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Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine is a result of not only the policies of the Kremlin 

empire-minded chauvinists led by Vladimir Putin, but are also the result of strategic 

miscalculations and the irresponsibility of Ukrainian political elites throughout the years of 

Ukraine’s independence.  

For years, Ukraine's top political and military leadership pursued the illusion of a possible 

strategic partnership with Russia.  Meanwhile, the Kremlin was consistently implementing a 

policy aimed at destroying Ukraine.  It essentially had two scenarios: Plan A - for the gradual 

and "peaceful" destruction of Ukraine, and Plan B - for a one-time conquest by force. The former 

plan was envisaged as a "humanitarian" aggression and the use of soft rather than hard, military 

power to destroy Ukrainian identity, a fundamental formative element of any national State.  

When Russian political elites realized that the imperialistic dream of a restored “United Great 

Russia” was impossible as long as a Ukrainian Ukraine existed, they decided that "humanitarian" 

aggression, not war and/or genocide of the Ukrainian Nation, intended to create a “Ukraine 

without Ukrainians”.  Russia has been conducting its "humanitarian" aggression in several 

directions simultaneously: by inspiring and waging informational, propagandistic, linguistic, 

cultural, historiosophy and religious wars.  The Yanukovych regime was Russia’s partner in its 

"humanitarian" aggression against Ukraine.  Controlled by Russian special services, it pursued 

anti-Ukrainian "humanitarian" policies.  In other words, it was a wide-scale consistent special 

operation to eliminate the constitutionally established fundamental elements of Ukraine's 

statehood, and to turn it into a denationalized and powerless part of a so called "Russian World". 

"Humanitarian" aggression can only be successful if Ukraine is fenced off from the West and 

remains in Russia’s orbit of power.  Therefore, the Russian leadership made sure that 

Yanukovych opted for the non-aligned status for Ukraine, and that he rejected the Association 

Agreement with the EU.  

The fall of the Yanukovych regime, the determination of the new Ukrainian government to 

resume its European integration policy, and the possibility of Ukraine joining the EU and NATO 

in the future, pushed Russia to Plan B.  

Yet, even though Moscow was obviously aware of the poor  condition of the Ukrainian Army, it 

clearly underestimated the aspiration of Ukrainians for freedom, and their determination and 

ability to resist.  Sadly, Ukraine’s political and military leaders failed to organize immediate 

resistance to Russia’s aggression shortly after it began.  As a result, Ukraine has lost Crimea and 
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control over parts of Ukraine-Russia border territories in the Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts, 

through which Russian mercenaries, diversionists and regular Russian Army units infiltrated into 

Ukraine.  

Thanks to the heroic dedication of the Ukrainian armed forces, the National Guard, which was 

set up under the umbrella of the Interior Ministry, and the volunteer battalions, large parts of the 

Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts were liberated from the aggressor.  However, Petro Poroshenko’s 

reluctance to introduce martial law and to mobilize the entire potential of the State and society to 

fend off the enemy was among the factors that extended the war's duration.  

Today, Ukraine's elites, all of Ukrainian society, and members of the international community, 

must realize that Russia is waging a total war against Ukraine and, at the same time, is testing the 

readiness and ability of Western democracies to resist the Kremlin's revanchist and expansionist 

plans.  Russia's ultimate goal is neither to annex parts of Ukrainian territory nor to deprive 

Ukraine of the right to make its own civilization choice, but rather to destroy all things Ukrainian  

that exist and Ukrainian statehood as such.  Therefore, the top priorities on the national security 

agenda for Ukraine must include: 1) the revival of the entire national security sector, 2) the 

formulation and implementation of a Ukrainocentric humanitarian policy as a tool of resistance 

to Russian "humanitarian" aggression, 3) implementation of programs for European and NATO 

integration with full-scale membership as the ultimate goal.  

The Russian aggression is violating the international order, threatening global security and 

undermining nuclear non-proliferation regime.  It jeopardizes every member of the international 

community.  In resisting Russian aggression, Ukraine is at the same time is fighting for the West 

and its values.  If the Western democracies care about their own security, they should stand 

shoulder to shoulder with Ukraine to resist the aggressor with the aim to defend common 

civilization values, world peace and international order. 

The proposed paper below is an attempt to provide a comprehensive analysis of the problems 

Ukraine and the international community are facing as a result of the recent war of aggression by 

Russia.  
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1. Causes, nature and goals of the Russian war of aggression against Ukraine 

1.1 Genesis and nature of the Russian war against Ukraine 

The armed attack  by the Russian Federation against Ukraine came as a shock to both Ukrainian 

politicians, Ukrainian society, and to the international community. Objectively, however, the 

war's genesis comes from the imperative components of Russia’s policy towards Ukraine. 

The statement by the famous war theorist, Carl von Clausewitz in his classic piece Vom Krieg 

(On War) written in 1832-1834 that “War is a mere continuation of politics by other means”, is 

still true today. As such, in the beginning of the last century, the Ukrainian policy of Lenin's 

Soviet Russian government led to the declaration of war in December 1917 against the Ukrainian 

People’s Republic (UNR). When the war ended in 1920, Ukraine had a Communist regime 

forced upon it and was integrated into the USSR as a result. Ever since then, the USSR's 

communist leadership were crushing any form of the Ukrainian liberation movement, be it in the 

form of demands for cultural autonomy or armed resistance of the UPA, the Ukrainian Insurgent 

Army, and it violently persecuted anyone involved in such a movement. 

The revival of Ukraine’s independence in 1991 challenged the Russian imperialistic mindset and 

caused a psychological trauma to the modern Russian empire-minded chauvinists because of 

Ukraine’s special role in the history of Russia. In the past, Ukraine had been the driving force 

behind the transformation of the Tsardom of Moscovy into an empire, and its important spiritual, 

cultural and resource donor. Having annexed the territory of Ukraine, the Tsardom of Moscovy 
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expanded to the frontiers of Eastern Europe, then proclaimed itself an empire and appropriated 

for itself the old name of Ukraine, - Rus - and the entire history of Ukraine-Rus, including the 

history of its ancient statehood.   

