important for the national and regional security of the 
Eastern European countries, first of all, Poland and Romania.3 This idea not 
only became relevant with the collapse of the Soviet Union, but became ex-
tremely acute against the background of Russian policy towards Ukraine in 
2013-2014. Thus, ensuring Ukraine’s security requires the search for new 
algorithms for cooperation with EU member states and NATO, first of all, re-
thinking relations between Ukraine and its neighbouring countries in Central 
and Southeast Europe, as well as the determination of a further strategy of 
interaction at the bilateral and regional levels. The basic principles of bilat-
eral relations between Ukraine and Bulgaria and Romania were formulated in 
the first documents of independent Ukraine. They recorded the efforts of the 
young Ukrainian state to build friendly, equal, and mutually beneficial rela-
tions with neighbouring and geographically adjacent countries, to participate 
in international and regional organizations with the aim of strengthening se-
curity and peace, addressing a wide range of issues that are common for the 
neighbouring countries. Additional impulses for the development of relations 
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were, first, the implementation of the course for integration into the European 
Union and NATO, which was the strategic goal of the domestic and foreign 
policy of the three countries, and secondly, the proximity of interests in the 
Danube and Black Sea regions. These factors became the basis for the procla-
mation of Bulgaria and Romania as strategic partners of Ukraine4. But despite 
these factors, in 2000, none of the ordinary Ukrainian citizens polled and only 
2% of experts believed that Bulgaria and Romania were among the priority 
directions for the development of Ukrainian strategic relations.5  

The Ukrainian-Bulgarian relations are rooted in centuries and they’ve 
never included “aggravating circumstances”6; they are based on belonging 
to one Orthodox religion, the community of spiritual culture, and similar-
ity of historical destiny. The latter is connected with the important transit 
and strategic location of both Ukraine and Bulgaria, their role as a link be-
tween Western and Eastern World. This kinship contributed to the fact that 
on December 5, 1991, the Republic of Bulgaria (RB) was one of the first to 
recognize Ukraine’s independence, it established diplomatic relations within 
a week, and in October of 1992, unlike its former allies in the USSR, parties 
signed a basic Treaty on Friendly relations and cooperation. At the same time 
a lively start and the close trade, economic, cultural and historical ties of two 
nations did not provide a solid foundation for dynamic relations in the post-
bipolar period.

By far, a broad international treaty basis consisting of almost 160 bilateral 
documents has been created; it governs the development of cooperation in 
all fields: political, trade, economic, military, technical, interregional, cultur-
al, and humanitarian, etc. Key documents were signed during the 1990s and 
supplemented in the new millennium, taking into account current changes 
and needs. Among the key documents, it’s worth recalling the Declaration 
on further development and deepening of cooperation between Ukraine and 
the Republic of Belarus on March 24, 1998, which has a special significance: 
it formalized the parties’ intentions to develop relations for comprehensive 
cooperation and strategic partnership, taking into account regional and global 
interests and the will to cooperate in their implementation. Thereby, direc-
tions for integrated collaboration in the major spheres of cooperation were 
outlined for the long-term perspective: mutual support of the course for in-
tegration into European and Euro-Atlantic structures, construction of a new 
European security architecture and regional cooperation in the Black Sea, 
joint participation and interaction in the construction and operation of tran-
sregional energy, transport and communication corridors.7

Importantly, the relations between the two countries did not depend on the 
domestic political situation in both countries: the parties have always empha-
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sized their mutual interest in developing friendly partnership relations. Despite 
the common interests and the importance of Bulgaria for Ukraine’s access to 
the Balkans, the bilateral dialogue between the two countries is characterized 
by scarce communications, both at the top level (only four summits were con-
ducted for the entire period, which is not consistent with the potential of the 
cooperation and strategic partnership level), as well as at the level of heads of 
parliaments, governments, and foreign ministries. Mainly, the low dynamics 
of bilateral relations during the 1990s was due to the following factors: politi-
cal forces in Ukraine and Bulgaria were primarily focused on domestic issues 
of an economic and socio-political nature, related to the difficulties of the 
transitional period; different approaches to foreign policy strategies (a multi-
trajectory focus in Ukraine), which led to the dispersion of energy and the 
loss of an important moment for the declaration of priorities; the dominance 
of the Balkan and Western European trajectory in Bulgarian politics, where 
it attempted to position itself as the “Balkan leader”.8 Among other causes of 
passivity in bilateral contacts during the 1990s, some mention the low level 
of knowledge about Ukraine in RB in 1991, along with a popular belief in 
indirect guilt of the Ukrainian leadership in the collapse of the USSR, seen by 
the Bulgarian leadership as a guarantor in the relations with Turkey.9

In the early 2000’s, Bulgaria concentrated fully on the fastest integration 
into NATO and the EU. After the accession of Bulgaria to the EU in 2007, 
the dialogue on negotiation and signing of many important documents for 
effective cooperation almost ceased to exist. The uncertainty of the foreign 
policy of Ukraine during this period prevented the deepening of cooperation 
between Kyiv and Sofia in the field of European integration and the realiza-
tion of bilateral potential. Bulgaria is the major trade partner of Ukraine in 
the Balkans; however, trade and economic relations between the countries 
were developing slowly: the scope of turnover increased from 307.6 million 
USD in 1995 to 672.6 million USD in 2015 (3.2% of total exports and 1.7% 
- imports of goods), while the exports and imports of services did not exceed 
1% and 0.5%. The level of investment cooperation with Bulgaria remains low 
as well. Differences in the business processes of two countries, the lack of a 
legislative framework, poor interest from business representatives, and both 
countries being recipients of foreign capital for modernization and economic 
development, altogether translate into a low level of economic cooperation.

Said situation has a negative impact on the tourism sector, the develop-
ment whereof was constrained by the lack of direct transportation links be-
tween Ukraine and Bulgaria for a long time. The situation could be improved 
through mutual support within the regional and all-European projects of 
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transportation infrastructure, such as: creation of the Black Sea Ring High-
way which, if implemented, would boost the development of tourism and 
trade help intensify people-to-people contacts; the Rhine-Danube corridor 
and TRACECA - Transport Corridor “Europe - Caucasus - Asia”, which in-
cludes, as a component, a ferry line crossing Varna - Ilyichivsk - Poti/Batumi; 
the “Viking” project, combining different types of transportation networks in 
Belarus, Bulgaria, Georgia, Moldova, Lithuania, Romania, and Ukraine.

