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			Introduction

			On 18 May 2022, George W. Bush sparked hilarity around the world by castigating

			the one-man decision to launch a totally unjustified and brutal invasion of Iraq... I mean, of Ukraine.

			This Freudian slip illustrates and underlines the absurdity of the Western attitude towards Russia. On the one hand, it accepts and supports the crimes of the Western powers and, on the other, it applies a barrage of sanctions against Russia that border on the absurd.

			Three months earlier, on 24 February 2022, Vladimir Putin, speaking on Russian television, announced his decision to intervene militarily in Ukraine at the request of the republics of Donetsk and Lugansk, whose independence he had recognised three days earlier. The Western world, shocked, began to rain down sanctions on Russia and Belarus. Ukraine is neither a member of the European Union nor of NATO, but since 2014 its regime has been under Western protection. Resolving crises by force is rarely the right solution. The Russians know this as well as we do. So was Vladimir Putin’s decision the right one? In unison, the Westerners answer in the negative, but their unanimity stems from a reading of events that conveniently combines a form of negationism and revisionism aimed at taking into consideration only what confirms their prejudices. In addition to the political lies, there is also the media illusion, as our media outlets have contributed to the confusion by painting a reality that is far from the facts.  

			But the way we understand the crisis determines our strategy for getting out of it. 

			The aim of this book is to provide precise, factual and nuanced information, which will facilitate a calmer view of this crisis. Not everything is black; not everything is white. The truth lies in the shades of grey. The biased and extremist discourse tends to make the least discordant information appear favourable to Russia. It is time to remember what popular wisdom has been saying since the dawn of time: there are always two relevant points of view in a conflict. 

			Readers with an exclusively Westernist perspective will judge this book as «Putinian» or even «Putinolite». On the contrary, those who seek a better understanding of the crisis in order to find a path towards dialogue will find this book to be peace-friendly and therefore ultimately pro-Ukraine. 

			To understand the inconsistent way in which the West has responded to the Ukrainian crisis, one need only ask why this conflict - and Russia in particular - are more reprehensible than those we initiated before. 

			The illegal and illegitimate invasions of Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya or Syria by Western countries have not been met with sanctions or condemnation. American or Polish disabled athletes have not been deprived of the Paralympics; British cats have not been excluded from cat shows; Polish, German, American, British, French or Lithuanian weightlifters have not been condemned for crimes they did not commit personally; British, American or Swiss tennis players have not been forced to condemn their governments in order to participate in a tournament, Chopin’s «Polish girls» have not become «Iraqi girls», and the atrocities of the Polish military have not been condemned, etc. 

			With the Russian operation, it seems that, all of a sudden, the West has created a conscience, but one that functions - as we shall see - in a very selective and variable geometry manner... 

			 

			 

		

	
		
			Methodology

			In order to counterbalance the radical, simplistic and under-informed discourse that hinders understanding of the conflict and favours the recitation of an anti-Russian vulgate to the detriment of informational objectivity, my approach is different from that of the media that respect neither the Munich Charter nor the most elementary journalistic deontology - among which are Swiss Radio-Television, France 5 or LCI. It is also different from those who fight the propaganda of one party by using the propaganda of the other (and often of the extreme right), such as heidi.news. My aim is to combat the propaganda of each party by examining its own information and therefore its own contradictions. Therefore, I will use exclusively Western and Ukrainian sources (governmental side), as well as those from the Russian opposition.

			The lack of diversity in the French-speaking media landscape has led me to take most of my sources from the Anglo-Saxon mainstream media, which are often more honest than their French-speaking counterparts, even if they remain fiercely opposed to Russia. 

			 

			 

		

	
		
			1. Fundamentals and perceptions

			The way the Western community has reacted to the Ukrainian crisis shows that the nature of the conflict is singular. While Western countries (and my detractors) have accepted and even applauded the massacre of Arab populations without ever condemning or sanctioning the perpetrators, this crisis has unleashed passions. With a foolishness and hatred rarely seen in history, Russia has been fought on all fronts, in a low, often thoughtless and totally unnecessary manner. 

			The crisis results from the convergence of three types of factors. 

			1.1. The emotional and cultural level

			The first factor is emotional and cultural. It can be summed up by a feeling that is quite widely shared in the West, which some call «Russophobia». In Ukraine, it has been developing since the beginning of the 20th century and is reminiscent of the old fear of «Judeo-Bolshevism» which inspired the ultra-nationalist paramilitary militias. In the West, it feeds on the confusion maintained by many self-proclaimed experts and our media between Russia and the USSR. It explains the sometimes irrational character of sanctions that seem more interested in satisfying old grudges than in achieving a concrete objective, such as the exclusion of Russian cats from cat shows or the embargo on certain typefaces in Russia (!).

			It is not unimportant that some current Western political leaders have a family history that seems to prevent them from having the necessary hindsight to manage in a calm manner. This is the case of Chrystia Freeland, Canadian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Ursula von der Leyen1, President of the European Commission, Olaf Scholz, German Chancellor, Anthony Blinken, US Secretary of State or Victoria Nuland, US Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs2. All of them - for totally different reasons - have a partisan view of Russia that illustrates and explains our temptation to treat this conflict differently from all other previous conflicts.

			In a way, the very passionate and irrational dimension that the conflict has taken in the West could be explained - at least in part - by the revenge of grandchildren for their grandparents. Largely of Generation X, European politicians do not seem to have the intellectual maturity to deal with complex issues3. As a result, they tend to deal with issues that are too demanding for their limited intelligence with their guts. Their political action is guided more by emotion and ideology than by reflection. In contrast, more experienced personalities such as Henry Kissinger4, Oskar Lafontaine and Jürgen Habermas encourage - alas in vain - current leaders to take a step back5.

			1.2.The strategic level

			1.2.1.The Russian perspective

			Victims of several invasion attempts in two centuries (1812, 1918-1922 and 1941-1945, not to mention the 1917 Revolution, instigated by Germany), the Russians have retained a deep distrust of Westerners, whose unfortunate tendency to start wars is no longer in evidence. June 1941 is still very much in the memory, and the Russians do not want to experience such a situation again.

			The Russian perception of their environment has two dimensions that the West tends to amalgamate, in order to support a narrative more favourable to Ukraine. 

			The first is the strategic dimension, which we will see below, and which is Russia’s permanent quest to be surrounded by a neutral and non-hostile zone. This is why, even during the Cold War, the USSR was content to have neutral Finland on its northern border and Romania (which was not part of the Warsaw Treaty, and where there was no Soviet military presence). Similarly, it maintained cordial relations with Iran, as the Shah’s policy - although close to the US - was to maintain equidistance with both superpowers. Like the USSR, Russia does not need to be surrounded by a ‘zone of influence’ but by a ‘zone free of influence’. That is why it did not see NATO’s eastward expansion as hostile. It was only after the US withdrawal from nuclear disarmament treaties and the installation of missiles in the former Eastern Bloc countries that Russia perceived a danger in the early 2000s. 