The restoration of Ukraine’s independence is intertwined with the inevitable revival of its 

national memory and individual national history, thus stripping Russia of a part of its alleged 

history, thereby destroying the myth of its millennium-old statehood,  European identity and  

supposedly eternal and natural place of Russia in  European civilization.  Russian empire-minded 

chauvinists realize that, unless Ukraine with its territory, resources and human potential, is not 

subdued once again, Russia’s attempts to restore its status of an empire will be futile. 

Therefore, Russian politicians and many citizens are largely convinced that:  

 Ukraine is a part of Russia and should not exist separately from Russia; 

 Russians and Ukrainians are one people and their unification within a single State is just a 

question of time and must result in the formation a powerful super-ethnos with one language, 

culture and church in the framework of a so-called "Russian World"; 

 Ukraine is to blame for the disintegration of the Soviet empire and the ensuing hardships in 

Russia; 

 Ukraine’s independent statehood is a geopolitical anomaly and is a strategic threat to Russia; 

and 

 Without Ukraine, Russia is not geopolitically complete and cannot reclaim its status as a 

global superpower. 

The anti-Ukrainian ideological postulates are deeply ingrained in the Russian mentality.  

Russia’s revanchist aspirations define its policy toward Ukraine with the ultimate strategic goal 

of totally destroying Ukraine as a geopolitical and national entity and as a subject of international 

law. Russia’s geopolitical doctrine elaborated by Alexandr Dugin in the 1990s clearly stated: 

“Ukraine’s sovereignty is so negative for Russian geopolitics to the extent that it can, in 

principle, could easily provoke an armed conflict… The existence of Ukraine within its current 

borders and its current status of a ‘sovereign state’ is comparable to a catastrophic blow to 

Russia’s geopolitical security, equivalent to an invasion of its territory. Further existence of a 
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unitary Ukraine is unacceptable.”  Alexandr Dugin then describes the various scenarios designed 

to disintegrate Ukraine. 

Behind a façade of civilized conventional relations expected of sovereign States, Russia has long 

been carrying out a special operation against Ukraine with three key objectives: 

1. To counteract and prevent Ukraine’s integration with the West, because its 

membership in the EU and NATO will render the very idea of reviving the Russian 

(apparently Eurasian) empire impossible; 

2. To eradicate all things Ukrainian inside and outside of Russia, because such an empire 

will be impossible and will not be able to exist as long as Ukrainians maintain their 

national identity; and 

3. To perpetuate guided chaos and provoke separatist movements aimed to weaken 

Ukraine’s governmental institutions, splitting the country and undermining its statehood. 

The implementation of these tasks is carried out by Russian diplomats and special services, and 

recently, by the armed forces of Russia. Their key methods include subversive activity by 

undercover agents and agents of influence, misinformation and blackmail, threats and pressure, 

bribery, the involvement of criminal elements in special operations, recruitment of mercenaries, 

the use of regular Russian Army units with no insignia, and more. 

An important factor that affects the content, methods and implementation of Russia’s policy on 

Ukraine is the personality of Vladimir Putin. A former KGB officer, he thinks that all is fair and 

permissible in the pursuit of his goals, acts slyly and cynically, wants to be a lifelong “national 

leader” whose historical mission is to revive the Russian Empire, and exhibits a paranoid hatred 

and contempt for Ukrainians and Ukraine.  Putin also despises and disrespects the West, Western 

values, and Western leaders. 

It is no accident that with his election as Russian President in 2000, Russia’s policy towards 

Ukraine became crueller and more insidious, larger in scale and more systematic. In addition to 

opposing Ukraine’s European and NATO integration, Russia has kept using humanitarian 

expansion through its agents and the fifth column in the informational, linguistic, cultural, 

historical and religious spheres. In this manner, Russia has sought and seeks to destroy the 

Ukrainian identity, which is a formative element of the Ukrainian Nation State, and to provide 
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the “final solution to the Ukrainian question” within the framework of  Russian traditional 

imperial ambitions. At the same time, Putin repeatedly demonstrated his hostility toward 

Western democracies, especially towards the United States.   

The Kremlin leadership forced Viktor Yanukovych, the ousted President who had consolidated 

huge political power into his hands after his election in 2010, to abandon Ukraine’s European 

and NATO integration course, and to conduct anti-Ukrainian humanitarian policies.  The 

temporary control of Ukraine by Russia was no longer a key priority on its agenda - rather, the 

permanent integration of Ukraine into Russia was the goal. This objective was to be 

accomplished by keeping Ukraine within Russia’s orbit, as well as through the unhindered and 

systemic crushing of Ukrainian identity on the individual level and on a national scale. In 

practice, this would mean the transformation of a “Ukrainian Ukraine” into a “Ukraine without 

Ukrainians”. A russified (linguistically and mentally) Ukraine would by definition become just a 

mere part of the so called "Russian World" without any chance to preserve its national statehood 

and independence. 

The fiasco of Yanukovych’s regime and his removal from power in 2014 suggested that the new 

Ukrainian government would renew the course toward European and NATO integration, 

counteract Russian humanitarian expansion, restore law and order, strengthen democratic 

institutions and preserve national unity.  Sensing that he was losing his grip over Ukraine, Putin 

resorted to military aggression and severed Crimea from Ukraine not only as revenge against 

Ukrainians for the Maidan, but also as a large-scale special operation designed to subdue 

Ukraine once and for all. 