For a long time the parties ignored the matter of energy cooperation, 
but today this area is one of the most important ones, given the fact that 
Ukraine and RB depend on external energy sources, most of which come 
from Russia. Upon refusal from participation in oil projects “Burgas – Al-
exandroupolis” and the “South Stream” gas pipeline, the energy policy of 
RB has been driven by diversification of energy sources, energy efficiency 
through modernization, the introduction of alternative energy sources, and 
the deepening of regional cooperation in combination with creating a new 
interconnectors and liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals for acquisition 
of the energy resources from the Caspian and Middle East Regions.10 Bul-
garia supports the creation of a new forum, open to the countries of Central, 
Eastern and South-Eastern Europe – the Danube Energy Initiative, within 
the framework whereof it is planned to develop large-scale projects on the 
energy infrastructure and reduce dependence on political tensions between 
the US, Western Europe, and Russia.11 Such an approach, which allows not 
only diversification of sources of energy resources, but also suppliers, is 
extremely important for Ukraine. Therefore, new opportunities are opened 
to deepen the interaction between Ukraine and all neighbouring countries of 
Eastern Europe, realizing both the idea of ​​the Baltic-Black Energy Axis and 
the slogan voiced by President of Bulgaria Rosen Plevneliev in Kyiv: ‘We 
stand together, and together we are strong’.12

Awareness of the history and culture of the two nations is an important 
step towards improving mutual understanding and trust, which indirectly 
impacts their perceptions of one another from the point of security. In this 
direction, Ukrainian-Bulgarian relations have a positive experience in inter-
regional and humanitarian cooperation, which contributes to the intensifica-
tion of trade and economic collaboration, extension of people-to-people con-
tacts, and development of relations in the fields of education, science, culture, 
and tourism. The development of cultural and humanitarian relations between 
Ukraine and Bulgaria is described in terms of the positive dynamics. They are 
based on traditional cultural ties and the presence of the Ukrainian Diaspora in 
Bulgaria (1.79 thousand ethnic Ukrainians according to the census in 2011), 
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and the largest Bulgarian Diaspora abroad in Ukraine (204.5 thousand peo-
ple, mainly in the Odesa and Zaporizhia regions). The cooperation is mainly 
implemented through joint cultural events aimed at maintaining friendly rela-
tions and disseminating information about Ukraine and its history directly to 
Bulgaria and indirectly in other SEE countries and the EU in general.

During the 2000’s, the most notable dynamics were seen in contacts be-
tween the two countries within the international and regional organizations. 
Bulgaria supported the accession of Ukraine to the Council of Europe and 
the WTO, both countries cooperate closely within the OSCE and NATO’s 
“Partnership for Peace”, CEI, and BSEC. Of particular importance is the rela-
tionship between Kiev and Sofia in the context of the signing of the Associa-
tion Agreement with the EU in June 2014. Bulgaria continuously supported 
Ukraine’s course towards European integration, as was demonstrated by So-
fia via ratification of the Association Agreement with the EU in July 2014. 
Thus, specifically within the framework of the multilateral projects in the 
transport and energy sectors, as well as regional initiatives and structures, the 
cooperation between Ukraine and Bulgaria is expected to increase in its ef-
ficiency and effectiveness. Bulgaria already provides Ukraine with advice in 
the energy and tourism spheres; infrastructure projects (like the construction 
of a new road connecting Ukraine, Romania and Bulgaria, which serves as a 
“symbol of friendship”,13 the development of river transport and the connec-
tion of Danube and Dnipro rivers with the prospect of creating a waterway 
E-70 Black Sea - Dnipro - Pripyat - Vistula) are currently under develop-
ment. Ukraine’s accession to the regional cooperation programs, within the 
framework of the Danube Strategy of the EU is promising, in which Bulgaria, 
together with Romania, is in charge of projects to increase cruise shipping, to 
create a common tourism product, the flow of green, religious, recreational 
and wine tourism. Bilateral military-technical and defence cooperation, as 
well as partnership and the deepening of cooperation in the field of European 
and Euro-Atlantic integration, were on the agenda during the 1990-2000s. The 
major areas of military and technical cooperation are the exchange of experi-
ence in the establishment and management of the armed forces, the structural 
reform of the security sector, and exchange of best practices, the organization 
and conduct of humanitarian operations, and the build-up of regional security 
system, etc. In the 2000s, Ukraine paid special attention to the expansion of 
the military and political regional cooperation. In 2001, Ukraine, Bulgaria 
and Romania were among the founders of the Black Sea Naval Co-operation 
Task Group (BLACKSEAFOR); in April 2002, Kyiv initiated the signing of 
the Document on Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBMs) in 
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the Naval Field in the Black Sea, which aimed at recognizing direct con-
nection between security in the Black Sea Region and all-European and in-
ternational security in general. Also, Kyiv, Sofia, and Bucharest have been 
working together within the framework of Operation “Black Sea Harmony”. 
Under the support of RB, Ukrainian military officers participate in the Black 
Sea Border Information and Documentation Centre, established in October 
2004, and the Council of Defence Ministers of the SEE. Ukrainian observ-
ers are also included in the Southeast Brigade SEEBRIG, which is part of 
the South-Eastern Europe Brigade (SEEBRIG)/ Multinational Peace Force 
South-Eastern Europe (MPFSEE), which operates under the supervision of 
the NATO or EU and may be deployed in peace making and peacekeeping 
operations of the UN and the OSCE. Since 2014, a special unit of the Ukrain-
ian armed forces has been taking part in the duties of the southern division 
of the EU Rapid Reaction Force Battle Group (HELBROC). The matter of 
Ukraine’s accession to the implementation of the initiative for the creation 
of a new model of regional cooperation in the field of defence in South East 
Europe, South-East European Defence Cooperation (SEEDEFCO), intended 
to be focused on the implementation of specific projects open for participa-
tion, the improvement of defence capabilities, and cooperation in the region, 
is still a topic of discussion.

Ukraine and Bulgaria have a common view on conflicts, territorial integ-
rity, sovereignty and the right of each country to choose its future at will. RB 
holds an active stance on the Crimea and the conflict in the East of Ukraine. 
At the UN General Assembly session, president Plevneliev pronounced that 
annexation of Crimea is a flagrant violation of international law and its prin-
ciples. He also underlined the responsibility of the signatories to the Budapest 
Memorandum and the importance of abidance by its commitments. The vote 
of Bulgaria in the UN, NATO, and EU - “is with the protection of Ukraine 
and peace,” - said Plevneliev. Active efforts of the Bulgarian president to 
support Ukraine against the backdrop of Russia’s aggressive policy earned 
him the title of the “Man of the Year 2015”.14 Within this approach, Bulgaria 
took leadership of the NATO Trust Fund for the rehabilitation of Ukrainian 
military men from the ATO zone, as well as the conduct of trainings for the 
Ukrainian army’s representatives.15

As opposed to the Ukrainian-Bulgarian relations, relations between 
Ukraine and Romania within the 25 years after the proclamation of the 
Ukrainian independence were controversial and uneven. On one hand, Roma-
nia recognized the independence of Ukraine on January 8, 1992 (by the way, 
the last among the neighbouring countries) and established diplomatic rela-
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tions on February 1 of the same year. On the other hand, in Romania, negative 
perception of Ukraine is widespread, supported by several radical political 
parties and media. Romanian policy towards Ukraine was determined by the 
fundamental factors of the strategic thinking within the Romanian political 
establishment. First, an integral part of the foreign policy of the Romanian 
state in the XX-XXI centuries was the solution of the “territorial issue” and 
fight for the expansion of borders - the return of the “Greater Romania”.16 
Secondly, with the end of the Cold War in Romanian strategic culture new 
features are emerging: the absolute paradigm of foreign and security policy 
has been integration into NATO and the EU, now there has been a high level 
of ambition on the role of Romania in the region and in Europe as a whole, 
domination in foreign policy security and defence considerations (especially 
in terms of perceptions of threats), Russia’s perception of Russia as a major 
threat to regional instability.17

Ukraine immediately recognized the strategic partnership with Romania as 
an important objective of its foreign policy, determined by objective factors: 
lengthy common state border, presence of the national minorities of the other 
party in both countries, significant reserves and potential in the field of trade 
and economic cooperation, common interests related to political and economic 
collaboration in the Black Sea Region, as well as EU integration. However, the 
multidirectional policy of Ukraine, continuous uncertainty of integration into 
NATO, and the attempts to develop close relations with Russia affected the 
dynamics and nature of Ukrainian-Romanian relations.

