
123

УДК 341.218(477)(497.115)

Прегледни рад

НАЦИОНАЛНИ ИНТЕРЕС
NATIONAL INTEREST

Година XII, vol. 27
Број 3/2016.
стр. 123-144 

123

* Mykolas Romeris University, Faculty of Politics and Management, Institute of Po-
litical Sciences, Vilnius, Lithuania, vladislav@sotirovic.eu.

Vladislav B. Sotirovic*

THE “UKRANIAN QUESTION” 
AND “KOSOVO PRECEDENT”

Summary

The research topic of this article is the “Ukrainian Ques
tion” in perspective of “Kosovo precedent” within the framework 
of the international law, international relations and global pol
itics. The aim of the article is to investigate the possible solu
tions for the current Ukrainian political crisis through the prism 
of “Kosovo precedent”. The article is composed by five sections 
dealing with the Ukrainian identity, historical background of the 
Ukrainian statehood, the 2014 Euromaidan coup and the begin
ning of the Ukrainian crisis, “Kosovo precedent” and the “Ukrai
nian Question” and finally with the possible political solution of 
the current Ukrainian crisis founded on the example of “Kosovo 
precedent”. The fundamental conclusion of the research is that 
“Kosovo precedent” already serves and will further serve in the 
recent future as the foundation for the territorial decomposition 
of Ukraine by neighbouring Russia.
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1. A UKRA NIAN IDEN TITY?

Ukra i ne is an East Euro pean ter ri tory which was ori gi nally 
for ming a we stern part of the Rus sian Em pi re from the mid-17th 
cen tury.1 That is a pre sent-day in de pen dent sta te and se pa ra te et-
hno lin gu i stic na tion as a typi cal exam ple of Be ne dict An der son’s 
the ory-mo del of the “ima gi ned com mu nity” – a self-con struc ted 
idea of the ar ti fi cial et hnic and lin gu i stic-cul tu ral iden tity. Be-
fo re 2014 Ukra i ne was a ho me of so me 46 mil lion in ha bi tants 
of whom, ac cor ding to the of fi cial da ta, the re we re aro und 77 
per cent of tho se who dec la red them sel ves as the Ukra i ni ans. Ne-
vert he less, many Rus si ans do not con si der the Ukra i ni ans or the 
Be la rus as “fo re ign” but rat her as the re gi o nal bran ches of the 
Rus sian na ti o na lity. It is a mat ter of fact that, dif fe rently to the 
Rus sian ca se, the na ti o nal iden tity of the Be la rus or the Ukra i ni-
ans was ne ver firmly fi xed as it was al ways in the con stant pro-
cess of chan ging and evol ving.2 The pro cess of self-con struc ting 
iden tity of the Ukra i ni ans af ter 1991 is ba si cally ori en ted vis-à-vis 
Ukra i ne’s two most po wer ful ne ig hbo urs: Po land and Rus sia. In 
the ot her words, the self-con struc ting Ukra i nian iden tity (li ke the 
Mon te ne grin or the Be la rus) is able so far just to cla im that the 
Ukra i ni ans are not both the Po les or the Rus si ans but what they 
re ally are is of a gre at de ba te. The re fo re, an exi sten ce of an in-
de pen dent sta te of Ukra i ne, no mi nally as a na ti o nal sta te of the 
Ukra i ni ans, is of a very do ubt in deed from both per spec ti ves: hi-
sto ri cal and et hno lin gu i stic.

The Sla vo nic term Ukra i ne, for in stan ce, in the Ser bo-Cro-
at ca se Kra ji na, me ans in the En glish lan gu a ge a Bor der land – a 
pro vin cial ter ri tory si tu a ted on the bor der bet we en at le ast two po-
li ti cal en ti ti es: in this par ti cu lar hi sto ri cal ca se, bet we en the King-
dom of Po land and the Grand Duchy of Lit hu a nia as the Re pu blic 
of Both Na ti ons (1569−1795) and the Rus sian Em pi re.3 The term 

1 This article is a critical contribution to the book Elizabeth A. Wood et al, Roots of 
Russia’s War in Ukraine, New York−Chichester, West Sussex, Columbia University 
Press−Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2016.

2 On the Ukrainian self-identity construction, see [Karina V. Korostelina, Construct
ing the Narratives of Identity and Power: SelfImagination in a Young Ukrainian 
Nation, Lanham, Maryland: Lexington Books, 2014].

3 A German historical term for Ukraine would be a mark – a term for the state’s bor-
derland which existed from the time of the Frankish Kingdom/Empire of Carl the 
Great.
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is mostly used from the ti me of the tre aty (tru ce) of An drus so vo 
in 1667 bet we en the se two sta tes. In the ot her words, Ukra i ne and 
the Ukra i ni ans as a na tu ral ob jec ti ve-hi sto ri cal-cul tu ral iden tity 
ne ver exi sted as it was con si de red only as a ge o grap hic-po li ti cal 
ter ri tory bet we en two ot her na tu ral-hi sto ri cal en ti ti es (Po land and 
Rus sia). All (qu a si)hi sto ri o grap hi cal men ti o ning of this land and 
the pe o ple as Ukra i ne/Ukra i ni ans re fer ring to the pe riod be fo re 
the mid-17th cen tury are qu i te sci en ti fi cally in cor rect but in ma jo-
rity of ca ses po li ti cally in spi red and co lo u red with the pur po se to 
pre sent them as so met hing cru ci ally dif fe rent from the hi sto ri cal 
pro cess of et hnic ge ne sis of the Rus si ans.4 

It was a Ro man Cat ho lic Va ti can that was be hand the pro cess 
of cre a tion of the “ima gi ned com mu nity” of the “Ukra i nian” na ti-
o nal iden tity for the very po li ti cal pur po se to se pa ra te the pe o ple 
from this bor der land ter ri tory from the Ort ho dox Rus sian Em pi-
re. Ab so lu tely the sa me was do ne by Va ti can’s cli ent Austria-Hun-
gary in re gard to the na ti o nal iden tity of Bo snian-Her ze go vi nian 
po pu la tion when this pro vin ce was ad mi ni ste red by Vi en na-Bu-
da pest from 1878 to 1918 as it was the Austria-Hun ga rian go vern-
ment who cre a ted to tally ar ti fi cial and very new et hno lin gu i stic 
iden tity – the “Bo sni ans”, just not to be the (Ort ho dox) Serbs (who 
we re at that ti me a strong ma jo rity of the pro vin cial po pu la tion).5 

A cre a tion of et hno lin gu i sti cally ar ti fi cial Ukra i nian na ti-
o nal iden tity and la ter on a se pa ra te na ti o na lity was a part of a 
wi der con fes si o nal-po li ti cal pro ject by Va ti can in the Ro man Cat-
ho lic hi sto ri cal strug gle aga inst the eastern Ort ho dox Chri sti a nity 
(the eastern “schism”) and its Chur ches wit hin the fra me work of 
Po pe’s tra di ti o nal pro selyti zing po licy of re con ver sion of the “in-
fi dels”. One of the most suc cessful in stru ments of a soft-way re-
con ver sion used by Va ti can was to com pel a part of the Ort ho dox 
po pu la tion to sign with the Ro man Cat ho lic Church the Union Act 
re cog ni zing at such a way a su pre me po wer by the Po pe and dog-
ma tic fi li o que (“and from the Son” – the Holy Spi rit pro ce eds and 
from the Fat her and from the Son). The re fo re, the ex-Ort ho dox 
be li e vers who now be ca me the Uni a te Brot hers or the Gre ek Ort-

4 For instance, Alfredas Bumblauskas, Genutė Kirkienė, Feliksas Šabuldo (sudary-
tojai), Ukraina: Lietuvos epocha, 1320−1569, Vilnius: Mokslo ir enciklopedijų 
leidybos centras, 2010.  