Russia’s armed attack on Ukraine has different names in politics and in media. Some identify it 

as a ‘hybrid war’, ‘an undeclared war’, ‘a phony war’, ‘a covert war’, ‘an unconventional war’, 

‘a non-linear war’, ‘a quasi-war’, ‘a war of guided chaos’ a ‘submerged war’, and more. This is 

probably an attempt to describe verbally the nature of the war waged by Russia that is differs 

from conventional wars.  This can also be a way to avoid the use of a ‘war of aggression’, a term 

clearly defined in international law. This use of euphemisms fits perfectly into the notorious 

‘don’t irritate Russia’ policy, which is an obsession of many Western and Ukrainian politicians 

and intellectuals. 
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On the other hand, there are also attempts to describe the situation caused by Russia’s armed 

attack on Ukraine as an ‘internal political crisis’, ‘civil war’ or ‘Ukraino-Ukrainian war’. In fact, 

all these attempts are a denial of the annexation of Crimea by Russia by force, and are attempts 

to interpret the military actions in Eastern Ukraine as an internal conflict for which the Ukrainian 

government is to blame, rather than as an international conflict caused by Russian aggression. 

The document issued by the New York-based Human Rights Watch on June 30, 2014, and its 

report dated July 24, 2014, are a good illustration of this approach. The legal analysis of the 

situation caused by  Russia’s armed attack on Ukraine offered by the Human Rights Watch is 

based on a selective use of facts, is manipulative and biased, and essentially echoes the official 

line of the Russian political establishment which is trying to misinform the international 

community to justify its unlawful conduct and to deny Russia’s role as the aggressor state. 

1.2 Goals of the aggressor: open and covert 

Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine is more far-reaching than mere an annexation of a 

part of Ukraine’s territory.  As evidence of this, Russia has, among other things, attempted to 

impose on Ukraine its plan for a ‘peaceful’ solution that is ruinous for Ukraine’s independence 

and its statehood, and to draw Western States into pushing Ukraine to implement this plan.  

Russian Foreign Affairs Minister Sergey Lavrov set out the key elements of this plan at his 

meeting with the US Secretary of State, John Kerry, in London on March 5, 2014:  

- Ukraine forfeits the Association Agreement with the EU; 

- Ukraine abandons its NATO aspirations;  

- the presidential election is moved from 25 May 2014 to a later date;  

- a new Constitution is drafted;  

- Ukraine becomes a federation, and 

- Russian is granted the status of a second state language. 

The Lavrov plan is a programme aimed at achieving Ukraine’s international isolation, 

fragmentation and division.  If implemented, it will russify the nation, destroy Ukrainian identity 

and annihilate its statehood.  

Shortly thereafter, a more detailed and modified version of Lavrov’s plan was contained in the 

Russian Foreign Ministry’s Statement on The Group in Support of  Ukraine made public on 
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March 17, 2014.  Its aim was to deprive Ukraine of the right to participate in the Euro-Atlantic 

security system, leaving it alone to face Russia, and to create grounds for the Kremlin’s 

interference with Ukraine’s internal affairs.  

Since Lavrov’s plan was rejected by both the new Ukrainian government and Western 

democracies, Russia stopped insisting on its full and immediate implementation for tactical 

reasons. Yet, it has not  abandoned it altogether. Instead, it now seeks to implement it gradually, 

focusing primarily on the creation of Transdniestra-like frozen or simmering conflict zones in 

Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts. This will be its useful tool  for further destabilization of Ukraine 

and blocking  its aspiration for future EU and NATO  membership. 

Meanwhile, another less obvious goal of the Russian aggression is to test how ready and capable 

Western democracies are  in resisting Russia’s revanchist and expansionist plans to use force to 

return territories that had been parts of the Russian empire in the past.  

The public speeches of Vladimir Putin on March 18 and August 1, 20141, statements of Russian 

politicians, and articles in the media and online resources controlled by the Putin regime, all 

repeat the theme of the Bolsheviks’ traitor policy in 1917 with regard to territorial issues.  

Despite the successes of the Russian army in Poland, Prussia, the Baltics, Halychyna and 

Romania, which should have resulted in a WWI Russian victory, this policy produced serious 

territorial losses instead.  At the same time, there are other messages buzzing in the Russian 

media which question the legitimacy of the USA’s entitlement to the territories of Alaska and 

parts of the California coast.  

The revanchist undertone of the propaganda campaign unfolding in Russia is accompanied by 

provocative flights of Russian bombers and fighter jets close to and in the airspace over the 

Atlantic Ocean, the North Sea, the Baltic and Black Seas, and near Alaska.  It is further fueled by 

active discussions of modernization of its armed forces, their armament with innovative assault 

systems and the prospects of World War III.   

Russia's covert foreign policy objective is to undermine European and Euro-Atlantic unity and to 

create a Euro-Asian empire, stretching from Vladivostok to Lisbon thereby challenging and 

threatening the United States.   
                                                           
1 One speech was made in the Kremlin to celebrate the annexation of the Crimea. The other speech was made at the 
opening ceremony of the memorial for the heroes of WWI at Poklonnaya Gora in Moscow. 
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2. Russian war of aggression against Ukraine: military, legal and diplomatic aspects 

2.1 Primary evidence of the Russian war of aggression against Ukraine 

The Russian war against Ukraine has some unique features. However, viewed  from the 

perspective of international law, it undoubtedly must be qualified as a war of aggression: 

Ukraine was invaded by the units of the Russian Federation’s Armed forces and/or by the 

Russia-controlled mercenaries, acting both covertly and openly.  

That Russia was using its armed forces in Ukraine covertly at a certain period of the aggression 

has no meaning for legal purposes. This covert activity cannot and should not prevent 

qualification of Russia’s unprovoked armed attack on Ukraine as the war of aggression in 

accordance with modern international law. 

The devious methods used by Russia's political and military leadership to mask the beginning of 

the armed invasion of Ukraine (operations of special forces; the units and equipment of the 

regular Russian Army sent to Ukraine with no insignia; the use of civilians, including women 

and children, as human shields in the takeovers of Ukrainian military instalations; financing and 

supply of weapons to mercenaries; subversions by the Russian special services; the use of 

propaganda war mechanisms, and many more) is the evidence of its moral weakness, not of the 

lack of aggression.  This just aggravates Russia's responsibility as the aggressor-state. 