Today, interstate relations are governed by 45 statutory instruments. Within 
1991-1996 the development of constructive dialogue was restrained because of 
the Romanian territorial claims, which were dismissed due to a clear and un-
conditional position of the Ukrainian authorities on the territorial integrity and 
inviolability of the borders of Ukraine and neighbouring countries, as well as 
Romania’s strive to get a candidate status for membership in the NATO and EU.

In 1995, Bucharest proclaimed the political and economic importance of 
Ukraine for Romania, which contributed to the completion of the preparation 
and signing of the Treaty on Principles of Good-Neighbourliness and Cooper-
ation between Ukraine and Romania in June 1997 combined with mitigation 
of other issues (demarcation and delimitation of the border, national minority 
issues, religious issues, waterborne traffic in the Danube delta, completion of 
a joint project - Central Mining and Processing Plant in Kryvyi Rih). Riding 
on this wave the parties achieved success in regional communication (dis-
cussing the idea on creation of a Baltic-Black Sea axis, creation of BSEC in 
1998, Euro-regions of the Lower Danube in 1998 and Upper Prut in 2000). A 
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meeting of the Presidents of Ukraine and Romania followed by the signing of 
the above-mentioned agreement was the only official visit of Leonid Kuchma 
to Romania during the 1990s. The President of Romania has also paid only 
one visit to Ukraine - in May 1999. The number of summits increased after 
2005, but since 2008 Ukrainian and Romanian presidents have had almost no 
interactions. The level of intergovernmental and inter-parliamentary contacts 
throughout the whole period of Ukraine’s independence was also low. Upon 
electing Poroshenko as the President of Ukraine the political dialogue inten-
sified - the leaders of the two countries paid official visits and held several 
meetings during international events. Romania became the first state to ratify 
the Association Agreement between the EU and Ukraine, and actively sup-
ported Ukraine at the international level after the annexation of the Crimea.

Trade and economic relations between Ukraine and Romania have neither 
been stable nor productive. The value of turnover fluctuated constantly: 318.8 
million USD in 1995, 227.54 million USD in 2000, 1 388.1 million USD in 
2010 and 569.9 million USD in 2015 (4.4% and 2.1% of total exports and 
imports, accordingly). The level of trade in services is extremely low (0.24% 
and 0.17% of the total exports and imports of services, respectively) and in-
vestment cooperation (from 0.0% in 1995 to 0.04% at the beginning of 2016). 
These modest indicators were the result of the flawed commodity structure in 
bilateral trade, dominated by products with low added value (ferrous metals, 
ores, mineral fuel, oil and refining products).

Energy cooperation is still a promising area of ​​cooperation. Romania is one 
of the suppliers of petroleum products in Ukraine, which has the potential for 
further energy cooperation (joint projects for the production of hydrocarbons 
at the Black Sea shelf, investment and support for international companies, 
development of projects for the extraction of gas hydrates are prospectively 
seen as a source for diversification of energy sources in the future). Ukraine 
also invited Romania to build interconnectors between the gas transportation 
systems of the two countries.

Low efficiency of the whole complex of bilateral relations is both the 
cause and effect of the lack of progress in resolving conflicts and transforma-
tion of their basis into additional factors for mutually beneficial cooperation. 
Moreover, they created the foundation for mutual suspicion and distrust, and 
occasionally the actions of the Romanian party exacerbated the situation. A 
graphic example is the official Bucharest policies on border issues, navigation 
on the Danube River and national minorities.

Even on the eve of the referendum on the independence of Ukraine, Ro-
manian authorities urged the ethnic Romanians, residents of Chernivtsi and 



208

Odessa regions (the so-called “lost territories” - northern Bukovina and south-
ern Bessarabia) not to participate in the vote. Then Bucharest unilaterally 
denounced a number of Soviet-Romanian agreements determining the line 
of Ukrainian-Romanian border and ownership of the Snake Island.18 Guided 
by the main paradigm of the foreign policy - integration into the NATO and 
EU - Romania signed a basic agreement recognizing the inviolability of the 
existing border between the two countries. At the same time, Romania in-
sisted on a separate consideration of the border regime between the states 
and the delimitation of the continental shelf and special economic zones in 
the Black Sea. The signing of the Romanian-Ukrainian State Border Regime, 
Collaboration and Mutual Assistance on Border Matters (June 2003) was pro-
moted by virtue of the Romania’s preparation to join NATO in 2004. Under 
the agreement, the parties recognized the State border in accordance with the 
articles of the Treaty between the USSR and Romanian People’s Republic as 
of 1961 and other documents as of 16 July 1990, determining the permanent 
boundaries of the territorial sea (12 nautical mile) as well as sealing the im-
mutability of the state border, unless the contractual parties agree otherwise19. 
But the Romanian politicians did not consider this agreement as satisfying 
their plans and submitted a claim to the International Court in September 
2004. Bucharest’s assertion in challenging the status of the Snake Island was 
explained by a significant part of the shelf that was rich in energy supplies 
and special economic zones around it which would be possessed by Romania 
as a result. In February 2009 the International Court decided as follows: the 
Snake Island was recognized as an island, Ukraine received a 12-mile zone, 
but special economic zone around the island was divided between Ukraine 
and Romania in the ratio of 1 to 3. Thus, this issue was resolved, although 
Romania is still trying to review other disputable parts of the border: the area 
of Rakhiv and Tyachiv Districts (Trans-Carpathian region) on the Ukraine-
Romania border, which runs through the middle of the river-bed of the Tisza 
River and changes due to floods, as well as five islands in the mouth of the 
Danube River. As for the islands, this issue has an economic background, as 
according to the Romanian party navigable channels of the river and the size 
of the special economic zone should be measured depending on their affilia-
tion. Similarly, Bucharest is guided by the economic factors in the matter of 
renewal of the deep water part of the navigable transit traffic lane “Danube 
- Black Sea”, which is an alternative to the Romanian channels. Therefore, of-
ficially the territorial issues between the two countries were solved, but some 
Romanian politicians and some of the general public believe that Romanian 
lands belong to Ukraine unlawfully.
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An important role in relations between Kyiv and Bucharest is played by 
the ethnic minority issue: numerous Romanian (151 000 people) and Moldo-
van (258 600 people) minorities live in Ukraine (the latter are not recognized 
by the Romanian official circles and considered to be Bessarabian Romani-
ans).20 In the early 1990’s Romanian politicians tried to apply the concept of 
building a “shared cultural space”. Thereupon, the policy of Kyiv regarding 
the Romanian minority in Ukraine was sharply criticized at the international 
level without any reliable arguments21. The situation with the Ukrainian mi-
nority, making up from 57 to 200 thousand people under different estimates, 
is rather complex. Although most of the Ukrainians in Romania live in the 
border areas next to the Trans-Carpathian and Chernivtsi Regions, there is no 
educational establishment in Romania teaching all subjects in Ukrainian from 
the first to the graduate year, there are problems with the allocation of radio 
and TV broadcasting time for Ukrainian-language programs, pro-Romanian 
youth organizations remain very active. Another tool of Romanian politicians 
in their support for the Romanian Diaspora as an important element of the 
Romanian identity is a simplified procedure for issuing Romanian passports 
to Ukrainian citizens, restoration of Bessarabian Metropolis of the Romanian 
Orthodox Church in Kamyshovka Village (Odesa Region) with the prospect 
of transferring Episcopal departments to other cities (Khotyn, Izmail, Bil-
horod-Dnistrovskyi). Those steps are of concern in Ukraine, as they create 
the grounds for possible revision of the status of the southern Bessarabia and 
Bukovina in the future22.