5 Лазо М. Костић, Наука утврђује народност Б-Х муслимана, Србиње−Нови 
Сад: Добрица књига, 2000.
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ho dox be li e vers be ca me in a gre at num ber la ter on a pu re Ro man 
Cat ho lics but as well as chan ged the ir ori gi nal (from the Ort ho dox 
ti me) et hno lin gu i stic iden tity. It is, for in stan ce, very cle ar in the 
ca se of the Ort ho dox Serbs in Zhum be rak area of Cro a tia – from 
the Ort ho dox Serbs to the Gre ek Ort ho dox, la ter the Ro man Cat-
ho lics and fi nally to day the Cro ats. So met hing si mi lar oc cur red 
and in the ca se of Ukra i ne. On Oc to ber 9th, 1596 it was an no un-
ced by Va ti can a Brest Union with a part of the Ort ho dox po pu la-
tion wit hin the bor ders of the Ro man Cat ho lic Lit hu a nian-Po lish 
Com mon we alth (to day Ukra i ne).6 The cru cial is sue in this mat ter 
is that to day Ukra i na’s Uni a tes and the Ro man Cat ho lics are most 
an ti-Rus sian and of the Ukra i nian na ti o nal fe e lings. Ba si cally, 
both the Ukra i nian and the Be la rus pre sent-day et hno lin gu i stic 
and na ti o nal iden ti ti es are hi sto ri cally fo un ded on the an ti-Ort ho-
dox po licy of Va ti can wit hin the ter ri tory of ex-Po lish-Lit hu a nian 
Com mon we alth that was in es sen ce an an ti-Rus sian one. 

The Lit hu a nian hi sto ri o graphy wri ting on the Church Union 
of Brest in 1596 cle arly con firms that:

“… the Cat ho lic Church mo re and mo re strongly pe ne tra-
ted the zo ne of the Ort ho dox Church, gi ving a new im pe tus to 
the idea, which had been che ris hed sin ce the ti me of Jo ga i la and 
Vyta u tas and for mu la ted in the prin ci ples of the Union of Flo-
ren ce in 1439, but ne ver put in to ef fect – the sub or di na tion of the 
GDL Ort ho dox Church to the Po pe’s ru le”.7  

In the ot her words, the ru lers of the Ro man Cat ho lic Grand 
Duchy of Lit hu a nia (the GDL) from the very ti me of Lit hu a nia’s 
bap ti zing in 1387−1413 by Va ti can had a plan to Cat ho li ci ze all 
Ort ho dox be li e vers of the GDL among whom over whel ming ma-
jo rity we re the Slavs. As a con se qu en ce, the re la ti ons with Mo-
scow be ca me very ho sti le as Rus sia ac cep ted a ro le of the pro tec-
tor of the Ort ho dox be li e vers and fa ith and the re fo re the Church 
Union of Brest was seen as a cri mi nal act by Ro me and its cli ent 
the Re pu blic of Two Na ti ons (Po land-Lit hu a nia).    

To day, it is ab so lu tely cle ar that the most pro-we stern and 
an ti-Rus sian part of Ukra i ne is exactly the West Ukra i ne – the 

6 Arūnas Gumuliauskas, Lietuvos istorija: Įvykiai ir datos, Šiauliai: Šiaures Lietuva, 
2009, 44; Didysis istorijos atlasas mokyklai: Nuo pasaulio ir Lietuvos priešistorės 
iki naujausiųjų laikų, Vilnius: Leidykla Briedis, (without year of publishing) 108.

7 Zigmantas Kiaupa et al, The History of Lithuania Before 1795, Vilnius: Lithuanian 
Institute of History, 2000, 288.
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lands that was hi sto ri cally un der the ru le by the Ro man Cat ho lic 
ex-Po lish-Lit hu a nian Com mon we alth and the for mer Hab sburg 
Mo narchy. It is ob vi o us, for in stan ce, from the pre si den tial vo ting 
re sults in 2010 as the pro-we stern re gi ons vo ted for J. Tymos hen-
ko whi le the pro-Rus sian re gi ons do it for V. Yanu kovych. It is a 
re flec tion of the post-So vi et Ukra i nian iden tity di lem ma bet we en 
“Euro pe” and “Eura sia” – a di lem ma that is of com mon na tu re for 
all Cen tral and East Euro pean na ti ons who hi sto ri cally played a 
ro le of a buf fer zo ne bet we en the Ger man Mit tel Euro pa pro ject 
and the Rus sian pro ject of a pan-Sla vo nic unity and re ci pro city. 

In ge ne ral, the we stern ter ri to ri es of the pre sent-day Ukra i-
ne are ma inly po pu la ted by the Ro man Cat ho lics, the East Ort ho-
dox and the Uni a tes. This part of Ukra i ne is mostly na ti o na li stic 
and pro-we stern ori en ted. The East Ukra i ne is in es sen ce Rus-
sop ho ne and sub se qu ently “tends to lo ok to clo ser re la ti ons with 
Rus sia”.8 

2. HI STO RI CAL BAC KGRO UND  
OF THE UKRA I NIAN STA TE HOOD

The Ger man oc cu pa tion for ces we re tho se who ha ve been 
the first to cre a te and re cog ni se a short-li ved sta te’s in de pen den ce 
of Ukra i ne in Ja nu ary 1918 du ring the ti me of the ir-own in spi red 
and sup por ted an ti-Rus sian Bol she vik Re vo lu tion of 1917−1921. 
As re oc cu pied by the Bol she vik Red Army, the eastern and so ut-
hern parts of the pre sent-day ter ri tory of (a Gre a ter) Ukra i ne jo i-
ned in 1922 the US SR as a se pa ra te So vi et So ci a list Re pu blic (wit-
ho ut Cri mea).9 The re fo re, a Jew V. I. Le nin has to be con si de red as 
the real hi sto ri cal fat her of the Ukra i nian sta te hood but al so and 
as of the con tem po rary na ti on hood. Ukra i ne was the most fer ti le 
agri cul tu ral So vi et re pu blic but par ti cu larly ca ta strop hi cally af-
fec ted by (Ge or gian) Sta lin’s eco no mic po licy in the 1930s which 
ne glec ted agri cul tu ral pro duc tion in fa vo ur of the speed in du stri-
a li sa tion of the co un try. The re sult was a gre at fa mi ne (ho lo do
mor) with aro und se ven mil lion pe o ple dead but ma jo rity of them 

8 John S. Dryzek, Leslie Templeman Holmes, PostCommunist Democratization: 
Political Discourses Across Thirteen Countries, Cambridge−New York: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2002, 114.