For the first time, Russia used its armed forces against Ukraine on February 27, 2014, when the 

units of the Main Intelligence Directorate of the Headquarters of the Russian Armed Forces 

(GRU GSh) and the Russian 45th Detached Reconnaissance Regiment (part of the Russian 

Airborne Troops, VDV) stormed and occupied the premises of the Verkhovna Rada (Supreme 

Council) and Council of Ministers of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, while the units of the 

Ukrainian Army located in Crimea faced provocative attacks from Russian military bases located 

on the peninsula. The Russian Federation Council authorized the use of the Russian Armed 

Forces in Ukraine post factum: On March 1, it approved the required resolution upon request of 

Vladimir Putin. 

The fact that one State was the first to use force against another State is the most significant 

primary criterion of aggression. According to Article 2 of the United Nations General Assembly 

Resolution 3314 (XXIX), “Definition of Aggression” (hereinafter referred to as Resolution 3314) 
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adopted on December 14, 1974, “The First use of armed force by a State in contravention of the 

Charter shall constitute prima facie evidence of an act of aggression…”. Under Art. 3 of 

Resolution 3314, whether the war was officially declared or not does not matter legally in 

qualifying the use of armed force initiated by one state against another as the act of aggression. 

Similarly, the fact that Ukraine failed to immediately exercise its right to individual self-defense 

against an armed attack and did offer armed resistance to the aggressor only later due to 

indecisiveness of its top leadership, has no legal significance.  

2.2 Course of aggression and its legal definition 

From its beginning on February 27, 2014, through September 5, 2014 when the so-called Minsk 

Protocol on ceasefire was signed, the Russian aggression  evolved in three phases:  

During first phase, Russian special forces stormed and occupied the premises of the Crimean 

Verkhovna Rada and Government. This was accompanied by: 

- Invasion by the Russian armed units  with troops that  wore no insignia; 

- Blockade of Ukrainian ports with the vessels of the Ukrainian Navy by the Russian Black 

Sea Fleet; 

- Recruitment and armament of locals into irregular bands of mercenaries, the use of such 

groups alongside Russian army units located in Crimea (as per the Partition Treaty on the 

Status and Conditions of the Black Sea Fleet on the Territory of Ukraine) to block 

Ukrainian military units; and 

- Military occupation of Crimea. 

Crimean executive authorities, formed illegitimately under the Russian occupation, hastily 

organized a pseudo referendum that took place on March 16, 2014, to annex the peninsula to the 

Russian Federation.  On the following day, March 17, the Verkhovna Rada of the Autonomous 

Republic of Crimea (dissolved earlier by a resolution of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine) 

declared Crimea’s independence.  On March 18, its self-proclaimed officials signed an 

agreement to annex Crimea to Russia with Vladimir Putin.  In other words, this was an unlawful 

plot to create the pretense of legitimacy for the occupation and annexation of part of Ukraine’s 

territory by Russia. 
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Russia’s use of force by its armed forces in March 2014 on the territory of Crimea fits the 

definition of aggression under Resolution 3314.  Article 3 of the Resolution defines the 

following actions as acts of aggression:  

- The invasion or attack by the armed forces of a State of the territory of another State, or any 

military occupation, however temporary, resulting from such invasion or attack, or any 

annexation by the use of force of the territory of another State or part thereof (par. "a");  

- The blockade of the coasts or ports of a State by the armed forces of another State (par. "c"); 

and 

- The use of armed forces of one State which are within the territory of another State with the 

agreement of the receiving State, in contravention of the conditions provided for in the 

agreement or any extension of their presence in such territory beyond the termination of the 

agreement (par "e"). 

Thus, according to Resolution 3314, the actions of the Russian Federation against Ukraine 

committed in February-March 2014 fit the criteria listed in paragraph "a", "c" and "e" of Article 

3 of Resolution 3314 and therefore should be qualified as acts of war of aggression. 

The second phase of the Russian aggression against Ukraine began in April, 2014, when the 

armed bands controlled, supervised, and funded by the Russian special services declared the 

creation of the “Donetsk People’s Republic” (DNR) on April 7, 2014, and the “Luhansk People’s 

Republic” (LNR) on April 27, 2014.  

In May, 2014, their self-proclaimed leaders (many of them are Russian citizens) held unlawful 

sham referendums on secession of these illegitimate territorial units from Ukraine. Under the 

disguise of these “referendums”, reconnaissance and diversionist groups led by the GRU GSh 

staff officers, paramilitary formations of Russian Kazaks, the notorious Vostok ("East" in 

Russian) battalion consisting of Chechens with Russian citizenship, were sent to Ukraine, and 

armed bands of mercenaries from the Russian Sector ("Russkiy Sektor" in Russian) and Bulwark 

?("Oplot" in Russian) were used.  They were involved in the storming and occupation of the 

administrative offices in numerous cities and towns in Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts, and attacks 

on the units of Ukrainian ground and air forces.  
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The Russia-controlled, supervised and funded armed bands involved in the war of aggression 

against Ukraine were regularly reinforced with Russian mercenaries [that are Russian reserve 

military personnel], and supplied with weapons and military equipment, including tanks, artillery 

systems, modern missile-launching and anti-tank systems. 

Since July 2014, units of the Ukrainian Armed Forces have been shelled from the territory of the 

Russian Federation on a regular basis.  

Russia’s use of force by its armed forces in April-July 2014 in Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts fits 

the criteria of acts of aggression listed in Resolution 3314.Article 3 thereof defines as acts of 

aggression any of the following actions: 

- Bombardment by the armed forces of a State against the territory of another State or the 

use of any weapons by a State against the territory of another State (par "b"); 

- An attack by the armed forces of a State on the land, sea or air forces, or marine and air 

fleets of another State (par "d"), and  

- The sending by or on behalf of a State of armed bands, groups, irregulars or mercenaries, 

which carry out acts of armed force against another State… (par "g"). 