			The second dimension is more cultural and emotional. The break-up of the USSR left Russian minorities, established for several generations in now independent countries, but whose populations were hostile to Russians. The countries of Eastern Europe and the Caucasus have nationalisms that have never really been able to express themselves since the beginning of the 20th century, and this probably explains resentment and absolutist behaviour towards their ethnic minorities today. The result has been a sense of responsibility for Russia - and for the Russian people in particular - for these ‘abandoned’ communities. This is also reflected in Vladimir Putin’s sense that ‘the collapse of communism was the greatest catastrophe of the 20th century’: he does not regret the system (his policies are the opposite), but the consequences of this collapse on the Russian population. 

			This dimension is essential for understanding relations between Russia and its neighbours since 1990. It is what has determined Russia’s commitment to the implementation of the Minsk Agreements since 2015. It also explains why Vladimir Putin maintains - and even increases - his popularity in Russia, despite the effect of sanctions. 

			It should also be remembered that even Alexei Navalny, who is seen by some in the West as Vladimir Putin’s main opponent, has said that if he were in power he would not return Crimea to Ukraine6. This is what the West does not want to understand and has not understood, which is why they thought that imposing sanctions on Russia would cause the «regime» to collapse. 

			1.2.2.The American perspective

			Despite the end of the Cold War, the US has not given up on weakening Russia. Taking advantage of Russia’s structural weakness and a still developing China, the United States has enjoyed an advantage that has allowed it to impose itself on the international scene. This strategy began with a gradual withdrawal from the arms control agreements signed during the Cold War: the ABM Treaty (2002), the Open Skies Treaty (2018) and the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty (2019). 

			In order to maintain its dominant position, the US seeks to isolate Russia. No conspiracy here!This strategy is spelled out in two documents prepared in 20197 by the RAND Corporation8. They describe exactly the situation we see today: a form of ‘strategic mobbing’ aimed at alienating Russia from the international community and causing its collapse. It is a similar strategy that the United States is applying to China, which explains China’s resistance to following the West in condemning Russia. 

			This strategy also includes the fragmentation of Russia and the physical destruction of the Russian state by causing it to break up. The idea is not new and was revived by the US State Department, which organised a conference on the issue in June 2022, in the framework of the Helsinki Commission. This is a far cry from what the media call Vladimir Putin’s «paranoia». 

			As Robert Wade of the London School of Economics notes, the US has long been looking for a way to provoke a Russian attack on Ukraine9. He thus confirms what Oleksei Arestovich said in March 2019, as we shall see. But implementation is more a matter of belief and fantasy than strategy. The West, led by the Americans, has an image of a weak Russia, incapable of mobilising forces for a crisis. Their «strategy» is based on what the Anglo-Saxons call «wishful thinking». It is therefore often out of step with the reality of the facts, and requires an adjustment of the discourse:  

			- In March, the first stated objective was regime change10, using sanctions to cause the collapse of the Russian economy. The narrative was that Ukraine was holding up better than the Russians had expected, and their defeat was predicted; the rouble collapsed and the economy with it; anti-war protests grew in Russia. Joe Biden even talks about the fact that Putin «should not stay in power»11. 

			- By the end of April, the US objective is to weaken Russia so that it is no longer able to restore its capabilities12. The strategy is to «isolate Russia from the rich democracies13 «.

			- In June, seeing that previous strategies had not worked, US objectives were reduced to providing arms to Ukraine to consolidate its position in negotiations14.

			 

			Thus, in less than three months, the objective of a regime overthrow in Moscow associated with a victory for Ukraine is replaced by the search for a firmer negotiating position. The Europeans are content to follow. In short, starting from false premises, the action of the West goes from failure to failure, demonstrating that they have no real strategy and no coherence in action. 

			1.3.The operative level

			NATO expansion is of course essential to understanding Russia’s position, but it is not the cause of its intervention in February 2022. On this point, the Russians have always favoured a political resolution. It is likely that, without the conditions that led to the 24 February offensive, the problem would have been resolved around a negotiating table. 

			In a video filmed on 18 March 2019, Volodymyr Zelensky’s advisor Oleksei Arestovich cynically explains that conditions had to be created to force Russia to attack Ukraine15. This confession illustrates the perfidy of the West towards Ukraine because, as Volodymyr Zelensky notes in an interview on CNN16, his country has been instrumentalised to satisfy the US objectives set out in 2019. 

			However, to understand this operative level, it is necessary to look back at the events of 2014 and contextualise them. 
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			2. The historical context

			2.1.The post-Cold War era

			In 1990-1991, the hope generated by the end of communism was very real for the new Russian leaders. In July 1991, with the dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty, they saw the opportunity to reflect on a new security architecture on the European continent. The Soviets/Russians never claimed or wanted a dissolution of NATO as a reciprocal of the dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty, contrary to what Caroline Roux claims17, and the West never promised to do so, as General Vincent Desportes claims on France 518. On the contrary, Russia has joined NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP).

			Russia was very attached to the OSCE (created on the initiative of the USSR) and cherished the idea of a collective security system based on it, which would bring together European and North American countries. The Russian leaders, who had seen the damage caused by communism, thought that a security architecture based on power relations was outdated and dreamed of a more cooperative system. This was the idea of a «common European home», which Mikhail Gorbachev had launched in 1989, borrowing Charles De Gaulle’s idea of a «Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals». 

			There was nothing absurd about this idea, as Manfred Wörner, then Secretary General of NATO, pointed out in his speech on 17 May 1990:

			The main task of the next decade will be to build a new European security structure, including the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries. The Soviet Union will have an important role to play in building such a system. If you look at the current situation of the Soviet Union, which has practically no allies left, then you can understand its justified wish not to be forced to leave Europe.19

			The creation of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) by NATO at the end of 1991 was enthusiastically welcomed by the authorities and public opinion in Russia. The idea of continental security cooperation was very popular and did not exclude the possibility of NATO membership. Discussions in this direction took place in October 1993 between Boris Yeltsin and the American Secretary of State Warren Christopher, who remained reserved:

			We will in due course consider the question of membership as a longer-term possibility. There will be an evolution, based on the development of a habit of cooperation, but over time.20

			Documents recently released by Britain show that this idea has been described as a «joke» and rejected by Western chancelleries21. Indeed, in the logic of 1949, NATO’s raison d’être is to place its members under the nuclear protection of the United States. However, the United States did not see the coexistence of the two main nuclear powers in the same alliance as a good idea. It was partly for this reason that General de Gaulle withdrew France from the Alliance’s integrated command in 1966. 

			At first glance, the Russian idea seems far-fetched. But in reality, Russia’s leaders are visionary. They are thinking of international security based on cooperation, not confrontation, along the lines of the OSCE. 