Cross-border cooperation in the framework of European regions of the 
Lower Danube, Upper Prut and the Carpathians did not help to resolve these 
issues. For a long time, due to lack of funds the joint development strategy 
for the Euro-regions of the Lower Danube and Upper Prut existed mostly de 
jure. After Romania’s accession to the EU in January 2007 and implemen-
tation of the Cross-Border Cooperation Programme “Romania – Ukraine – 
Republic of Moldova” under the European Neighbourhood and Partnership 
Instrument the Euro-regions were raised to a new level: institutionalization 
of the Lower Danube Euro-region was completed, a number of joint projects 
in the environment protection, water management and flood prevention, and 
support for small and medium businesses were implemented. There are im-
portant areas of cross-border cooperation remaining on the agenda, intended 
to promote the convergence between the two peoples and implementation 
of Ukraine’s European integration policy at the regional level, including the 
following: awareness of the investment potential of the parties, development 
of tourism, maintenance of cultural ties and preservation of shared cultural 
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values, improvement of transport infrastructure and transport links between 
the countries. These issues returned to the agenda of relations between Kyiv 
and Bucharest only in 2014-2015. But there have already been some posi-
tive changes: local border traffic was initiated, new check-points at the bor-
der opened, direct railway connection from Kyiv to Bucharest resumed, bus 
routes established, an agreement was reached on resuming direct flights and a 
build-up of transportation between Ukraine and Romania in the Danube delta, 
particularly, the construction of new bridges.23

Regional interaction is one of the most promising areas of cooperation be-
tween Ukraine and Romania which has not been implemented to its full poten-
tial by either country. After becoming a member in NATO and EU, Romanian 
politicians defined a new approach to the role of Romania focusing on strength-
ening its leadership position in the region of SEE and the Black Sea, achieving 
the status of guiding force in the Black Sea policy within the EU and NATO. 
Based on the new tasks, the Romanian leadership became actively involved in 
the regional and Black Sea cooperation, taking on responsibility for strengthen-
ing the democracy in the former Soviet republics. At first Romania supported 
Yushchenko during his presidential elections in Ukraine in late 2004, welcomed 
the establishment of the Community of Democratic Choice (December 2005) 
and strengthening of the BSEC role, then actively participated in the GUAM 
summit in Kyiv in May 2006 during which the Forum was transformed into the 
Organization for Democracy and Economic Development ODED-GUAM, and 
initiated creation of the Black Sea Forum in June 2006.

Sharp criticism of these processes by Russia actualized the sense of danger 
for the Romanian state. Today Russian policy revives Romanian fears of be-
ing turned into a “grey zone” which originated in the early 1990’s, as well as 
a threat to the Romanian state through the militarization of Crimea and pro-
motion of the “Novorossiya” project being a threat to the Romanian national 
minority in the South-Western part of Ukraine and Moldova. According to 
the polls, at the beginning of 2015 66% of Romanian citizens negatively per-
ceived Russia and 64% of respondents perceived war in Ukraine as a threat to 
Romania.24 Romanian President Iohannis publicly announced that Russia was 
directly involved in arming militants in the Eastern Ukraine and did not use 
its influence to resolve the conflict.25 Therefore, today Romania makes efforts 
to enforce its own security through the measures described below.

Firstly, it provides comprehensive support to Ukraine, recognizing the un-
lawfulness of the referendum and Crimea annexation, condemning Russia’s 
actions in the Donbas, and providing practical military and technical assis-
tance within the context of the opposition to military aggression of Russia (it 
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was the first to apply the term “military aggression” in the NATO’s statements 
concerning military actions of Russia against Ukraine), contributing to the 
Ukraine - NATO Trust Fund for the issues of cyber security, signing agree-
ments on joint patrols at the Ukrainian-Romanian border and cooperation in 
the area of military trafficking, taking part in monitoring the security situation 
in Ukraine as a part of the OSCE mission in the East of Ukraine and taking 
charge of the monitoring group in Chernivtsi.26

Secondly, Bucharest is initiating projects under the regular military co-
operation and improvement of “soft” security instruments (the fight against 
corruption and organized crime, cyber security, data security, energy and eco-
nomic independence from Russia). The main purpose of these steps is to pre-
vent Russian attempts to destabilize the state at the Eastern borders of the EU 
and to prevent Romania from isolation.27 One of the said projects involves the 
creation of a joint NATO fleet in the Black Sea with the participation of Ro-
mania, Bulgaria and Turkey. If NATO approves this proposal, Ukraine would 
be ready to join it. It will transform Ukraine into a coherent regional security 
link in Eastern Europe. A joint team UkrLitPolBrig as well as the implemen-
tation of the ideas of the President of Ukraine on the creation of such military 
brigade jointly with Romania and Bulgaria, is to promote this process.28 

So today, both countries are extremely interested in a radical renewal of 
relations between Kyiv and Bucharest. The events of 2014 gave a boost to the 
first change in mutual perception of both nations proclaiming the “reboot” of 
bilateral relations and strengthening of bilateral cooperation, including that 
via the enhanced regional formats (particularly, “solidarity group” – trian-
gle “Poland – Ukraine – Romania”). According to the research conducted in 
2015, 41% of surveyed Romanians have a positive attitude to Ukraine, but 
48% of Romanians expressed “negative feelings towards Ukraine”. The main 
reason for the negative attitude is the division of the country to pro-European 
and pro-Russian parts, insufficient level of European identity. However, 30% 
of Ukrainian respondents perceive Romania positively, 58% - neutrally and 
only 7% - negatively.29 Improvement of Romania’s image in Ukraine is re-
lated to a definite position of the Romanian state concerning the Russian ag-
gression against Ukraine and active support of the Ukrainian position at the 
international level and assistance within NATO.