9 According to 1926 Soviet census of Crimea, the majority of its population were the 
Russians (382.645). The second largest ethnic group were the Tartars (179.094).
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we re of the et hnic Rus sian ori gin. A ter ri tory of the pre sent-day 
Ukra i ne was de va sta ted du ring the WWII by the Na zi Ger man 
oc cu pa tion for ces from 1941 to 1944 who in stal led in Ukra i ne 
a pup pet and cri mi nal re gi me of S. Ban de ra (1900−1959) un der 
which a ge no ci de on Po les, Jews and Rus si ans was com mit ted.10 
For in stan ce, the Ukra i nian mi li tia (12.000) di rectly par ti ci pa ted 
in the 1942 ho lo ca ust of so me 200.000 Volhynian Jews to get her 
with 140.000 Ger man po li ce men. The Ukra i nian mass kil lers le-
ar ned the ir job from the Ger mans and ap plied the ir know led ge as 
well as on the Po les.11 

Af ter the war J. V. Sta lin, sup por ted by the Ukra i nian party-
ca dre N. Khrushchev, de por ted abo ut 300.000 Ukra i ni ans from 
the ir ho me land as they ha ve been ac cu sed for the col la bo ra tion 
with the Na zi re gi me du ring the war and the par ti ci pa tion in ge-
no ci de do ne by S. Ban de ra’s go vern ment. Ho we ver, af ter the war 
the Ukra i ni ans ha ve been and di rectly re war ded by Mo scow for 
the col la bo ra tion with the Ger mans and par ti ci pa tion in S. Ban-
de ra’s or ga ni zed ge no ci de as the lands of Tran scar pat hia, lit to ral 
Mol do va (Bes sa ra bia), Po lish Ga li cia and part of Ro ma nia’s Bu-
ko vi na in 1945 fol lo wed by Cri mea in 1954 be ca me an ne xed by 
the So vi et So ci a list Re pu blic of Ukra i ne. The se ter ri to ri es, which 
ne ver ha ve been part of any kind of Ukra i ne and over whel mingly 
not po pu la ted by the et hno lin gu i stic Ukra i ni ans we re in clu ded 
in to the So vi et Ukra i ne pri ma rily due to the po li ti cal ac ti vity by 
the stron gest Ukra i nian ca dre in the US SR – N. Khrushchev, a 
per son who in he ri ted Sta lin’s thro ne in Mo scow in 1953. On this 
pla ce, a pa ral lel with Cro a tia is an ab so lu te: for the Cro at com mit-
ted ge no ci de on the Serbs, Jews and Ro ma by A. Pa ve lić’s re gi me 
(a Cro at ver sion of S. Ban de ra) du ring the WWII on the ter ri tory 
of the In de pen dent Sta te of Cro a tia a post-war (So ci a list Re pu blic 
of) Cro a tia was awar ded by a Cro at-Slo ve nian dic ta tor of Yugo-
sla via J. B. Ti to with the lands of Is tria, Adri a tic islands and Du-
brov nik – all of them ne ver ha ve been in any kind of the sta te of 
Cro a tia be fo re the WWII.   

10  On Stepan Bandera, see [Grzegorz Rossoliński-Liebe, Stepan Bandera: The Life 
and Afterlife of a Ukrainian Nationalist. Fascism, Genocide, and Cult, Stuttgart, 
ibidem, 2014]. 

11 Timothy Snyder, Tautų rekonstrukcija: Lieuva, Lenkija, Ukraina, Baltarusija 
1569−1999, Vilnius: Mintis, 2009, 183.



НАЦИОНАЛНИ ИНТЕРЕС - бр. 3/2016, год. XII vol. 27 стр.123-144 

129

M. Gor bac hev’s po licy of de li be ra te dis so lu tion of the US SR 
from the ti me of Reykja vik bi la te ral me e ting with Ro nald Re a gan 
in 1988 ca u sed a re vi val of the et hnic na ti o na lism of the Ukra i ni-
ans who proc la i med an in de pen den ce on August 24th, 1991 (con-
fir med on re fe ren dum on De cem ber 1st, 1991 only by tho se who 
did not boycott it) in the wa ke of an ti-Gor bac hev’s mi li tary putsch 
in Mo scow (mis)using the po li ti cal si tu a tion of pa ralyzed cen tral 
go vern ment in the co un try. The sta te’s in de pen den ce of Ukra i ne 
was proc la i med and la ter in ter na ti o nally re cog ni zed wit hin the 
bor ders of a Gre a ter Sta lin-Khrushchev’s Ukra i ne with at le ast 
20% of the et hic Rus sian po pu la tion li ving in a com pact area in 
the eastern part of the co un try and as well as ma king a qu a li fi-
ed (2/3) ma jo rity of Cri mea’s po pu la tion. The co ming years saw 
the rifts with ne ig hbo u ring Rus sia with the main po li ti cal task by 
Ki ev to com mit as pos si ble as the Ukra i ni za tion (as si mi la tion) of 
et hnic Rus si ans (si mi lar to the po licy of the Cro a ti za tion of et hnic 
Serbs in Cro a tia or che stra ted by the neo-Na zi go vern ment in Za-
greb led by Dr. Fra njo Tuđ man). At the sa me ti me the Rus sian ma-
jo rity in Cri mea con stantly re qu i red the pe nin su la’s re u ni fi ca tion 
with mot her Rus sia but get ting only an auto no mo us sta tus wit hin 
Ukra i ne – a co un try which they ne ver con si de red as the ir na tu-
ral-hi sto ri cal ho me land. The Rus si ans of Ukra i ne we re be co ming 
mo re and mo re un sa tis fied with con di ti ons in which they ha ve 
been le a ving from the ti me when in 1998−2001 the Ukra i nian ta-
xa ti on system col lap sed what me ant that the cen tral go vern ment 
in Ki ev was not able to pay the sa la ri es and pen si ons to its own 
ci ti zens. A very we ak Ukra i nian sta te be ca me in fact una ble to 
fun ction nor mally (“fa i led sta te”) and as a con se qu en ce it did not 
ha ve a po wer to pre vent a se ri es of po li ti cally mo ti va ted as sas si-
na ti ons fol lo wed by po pu lar pro tests which had been al so very 
much in spi red by eco no mic dec li ne of the co un try.12 

As a mat ter of fact, it has to be stres sed that the Ukra i nian 
hi sto ri o graphy on the ir own hi story of the land and the pe o ple is 
ex tre mely na ti o na li stic and in very ca ses not ob jec ti ve li ke many 
ot her na ti o nal hi sto ri o grap hi es. It is ba si cally po li ti cally co lo u red 

12 On history of Ukraine and the Ukrainians, see more and compare with [Andrew 
Wilson, The Ukrainians: Unexpected Nation, New Heaven: Yale University Press, 
2009; Serhii Plokhy, The Gates of Europe: A History of Ukraine, New York: Basic 
Books, 2015; Anna Reid, Borderland: A Journey Through the History of Ukraine, 
New York: Basic Books, 2015].
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with the main task to pre sent the Ukra i ni ans as a na tu ral et hno lin-
gu i stic na tion who ha ve been hi sto ri cally fig hting to cre a te a uni-
ted in de pen dent na ti o nal sta te and unju sti fi ably cla i ming cer tain 
ter ri to ri es to be et hno hi sto ri cally the “Ukra i nian”. As a typi cal 
exam ple of such ten dency to rew ri te hi story of the East Euro pe 
ac cor ding to the na ti o na li stic and po li ti cally cor rect fra me work is, 
for in stan ce, the bo ok by Serhy Je kelčyk on the birth of a mo dern 
Ukra i nian na tion in which, among ot her qu a si-hi sto ri cal facts 
ba sed on the self-in ter pre ted events, is writ ten that the US SR in 
1939−1940 an ne xed from Po land and Ro ma nia the “West Ukra i-
nian land”.13 Ho we ver, this “West Ukra i nian land” ne ver was part 
of any kind of Ukra i ne be fo re the WWII as Ukra i ne as a sta te or 
ad mi ni stra ti ve pro vin ce ne ver exi sted be fo re V. I. Le nin cre a ted 
in 1923 a So vi et So ci a list Re pu blic of Ukra i ne wit hin the US SR 
but at that ti me wit ho ut the “West Ukra i nian land” as it was not a 
part of the US SR. Mo re o ver, the Ukra i ni ans we re eit her not le a-
ving or be ing just mi no rity on this land what me ans that Ukra i ne 
even did not ha ve et hnic rights over the big gest part of the “West 
Ukra i ne”.14 