			But the West has no intention of changing the European security architecture. The collapse of the communist system, the success of the Gulf War (1991) and the role of the West in the Balkan crisis have shown the Americans the advantages of a unipolar world. 

			NATO’s reaction did not meet the expectations of the Russian population. In June 1994, the Russian government joined NATO’s newly created Partnership for Peace, against the advice of its public opinion. In 1997, in order to give the illusion that it wants to develop cooperation with Russia, NATO laid the foundations for the NATO-Russia Council (NRC), created in 2002. The NRC aims to maintain a dialogue with Russia so that NATO’s expansion is not perceived as a threat. In fact, as Bill Clinton summarised it, it is a way of not implementing promises made to the leaders of the former USSR:

			What the Russians get out of this exceptional agreement that we are offering them is the opportunity to sit in the same room with NATO and join us whenever we all agree on something, but they have no way of stopping us from doing something that they don’t agree with. They can show their disapproval by leaving the room. And as a second great advantage, they get our promise that we will not put our military affairs with their former allies, who will now be our allies, unless we wake up one morning and decide to change our minds.22

			For the Eastern European countries, the situation is somewhat different. In their minds, membership of the European Union and NATO often go hand in hand: it is a question of ensuring their development in security, in an approach that is more opportunistic than philosophical. For them, the values of democracy and human rights remain, despite everything, very secondary. Thus, despite some constitutional and legal safeguards, their intelligence services have essentially remained security services that largely retain the legacy of their communist predecessors. This is evidenced by their participation in the CIA torture programme, which does not seem to move the European Union in the least! Similarly, their willingness to follow the US into Afghanistan and Iraq was motivated more by the modernisation of their armies than by humanistic values. 

			They have earned the label of ‘new Europe’ from Donald Rumsfeld23. They played a major role in creating the political migration crisis by intervening alongside the United States in the Middle East, then refusing to accept the consequences and relying on the countries of ‘old Europe’ to deal with it. 

			2.2.NATO expansion

			Often presented as a fanciful rumour propagated by Russia24, Western assurances of non-expansion of NATO are attested to by numerous declassified documents made public in December 2017 by the National Security Archive at George Washington University25. 

			In the early 1990s, Switzerland considered whether to join continental institutions such as the European Union and NATO. Anxious to preserve its neutrality, it consulted these institutions and the members of the Security Council in order to assess the possible implications of such membership. In this context, I was involved in dialogue with the highest Russian foreign and defence authorities at the time, which gives me a more accurate picture of the Russian perception than we have today. 

			In 2021, NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg expressed26 - quite logically - the Alliance’s position that ‘there was never a promise that NATO would not expand eastwards after the fall of the Berlin Wall’27.This claim remains widespread among self-proclaimed experts on Russia, such as Bruno Tertrais of the Foundation for Strategic Research (FRS)28, Isabelle Mandraud on France 529 or Nicolas Gosset of the Royal Higher Institute for Defence (IRSD) on RTBF30, who explain that there were no promises because there was no treaty or written agreement. The argument is a bit simplistic.

			It is true that there are no treaties or decisions of the North Atlantic Council (NAC) that embody such promises. But this does not mean that they have not been made, nor that they have been made out of flippancy!  

			Today we have the feeling that the USSR, having «lost the Cold War», no longer had a say. This is not correct. As the winner of the Second World War, the USSR had a de jure right of veto over German reunification. Western countries were therefore obliged to obtain her agreement, in exchange for which she demanded a commitment to non-expansion of NATO. It should not be forgotten that, at this stage, the USSR still existed! The March 1991 referendum will show that there is no question of dismantling it. It is therefore not in a weak position and has no reason not to demand a counterpart to its agreement to reunification. 

			This was expressed by Hans-Dietrich Genscher, German Foreign Minister, in his speech on 31 January 1990 in Tutzing (Bavaria), reported by the American Embassy in Bonn:

			Genscher warned, however, that any attempt to extend [NATO’s] military reach into the territory of the German Democratic Republic (GDR) would block German reunification. 

			German reunification had two major consequences for the USSR: the withdrawal of the Soviet Group of Forces in Germany (SGF), the most powerful and modern contingent outside its territory, and the disappearance of an important part of its protective «glacis». In plain language, this meant that NATO was moving ipso facto closer to the Soviet border. 

			With the Warsaw Treaty still in force and NATO doctrine unchanged, it was legitimate for the USSR to fear for its security. This is why Genscher states:

			The changes in Eastern Europe and the German unification process must not «undermine Soviet security interests». Therefore, NATO should exclude «expansion of its territory to the east, i.e. to get closer to the Soviet borders».31

			Mikhail Gorbachev therefore very quickly - and very legitimately - set conditions on his agreement, prompting James Baker, the US Secretary of State, to immediately begin discussions with him. On 9 February 1990, in order to calm his concerns, Baker declared:  

			Not only for the Soviet Union but also for other European countries, it is important to have guarantees that, if the United States maintains its presence in Germany within the framework of NATO, not one inch of NATO’s current military jurisdiction will spread eastwards.32

			Promises were therefore made simply because the West had no alternative to obtain the USSR’s approval, and without promises, Germany would not have been reunified. Gorbachev accepted German reunification only because he had received assurances from President George H.W. Bush and James Baker, Chancellor Helmut Kohl and his Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher, British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, her successor John Major and their Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd, President François Mitterrand, but also from CIA Director Robert Gates and Manfred Wörner, the then Secretary General of NATO33. 

			Thus, on 17 May 1990, in a speech in Brussels, Manfred Wörner declared:

			The fact that we are prepared not to deploy a Nato army beyond German territory gives the Soviet Union a strong guarantee of security.34

			In February 2022, in the German magazine Der Spiegel, Joshua Shifrinson, an American political scientist, revealed a document dated 6 March 1991, classified as SECRET, drawn up at the end of the meeting of the political directors of the foreign ministries of the United States, Great Britain, France and Germany. He reports the words of the German representative, Jürgen Chrobog:

			We made it clear in the 2+4 negotiations that we would not extend NATO beyond the Elbe. So we cannot offer NATO membership to Poland and others.

			The representatives of the other countries also accepted the idea of not offering NATO membership to the other Eastern countries. Raymond Seitz, American representative states: 

			We have made it clear to the Soviet Union - in the 2+4 talks and elsewhere - that we will not benefit from the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Eastern Europe. 35

			Secondly, whether or not there is a paper trail, there was a deal simply because a deal was inevitable. Now, in international law, a «promise» is a valid unilateral act that must be respected («promissio est servanda»). Those who deny this today are simply individuals who do not know the value of a given word. But it is true that such principles are not worth much in front of a New York lawyer... 