Thus, according to Resolution 3314, Russia’s use of force against Ukraine on its territory in the 

Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts in April-August, 2014, fits the criteria listed in paragraphs "a", "b", 

"d" and "g" of Article 3 of that Resolution, and, therefore, should be qualified as acts of a war of 

aggression.  

The third phase of Russia’s aggression against Ukraine began on August 27, 2014, with the 

mass invasion by regular Russian Army units, including units of the 9th Detached Motor Rifle 

Brigade, and the 76th and 98th Airborne Divisions, into Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts. The use of 

the regular Russian Armed Forces in aggression against Ukraine was accompanied by 

dissemination of propaganda leaflets calling on the Ukrainian population to “Not prevent the 

movement of the Russian military (equipment and staff) under any circumstances.” 

Article 3 (a) of Resolution 3314 defines as an act of aggression "the invasion or attack by the 

armed forces of a State of the territory of another State." 

At a meeting of the UN Security Council, held on August 29 in connection with the aggression 

of Russia against Ukraine,  the Ukrainian delegation, said: "Russia has launched a direct military 
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invasion of mainland Ukraine using their regular armed forces." After an emergency meeting of 

the NATO-Ukraine Commission, convened August 29, 2014 at the request of Ukraine, NATO 

Secretary-General  A. Rasmussen has described the invasion by Armed Forces of the Russian 

Federation through the eastern Ukrainian-Russian state border as a "serious escalation of Russia's 

military aggression against Ukraine." 

2.3 DIPLOMACY OF FORCE OF THE AGGRESSOR  

The resistance of Ukraine’s armed forces, the consolidated condemnation of Russia’s aggression 

by Western states, the imposition of sanctions and the likelihood of their escalation  pushed  

Russia to the negotiation table.  

By agreeing to the talks, which took place on April 17, 2014 in Geneva, between Ukraine, and 

the United States and the European Union on one side and Russia on the other, the Russian 

delegation began its diplomatic game not with the aim to find an acceptable settlement agreeable 

to all parties, but rather seeking to deny its role in the aggression, to mask its use of force against 

the sovereignty of Ukraine, to undermine the consolidated policy on the imposition and 

escalation of sanctions against Russia by Western States, as well to legitimize the fictitious 

“DNR” and “LNR” quasi States, and in order to deceive the international community about the 

nature and causes of the situation generated by the Russian aggression  

This explains why all attempts to stop the Russian aggression via diplomacy and the peace 

initiatives proved futile.  Russia violated the agreements on de-escalation, disarmament of illegal 

armed bands, the return of seized premises to their rightful owners, and on assistance to the 

special OSCE monitoring mission all of which were listed in the April 17, 2014, Geneva 

statement. 

Russia then ignored Petro Poroshenko’s peace plan, which Ukraine implemented unilaterally for 

seven days from June 20 and then extended for three more days. Among other things, the plan 

entailed a mutual ceasefire and withdrawal of illegal armed bands from the Ukrainian territory 

through a guaranteed "green" corridor, as well as amnesty for those who would lay down 

weapons and had not previously committed grave crimes, and to implement the decentralization 

policy and to launch the restoration program for the Donbas and Luhansk Oblasts.  
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On June 25, 2014, the Federation Council, the upper house of the Russian Duma, voted through a 

resolution to revoke Vladimir Putin’s mandate to use the armed forces of Russia on the territory 

of Ukraine granted to him in March. This followed Putin’s  request that he submitted to the 

Federation Council a day before, on June 24. However, the Russia took no steps to implement a 

cease fire. Quite on the contrary, it intensified the supply of arms to the bands of its mercenaries 

and increased the presence of its armed forces in Ukraine and  on the Ukraine-Russia border.  

Moreover, at this time, Russia managed to press Ukraine and to persuade Western States to alter 

the format of the negotiations.  The Berlin Declaration, signed on July 2, 2014, by the foreign 

ministers of Ukraine, Germany France and Russia, established a Trilateral Contact Group of the 

representatives of the OSCE, Ukraine and Russia. In this format, the OSCE replaced the USA 

and EU in the process of negotiations, which weakened Ukraine’s position.  More importantly, 

Heidi Tagliavini, a Swiss diplomat and Ambassador, was appointed the OSCE representative  to 

this Group. She had previously led the EU investigation into the causes of the 2008 Russo-

Georgian war and found that Georgia had been the initiator.  Additionally, the OSCE, with 

Russia being one of its members, makes consensus based decisions.  

Meanwhile, Russia continued to send more  personnel, weapons and equipment to the terrorist 

groups and bands of mercenaries it controlled, expanding the participation of its regular armed 

forces in the fighting, and increasing the numbers of its military on the Ukraine-Russia border. 

Prior to the NATO summit in Wales on September 5-6, 2014, the units of the Russian regular 

army invaded Ukraine on a  large scale. After this, Vladimir Putin made a cynical offer of a 

peace plan to stop the bloodshed and stabilize the situation in South-Eastern Ukraine.  

It was obvious that Russia’s goal was to deescalate the tension in its relations with the West and 

to decrease the likelihood of tougher sanctions from NATO and EU while preventing the 

complete liberation of Ukrainian territories controlled by the Russian mercenaries and armed 

forces,  and ultimately sought to transform the use of force and threats of force  into a victory of  

Russian diplomacy.  

Under these circumstances, an arrangement "to terminate the use of weapons" was reached in 

Minsk on September 5, 2014. It was formally recorded in Minsk as a "Protocol on the Results of 

the Trilateral Contact Group on Ukraine Based on Consultations to Develop Joint Actions To 

Implement the Peace Plan of Ukrainian President Petro Poroshenko and the Initiatives of Russian 
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President Vladimir Putin". This Protocol was seriously flawed and lacked many important 

elements of a standard international agreement. Yet, it was signed by the parties to the Trilateral 

Contact Group, including Ambassador Heidi Tagliavini from the OSCE, Ukraine’s second 

President Leonid Kuchma and Russian Ambassador to Ukraine, Mikhail Zurabov. The document 

was also signed by the representatives of the so-called DNR (Donetsk People’s Republic) and 

LNR (Luhansk People’s Republic) but neither their status nor their official positions were 

specified.  