As anot her exam ple of the Ukra i nian hi sto ri o grap hic na ti o-
na li stic mi sle a ding we can find in an aca de mic broc hu re on Bu ko-
vi na’s Me tro po li tan’s re si den ce, pu blis hed in 2007 by the Na ti o nal 
Uni ver sity of Cher niv tsi. In the broc hu re is writ ten that this uni-
ver sity is “…one of the ol dest clas si cal uni ver si ti es of Ukra i ne”15 
that is true only from the pre sent-day ro ugh po li ti cal per spec ti ve 
but not and from a mo ral-hi sto ric po int of vi ew.  Na mely, the uni-
ver sity is lo ca ted in the North Bu ko vi na which in 1775 the Hab-
sburg Mo narchy had ob ta i ned. The land was from 1786 ad mi ni-
stra ted wit hin the Cher niv tsi dis trict of Ga li cia and one hun dred 
years af ter the af fi li a tion of Bu ko vi na to the mo narchy, the Franz
Jo sephsUniversität was ina u gu ra ted on Oc to ber 4th, 1875 (the na-
me day of the em pe ror). In the ot her words, the uni ver sity’s ori gin 
as who le Bu ko vi na has not hing to do with any kind of both hi sto-

13 Serhy Jekelčyk, Ukraina: Modernios nacijos gimimas, Vilnius: Baltos lankos, 
2009, 17

14 Even today around half of Ukraine’s state’s territory is not populated by the Ukrai-
nians as a majority of the population. Moreover, in some regions there are no Ukrai-
nians at all. Therefore, the cardinal question became: On which principles Ukrai-
nian borders are formed?   

15 The Architecturial Complex of Bukovynian Metropolitan’s Residence, Chernivtsi: 
Yuriy Fedkovych National University of Chernivtsi, 2007, 31. 
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ri cal Ukra i ne and et hnic Ukra i ni ans as be fo re 1940 it was out si de 
of ad mi ni stra ti ve ter ri tory of Ukra i ne when the who le North Bu-
ko vi na on August 13th, be ca me an ne xed by the US SR ac cor ding 
to the Hi tlerSta lin Pact (or the Rib ben tropMo lo tov Pact) sig ned 
on August 23rd, 1939.16 The re fo re, two no to ri o us ban dits (one Na-
zi anot her Bol she vik) de ci ded to tran sfer the North Bu ko vi na to 
the US SR and the land be ca me af ter the WWII part of a Gre a ter 
(Sta lin’s) Ukra i nian SSR. Ne vert he less, whi le the Ukra i nian na ti-
o na lists cla im that “Rus sia” (in fact an ti-Rus sian US SR) oc cu pied 
Ukra i ne, the an ne xa ti on of the North Bu ko vi na and ot her ter ri-
to ri es from Po land, Czec ho slo va kia and Ro ma nia in 1940 are for 
them a le gi ti ma te act of hi sto ri cal ju sti ce. He re we ha ve to no ti ce 
that ac cor ding to the sa me pact, the ter ri to ri es of the in de pen dent 
sta tes of Lit hu a nia, La tvia and Esto nia are as well as an ne xed 
by the US SR that is con si de red by the ir hi sto ri ans and po li ti ci-
ans as “oc cu pa tion”, what me ans (il le gal) act of ag gres sion that is 
bra king in ter na ti o nal law and le gi ti ma te or der. Ne vert he less, they 
ne ver ac cu sed Ukra i ne of do ing the sa me in re gard to oc cu pied 
lands from its three we stern ne ig hbo urs in 1940/1944.17   

Po li ti cal as si mi la tion of cer tain se pa ra te Sla vo nic et hno-
lin gu i stic gro ups in Ukra i ne was and is one of the stan dar di zed 
in stru ments for the cre a tion and ma in ta i ning of the Ukra i nian 
na ti o nal iden tity in the 20th cen tury. The most bru tal ca se is of 
the Rut he ni ans (Rusyns) who are simply proc la i med as hi sto ri cal 
Ukra i ni ans known un der such na me till the WWII. The ir land, 
which was in the in ter war pe riod part of Czec ho slo va kia, that was 
an ne xed by the US SR at the end of the WWII and in clu ded in to 
a Gre a ter So vi et Ukra i ne is simply re na med from Rut he nia in to 
the Sub-Car pat hian Ukra i ne. Ho we ver, the Rut he ni ans and the 
Ukra i ni ans are two se pa ra te Sla vo nic et hno lin gu i stic gro ups as 
such of fi ci ally re cog ni zed, for exam ple, in Ser bia’s Auto no mo us 
Pro vin ce of Voj vo di na whe re the Rut he nian (Rusyn) lan gu a ge is 
even stan dar di zed and stu died to get her with Rut he nian phi lo logy 
and li te ra tu re at a se pa ra te de part ment at the Uni ver sity of No-
vi Sad. Un for tu na tely, the Rut he nian po si tion in Ukra i ne is even 
worst in com pa ri son with the Kur dish po si tion in Tur key as the 

16 Ibid. 
17 See, for instance [Priit Raudkivi, Estonian History in Pictures, Tallinn: Eesti 

Instituut, 2004 (without numeration of the pages); Arūnas Gumuliauskas, Lietuvos 
istorija (1795−2009), Šiauliai: Lucilijus, 2010, 279−295].
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pro cess of Rut he nian as si mi la tion is much spe e der than of the 
Kur dish ca se.

From the cur rent per spec ti ve of the Ukra i nian cri sis and in 
ge ne ral from the po int of sol ving the “Ukra i nian Qu e sti on” it has 
to be no ti ced a very hi sto ri cal fact that a part of the pre sent-day 
East Ukra i ne be ca me le gally in cor po ra ted in to the Rus sian Em pi-
re in 1654 as a con se qu en ce of the de ci sion by the lo cal het man of 
Za po roz hian ter ri tory Boh dan Khmelnytsky (c. 1595−1657) ba sed 
on a po pu lar re volt aga inst the Po lish-Lit hu a nian (the Ro man Cat-
ho lic) oc cu pa tion of Ukra i ne which bro ke out in 1648.18 It me ans 
that the co re of the pre sent-day Ukra i ne vo lun ta rily jo i ned Rus sia, 
the re fo re esca ping from the Ro man Cat ho lic Po lish-Lit hu a nian 
op pres sion. Sub se qu ently, B. Khmelnytsky’s ru led ter ri tory has 
to be con si de red from a hi sto ri cal po int of vi ew as the mot her-
land of all pre sent-day Ukra i ne – the mot her land which al ready 
in 1654 cho se Rus sia. 

3. THE 2014 CO UP D’ETAT  
AND THE UKRA I NIAN CRI SIS

A cur rent Ukra i nian cri sis and in fact ci vil war which sta-
red at the very end of 2013 are gro un ded in for de ca des la sting 
in ter nal in ter et hnic an ta go nisms pri ma rily on the Ukra i nian-Rus-
sian re la ti ons in clu ding abo ve all the “Cri mean Qu e sti on” as an 
ap ple of di scord from 1954 bet we en Ukra i ne and Rus sia.19 The 
cri sis ca me from Lit hu a nia’s ca pi tal Vil ni us we re in No vem ber 
2013 an As so ci a tion Agre e ment bet we en the EU and Ukra i ne had 
to be sig ned. Lit hu a nia at that ti me (July 1st−De cem ber 31st, 2013) 
pre si ded the Euro pean (Union) Co un cil and for mally had a full 
po li ti cal re spon si bi lity for the bre a king out of the cri sis as be ing 
the host of the event on which the EU ab so lu tely bla med only 
Ukra i ne’s Pre si dent V. Yanu kovych for the fa i lu re of the agre e-
ment as he simply re jec ted to sign it.20 

18 Alfredas Bumblauskas, Senosios Lietuvos istorija, 1009−1795, Vilnius: R. Paknio 
leidykla, 2007, 306; Jevgenij Anisimov, Rusijos istorija nuo Riuriko iki Putino: 
Žmonės. Įvykiai. Datos, Vilnius: Mokslo ir enciklopedijų leidybos centras, 2014, 
185−186.