			The problem is that the West - and the Americans in particular - saw the fall of communism as «their victory», which they wanted to be total, and that Russia therefore had nothing more to say. In reality, the West did not «win» the Cold War, the communist system «lost» it: it was unsustainable and collapsed of its own accord. As Brent Scowcroft, George Bush (Sr.)’s National Security Advisor, said: 

			In the end, we did not take any action. We just let it happen.36

			Nevertheless, the American «hawks» saw an opportunity to destroy Russia completely. Robert M. Gates, former director of the CIA (1986-1993), reveals in his memoirs that Richard Cheney, then Secretary of Defense, was seeking to destroy Russia:

			When the Soviet Union collapsed at the end of 1991, Dick [Cheney] wanted to see the dismantling not only of the Soviet Union and the Russian empire, but of Russia itself.37

			Thus, Vladimir Putin’s repeatedly expressed perception of a West seeking to dismantle Russia is far from being an expression of «Putin paranoia», as Jean-Eric Schoettl, former Secretary General of the Constitutional Council in France, puts it38. The proposed US discussion on the ‘decolonisation of Russia’39 shows that their determination to dismember Russia has only grown since 199140. 

			At that time, China was not yet a rival, and the US sought to prevent Russia from rising up and challenging its leadership. Therefore, during the ‘Yeltsin decade’, despite good relations with the Clinton administration, there is no significant Western development or investment in Russia. Instead, the country fell prey to unbridled capitalism led by unscrupulous oligarchs, who stripped the country bare and encouraged the rule of mafias. In the early 2000s, these oligarchs fled to Israel and Britain with huge fortunes.

			The fine promises of 1990-1991 were soon forgotten. The countries of the ‘new Europe’ joined the Atlantic Alliance from 1999. For today’s primary anti-Russians, the West has in good faith fulfilled all its obligations, and what has not been written has not been said... This is not the opinion of Robert M. Gates, who declared in July 2000:

			At a time of particular humiliation and difficulty for Russia, the acceleration of NATO’s eastward expansion, when Gorbachev and others were led to believe that this would not happen - at least not quickly - has, I think, probably not only worsened the relationship between the United States and Russia, but made it much more difficult to work constructively with them. 41 

			Note here the phrase «were led to believe», which indicates that there was bad faith on the part of the United States from the beginning. Mikhail Gorbachev’s mistake was to believe in the good faith of the Western democracies and not to ask them for written assurances...

			The West did not keep its word. At first, Russia does not see this as a direct threat: it understands that for its neighbours, membership of the European Union and NATO often go hand in hand to ensure secure development. 

			The withdrawal of the United States from the ABM Treaty in 2002, and the Bush administration’s subsequent discussions with Eastern European countries to install missiles, triggered Russian mistrust. This explains the firmness of Vladimir Putin’s speech in Munich in 2007, in which he recalled the assurances given to Mikhail Gorbachev in 1990-1991, ruling out NATO expansion to the East. But the West still refuses to understand and the following year’s announcement of an «intensified dialogue» with Ukraine and Georgia with a view to their admission further strains relations between Russia and NATO.

			So the Russians are right to question the West’s word and intentions today42. In the event of a rapprochement with Russia, we have already lost all credibility, as Stephen F. Cohen, Professor of Russian and Slavic Studies at New York University, notes. Cohen, Professor of Russian and Slavic Studies at New York University43.

			2.3.The indivisibility of security

			The problem today is that the legitimate security concerns of European countries are bringing American nuclear power closer to the Russian border, increasing the likelihood of nuclear war in the event of increased tension. However, the principles accepted by OSCE members clearly state that the security of one state cannot be achieved at the expense of others. Therefore, Russia calls on NATO to stop its expansionist policy or reform itself. 

			Clearly, Russia cannot interfere in Alliance decisions and cannot have a veto over NATO enlargement. However, membership in the Alliance is not simply the result of a state’s will. It is supposed to meet two criteria. 

			The first comes from NATO’s founding act - the Washington Treaty - itself. Its Article 10 states:

			The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite to accede to the Treaty any other European State which is likely to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area. Any State so invited may become a Party to the Treaty by depositing its instrument of accession with the Government of the United States of America. The Government of the United States of America shall inform each of the Parties of the deposit of each instrument of accession.

			In other words, countries are «invited» insofar as they can «contribute to the security of the North Atlantic region». In other words, the criterion is not the security of individual countries, but the collective security of the region. This is what the «new Europe» countries have not understood. Moreover, it means that potentially every country in the Euro-Atlantic area can be a member, but the decision is at the discretion of the Alliance, which is under no obligation to accept every country that wishes to join. 

			In June 2022, at the Madrid Summit, countries were ecstatic after NATO formally invited Finland and Sweden to join the Alliance. In reality, the Alliance had only invited these two countries to apply. They will have to pass through the Turkey-defined pitchforks to get the votes they need to join. 

			The second criterion, which has some relation to Article 10 above, is the indivisibility of security. This is a principle that has been accepted by OSCE members and was sealed in the Istanbul Document (1999)44 and the Astana Declaration (2010): 

			The security of each participating State is inextricably linked to that of all the others. 45

			The security of one country cannot be achieved at the expense of another. However, when NATO - and in particular the United States - deploys armaments, thereby reducing the warning and early warning times of a neighbouring country (in this case: Russia), this principle is not respected.

			Until now, the acceptance of the new NATO members was done in euphoria and without any strategic reflection, because Russia and China were weak. Today the situation is radically different. The problems of one country can quickly become those of the whole Alliance, as in 1914. The Ukrainian crisis has highlighted the risks to NATO itself of ill-considered expansion. 

			This was emphasised by Vladimir Putin on 7 February 2022 in Moscow during his press conference with Emmanuel Macron. The problem is that our ‘experts’ do not listen to what they are told. As Richard Sakwa, Professor of Russian and European Politics at the University of Kent, puts it: 

			A real geopolitical paradox is that NATO exists to manage the risks created by its own existence. 46 

			In 2002, when the United States withdrew from the ABM Treaty and began negotiations with Poland, the Czech Republic and Romania to install dual-use (anti-ballistic and nuclear) launchers, the Russians perceived a direct threat. This was expressed by Vladimir Putin in Munich in 2007.

			2.4.The nuclear issue

			In 1945, the USSR had won the race to Berlin and emerged from the war victorious, but unlike the West, it was bled dry. For some of its Western allies, such as Winston Churchill in Great Britain or certain American generals such as George Patton, this would be an opportunity to continue the war towards Moscow. Stalin was thought to have similar intentions towards the Atlantic... In any case, a certain wisdom prevailed and the Cold War began.

			The historical tendency towards expansion that is attributed to Russia today is fundamentally an attribute of the Marxist thinking that guided Soviet policy. In this scheme, the USSR saw itself as the spearhead of the class struggle and engaged in a permanent and systemic war with the West, which was part of a historical process. Until Stalin’s death, the USSR’s strategic military thinking was dominated by the idea that its security would only be guaranteed by a victory of socialism over capitalism, and that the confrontation between the two systems was inevitable. Soviet strategists spoke of the principle of «the inevitability of war». 