Shortly after, on September 19, 2014, members of the Group and representatives of the “DNR” 

and “LNR” signed a follow-up "Memorandum on the Fulfillment of the Minsk Protocol" dated 

September 5, 2014. This document was more detailed and specific but was still flawed in form 

and content.  

The key shortcoming of both Minsk documents was that they did not specify  the sequence or the 

deadlines for the withdrawal from Ukraine's territory of all foreign armed bands, illegal armed 

groups, military equipment, mercenaries and fighters (par. 10 of the Minsk Protocol and par. 9 of 

the follow-up Memorandum).  Meanwhile, pars. 3, 6 and 9 of the Minsk Protocol required 

Ukraine to adopt the law "On the Temporary Order for Self-Governance Regarding to Some 

Parts of Donetsk and Luhansk Oblasts" (The Special Status Law), the law "On Prevention of 

Persecution  and Punishment For Events that Took Place in Some Parts of Donetsk and Luhansk 

Oblasts" (Amnesty Law), as well as the conduct of snap local elections in  accordance with the 

Special Status Law.  

The signing of the Minsk documents did not lead a ceasefire by the Russian mercenaries or the 

withdrawal of the Russian troops from the territory of Ukraine.  However, Petro Poroshenko 

submitted the draft laws specified by the Minsk Protocol to the Verkhovna Rada on September 

16, 2014. The legislature voted through both draft laws behind closed doors on that same day. 

The bills were not discussed and the voting was anonymous: both actions are serious violations 

of the Law on the Procedures of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine. 

Many fundamental provisions of "The Law On the Special Status of Some Parts of Donetsk and 

Luhansk Oblasts", particularly on the procedure for interaction between local self-governments 

and central Ukrainian authorities and the use of languages, are in stark contrast to the 

Constitution of Ukraine. The most likely explanation is that Petro Poroshenko consented to this 
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serious concession, undermining the foundation of Ukraine’s statehood and territorial integrity, 

under the  extreme pressure  from Russia and succumbed to blackmail by President Vladimir 

Putin. The special regime of self-governance in parts of Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts with 

armed bands of Russian mercenaries and units of the Russian armed forces still present there, 

will legitimize the self-proclaimed “DNR” and “LNR” quasi states, and will leave frozen or 

simmering conflicts in Ukrainian territories adjacent to the territory of the aggressor-state. Under 

these circumstances, the conflict will last forever, it will block Ukraine’s path to EU and NATO 

membership, and will be used by Russia to further undermine Ukraine’s statehood. ? 

The Minsk Protocol may well have been the result of backstage agreements between the leaders 

of Ukraine, Russia and the leading Western states. However, this should not justify its 

implementation in a manner that ignores basic norms of international law, runs counter to the 

vital interests of Ukraine, and undermines its negotiations position in the future. Under the 

principle of indivisibility of international treaties, a commonly acknowledged requirement of 

customary international law and the Vienna Convention of Law of Treaties of 1969, selective 

fulfillment of provisions by parties to an international agreement is unacceptable. Any 

international agreement must be implemented as a whole; their provisions are interconnected and 

interdependent and shall not be partially implemented.  

Even with the unfavorable circumstances for Ukraine and the flaws of the Minsk Protocol, the 

implementation could have begun without violating the Constitution of Ukraine or making 

unilateral concessions to the aggressor. Firstly, the Ukrainian party should have involved 

qualified constitutional experts in the drafting of the Special Status Law for Donetsk and 

Luhansk oblasts.  Secondly, once properly drafted, the draft law should have been passed in line 

with the simplified procedure at the Verkhovna Rada given its importance and urgency. Thirdly 

and mainly, Article 10 of the closing provisions of the Special Status Law should have specified 

that the Law should only come into effect after complete fulfillment of pars. 1 and 10 of the 

Minsk Protocol and pars. 1 and 9 of the follow-up Memorandum on a mutual ceasefire and 

withdrawal of foreign armed formations, illegal armed groups and mercenaries, and military 

equipment, from the Ukrainian territory.  

The Minsk agreement failed to put an end to Russian aggression both de facto and de jure. 

Russia never fulfilled its provisions on the immediate mutual ceasefire and withdrawal of all 
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foreign armed formations, illegal armed groups, and military equipment from the territory of 

Ukraine. From the time of signing of the Minsk arrangements, armed attacks and regular shelling 

of Ukrainian army, including from the Russian territory, have continued.  

In violation of Article 4 of the Minsk Protocol and Article 8 of the follow-up Minsk 

Memorandum, the Russian delegation blocked on October 22, 2014 the resolution of the OSCE 

Permanent Council to impose international monitoring of the checkpoints along the Ukraine 

Russia border.  As a result, the OSCE monitoring mission has only been conducted at the 

Gukovo and Donetsk checkpoints, covering a mere 1 km out of 2300 km of border. Just like it 

did before the Minsk agreements were signed, Russia continues to send men, resources, money, 

fuel, arms and military equipment to help the mercenaries it controls and supervises in Ukraine.  

At the same time, Russian media promoted public statements by Russia's Foreign Affairs 

Minister, Sergey Lavrov, that distorted the current content of the Minsk Protocol and encouraged 

the pseudo-elections in the Donetsk and Luhansk Oblasts.  Paragraph 9 of the Minsk Protocol 

envisions local elections in some areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk Oblast in accordance with 

the law of Ukraine. Contrary to the provisions of par. 9, the leaders of the Russian mercenaries 

held elections of the "Heads" and Peoples Councils of the DNR and LNR on November 2, 2014.  