19 On the “Crimean Question” from the western perspective, see [Gwendolyn Sasse, 
The Crimea Question: Identity, Transition, and Conflict, Cambridge, Mass.: Har-
vard Ukrainian Research Institute, 2014].

20 Nevertheless, the western pro-Neocon historiography and political science is di-
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Ho we ver, his de ci sion was pri ma rily ba sed on the lo gic of 
a re al po li tik as he pre fer red much mo re fa vo u ra ble eco no mic-fi-
nan cial of fer by Mo scow (in clu ding and de fac to le ga li za tion of 
ste a ling of the Rus sia’s gas to Euro pe that was tran spor ted via 
Ukra i ne) for the pur po se to try to re sol ve in ner eco no mic, so cial 
and po li ti cal cri sis which was thre a te ning a sta bi lity of the Ukra-
i nian so ci ety and sta te from 1991. The of fi cial Ki ev re cog ni zes 
that for Ukra i ne (up to 2014) Rus sia was: 

“…the lar gest tra de part ner and a hu ge mar ket. In ad di tion, 
many Ukra i ni ans ha ve fa mily and fri endly re la ti ons with the Rus-
sian pe o ple. In this con nec tion, it sho uld be no ted that Euro pe ans 
are ac tu ally in te re sted in sta ble part ner ship bet we en the two co-
un tri es. Ukra i ne re ma ins the ma jor tran sit co un try for Rus sian na-
tu ral gas tran spor ted to Euro pe, and it is very im por tant for Kyiv 
to ma ke su re that Euro pe ans re gard it as a re li a ble and pre dic ta ble 
part ner”.21 

It was ob vi o us that such Yanu kovych’s turn to ward the Rus-
sian Fe de ra tion wo uld mean and clo sest po li ti cal ti es bet we en Ki-
ev and Mo scow in the fu tu re – a car di nal re a son for the EU and 
USA to di rectly fuel a new co lo ur re vo lu tion in Ukra i ne for the 
pur po se to over throw Yanu kovych and to in stall in stead of him 
the ir own pup pet re gi me which will dri ve the co un try to di rec tion 
of both the EU and the NA TO. The Ukra i nian 2013/2014 co lo u red 
re vo lu tion was com mit ted ac cor ding to the mo del of the first CIA’s 
spon so red East Euro pean co lo ur re vo lu tion that was or ga ni zed in 
Ser bia (Bel gra de) at the be gin ning of Oc to ber 2000 (the “2000 
Oc to ber 5th Re vo lu tion”).22 The pro test of the “pe o ple” in Ki ev in 
2014 fi nally was en ded by a clas sic stre et-style co up d’état li ke 

rectly blaming Russia and especially Russia’s President Vladimir Putin for all 
political troubles in Ukraine after the Vilnius Summit in 2013. See, for instance 
[Elizabeth A. Wood et al, Roots of Russia’s War in Ukraine, New York−Chichester, 
West Sussex, Columbia University Press−Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2016].

21 Ukraine. A Country of Opportunities, Kyiv: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
Ukraine, 2010, 6.

22 In the official literature and memoirs on this revolution, however, the essence 
if it that it was directly financed and sponsored by the CIA and the western fi-
nanced NGOs is not mentioned at all. See, for instance [Dragan Bujošević, Ivan 
Radovanović, 5. Oktobar: Dvadeset četiri sata prevrata, Beograd: Medija centar 
Beograd, 2001]. On the coloured revolutions from the pro-NATO/EU/USA’s view-
point, see and compare with [Evgeny Finkel, Yitzhak M. Brudny (eds.), Coloured 
Revolutions and Authoritarian Reactions, New York: Routledge, 2015].  
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in Bel gra de 14 years ago23 and in stal la tion of as well as a clas sic 
(pro-USA/EU/NA TO’s) ma ri o net te re gi me. As it is known from 
any in tro duc tory co ur se on de moc racy, any kind of co up d’état 
(putsch) is il le gal and un con sti tu ti o nal. As in the 2000 Bel gra de 
Co up ca se, the 2014 Ki ev Putsch ca se was for mally ju sti fied as a 
“po pu lar re volt” aga inst the dic ta tor who be ca me ousted in Fe-
bru ary 2014.24 In fact, ho we ver, un law fully re mo ved le gally and 
le gi ti ma tely elec ted head of sta te by the USA/EU’s spon so red and 
sup por ted ul tra na ti o na li stic and even a neo-Na zi co lo u red po li ti-
cal up he a val of the “Euro ma i dan” pro te sters in Ki ev25 and so me 
ot her big ger we stern Ukra i nian ci ti es (li ke in Lvov) di rectly pro-
vo ked a new po pu lar co lo u red re vo lu tion in the Rus sian spe a king 
pro vin ces of the East Ukra i ne and Cri mea with a fi nal con se qu en-
ce of a ter ri to rial se ces sion of self-proc la i med Lu hansk, Khar kov, 
and Do netsk Pe o ple’s Re pu blics and Cri mea (ac cor ding to Ko so-
vo pat tern from 2008). 

In re gard to the 2014 Kyiv Co up, ac cor ding to Paul Cra ig 
Ro berts, Was hing ton used its fun ded NGOs ($5 bil lion ac cor ding 
to As si stant Sec re tary of Sta te Vic to ria Nu land at the Na ti o nal 
Press Club in De cem ber 2013) to be gin stre et pro tests when the 
elec ted Ukra i nian Go vern ment tur ned down the of fer to join the 
Euro pean Union.26 Si mi larly to the Ukra i nian co up in 2014, the 
Gu a te ma la co up in 1954, when de moc ra ti cally elec ted Go vern-
ment of Ja co bo Ar benz be ca me over thrown, was al so car ried out 
by the CIA. No net he less, fol lo wing R. Re a gan’s lo gic used in the 
US-led mi li tary in va sion of Gre na da in 1983, the Rus sian Pre si-
dent co uld send a re gu lar army of the Rus sian Fe de ra tion to oc-
cupy Ukra i ne for the se cu rity re a sons of Rus sia’s ci ti zens who 
we re studying at the uni ver si ti es in Ki ev, Odes sa or Lvov. Si mi lar 
R. Re a gan’s ar gu ment (to pro tect the US’ stu dents in Gre na da) 

23 Dragan Bujošević, Ivan Radovanović, 5. oktobar: Dvadeset četiri sata prevrata, 
Beograd: Medija centar Beograd, 2001. The English language title of this memoir 
book is: 5. October: Twenty four hours of the coup d’état.  

24 See documentary movie by Paul Moreira, Ukraine: The Masks of the Revolution, 
Premieres Lignes Production−Canal +, France, 2016.  

25 Tony Cartalucci, “BBC Now Admits: Armed Nazis Led ‘Revolution’ in Kiev, 
Ukraine”, Global Research, March 7th, 2014: http://www.globalresearch.ca/bbc-
now-admits-armed-nazis-led-revolution-in-kiev-ukraine/5372232. 