			However, according to American documents, even during the Cold War, it seems that the Soviets had no intention of invading Europe47 :

			Recently declassified Soviet documents, articles and minutes of meetings indicate that the Soviet leadership had no intention of invading Europe. 48

			However, the experiences of the First and Second World Wars raised fears that the West would invade the territory of the USSR if it appeared militarily weak.49

			In 1949, the USSR acquired nuclear weapons. This led to the creation of NATO in the same year, with the aim of placing Western Europe under the US nuclear umbrella. At this stage, there was no talk of tactical nuclear weapons and nuclear warfare was mainly envisaged at the strategic level. The concern of the two nuclear powers is to avoid being pushed into a conflict that would pit them directly against each other and into a nuclear exchange, which would result in Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD). 

			This is why the Russians and Americans sought to maintain a «neutral» space between them. In 1952, the accession of Greece and then Turkey brought NATO to the border of the USSR and alarmed the Soviets. But the decisive step was the entry of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) into NATO on 8 May 1955. The following week, it led to the creation of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation (WTO), also known as the Warsaw Pact. 

			Contrary to what the so-called experts on our TV sets say, the VTO is not about creating a ‘sphere of influence’. In fact, the Eastern European countries were already ruled by communist parties that were often worse than their Soviet counterparts and were kept in a tight grip by Moscow. The aim of the Warsaw Treaty was to create a «buffer zone» («glacis» or Vorfeld in German), which was not intended to «stop» an aggressor, but to slow him down in order to give the Soviet Army time to get into battle order and counter-attack. In other words, the purpose of VTO is to give more space to a conventional conflict in order to prevent it from going nuclear too quickly. 

			Since the late 1960s, technological developments have allowed for the miniaturisation of nuclear weapons. As a result, the range of available weapon systems allows the intensity of a nuclear exchange to be varied.

			To avoid reaching nuclear holocaust (MAD) too quickly, doctrines were developed to control the transition of a nuclear engagement from the tactical to the strategic level. On both sides of the Iron Curtain, similar mechanisms were adopted to graduate the use of nuclear weapons from the tactical to the strategic level. 

			This is what NATO calls the «flexible response». It is intended to send a clear signal to the Soviets that the United States will not move directly and automatically to a strategic nuclear exchange. Indeed, despite its evolution over time and technology, the US nuclear strategy retains one constant element: keeping the use of nuclear weapons off US soil. 

			The geostrategic situation of the United States and Russia is deeply asymmetric. The US can reach Russian territory with tactical/operational nuclear weapons, while Russia can only reach US soil with strategic weapons. 

			In other words, in the event of a major conflict, in order to avoid a strategic nuclear exchange that would affect its territory, the United States would seek to keep a nuclear conflict in the European theatre. To do so, it would carefully avoid directly hitting Russian national soil, so as not to trigger a «strategic duel» with Russia. Thus, this asymmetric situation became asymmetric: Russia could use low-intensity nuclear weapons in Europe, and the United States could only respond by striking its allies. 

			Therefore, from the late 1970s onwards, the United States deployed tactical and theatre nuclear weapons in Europe. In this way, they turned it into a potential nuclear battlefield. This triggered the peace and anti-nuclear movement in Germany and Northern Europe. 

			The Baltic States, Poland or even countries like Sweden, Finland or even Switzerland, who think that NATO could provide them with additional security, are sadly mistaken because the Americans will never sacrifice Washington, New York or Los Angeles to protect Helsinki or Stockholm. In any case, they would not engage in a strategic nuclear duel with Russia without going through a tactical and operational nuclear phase that would first destroy the European countries.

			During the Cold War, the Warsaw Treaty provided a space for a conventional phase in the event of a conflict in Europe. With its disappearance and NATO’s move eastwards, this space has disappeared. As a result, Russia has changed its doctrine of engagement, which allows it to use nuclear weapons more quickly. This situation is the result of two phenomena that took place in parallel in the early 2000s: the expansion of NATO and the denunciation of disarmament treaties by the United States in 2002. 

			What is astonishing is that Westerners seem not to have perceived this risk. NATO’s advance has been seen as a geographical success, but no strategic conclusions have been drawn. By moving closer to the Russian border, NATO is also removing an early warning capability. 

			Therefore, Russia sees NATO on its doorstep - and in particular in Ukraine - as an existential threat. This has absolutely nothing to do with NATO’s defensive vocation - or not - because the Alliance runs exactly the same risk, as the Ukrainian crisis of December 2021-February 2022 illustrates.This is what Vladimir Putin tries to explain in his press conference on 7 February 2022, following Emanuel Macron’s visit to Moscow. Amusingly enough, this is what Sweden and Finland have not understood: in the event of war, these countries could be nuclearised first as a pre-emptive measure...

			2.5.The 2007 Munich speech

			On 10 February 2007, Vladimir Putin gave a speech to world experts at the Munich Security Forum, which is generally considered to be a major turning point in Russian security policy, marking Russia’s return to control. The astonishment and heated reactions from the West launched a veritable demonisation of Vladimir Putin. Western disbelief is rooted in the concealment of two major facts: the eastward enlargement of NATO combined with the progressive abandonment by the United States of the normative framework of international security. 

			In 2001, George W. Bush decided to unilaterally withdraw from the ABM Treaty in order to deploy anti-ballistic missiles (ABMs) in Eastern Europe. The ABM Treaty was intended to limit the use of defensive missiles50. Its rationale was to exploit the deterrent effect of the risk of mutual destruction by allowing the protection of decision-making bodies by a ballistic shield in order to preserve a negotiating capacity. Thus, it limited the deployment of anti-ballistic missiles to specific areas, notably around capital cities, and prohibited it outside national territories. 

			In 2007, the Americans were in the midst of negotiations with the Czechs and Poles to deploy these missiles, officially to protect themselves from the Iranian threat. By doing so, they are breaking the strategic balance guaranteed by the ABM Treaty and creating a new situation for conflict in Europe. 

			Not only does Vladimir Putin see this as a risk to Russia’s security, but he also notes that the United States is increasingly disregarding international law in order to pursue a unilateral policy. This explains his tone in Munich. 

			Indeed, the United States has gradually withdrawn from all Cold War arms control agreements: the ABM Treaty (2002), the Open Skies Treaty (2018) and the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty (2019). This trend has continued under Trump and Biden with the withdrawal from the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) with Iran (May 2018), the 1955 Treaty of Amity, Commerce and Consular Rights (October 2018), the 1961 Optional Protocol to the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations concerning the Compulsory Settlement of Disputes (October 2018), the Universal Postal Union (October 2018), UNESCO (January 2019), the World Health Organisation (July 2020), etc. Europeans whine when Trump withdraws from the Paris Agreements (November 2020), without noticing that the whole system of international law is being called into question. 