Western Balkans states (WBS) were developing in almost the same his-
torical conditions as Ukraine, thus the strategic culture of these countries has 
similar features. Countries of WB in different periods of their development 
were under the rule of other states as well as Ukraine. Thus, beginning from 
the 20’s – 30’s of XI century Serbian state entities – Raska, Zachlumia, Zeta 
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(Montenegro) were under the Bulgarian rule for a short period, then became 
a vassal of Byzantium. Due to the successful attempts of Stefan Nemanja to 
unify Serbian state entities at the end of the XII century, Serbia became an im-
portant factor of political life in the Balkans. WBS, like Ukraine, at different 
stages of their historical development tried to find support from the mightier 
countries. In 1208 Stefan Nemanja married a second time taking a Venetian 
princess for a wife. Orientation towards the West proved to be beneficial, and 
in 1217 Stefan received a crown from Pope Innocent III upon gaining his 
support. During the reign of Dusan the medieval Serbia reached the peak of 
its development: Bulgaria was completely dependent on its will, Byzantium 
was seeking its support, Venice was happy to be allies with it. But after the 
battle of Kosovo (1389) Serbia became a vassal of the Turkish sultan. Serbia, 
like Ukraine, was squeezed between two powerful aggressive neighbours, in 
its case they were Hungary and the Ottoman Empire. Serbia wasn’t able to 
pursue an independent policy and became a victim of the clash of other states’ 
interests. Similarly, in the years of independence the rulers of Bosnia tried to 
find compromise with the rulers of more powerful nations; Croatia sought 
support of more powerful neighbours, and entered a union with Hungary in 
1102. In the middle of the XV century Croatian rulers tried to use the Habs-
burgs to counter the Turkish expansion. Since 1797 till 1815 Istria, Dalmatia 
and Dubrovnik belonged to Austria.30 WBS and Ukraine also have a common 
Communist past and the proclamation of independence in the early 1990s. 
Ukraine is going through the same stages in the political transformation as 
WBS, also experiencing political and systemic crisis under the conditions of 
armed conflict. Despite the similarity of historical lessons, or perhaps because 
of it, Ukraine and WBS did not develop strong political ties and the countries 
do not live up to the existing potential in the economic sphere. When consid-
ering the relations between Ukraine and WBS in the early 1990s, it should 
be mentioned, that in this period the independence of said countries was only 
being established as well as their foreign policy.

The Yugoslav crisis directly affected the formation of Ukrainian foreign 
policy concept. Events in the Balkans forced the Ukrainian leadership to form 
a clear attitude towards the ethnic conflicts within the country and abroad. 
Ukraine’s participation in the peacekeeping operations under the auspices of 
the UN in the Balkans in 1992 launched a peacekeeping history of the Armed 
Forces of Ukraine. Ukraine supported the resolution of the Yugoslav conflict 
through negotiations and under the mediation of the United Nations.

During the 1990’s there were no active relations between Ukraine and 
WBS; the changes began after the launch of NATO military operations in Yu-
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goslavia on March 24th, 1999. The mediation initiative of Ukrainian President 
Leonid Kuchma was published in the first few hours of the Kosovo conflict.31 
Ukraine’s position was based on the fact that the controversial international 
issues should not be resolved by force, but only through negotiations. It was 
unacceptable for the governments to restrict and violate the rights of their 
own citizens or use violence against them. Finally, the use of force without 
a corresponding resolution of the UN Security Council was recognized as 
intolerable. The Ukrainian party proposed to solve the conflict in three stages, 
in particular: 1) synchronized cessation of all hostilities, 2) the return of refu-
gees under the protection of peacekeepers and launch of OSCE humanitarian 
mission, 3) convening a peace conference in the capital of one of the neutral 
states. In 1999 Ukraine, under the presidential decrees, sent an international 
peacekeeping mission 800 people strong to support peacekeeping operations 
in Kosovo and sent peacekeeping personnel of 30 people to the UN Interim 
Administration Mission in Kosovo.

In the political dialogue between Croatia and Ukraine there are no prob-
lematic issues that allowed them to bring their relations to a qualitatively 
new level.  The Sabor Republic of Croatia recognized the independence of 
Ukraine in December 1991.32 In turn, Ukraine was the first UN-member coun-
try, which recognized the independence of Croatia on December 11th, 1991.33 
Diplomatic relations between Ukraine and the Republic of Albania were es-
tablished on January 13th, 1993.34 In 1993 Ukraine recognized independence 
of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), on April 20th, 
1995 establishing diplomatic relations with it, and in 2000 signed a Treaty on 
Friendship and Cooperation. In 2001 the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine ratified 
the “Consular Convention between Ukraine and the Republic of Macedonia” 
and signed a number of agreements on mutually beneficial cooperation in vari-
ous fields. Ukrainian-Macedonian relations were intensified in the early 2000s, 
when the Balkan direction of Ukraine’s foreign policy was enhanced, especially 
in connection with Ukraine’s participation in peacekeeping operations in the re-
gion. Presiding in the UN Security Council in March 2001, Ukraine expressed 
support for the territorial integrity and sovereignty of Macedonia. Ukraine sup-
ported FYROM in peaceful resolution of the ethnic conflict. The relations be-
tween Ukraine and Macedonia were developing under the conditions of con-
structive cooperation as one of the elements of the course towards the political 
and economic convergence with the countries of the Balkan region within the 
framework of the European integration.35 Ukraine recognized the independence 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina on October 12th, 1992; and the diplomatic relations 
were established on December 20th, 1995.36 Development of diplomatic rela-
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tions between Ukraine and Bosnia and Herzegovina was deferred due to the 
interethnic tensions and the uncertain status of B&H in the Balkan region. Dip-
lomatic relations between Kyiv and Sarajevo were established on December 
20th, 1995.37 Political dialogue between Ukraine and Serbia started progressing 
after Kostunica initiated democratic changes in Yugoslavia in 2000, replacing 
Milosevic as the president of the FRY.38 After gaining independence on June 
3rd, 2006, Montenegro opened a new page in bilateral relations with Ukraine; in 
2008 Ukrainian Embassy was opened in Podgorica.39

Among the priorities of bilateral relations, the cooperation in cultural and 
educational spheres should be mentioned. It developed rapidly because the 
material, spiritual culture of the peoples in WBS has much in common with 
the Ukrainian culture. Thus, the agreements on cooperation between Kiev and 
Belgrade Universities, Chernivtsi, and Novi Sad Universities were signed. 
Croatia regularly hosts Ukrainian art exhibitions, literature presentations, 
concerts and other events, and books by Ukrainian authors are published in 
Croatian. The subject of special pride is the Department of Ukrainian lan-
guage and literature, opened in Zagreb in 2001.40 Croatian students visit 
Ukraine for language practice in partner universities – Taras Shevchenko Na-
tional University of Kyiv and Ivan Franko National University of Lviv. By 
virtue of the cooperation between the Ukrainian and Croatian universities, 
and appropriate contractual and legal basis between the Ministries of Educa-
tion of the two countries, Ukrainian philologists also have the opportunity 
to extend their knowledge of the Croatian language and literature interning 
at the University of Zagreb. Speaking of B&H, cooperation was established 
between the University of Banja Luka and higher educational institutions of 
Ukraine, Chernivtsy University (agreement as of 1996), National Technical 
University of Ukraine “Kyiv Polytechnic Institute” (agreement as of 2004); 
Sarajevo University and Karazin Kharkiv National University (agreement as 
of 2012) joined the cooperation as well.41