26 On this issue, see more by the same author in [Paul Craig Roberts, The Neoconser
vative Threat to World Order: Washington’s Perilous War for Hegemony, Atlanta, 
GA: Clarity Press, Inc., 2015, 7−16].
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was (mis)used, among ot hers, and by Adolf Hi tler in April 1941 
to in va de and oc cupy the King dom of Yugo sla via as, ac cor ding to 
the Ger man in tel li gen ce ser vi ce, the Ger man mi no rity in Yugo-
sla via (the Volk sde utschers) we re op pres sed and ter ro ri zed by the 
new (pro-Bri tish) Go vern ment of Ge ne ral Du šan Si mo vić af ter 
the co up in Bel gra de com mit ted on March 27th, 1941.27 No net he-
less, a new an ti-Rus sian go vern ment in Ki ev la un ched a bru tal 
lin gu i stic and cul tu ral po licy of Ukra i ni za tion di rectly en dan ge-
ring the rights of et hno lin gu i stic Rus si ans, who re pre sent a cle ar 
ma jo rity of the po pu la tion of the Lu hansk and Do netsk re gi ons of 
the East Ukra i ne, Cri mean Pe nin su la re spec ti vely28 but as well as 
and of ot her non-Ukra i nian po pu la tion who sup por ted a pro-Rus-
sia’s co ur se of the co un try.29 

4. “KO SO VO PRE CE DENT”  
AND THE UKRA I NIAN SU I CI DE 

The re volt and co lo u red re vo lu tion by the Rus sian-spe a king 
po pu la tion in the East Ukra i ne in 2014 fi nally re sul ted in se pa-
ra tion of Cri mea from Ukra i ne ba sed on the Dec la ra tion of In
de pen den ce of the Cri mea as a le gal do cu ment fol lo wed by the 
pe o ple’s re fe ren dum on jo i ning Rus sia ba sed on the for mal self-
de ter mi na tion rights ac cor ding to the mo del and prac ti ce of, for 
in stan ce, the Bal tic sta tes in 1990 when they dec la red in de pen-
den ce from the US SR.30 It is cle ar from the of fi cial dec la ra tion by 
the Su pre me Co un cil of Cri mea on pe nin su la’s in de pen den ce that 

27 On this issue, see more in: Коста Николић, Историја Равногорског покрета 
1941−1945., Књига прва, Београд: Српска реч, 1999, 25−42.   

28 In the recent future, if Kiev will continue with its anti-Russian and pro-NATO/
USA/EU’s political-military course, it is expected that the Republic of NovoRussia 
is going to be declared as an independent state with a real possibility to join the 
Russian Federation as Crimea already did it in 2014. On Russia’s foreign policy and 
national identity, see [Andrei P. Tsygankov, Russia’s Foreign Policy: Change and 
Continuity in National Identity, Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield, 2016].

29 On the issue of the Ukrainian crisis from the western perspective, see [Andrew Wil-
son, Ukraine Crisis: What It Means for the West, New Haven−London, Yale Uni-
versity Press, 2014; Richard Sakwa, Ukraine: Crisis in the Borderlands, London−
New York: I. B. Tauris, 2015; Rajan Menon, Eugen Rumer, Conflict in Ukraine: 
The Unwinding of the PostCold War Order, Massachusetts: Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology, 2015].

30 Lithuania, for instance, declared her independence on March 11th, 1990 [Arūnas 
Gumuliauskas, Lietuvos istorija: Įvykiai ir datos, Šiauliai: Šiaures Lietuva, 2009, 
142].
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this le gal and le gi ti ma te act is fo un ded on in ter na ti o nal law and 
the pe o ple’s right to self-de ter mi na tion, but mo re o ver, as well as 
ba sed on the so-cal led “Ko so vo pre ce dent” – a we stern cre a ted 
“pre ce dent” in 2008 which ca me as a bo o me rang to Ukra i ne six 
years la ter. Ba si cally, “Ko so vo pre ce dent” is a cle ar re pre sen ta-
ti ve exam ple of a fla grant vi o la tion of the in ter na ti o nal law and 
or der in clu ding abo ve all the UN’s Char ter and the UN’s 1244 
Re so lu tion on Ko so vo. This “pre ce dent” is firstly cre a ted in 1999 
by a bru tal NA TO’s mi li tary ag gres sion on the in de pen dent and 
so ve re ign sta te of the Fe de ral Re pu blic of Yugo sla via (Ser bia and 
Mon te ne gro) wit ho ut any man da te of the SC UN that was fol lo-
wed in Fe bru ary 2008 by uni la te ral proc la ma tion of Ko so vo in de-
pen den ce by Ko so vo Par li a ment and its re cog ni tion by a part of 
the world (a mem bers of the Neo con Pax Ame ri ca na).31 At such a 
way, the West cre a ted the “pre ce den ce” which by de fi ni tion has 
to be a uni que ca se of the ti me in the in ter na ti o nal re la ti ons and 
glo bal po li tics what the o re ti cally me ans that it can not ser ve as 
a fo un da tion or exam ple for any si mi lar ca se all over the world. 
Ho we ver, this in ter na ti o nal and le gal “pre ce dent” was in 2010 in-
ter na ti o nally and le gally em po we red by the opi nion by the UN’s 
In ter na ti o nal Co urt of Ju sti ce that a proc la ma tion of Ko so vo in-
de pen den ce do es not vi o la te an in ter na ti o nal law on self-de ter mi-
na tion (in de pen den ce) what is true but at the sa me ti me it vi o la tes 
the UN’s Char ter on ter ri to rial in te grity of the sta tes and the ir 
do me stic law. Ne vert he less, the co urt’s opi nion is, for mally, just 
of the advi sory na tu re but in prac ti ce it has se ri o us im pli ca ti ons 
and con se qu en ces. The first co ming one was exactly the Cri mean 
ca se in 2014 that was cle arly sta ted eit her by the lo cal Cri mean 
aut ho ri ti es or by Rus sia’s Go vern ment. 

Un do ub tedly, “Ko so vo pre ce dent” not only sha ken but even 
de stroyed the very fo un da ti ons of in ter na ti o nal law ba sed pri ma-
rily on the UN’s Char ter and re so lu ti ons. As a di rect con se qu-
en ce, it had di rect “bo o me rang ef fect” with re gard to the ca se 
of Cri mean se ces sion from Ukra i ne and fol lo wing an ne xa ti on by 
Rus sia. We ha ve to re mem ber that Cri mea bro ke away re la ti ons 
with Ukra i ne cal ling for the sa me for mal re a sons used by the Al-
ba ni ans in the ca se of the 2008 “Ko so vo pre ce dent” fol lo wed by 

31 On the Neocon concept of Pax Americana and the US’ global hegemony, see [Paul 
Craig Roberts, How America Was Lost: From 9/11 to the Police/Warfare State, 
Atlanta, GA: Clarity Press, Inc., 2014]. 
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ot her le gal ar gu ments. Ne vert he less, the we stern co un tri es re cog-
ni zed Ko so vo in de pen den ce from Ser bia but not Cri mean, Do-
netsk and Lu hansk se pa ra tion from Ukra i ne re gar dless the fact 
that all of the se ca ses are for mally and of fi ci ally ba sed on the sa-
me le gal and mo ral ar gu ments. Mo re o ver, dif fe rently to “Ko so vo 
pre ce dent”, se pa ra tion ca ses in Ukra i ne are ba sed on the re sults 
of the ple bi sci tes. 