This was a step to legitimize the secession of yet another part of the Ukrainian territory, and the 

creation of a simmering conflict and a platform for further provocations, subversions and the 

policy of guided chaos.  This clearly shows that the Kremlin leaders have never intended to 

comply with the Minsk agreements.  Instead, the plan was intended to use them to deceive the 

international community, and to mask their true intentions. 

In any event, Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine will last de jure for as long as the 

aggressor-state controls the occupied Ukrainian territories, including the Crimean peninsula and 

parts of Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts. 

2.4 Resistance to the aggression.  

There is a widespread  belief in Ukrainian political and international diplomatic circles that the 

Ukrainian-Russian conflict caused by Russia’s armed aggression has no military solution. But 

Russia’s cynical position does not allow a purely diplomatic solution either. Diplomacy is only 
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useful when two sides trust and respect each other, or seek to reach an understanding guided by 

the rules of democracy and international law.  

Russia, unfortunately, presents itself as a barbarian power from the past that the overtly 

disrespects the requirements of modern international law and civilized rules of behavior, thus 

threatening not only Ukraine, but the existing international order.  When Ukrainian President 

Petro Poroshenko spoke to the US Congress on September 18, 2014, he stressed that Russia’s 

aggression has put Ukraine, Europe and the world before a choice between civilization and 

barbarianism, not between different civilizations. While Ukraine resorts to diplomatic methods, it  

is still entitled to and should resort to armed resistance to the aggressor, even if the latter has 

more military power and possesses nuclear weapons.  

On the diplomatic front, Ukraine should first  and foremost seek to increase cooperation with the 

international community, primarily through Western governments and institutions, including EU 

and NATO, rather than  appease the aggressor with concessions undermining its statehood and 

territorial integrity. The goal of this cooperation is to use the opportunities it presents to restore 

Ukraine’s territorial integrity, not to draw the West into a military conflict with Russia. 

Ukrainian diplomacy should focus on efforts to persuade the international community that 

support for Ukraine must be reinforced with modern weapons, military equipment, 

reconnaissance data and technical assistance, as well as with stronger economic, financial, 

political and diplomatic sanctions against Russia which should remain in place until the moment  

Russia stops its aggression and liberates Ukrainian territories it has illegally occupied. 

If they care about their own security, Western governments should stand shoulder to shoulder 

with Ukraine to resist the aggressor. The Russian aggression is breaking the international order, 

threatening global security and undermining the nuclear non-proliferation regime. It thus 

threatens every member of the international community, and Western democracies in particular.  

The West cannot secure its safety by appeasing the aggressor and satisfying the aggressor's 

unlawful whims by sacrificing Ukraine’s legitimate interests.  To protect its vital interests, the 

West must prevent the rise of the Russian Empire on the territory of the former Soviet Union.  

An empire that will be an aggressive totalitarian entity hostile to European civilization values, to 

the principles of democracy and to the fundamental human rights and freedoms, while seeking 

territorial expansion and e world domination instead.  
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Ukraine itself should play a primary role in resistance to Russian aggression. This should be 

based on the understanding that Russia is waging a total war against Ukraine aimed at destroying 

it as a nation and an independent state. Even after Russia's military assault stops, this war will 

continue with "humanitarian" aggression, designed to crush Ukraine’s statehood with “peaceful 

means”.  Therefore, the only way for Ukraine to protect itself is to mobilize its entire society and 

all resources to fend off the armed and the "humanitarian" aggression of Russia.  

National Security Strategy and Military Doctrine 

Since the restoration of its independence, Ukraine has been seeking to develop good neighborly 

relations with Russia, and saw it as a strategic partner, but not as a potential enemy or even an 

opponent.  Russia’s pre-planned military aggression, which is just one of many elements of its 

wide-scale special operation to destroy Ukraine, was the moment of truth.  It put on top of 

Ukraine’s security agenda the reassessment of such basic documents as the "Strategy of National 

Security" and "Military Doctrine" as well as the laws "On The Foundations of National Security" 

and "Foundations of Internal And External Policy".  

These documents should define Russia as a civilizational and existential strategic enemy to 

Ukraine, disguised under the myth of brotherhood of Russians and Ukrainians, but actually 

oriented at war against all things Ukrainian, including independent statehood, language, culture 

and traditions.  Any mention of a neutral status for Ukraine should be removed from these 

documents, while aspiration for full-scale EU and NATO membership should be included. 

Ukrainian authorities should take all requisite measures to comprehensively revive all elements 

of the national security sector and to support it with proper funding.  

One such measure is the thorough investigation of the inactivity of the armed forces of Ukraine 

in the first days of the Russian aggression that resulted in the loss of Crimea. Another measure is 

to purge law enforcement agencies of the enemy’s agents.  

Reform and reinforcement of the national security sector that would adjust it to modern standards 

require consultative, technical and material assistance and military aid to Ukraine from the 

Budapest Memorandum guarantors, as well as other states, primarily the EU and NATO 

members.  
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In his "Program of Actions to Stabilize the Situation in Ukraine" presented at the end of August 

2014, Ukrainian Prime Minister Arseniy Yatseniuk outlined the construction of a wall along the 

Ukrainian border with Russia, the development of a special system for security and defense of 

Ukrainian regions adjacent to the aggressor-country, and other priorities in the security sector.  It 

is important to make sure that these measures are actually implemented.  

Countering "humanitarian" aggression 

At the same time, Ukraine must give keen attention to humanitarian threats to its national 

security. Even if they are not noticeable physically, they are a powerful mine waiting to explode 

in the future and create the Number 1 strategic threat to Ukrainian statehood.  

The only chance for Ukraine to survive and resist Russia is to remain Ukrainian. As stated 

earlier, once russified, linguistically and mentally, Ukraine will turn into a mere peripheral 

fragment of the Russian World.  Not surprisingly, Russian empire-minded chauvinists have 

developed the slogan “We need a Russian Ukraine, not a pro-Russian one.”  