A special place in bilateral relations is the Ukrainian-Ruthenes minority in 
Serbia (about 5.5 thousand citizens). The meetings of the Ukrainian leadership 
and the representatives of the Ukrainian Diaspora are held in the Autonomous 
Province of Vojvodina – a place of residence of the Ukrainian and Ruthenes 
ethnic communities (cities of Kula, Vrbas and Novi Sad). The Ukrainian 
community in Serbia lately has become more organized. Ukrainian schools, 
summer camps, radio and TV broadcasting, and publishing companies have 
been established in the country with state support. In addition, there are five 
local cultural communities in Serbia and the highest representative body – 
the Ukrainian National Council of Serbia and Montenegro. A milestone for 
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the Ukrainians in Serbia was assigning Ukrainian language the status of a 
regional language and minority language in July 2006 which allowed for the 
Ukrainians to use their own language in identification documents and local 
self-government in Serbia. In Ukraine, the Serbian minority is represented 
by a small community residing mainly in Kirovohrad and Lugansk regions. 
Under the auspices of previously established Ukrainian-Serbian community 
“Saint Sava” the International NGO “United Serbian Diaspora of Eurasia” 
was organized in Kyiv in May 2008 becoming a bridge for connecting Serbia 
and the countries of CIS in the cultural, spiritual, historical and economic 
sphere, initiating many business, political, humanitarian activities, and organ-
izing meetings between the politicians, businessmen and cultural figures.42

Ukrainians and Ruthenes in Croatia belong to the most ancient Ukrainian 
Diaspora in the world. In the middle of the XVIII century immigrants from 
the Carpathian regions of Slovakia under the name “Ruthenes” arrived to the 
territory of Vojvodina (Serbia), and then moved to Eastern Slavonia (Croatia). 
In the late XIX - early XX century Ukrainians from Galicia, which at that 
time was part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, moved to Posavyny (east-
ern Croatia) and northern Bosnia, and then – to other areas of modern Croa-
tia. Ukrainian migration in the late XIX - early XX century was caused by 
economic conditions and by the attempt of the Austro-Hungarian Empire to 
populate this land by Christians after annexation of Bosnia.43 The Ukrainian 
community conducts various activities, such as organizing annual Ukrainian 
summer schools for children. The Diaspora is publishing a few magazines – 
“Herald”, “Our Newspaper”, “New thought”, and “The views of the Danube” 
almanac in Ukrainian. Ukrainian and Ruthene Diasporas receive massive fi-
nancial support for their activities from the state; having the right to elect their 
representative into the parliament.44

In the economic sphere the cooperation between Croatia and Ukraine is as 
follows: in 2015 the value of bilateral trade amounted to 41 million USD and 
decreased compared to 2014 by 53%; bilateral trade balance was generally 
positive for Ukraine and amounted to 11 million USD. The structure of com-
modity exports from Ukraine was dominated by ferrous metals (62% of total 
exports in monetary value), wood and wood products (8%). The structure 
of commodity imports to Ukraine was characterized by a predominance of 
equipment for nuclear power plants (35%), pharmaceuticals (11%), plastics 
and polymeric materials (9%).45 Generally speaking, the trade turnover be-
tween the countries went down primarily due to the events in Ukraine.

In 2015 the general trade volume of goods and services between Ukraine 
and Macedonia decreased as compared to 2014 by 59% (37 million USD) and 
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amounted to 26 million USD, with surplus amounting to 0.3 million USD. 
The base of Ukrainian exports to Macedonia comprised of ferrous metals 
- 68% (cold-rolled and hot-rolled products, hot-rolled rods); copper and cop-
perware - 12%; nuclear reactors, boilers, machinery - 6%. The base of Mac-
edonian import to Ukraine in 2015 comprised of tobacco and manufactured 
tobacco substitutes - 42% of the total volume; electrical machinery - 34%.46

Ukraine is the key trade partner for B&H among the post-Soviet republics, 
but the volume of trade turnover is relatively low. In 2015 total trade volume 
between Ukraine and B&H amounted to 17.134 million USD. The balance 
of bilateral trade in goods was positive for Bosnian party and amounted to 2 
million USD. The structure of imports from B&H to Ukraine is dominated by 
pharmaceuticals (46%), oil refining products and coal (20%).47

For 2015 the trade turnover between Ukraine and Albania amounted to 
20.6 million USD. Positive balance for Ukraine amounted to 15.6 million 
USD. There was some growth in Albanian imports, especially with regard to 
ferrous metals, plastics, polymers. The total value of imported ferrous metals 
during this period amounted to 0.9 million USD. When analysing the struc-
ture of export and import transactions, one can notice the absence of signifi-
cant fluctuations in the volume of the main components of Ukrainian exports 
(fertilizers (46%), ferrous metals (40%) and fats and oils of animal or vegeta-
ble origin (9%)).48 