The we stern po licy of do u ble stan dards is very vi si ble from 
the fol lo wing writ ten sta te ment on Ko so vo in de pen den ce by the 
US’ ad mi ni stra tion of April 17th, 2009 that was sub mit ted to the 
UN’s In ter na ti o nal Co urt of Ju sti ce: “Dec la ra ti ons of in de pen den-
ce may, and of ten do, vi o la te do me stic le gi sla tion. Ho we ver, this 
do es not ma ke them vi o la ti ons of in ter na ti o nal law.”32 No net he-
less, si mi lar sta te ment by the sa me US’s ad mi ni stra tion on the in-
de pen den ce ca ses of the Re pu blic of Ser bian Krayina, Re pu blic of 
Srp ska, Re pu blic of Tran sni stria, Re pu blic of Ab kha zia, Re pu blic 
of So uth Os se tia or three se pa ra tist re pu blics in the East Ukra i ne 
and Cri mea we did not he ar. Ob vi o usly, the UN’s In ter na ti o nal 
Co urt of Ju sti ce ac cep ted the US’ sta te ment and is sued on July 
22nd, 2010 its own two that “No ge ne ral pro hi bi tion may be in fer-
red from the prac ti ce of the Se cu rity Co un cil with re gard to dec la-
ra ti ons of in de pen den ce,” and “Ge ne ral in ter na ti o nal law con ta ins 
no pro hi bi tion on dec la ra ti ons of in de pen den ce.” Ac cor ding to the 
abo ve sta te ments, ho we ver, it is cle ar that Mo scow was ab so lu tely 
truth ful in the ca se of Cri mea’s se ces sion but with one im por tant 
dis tin ction: Rus sia did not bomb Ki ev pre vi o usly!     

As a mat ter of fact, the West did not of fer to Bel gra de pos-
si bi lity of fe de ra li za tion of Ser bia with Ko so vo as one fe de ral unit 
as only the in de pen den ce of Ko so vo was advo ca ted as the op ti-
mal so lu tion for Ko so vo pro blem. Ho we ver, Mo scow is advo ca-
ting exactly the fe de ra li za tion as the best so lu tion for the Ukra i-
nian cri sis with the East Ukra i nian Rus sian-spe a king re gi ons as 
a sin gle fe de ral ter ri tory. Cri mea, fol lo wing the lo gic of both hi-
sto ri cal and et hnic rights, has to stay in Rus sia as the pe nin su la 
has not hing to do with Ukra i ne but has much to do with Rus sia. 
Even Tur key or Gre e ce ha ve mo re rights on Cri mea in com pa ri-
son to Ukra i ne. The sce na rio of fe de ra li zed Ukra i ne wo uld su rely 

32 From this perspective, the southern Confederation had absolute legal and moral 
rights to proclaim independence from the USA in 1861 what means that Abraham 
Lincoln is simply a war criminal. 
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po si ti vely in flu en ce the pro cess of stop ping al ready on go ing new 
Cold War in this ca se bet we en the West (the NA TO and the EU) 
and the bloc of the co un tri es aro und Rus sia, Chi na and Iran.33 
Ho we ver, if the we stern men tors of the Euro ma i dan Go vern ment 
in Ki ev will re ject such Rus sia’s pro po sal it is most pro bably that 
Ukra i ne will be left to com mit su i ci de as the we stern po licy of 
do u ble stan dards, pro mo ted by the US and the EU in the 2008 Ko-
so vo Ca se will con ti nue to ha ve the bo o me rang ef fect in the rest 
of the East Ukra i ne fol lo wing the Odes sa re gion as well. 

5. HU MA NI TA RIAN IN TER VEN TION  
AND FI NAL SO LU TION

Cur rent Ukra i nian cri sis in this ca se can be sol ved ac cor ding 
to the 1667 An drus so vo Tre aty sig ned on Fe bru ary 9th bet we en 
Po land-Lit hu a nia and Rus sia. Ac cor ding to the tre aty a pre sent-
day ter ri tory of Ukra i ne was simply di vi ded bet we en two sta tes: 
the Po lish-Lit hu a nian Com mon we alth (the Re pu blic of Both Na ti-
ons) and the Rus sian Em pi re with Dni e per ri ver as a de mar ca tion 
li ne. In the ot her words, Rus sia re ce i ved from Po land-Lit hu a nia 
ter ri to ri es east ward from Dni e per but with Ki ev and who le Za po-
roz hie re gion (from both si des of the ri ver).34 The re fo re, Dni e per 
be ca me a (na tu ral-po li ti cal) bor der bet we en “Euro pe” and Rus sia 
with di vi ded pre sent-day Ukra i ne in to two bor der lands. As it is 
said at the be gin ning of this ar tic le, the Sla vo nic word Ukra i ne 
me ans in En glish a bor der land. It is cle ar even from the na me 
of the co un try what is go ing to be its ul ti ma te de stiny. Be fo re 
or la ter, no mat ter. The ca se of the Re pu blic of Ser bian Krayina 
(Ukra i ne) pro ved it cle arly in the 1990s – the Bor der land can be 
only a pe rip hery of so me mo re na tu ral sta te. It do es not mat ter on 
which si de of the bor der.35     

33 On this issue, see [Marvin Kalb, Imperial Gamble: Putin, Ukraine, and the New 
Cold War, Washington: The Brookings Institution, 2015].

34 Ignas Kapleris, Antanas Meištas, Istorijos egzamino gidas. Nauja programa nuo A 
iki Ž, Vilnius: Leidykla “Briedas”, 2013, 125−126.

35 The independent state of Serbian Krayina was declared on December 19th, 1991 
by the Constitutional Assembly (Parliament) of the Serbian Autonomous Region 
of Krayina in Knin. The republic was occupied and cancelled by Croatia’s mili-
tary and police forces on August 4th−9th, 1995 under the operation “Storm” [Вељко 
Ђурић Мишина (уредник), Република Српска Крајина: Десет година послије, 
Београд: Добра воља, 2005, 26, 48].
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At this po int we can not for get and a hu ma ni ta rian in ter ven-
tion aspect of the fi nal so lu tion of the “Ukra i nian Qu e sti on”. In 
ge ne ral, “in ter ven tion” is con si de red as for ci ble ac tion com mit ted 
by so me sta te(s) aga inst anot her one(s) but wit ho ut the con sent 
by the at tac ked si de. The re fo re, “hu ma ni ta rian in ter ven tion” is a 
mi li tary in ter ven tion car ried out by so me sta te(s) for the sa ke to 
pro tect hu man rights (usu ally as a gro up mi no rity rights). Spe a-
king from the very mo ra lity po int of vi ew, a hu ma ni ta rian in ter-
ven tion is gro un ded, or at le ast (mis)used as a for mal pre text, on 
the no tion of be ing “hu ma ni ta rian” what me ans to be con cer ned 
abo ut the in te rest of and be ne fits to man kind par ti cu larly if the 
suf fe ring of so me o ne has to be re du ced.36 The con cept of hu ma-
ni ta rian in ter ven tion is (mis)used espe ci ally af ter the Cold War as 
in the ca ses of Iraq (in 1991 to cre a te “sa fe ha vens” for the Kurds 
by esta blis hing a no-fly zo ne po li ced by three NA TO’s pact co-
un tri es: the USA, UK and Fran ce), So ma lia (in 1992 to cre a te a 
pro tec ted en vi ron ment), Ha i ti (in 1994 to re sto re or der by the ci-
vil aut ho rity), Rwan da (in 1994 to cre a te “sa fe zo ne” for the Hu tu 
re fu ge es), Ko so vo (in 1999 to pro tect the Al ba ni ans from Ser bia’s 
mi li tary and po li ce for ces), East Ti mor (in 1999 to pre vent pos-
si ble et hnic cle an sing by In do ne sia’s se cu rity for ces) and Si er ra 
Le o ne (in 2000 to pro tect the UK’s ci ti zens at the ti me of the lo cal 
ci vil war).37    

Very con tro ver sial wars of hu ma ni ta rian in ter ven tion in 
abo ve men ti o ned ca ses, in which par ti ci pa ted only the we stern 
po wers, we re for mally ju sti fied on hu ma ni ta rian gro unds. Ho we-
ver, in ma jo rity of the se ca ses the in ter ven tion had in es sen ce very 
po li ti cal and ge o po li ti cal real bac kgro und as it cle arly shows the 
ca ses of Ko so vo and Si er ra Le o ne. 