			In 2019, Donald Trump justified his withdrawal from the INF Treaty by an alleged violation by the Russian side. As the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) notes, the Americans never provided any evidence of these violations51. In fact, they were seeking to get out of the agreement in order to install their AEGIS missile systems in Poland and Romania, officially intended to intercept Iranian ballistic missiles. But two facts cast doubt on the Americans’ good faith: 

			- The first is that there is no indication that the Iranians are developing intercontinental range ballistic missiles52, as Michael Ellemann of Lockheed-Martin told a US Senate committee53. 

			- The second is that these systems use Mk41 launchers, which can launch either anti-ballistic (defensive) or nuclear (offensive) missiles. The Radzikowo site in Poland is 800 km from the Russian border and 1,300 km from Moscow. 

			 

			In February 2022, after the meeting between Vladimir Putin and Emmanuel Macron, Patrick Cohen, on France 5, was astonished by the Russian president’s talk of nuclear war and stated that the systems deployed in Europe were purely defensive54. He repeats what the Bush and Trump administrations said. 

			But even if this is theoretically true, it is technically and strategically false. For the doubt invoked for their installation is the same doubt that the Russians could legitimately have in the event of a conflict. This presence in the immediate vicinity of Russia’s sanctuary territory could indeed lead to a nuclear conflict. 

			For in the event of a conflict, the Russians would not know the nature of the missiles loaded into the systems. With no early warning, they would have no time to determine the nature of a fired missile and would be forced to respond pre-emptively with a nuclear strike. This is why Vladimir Putin says that European countries could be drawn into a nuclear conflict without even wanting to. 

			In nuclear jargon, a distinction is made between «preventive» and «pre-emptive» strikes. Pre-emptive strikes aim to destroy an adversary’s nuclear potential. The latter aim to prevent the firing of a ready-to-go device. This distinction comes from English, but is rarely used in French, where they are grouped under the term «préventives». 

			2.6.The role of minorities

			It has become common for the «experts» on our television screens to affirm, like Jean-Dominique Giuliani, President of the Robert Schuman Foundation, on France 5 that «Russia wants to have a zone of influence in the Baltic countries or in Poland»55. This «sounds good» but it is false. Not only has Russia never claimed such a zone, neither openly nor secretly, but neither its Strategic Concept of National Security 200056, nor its National Security Strategy of Russia 202157 mention this notion once. 

			On the other hand, Russia has always felt a sense of responsibility towards those Russians who found themselves reduced to minorities overnight in the new countries that emerged from the break-up of the USSR. These countries have established cultural mechanisms for granting citizenship to their inhabitants, but minority rights fall far short of what one might expect. Countries like Georgia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania58 or Ukraine have never had a democratic tradition and treat Russian minorities with disdain. 

			It is often forgotten that the Baltic States and Ukraine were briefly «liberated» from the Soviets by the Nazis. Western revisionist commentators and journalists conveniently «forget» that the armed struggle against the USSR was waged until the 1960s by NATO-supported clandestine networks59, created as early as 1944 from networks set up with ex-Waffen-SS officers. 

			This explains why, in the Baltic States, ‘de-Sovietisation’ has been to the detriment of the Russian-speaking minority of their population. In Latvia and Estonia, where Russian speakers make up 20-25% of the population, they have the status of ‘non-citizens’ (in Lithuania, they enjoy a more liberal status and have access to Lithuanian nationality). The hatred of Russia - largely fuelled by the West - goes so far that Ukraine refuses to license the Russian vaccine Sputnik V60 and is reduced to «hoping» to receive it from another country61 ! 

			As a result, these countries, which have no respect for their Russian-speaking minorities (with our blessing), fear that Russia will invoke the UN’s «responsibility to protect» (R2P) to intervene to their rescue62. The cultural genocide that we like to invoke to condemn China in relation to the Uighurs obviously does not apply to countries that forbid their own nationals to honour the soldiers who died for the victory against the Third Reich...

			2.7.The Ukrainian question

			2.7.1.Ukraine’s rapprochement with Europe

			EU defenders claim that Russian foreign policy is guided by the fact that «Putin hates the European Union» and «supranational constructs», and that he aims to «humiliate the European Union», as it is his «public enemy number one»63. 

			This myth stems from a simplification of the sequence of events that led to the Mayan crisis in 2013-2014. Vladimir Putin was credited with refusing to allow Ukraine to sign an agreement with the European Union. 

			However, Russia and its leaders have always been aware of their economic weaknesses. As a result, they have never tried to compete with Europe or the United States. Since the Tsarist era, Russia has never managed to develop an industrial base equivalent to that of Europe or Asia, and it knows it. In the post-Cold War era, Russia has seen itself as complementary to Europe, not its equal. 

			This is why the deluge of sanctions it has suffered since February 2022 only partially affects it: Europe is dependent on it for its raw materials, while Asia supplies it with its consumer products. 

			Secondly, it is important to remember that the Ukrainian population was not unanimously in favour of an agreement with the European Union. In November 2013, a poll conducted by the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology (KIIS) showed that it was then split «50/50» between an agreement with the European Union and a customs union with Russia64. 

			Like President Yanukovych, many believe that the Ukrainian economy is structurally adapted to the Russian market. With an industrial base that complements that of the former USSR countries, it is not ready to face the very competitive European market. A too rapid rupture of commercial links with Russia would weaken its own economy. This will be confirmed by what happens next.

			For its part, Russia is not opposed to an agreement between Ukraine and the European Union, but it seeks to maintain its economic relations with its main historical partner. This is why it is proposing a tripartite working group, the aim of which would be to reconcile Ukraine’s desire to join the European Union while preserving its ties with Russia. According to Mykola Azarov, the Ukrainian Prime Minister, studies showed that this proposal did not conflict with the European proposal65 and that it was therefore possible to have a solution that satisfied Ukrainian interests. 

			However, José Manuel Barroso, then President of the European Commission, refused and asked Ukraine to choose66. The Ukrainian government therefore asked the European Union to delay the signing of the agreement in order to better study the implications of the agreement with the European Union on its relations with Russia and to better prepare its economy for this situation. He states:

			There is no alternative to reforms in Ukraine and no alternative to European integration (...). We are going down this road and not changing direction. 67

			The then Ukrainian Prime Minister confirms:

			I can say with full knowledge that the process of negotiating the Association Agreement is continuing and that the work of bringing our country closer to European standards is not stopping for a single day. 68

			This suspension is clearly only temporary69, but it is presented by the Western press and the Ukrainian opposition as a refusal to move closer to Europe under Russian pressure70. Ukrainian public opinion, which had been promised visas or salary increases, was quickly polarised and its discontent instrumentalised: this was the beginning of the Maïdan events.71

			It is therefore the European Union that has created the tensions between Ukraine and Russia, as Arnaud Dubien notes in Le Monde : 

			Ukraine is a very fragmented country with multiple identities and cannot make a clear-cut choice, either in favour of the West or Russia. One of Brussels’ mistakes was to ask it to do so and to turn its back on Russia, a suicidal option for the country. 72

			The Europeans have deliberately pushed Ukraine towards suicide. In the Washington Post, Henry Kissinger, National Security Advisor under Ronald Reagan, notes that the European Union «helped turn a negotiation into a crisis73 «. Ironically, the new government that emerged from Euromaidan will be forced to take the same time for reflection that Yanukovych had hoped for, and will only be able to sign the agreement with the European Union in 2017!