In the political sphere the WBS are of insignificant importance for the 
Ukrainian strategy. Ukraine cooperates with Serbia within the framework 
of such organizations as UNESCO, PACE, OSCE, CEI, BSEC, Danube 
Commission, and the Regional Cooperation Council.49 Ukraine is actively 
developing cooperation with Serbia at the regional level. There is a number 
of agreements in force in this area: Protocol of Intent to Promote Bilat-
eral Cooperation Between Chortkiv District of Ternopil Region (Ukraine) 
and the Kula community of Autonomous Province of Vojvodina (Republic 
of Serbia); Agreement between the Kyiv Regional State Administration of 
Ukraine and the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina in Serbia and Monte-
negro on Trade and Economic, Scientific and Technical and Cultural Co-
operation. Ukraine and Croatia adhere to a pan-European trend of essential 
decentralization and promotion of interregional ties. Throughout 2010 ar-
rangements were made for the organization of cooperation between Ukrain-
ian and Croatian local authorities and local governments. From our point 
of view, relatively weak political ties are explained by the fact that both 
Ukraine and WBS tend to seek a strong partner and rely on it, while consid-
ering each other too weak for this purpose.
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Conclusions. Ukrainian-Romanian relations were complex and uneven. 
Stereotypes (“aggressive expansionary Romania”, Ukraine as a failed state 
and the “shadow of Russia”) as well as issues of historical and ethnic char-
acter did not contribute to the development of strategic relations. Neither 
Ukraine nor Romania developed a holistic view of international relations 
stipulated in conceptual form. There were also no policy documents for an 
integrated approach to solving problematic issues. Relations between Roma-
nia and Ukraine and prospects for their development are viewed ambiguously 
in both countries: from critical to positive. Upon combining all opinions and 
approaches to relations between Kyiv and Bucharest, the following conclu-
sion can be made: Romania is simultaneously strong, clearly focused on own 
national interests and a goal-oriented competitor of Ukraine (in some mat-
ters), as well as its ally, potentially one of the most important strategic part-
ners in Eastern Europe and the Black Sea Region. Over the past two years, 
a fundamental decision on reorganization of relations was made at the bilat-
eral level. However, one should not expect the rapid establishment of either 
good-neighbourly or strategic relations; considering the fact that the priority 
directions for Kyiv and Bucharest nowadays are security and defence, the 
attention should be focused on establishing a strategic alliance of “Ukraine 
– Romania” for the implementation of joint security initiatives, given that 
Ukraine and Romania are neighbouring countries and a matter of security 
for one is a matter of security for another. Additional opportunities are open-
ing in the context of Ukraine and Moldova approaching the EU, which is 
perceived by Romania as a guarantee for stability and security in the region. 
That is why Romania has announced its desire to take a more prominent part 
in supporting the member countries of the “Eastern Partnership”, especially 
Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine. Against this background, Romania has of-
fered Ukraine another option for the extension of multilateral cooperation 
within the “triangle” – Romania-Moldova-Ukraine – for the purpose of en-
hancing the economic potential of the region (said initiative was announced 
in October 2014). One of the issues contributing to the safety and positive 
cooperation is the coordination of policies of the three states in the settlement 
of the Transnistrian border customs issue, which remains a cause of instabil-
ity due to the presence of the Russian armed forces on the territory of the 
unrecognized Republic of Transnistria. Romania is ready to support Ukraine 
in the process of internal reforms necessary to fulfil its obligations under the 
EU-Ukraine Association Agreement and for NATO membership, which could 
be an important basis for achieving progress in bilateral relations. It is clear 
that the prospect of Ukrainian-Romanian relations will depend on Ukraine’s 
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success in the implementation of the Association Agreement with the EU and 
the success of reform. However, the active participation of Ukrainian state 
in the regional and European projects under Romania and Bulgaria’s support 
will serve to stabilize the situation and give an additional impetus to the ac-
celerated modernization of Ukraine. 

When considering the prospects of Ukrainian-Bulgarian relations, the fol-
lowing factors should be taken into account. Traditionally the foreign policy 
interests of Bulgaria were focused on the European and Balkan directions; 
this is where Bulgaria sees the prospects for stabilization and modernization. 
On the other hand, there is no consensus with regard to Russia among the 
Bulgarian political establishment; which causes Bulgaria to apply precaution-
ary approach to extension of military cooperation and a NATO presence in the 
Black Sea. Imperatives of Sofia’s foreign policy include obtaining financial 
and technical assistance for the promotion of national interests in the energy 
sphere and the development of the economy and infrastructure. In this con-
text, the words of the Bulgarian Prime Minister Boyko Borisov are important, 
‘Russia and Bulgaria have two levels of relations – historical relations that 
are immune to external influences and political relations affected by the cur-
rent events’. Russia continues to occupy a significant place in the foreign and 
energy policy of Bulgaria. Within described strategic scope, Bulgaria is con-
sidering relations with Ukraine. However, the most important characteristic 
of the new strategic culture of Bulgaria is the full identification of Bulgar-
ian foreign policy and security interests and objectives on the regional and 
global level with the interests and goals of EU and NATO. The signing of the 
Association Agreement with the EU, creation of Free Trade Zone between 
Ukraine and the EU creates additional opportunities for the implementation 
of the existing potential of Ukrainian-Bulgarian relations, particularly in the 
area of modernization of Bulgaria’s energy complex, communications, and 
tourism. Ukraine’s withdrawal from non-aligned status will create additional 
opportunities for the development of military-political cooperation at the bi-
lateral and regional levels. At the same time, Bulgaria believes that interac-
tion within the framework of the Black Sea region has fallen into a deadlock 
after the annexation of the Crimea and the support of insurgent units in the 
East of Ukraine, and plans to focus on defence cooperation in the SEE. Thus, 
further development of Ukrainian-Bulgarian relations will depend on how 
successfully Ukraine will be able to integrate into the projects and initiatives 
of the EU and SEE, which will imbue the declared strategic partnership be-
tween Ukraine and Bulgaria with real significance.

As for the Western Balkans region, today Ukraine and the WBS do not 
utilize all the existing potential of cooperation. Ukraine and the WBS have fi-
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nally chosen their foreign policy trajectory: integration into the European and 
Euro-Atlantic structures, so it’s practicable for Ukraine to analyse the experi-
ence of WBS, which has achieved significant results in this sphere. Equally 
important is their experience in conflict mitigation. As for the economy, the 
recent trade turnover has decreased due to the events in Ukraine and the world 
economic crisis. In the long run, economic cooperation can be a link that will 
also help to strengthen the political dialogue between the states.
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CONCLUSIONS

The events of 2013-2017 underscore the peculiarities of Ukrainian influ-
ence on the development of an effective security strategy for the state. Getting 
cosier with NATO one day, and then with Russia another, did not contribute 
to the preservation of peace within Ukrainian lands. The suicidal bifurcation 
of Ukraine’s policy reflected one of the most acute problems: where should 
Ukraine actually be? The strategic culture, characteristic of Ukrainians, led to 
Ukraine’s unpreparedness to Russia’s “hybrid war” alone. Thus, the develop-
ment of the “hard security” sector, one of the most characteristic features of 
masculine strategic culture, is a significant task for Ukraine’s contemporary 
political elites.

The concept of a strategic culture is especially important for understanding 
the “security portrait of a state”. This category is connected to the notion of 
“political culture”, but differs from the focus on the study of “hard power” and 
its role in shaping state’s outlooks. The fact that this problem remained beyond 
the attention of those studying Ukraine’s foreign policy is not surprising. Not 
only because the strategic culture of Ukraine, as well as Ukrainian nation itself, 
is still being developed. But also because Ukraine has traditionally used less 
of the “hard power” tools, instead favouring those of “soft power”. Ukraine 
has demonstrated so-called “feminine” features of strategic culture. The secu-
rity policy has historically made diplomacy the most active method in shaping 
the nation. The search for a powerful partner-state has become a fundamental 
feature of the Ukraine’s strategic culture. This frequently led to asymmetric 
partnerships like the “patron-client” relationship. At the same time, the perma-
nent search for the increase of freedoms from the patron was a second historic 
feature, if it was limiting Ukraine’s rights. 