The key instrument in implementation of this slogan is Russia’s "humanitarian" aggression 

simultaneously carried out in a number of directions, including waging war in the spheres of 

information and propaganda, historiosophy and religion. The assault against Ukrainian mentality, 

traditional values, language, culture, system of education, historical memory, and national 

churches, has a strategic goal -- to destroy the identity of the Ukrainian nation, a backbone 

component of the civic nation and the Ukrainian national state.   

Designed in the Kremlin and orchestrated through the regime of Viktor Yanukovych, Russia’s 

"humanitarian" aggression cynically overlooked the constitutional rights of Ukrainians that  

make up the majority in the country, and was aimed at undermining national unity and Ukrainian 

statehood.  

The lack of a Ukrainocentric humanitarian policy made the population of Crimea and 

Southeastern Ukraine vulnerable to the Kremlin’s zombifying propaganda, fueled their sense of 

alienation, created a favorable climate for separatist sentiments, and resulted in treason amongst 

the staff of law enforcement agencies during Russia’s aggression.  

When President Petro Poroshenko presented his Strategy 2020 on September 25, 2014, he 

outlined the reform of security and defense as a top priority and announced intent to increase 
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defense spending to 5% of GDP. However, the Strategy priorities seem to lack the humanitarian 

aspect. Hence the question: does the President and his team realize the role of humanitarian 

policy, or are they intentionally overlooking humanitarian problems even though their solution is 

vital to the preservation of Ukraine’s unity and its very survival?   

In addition to the restoration of the security sector and reinforcement of the Ukrainian army, the 

state priorities must include a consistent Ukrainocentric humanitarian policy designed to 

effectively resist Russian "humanitarian" aggression, as well as to cement the unity of Ukrainian 

society and independence of Ukraine.  

The Euro-Atlantic vector 

Finally, further deepening of the Ukraine-NATO cooperation to obtain NATO Membership 

Action Plan (MAP) within the shortest timeframe possible, followed by full membership, must 

become a priority element of the national security strategy.  

Today, after long and consistent efforts of the Kremlin leaders, diplomats, special services and 

propaganda, many politicians and experts within and outside Ukraine have come to believe that 

Ukraine’s membership in NATO is unreasonable and even dangerous since it irritates Russia, 

causes tensions in the latter's relations with the West, damages the prospects of Ukraine-Russia 

understanding, and allegedly creates the threat of a global military conflict.  Representatives of 

the current Ukrainian government have made similar statements, saying that “Ukraine’s 

membership in NATO is not on the agenda” (Foreign Minister Pavlo Klimkin on June 23, 2014) 

and “Ukraine needs from NATO anything but membership” (Deputy Chief of the Presidential 

Administration, Valeriy Chalyi on September 10, 2014).  

Ukrainian authorities and Western leaders must realize that the real threat to international peace 

and security will emerge -- not when Ukraine joins NATO, -- but when Russia ultimately 

believes that the West is incapable of resisting its illegitimate demands, aggressive ambitions, 

use of blackmail, threats to use force and the actual use of force against individual countries as a 

way to accomplish its goals.  The joint potential of NATO member-states, which will only be 

reinforced with Ukraine's membership, is far greater than the potential of Russia in the most 

crucial areas; economic, political, technological, military, and other spheres.  This rules out 
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Russia’s open attack on NATO member-states – but only if they have collective will and 

readiness to stand up to the aggression.  

Russia opposes Ukraine’s membership in NATO not because it creates a threat to Russia's 

security, but because it will block its aggressive ambitions with regard to Ukraine.  Ukraine's 

refusal to pursue NATO membership, will not change Russia’s hostility nor its ultimate strategic 

goal toward Ukraine and the West. Quite on the contrary, it will only encourage Russia to further 

escalate its efforts to crush the Ukrainian independent state and to undermine Western solidarity 

and its ability to defend democratic values and freedoms.  Any deals with the Kremlin – open or 

covert – that grant "peace in Ukraine in exchange for its refusal to join NATO" will be a betrayal 

of Ukraine’s national interests and detrimental to the West's vital interests because it will lead to 

war, not peace, given the Russian tradition to disregard any Ukraine-Russia agreements and to 

ignore international law and order.  

Ukrainian authorities should be guided by the national interests of Ukraine, not by the whims of 

Russia.  They should immediately launch a consistent awareness raising campaign on NATO in 

Ukraine and initiate a referendum on joining the Alliance.  The significance of such a 

referendum would be equal that of the December 1, 1991 vote when the overwhelming majority 

of Ukrainians confirmed the Declaration of Independence proclaimed by the Verchovna Rada on 

August 24, 1991. In addition to having NATO cooperation in reforming the Ukrainian security 

sector, the most immediate goal for Ukraine should be to obtain MAP as provided in par. 23 of 

Bucharest Declaration adopted at the 2008 summit.  In August, 2014, the then NATO Secretary 

General, Anders Rasmussen referred to this Declaration when he confirmed that “the Alliance 

leaves the door open for Ukraine and recognizes that every country has a right to its own self-

determination.” 

In order to enter that door, Ukrainian authorities must stop their attempts to appease Russia, start 

to resist its blackmailing and intimidation, get rid of their "Little Russian" inferiority complex, 

and demonstrate decisiveness and political will, as well as the ability to think strategically and to 

act practically in accordance with the vital interests of Ukraine and the Ukrainian society.  

Western democracies should understand that Ukraine's Alliance membership would be a 

significant contribution in strengthening international peace and order because it would prevent 

Russia's efforts to create a totalitarian Eurasian empire hostile to Western values and that would 
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pose a permanent threat to the Western World.  With its imperialistic goals thwarted, Russia 

would be forced to alter its geopolitical strategy of empire building and to redirect its political 

energies to develop a viable and democratic modern state.  Under such circumstances, Russia's 

relationship with its neighbors and the international community will be normalized and would 

evolve according to the principles of democracy and generally recognized rules of international 

law. 
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