			As researcher Frederico Santopinto of the Group for Research and Information on Peace and Security (GRIP) in Brussels puts it, Russia was not opposed to an agreement with the EU, but not at the expense of its relationship with Ukraine. It was the EU that refused the coexistence of two agreements: European diplomacy saw Ukraine as a border between East and West, while Russia saw it as a bridge74. As it will do in 2022, European diplomacy has failed to take into account three factors that are of key concern to Ukraine.

			- Eastern European countries have - whether they like it or not - cultural, economic and historical links with Russia. This is particularly true of the former republics of the USSR (such as the Baltic States, Belarus and Ukraine), which have large Russian-speaking minorities and whose industries were largely complementary to Russia’s. 

			- The EU has not succeeded in integrating the Eastern countries into a common European spirit. These countries have been brutally plunged into a European culture of tolerance and cooperation, slowly forged since the Second World War. However, not only do these countries of the ‘new Europe’ not have a democratic tradition, but they do not have the same values as the western part of the EU. In the Baltic States and Ukraine, hatred of the Soviets has turned into hatred of the Russians, which is conveniently exploited by the US. Unlike the rest of Europe, they still see the Third Reich as a liberator. The use of torture, social issues (abortion, LGBT, etc.), their unconditional alignment with American foreign policy, do not show a deep attachment to European values. 

			- The EU struggles to bring together the individual interests of its members into a coherent approach and a genuine common foreign policy. As a result, Germany, France and sometimes Italy often have to represent Europe’s voice informally. The Ukrainian crisis and the economic crisis resulting from its decisions show that Europe gathers more around a common hatred than around common interests. 

			2.7.2.Euromaidan and the militarisation of the conflict

			The Maidan revolution is broken down into several sequences, with different actors. Today, those who are driven by hatred of Russia are trying to merge these different sequences into one «democratic impulse». A way to validate the crimes committed by Ukraine and its neo-Nazis. 

			At first, the population of Kiev, disappointed by the government’s decision to postpone the signing of the treaty, gathered in the streets. There was no mention of revolution or change of power, but a simple expression of discontent. Contrary to what the West claims, Ukraine is deeply divided on the question of rapprochement with Europe. A poll conducted in November 2013 by the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology (KIIS) shows that it was split exactly «50/50» between an agreement with the European Union and a customs union with Russia75. In the south and east of the country, industry is strongly linked to Russia. People fear that an agreement that excludes Russia will kill their jobs. This is what will happen. 

			At this stage, it does not appear that Ukrainians were generally hostile to Russia. But the situation is quickly being co-opted by the US, which is working behind the scenes to exploit the popular momentum and instrumentalise it to tighten the noose on Russia76. 

			In 2014, I am at NATO and I am observing the Ukrainian crisis from the inside, so to speak. From the outset, it is clear that the situation is being fuelled by the West. Videos show that the coup plotters are supported by armed men speaking in English with an American accent... The German magazine Der Spiegel mentions the presence of mercenaries from the firm Academi (formerly Blackwater, of sinister memory in Iraq and Afghanistan)77. The Bundesnachrichtendienst (BND) apparently informs the German government. I inform my diplomatic contacts at the OSCE... but this will soon be forgotten. 

			A telephone conversation between Victoria Nuland, then Assistant Secretary of State for Europe and Eurasia, and Geoffrey Pyatt, the US ambassador to Kiev, revealed by the BBC, shows that the Americans themselves selected the members of the future Ukrainian government, in defiance of the Ukrainians and Europeans. This conversation, which became famous thanks to Nuland’s famous «F*** the EU!», testifies to the fact that the European Union was only a doormat in this affair78.

			In order to present this revolution as democratic, the real ‘hand of the West’ was cleverly masked by the imaginary hand of Russia. By claiming that the rebellions in Donbass and Crimea were the result of Russian intervention, it is hidden that a large part of the population did not approve of the overthrow of the government, which was both illegal and illegitimate. For the same reason, the ultra-nationalism of the coup plotters was systematically downplayed, as was the legitimacy of the claims of the Russian speakers who were accused of being agents of Moscow.

			The beginning of the Euromaidan events was popular and good-natured. But just after an agreement was reached with the demonstrators to hold elections at the end of 2014 and have a democratic transition79, the players change. Ultra-nationalists and other neo-Nazis supported by the West take over. The signed agreement is not respected and violence breaks out. Far from being the expression of a democratic revolution, it was the work of radical groups from the west of Ukraine (Galicia), who were not representative of all Ukrainians. They were the ones who overthrew President Yanukovych. 

			So Euromaidan was popular but not democratic. In May 2022, during a conference in Switzerland, a far-right journalist called out to me: «What is popular is democratic!» In fact, he was stating the principle of populism which is at the origin of the fascism that inspired the Ukrainian neo-Nazis, as we will see later. Indeed, a former participant in the Mayan events warns that «this revolution reflects the rise of fascism»80. 

			As L’Obs reminds us, the 2014 Maidan revolution is nothing more than a coup d’état, led by the United States with the support of the European Union81. In December 2014, George Friedman, president of the US geopolitical intelligence platform STRATFOR, said in an interview with the Russian magazine Kommersant:

			Russia defines the event that took place at the beginning of this year [in February 2014] as a coup organised by the US. And in truth, it was the most blatant [coup] in history. 82 

			Unlike European observers, the Atlantic Council, which is very supportive of NATO, was quick to note that the Maidan revolution was hijacked by certain oligarchs and ultra-nationalists83. It notes that the reforms promised by Ukraine have not been carried out and that the Western media have remained on a «white/black» narrative, without any critical spirit. 

			Thus, what Raphaël Glucksmann calls a «democratic revolution» is nothing more than a coup de force, carried out without any legal basis, against a government whose election had been qualified by the OSCE as «transparent and honest» and having «offered an impressive demonstration of democracy»84. Subsequently, the democratically elected President Yanukovych was convicted of «high treason» for having defended the constitutional order85.

			Far from being democratic, the coup d’état that concluded the events of Mayan is not unanimous among the Ukrainian people, either in its content or in its form. The nationalists are taking over the regional governments in the north of the country, while in the south the loyalists want to maintain constitutional order. 