At the beginning of its history as an independent state, Ukraine, under the 
pressure of circumstances and the international community, abandoned the de-
velopment of hard-core nuclear weapons. Instead, it chose to turn its nuclear ar-
senal into a mechanism for obtaining certain political and economic dividends 
for itself. The priority issues at that point appeared such as Russia’s recognition 
of Crimea being part of Ukraine, delimitation of borders, and the economic 
indebtedness of Kyiv to Moscow.  It appeared that giving up nuclear weapons, 
the basis of Ukraine’s hard power, was the right decision. However, the security 
assurances given to Ukraine by the nuclear powers created an illusion of com-
plete security in Kyiv. The Budapest memorandum undermined attention to 
hard power as a pillar for providing for Ukraine’s security, which should have 
been a natural thing to do for any country. The loss of nuclear weapons pushed 
Ukrainian political elites towards neglecting conventional deterrence and mili-
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tary forces in general. Even in the Military doctrine of 2012, it is stated that the 
main method of preventing a military conflict is not military deterrence, but a 
combination of political and diplomatic actions. 

One of the main indicators of this was growing cooperation with NATO, as 
NATO was seen as the most effective military-political blocs of our time. Para-
doxically, this growing rapprochement between Ukraine and NATO, even with 
multi-year lapses in it, provoked Moscow’s aggressive policies towards Kyiv, 
which has ranged from diplomatic pressure to energy blackmail. As a result of 
Russia’s military aggression against Ukraine in 2014, which included the an-
nexation of Crimea and the waging of a so-called “hybrid war” in the Donbas, 
was partially explained by Russian leadership as a necessary step in preventing 
Ukraine from joining NATO. Ukraine’s historic dilemma – East or West – has 
gradually turned into the cornerstone of its strategic culture, where the subject 
of NATO and NATO member states’ relations with Russia risen to the top issues 
of Ukrainian policies. As a result, Ukraine could not be drawn into a new cycle 
of global competition between the collective West and Russia. 

Speaking of the “collective West” as an actor in international relations, we 
should not simplify this issue, as EU and NATO policies are not the same, and 
Ukrainians’ perceptions of those policies differ. While integration into NATO 
has caused fears among most citizens until 2014, joining the EU was welcomed 
by the society from the outset, as societal perceptions always placed Ukraine 
as a part of European civilization. Non-integration of Ukraine was primarily 
an “achievement” of the government, which does not listen to public opinion. 
The Euromaidan was actually caused by outright indignation of citizens, whose 
European choice had been cynically discarded by the government. At the same 
time, after the Revolution of Dignity, the Euro-bureaucrats sent very few en-
couraging signals to Ukrainians, who were depressed by the complexity of their 
domestic and external problems. Therefore, we can foresee a gradual decline in 
Euro-optimism among the Ukrainians, which might fatally affect not only the 
pace of domestic reforms, but also the process of strategic decision-making by 
the Ukrainian leadership.       

The study of regional trends in Ukraine’s foreign policy through the prism 
of strategic culture leads to conclusions that appear as somewhat paradoxical. 

Obviously, Ukraine is a middle European power, which cannot act inde-
pendently and should look for regional partners. The Black Sea may be the 
most important region for this. However, recently, this has not affected Kyiv’s 
decisions. On the contrary, it is in the Black Sea region that we see a bunch of 
unsettled interstate problems of an political and economic nature, as well as 
a lack of a strategic vision concerning the interconnectedness of sub-regional 
problems  with pan-European and worldwide processes. As a result, the new 
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tasks for Ukraine, such as the restoration of its territorial integrity and state 
sovereignty in the temporarily occupied Crimea peninsula  and its eastern ter-
ritories, is not supported by partners in the region;  the region is  very much 
a “zone of turmoil.” This should push Ukraine to look at the problems of the 
regional neighbourhood from a different angle: in the context of the current be-
haviour of its Black Sea neighbours, it might be in the Ukraine’s interest to ac-
tively promote the notion of the Black Sea region as much as possible in order 
to attract more states, which would become potential allies. At the same time, 
it might be useful to establish interregional contacts in those areas that are freer 
from politicization contribute to securitization. In this context, the problem is 
the relationship with Turkey, which, with the exception of periods of exacerba-
tion in its relations with Russia, is guided by a “Russia-centric” model of the 
Black Sea region. 

The Russian Federation has long lost its place as one of the most important 
strategic partners of Ukraine. The ongoing conflict has given Ukraine a na-
tional idea, the absence of which has so long and painfully affected the process 
of post-Communist development of our country. In the course of this conflict, 
which was not started by Ukrainians, they, for the first time, discarded the tra-
ditional passive role, the “feminine” role of those who did not try to defend 
themselves, but instead looking for a new strong partner. 

The events of the last years have also radically changed the tone of Ukraine 
– U.S. relations. If the first Ukrainian president, L. Kravchuk, maintained that 
the United States should be our main strategic partner (as patron and donor), P. 
Poroshenko has realized that the Ukrainian dimension would never become the 
main priority of the American foreign policy. The power and interests of our 
states are so incomparable that we cannot talk about the possibility of an equal 
partnership. However, the agenda for Ukraine – U.S. relations has never been 
so saturated in all possible domains of bilateral relations – from military-stra-
tegic partnership to political, economic and information cooperation. Within 
the framework of economic assistance, Washington makes a significant con-
tribution to the budget of international financial institutions, which, in essence, 
are the main donors of Ukraine. We are witnessing and unprecedentedly high 
level of attention towards the crisis over Ukraine in the United States (from 
government agencies, to the media, to the public), although another issues is 
whether or not Ukrainian’s top officials will be capable of using this attention 
for Ukraine’s national interests. 

Another example of asymmetric relations is the case of Ukrainian-Chinese 
relations. Ever since 1991, Ukraine’s interest in China was much higher than 
that of China in Ukraine. The evolution of relations seems to be that China has 
already received what it needed most of all (modern military technologies), 
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and that it does not intend to intervene in situations that cannot benefit Beijing. 
It is interesting that neither the political nor strategic cultures of China and 
Ukraine influence relations between them in any way. One can conclude that 
the “clash of cultures” bears fruit (positive or negative) only when there is com-
mon ground for a collision, territorial proximity, and a common historic past. 

An example of this can be found not only in relations with Russia, but also 
with some other neighbours from the former “socialist camp”. For instance, 
neither in Ukraine nor in Romania has a holistic vision of interstate relations 
enshrined in a conceptual form. The established stereotypes (“aggressive ex-
pansionist Romania”; Ukraine as a “failed state” and “Russia’s shadow”) and 
problems of ethno-national and historical character did not aid in development 
of strategic relations. In general, Ukraine’s vulnerability of frustrates the transit 
states of CEE and SEE, and Ukraine’s “feminine” complex of prevents coop-
eration with other weaker states. 

Since its independence, Ukraine has proclaimed more than twenty different 
countries which were proclaimed by as its strategic partners. This does not cor-
respond to our state’s potential. For instance, Egypt and some oil-rich countries, 
in particular Saudi Arabia, have been identified as strategic partners in Ukraine. 
The analysis shows that those countries in this region, with which Ukraine has 
established military-technical cooperation (Egypt, Syria, Jordan, UAE), are 
relatively significant.

In the process of implementing its foreign policy, Ukraine should act more 
realistically, rejecting excessive rhetoric. At the same time, there are a number 
of issues, which Kyiv has not paid much attention so far. This includes the 
unrealized but increasingly important goal of developing an effective informa-
tion policy to protect national interests in the region and international arena as 
a whole.
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