In Ko so vo ca se, the in ter ven tion was com mit ted just in a 
con text of fe ars abo ut the pos si bi lity of et hnic cle an sing but not 
on the real gro und. Fol lo wing NA TO’s air stri kes cam pa ign for 78 

36  On hu man rights and hu ma ni ta rian in ter ven tion from aca de mic po int of vi ew, 
see mo re in [An drew Heywo od, Glo bal Po li tics, New York: Pal gra ve Mac mil lan, 
2001, 303−330].

37 On the con cept and ide as of hu ma ni ta rian in ter ven tion, see [Bren dan Simms, D. 
J. B. Trim (eds.), Hu ma ni ta rian In ter ven tion: A Hi story, Cam brid ge−New York, 
Cam brid ge Uni ver sity Press, 2011; Aidan He hir, Hu ma ni ta rian In ter ven tion: An 
In tro duc tion, New York: Pal gra ve Mac mil lan, 2013; Tho mas G. We iss, Hu ma
ni ta rian In ter ven tion: Ide as in Ac tion, Cam brid ge−Ma i den, MA: Po lity Press, 
2016].
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days was con duc ted wit ho ut the SC UN’s aut ho ri za tion but fi nally 
it for ced Ser bia to wit hdraw its com ple te mi li tary and po li ce for-
ces from the pro vin ce. As a con se qu en ce, the pro vin ce was oc cu-
pied by the NA TO’s tro ops with cre a tion of a hu ge US’ mi li tary 
ba se and fi nally it was se pa ra ted from Ser bia by proc la ma tion and 
re cog ni tion of in de pen den ce which was in fact a real and ul ti ma-
te ge o po li ti cal goal of the for mally hu ma ni ta rian in ter ven tion in 
1999. 

In Si er ra Le o ne, af ter a pro lon ged ci vil war, the UK’s Go-
vern ment de ci ded to send the Bri tish mi li tary for ces to the co un-
try, for mally to pro tect the UK’s ci ti zens, but in fact ul ti ma tely to 
sup port the elec ted go vern ment aga inst the re bel for ces that ha ve 
been ac cu sed of ca rrying out atro ci ti es aga inst the ci vi li ans.

He re, we ca me pro bably to the crux of the mat ter of cur-
rent Ukra i nian cri sis and most pro bably “Ukra i nian Qu e sti on” 
in ge ne ral. It is well known that Rus sia’s pre si dent V. Pu tin is 
ex tre mely fru stra ted with the NA TO’s 1999 Ko so vo hu ma ni ta-
rian in ter ven tion as it is seen by Mo scow as a gre at hu mi li a tion 
of Rus sia and the Rus sian na ti o nal pro ud ness and the re gi o nal 
sta te’s in te rest. It is al so well known that the Euro ma i dan re gi me 
in Ki ev com mit ted and still is com mit ting the ter ri ble war cri mes 
in Don bass re gion which can be clas si fied as the et hnic cle an sing 
and even a form of the ge no ci de as tho u sands of Don bass re gion 
in ha bi tants are bru tally kil led (among them aro und 200 kids) and 
ap pro xi ma tely one mil lion of them be ca me the re fu ges in Rus-
sia.38 For Mo scow, it is very easy, at le ast for mally, to “pro ve” the 
acts of war cri mes of Ki ev Euro ma i dan jun ta in Don bass re gion 
as it was, si mi larly, very easy for Was hing ton for mally to “pro ve” 
Ser bia’s war cri mes in Ko so vo be fo re the NA TO’s in ter ven tion in 
1999. As a re sult, Mo scow can all the ti me la unch Rus sia’s mi li-
tary hu ma ni ta rian in ter ven tion in the East Ukra i ne with a con se-
qu en ce of its fi nal se pa ra tion from Ki ev. A “Ko so vo pre ce dent” is 
still on agen da. 

38 On shoc king UN‘s High Com mis si o ni er for Hu man Rights‘ 13th Re port on the 
war cri me atro ci ti es com mit ted by the Ukra i nian Go vern ment in the East Ukra i ne 
in the pe riod from No vem ber 16th 2015 to Fe bru ary 15th, 2016, when the Minsk 
Agre e ments we re in for ce, see [A ri na Tsu ka no va, „Schoc king UN Re port Lists 
Cri mes by the Ukra i nian Aut ho ri ti es“, Stra te gic Cul tu re Fo un da tion, Ju ne 11th, 
2016: http://www.stra te gic-cul tu re.org/news/2016/06/11/shoc king-un-re port-lists-
cri mes-ukra i nian-aut ho ri ti es.html]. 
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ВладиславБ.Сотировић

„УКРАЈИНСКОПИТАЊЕ“ 
И„КОСОВСКИПРЕСЕДАН“

Са же так

Ис тра жи вач ки пред мет члан ка је „укра јин ско пи та-
ње“ у пер спек ти ви „ко сов ског пре се да на“ у окви ри ма ме ђу-
на род ног пра ва, ме ђу на род них од но са и свет ске по ли ти ке. 
Циљ члан ка је да ис тра жи мо гу ћа ре ше ња за тре нут ну по-
ли тич ку кри зу у Укра ји ни кроз при зму „ко сов ског пре се да на“. 
Чла нак се са сто ји од пет по гла вља у ко ји ма се рас пра вља ју 
пи та ња иден ти те та Укра ји не, исто риј ског раз во ја укра јин-
ске др жав но сти, др жав ног уда ра из 2014. г. и по чет ка по ли-
тич ке кри зе, пи та ња по ве за но сти „ко сов ског пре се да на“ и 
тре нут не кри зе у Укра ји ни и мо гућ но сти ко нач ног ре ше ња 
за укра јин ску кри зу за сно ва ног на при ме ру и ис ку ству ко сов-
ске са мо про гла ше не не за ви сно сти 2008. г. Глав ни за кљу чак 
овог ис тра жи вач ког ра да је да „ко сов ски пре се дан“ већ уве-
ли ко слу жи и слу жи ће у ско ри јој бу дућ но сти као ме ђу на род-
но-прав на осно ва за да ље рас ту ра ње те ри то ри јал ног ин те-
гри те та Укра ји не од стра не су сед не Ру си је. Овај чла нак је 
за ми шљен као кри тич ки до при нос књи зи Eli za beth A. Wo od 
et al, Ro ots of Rus sia’s War in Ukra i ne, New York−Chic he ster, 
West Sus sex, Co lum bia Uni ver sity Press−Wo o drow Wil son Cen-
ter Press, 2016.
Кључ не ре чи: Укра ји на, Ко со во, се це си ја, ме ђу на род но пра во, 

ху ма ни тар на ин тер вен ци ја, ме ђу на род ни од но-
си, свет ска по ли ти ка.

 Овај рад је примљен 1. новембра 2016. године а прихваћен за штампу на 
састанку Редакције 23. децембра 2016. године.


	NI 3-2016 15-5-2017
	0-0-1-prva str
	0-0-sadr-1
	1-00
	1-1