			2.7.3.The rise of right-wing extremism in Ukraine

			2.7.3.1. Vocabulary

			Since 2014, in order to legitimise their support for the new regime in Kiev and the fight against Russia, the West has been at pains to minimise the importance of the far right in Ukraine. They cover up the crimes committed since 2014 against the population of Donbass in order to challenge Vladimir Putin’s objective of «denazification». 

			The mention of ‘neo-Nazis’ in the Ukrainian regime is systematically dismissed as Russian propaganda by media, journalists and politicians who promote neo-Nazi and Russophobic ideas. As the American media outlet The Hill notes, this is not simply Russian propaganda86.

			It is important to understand the terms used. Indeed, the term «ultra-nationalist», often used to describe Ukrainian extremists, is only partially relevant. It refers to Ukrainians in the west of the country who seek to create a «pure» Ukraine, i.e. free of all non-Ukrainian minorities. 

			The foreign volunteers were probably not ‘nationalists’ or ‘ultra-nationalists’. Their motives are obviously very diverse, but there is the constant of a fight for a white Europe. The Europe envisaged here has nothing to do with the EU, which most Ukrainian paramilitaries reject. It is a ‘racially pure’ Europe, united by a natiocratic ideal. 

			The term ‘Nazi’ refers to National Socialism (Nazism), a doctrine that takes us back to the 1930s in Germany. Without going into detail, it combines nationalism and socialism into a ‘compact’ ideology, postulating that the main obstacle to the application of both is the presence of Jews in German society. It is a coherent doctrinal system. 

			What is described as ‘neo-Nazism’ is not a compact, constructed doctrine. It is more of a social phenomenon than a political doctrine in the strict sense. It is a heterogeneous collection of ideologies that combine hatred of everything and everyone in a kind of theatrical representation of violence, associating Nazi symbolism. There are individuals who see in the hatred of the other a glorification of their conception of the nation. 

			It is paradoxical that essentially nationalist movements have such international collaboration. The answer lies in the approach itself. The foreign fighters who engage with the Ukrainian far-right movements are not fighting for Ukraine but for the «Idea of Nation». In other words, they are fighting for the principle of power given to the nation. This is why, alongside Nazi symbols, one finds white supremacist symbols, such as the Celtic cross. 

			The term «neo-Nazi» is therefore somewhat misleading. Despite appearances, «neo-Nazis» are not the descendants of «Nazis». Rather, they are the second cousins of consanguineous marriages, who share the same brutality. The link of kinship appears clearly through the «Idea of Nation», described in four principles by Andriy Biletsky, founder of the AZOV movement:

			- The nation has an ethnic basis, defined by blood. 

			- The interest of the nation is superior to that of the individual. 

			- Society is structured around an ethnic hierarchy and power is held by members of the ethnic elite. 

			- The members of this nation constitute an elite group of full citizens, while the others are ‘second class citizens’. 

			In fact, the Idea of Nation is a common theme in many extreme right-wing movements. It is symbolised by an ‘N’ crossed by a capital ‘i’, which is nothing but the inverted representation of the Wolfsangel rune found in Nazi symbolism. 

			The Wolfsangel and the «Idea of Nation».

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			Figure 1 - The Idea of Nation, a concept represented on the logos of the North American supremacist movement «Aryan Nation» (left) and the Svoboda movement in Ukraine (centre), as well as its derivatives. On the right, the emblem of the 2nd SS Panzer Division «Das Reich», which liberated Kharkov in 1943. 

			Despite snippets of far-right doctrines gleaned from both sides, the label ‘neo-Nazi’ expresses more a lifestyle than a coherent political doctrine. This is why some journalists who claim to be ‘left-wing’ - especially those who accuse others of being conspiratorial - relay the message of Ukrainian neo-Nazis. 

			The objective of denazifying the Ukrainian threat in the Donbass, as stated by Vladimir Putin on 24 February 2022, caused the media to react. They explain that the Ukrainian government cannot be Nazi because Volodymyr Zelensky is himself Jewish and, moreover, the main neo-Nazi party in parliament has just over 2% of the vote. 

			This is a somewhat simplistic argument, as the reality is more complex. Since the 1930s, the ambiguous links between Judaism and Zionism have led to counter-intuitive relations between the Jewish community and the European far-right regimes. This is the same phenomenon that we observe today between Ukrainian neo-Nazis and the Jewish community, which is alarming the international Jewish community, a concern that has gone unnoticed - and even contested - in France, not in the Anglo-Saxon world, as The Jewish Chronicle points out87. 
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			Figure 2 - Emblems of the Praviy Sektor’s Uda Company (left) and the ‘Jewish Company’ of the Ukrainian Volunteer Army (UDA) (right), both wearing the red and black colours of the Ukrainian neo-Nazi movement. They are composed of ultra-nationalist Jews. The Ukrainian nationalist movement adopted many elements of the Third Reich’s doctrine, but not officially antisemitism. 

			The apparent ambiguity about the collaboration between Ukrainian nationalists and the Third Reich - especially in the massacre of Jewish civilians in the Ukraine - is probably explained by the fact that our view emphasises the Jewish character of the victims, whereas the Ukrainians of the time saw them as partisans who threatened the German rear in areas with a largely Jewish population. All this does not detract from the criminal nature of these organised massacres, but it could explain that they were not dictated by anti-Semitism, but by the desire for reprisals. This is not much better, but it explains the logic. 

			In other words, there is a difference between Ukrainian militants and the Nazis of the Third Reich. This is reflected in the names «neo-Nazis» or «Ukrainian-Nazis». 

			We will therefore use the following vocabulary for the Ukrainian context.

			Ultra-nationalists want a Ukraine dominated by Ukrainians, i.e. the people of north-western Ukraine between Lvov and Kiev. They do not necessarily seek to expel other communities but to limit their constitutional rights. 

			Neo-Nazis fight for the supremacy of the «white, Christian West». They hate the Russians «and their friends», especially the Serbs. They admire the Third Reich and its symbolism, but do not have an intellectual reading of its doctrine and implications. They are guided more by hatred of others and aspire to an ethnically ‘pure’ Ukraine. Which, by the way, could translate into a Ukraine geographically reduced to its «Ukrainian-Ukrainian» part. Their motivation - and their volunteers - are generally associated with similar movements that have developed in Europe, especially since the early 2000s, and which seek to «return Europe to the Europeans». 

			2.7.3.2. A composite ideology born of history

			The Ukrainian far right emerged at the beginning of the 20th century with European nationalisms. The western part of Ukraine was then part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The latter was dismembered after the First World War: Galicia and Volhynia were given to Poland, while the centre and east of present-day Ukraine went to the Soviet Union. The nationalist movements continued to live underground. The interwar period was marked by the extraordinary interweaving of nationalist struggles in this region, which saw the emergence of various forms of fascism. 

			Today, the word ‘fascism’ is almost automatically associated with Nazism. But in the 1920s, Italian fascism was a model. Unlike Nazism, anti-Semitism was not the central element; it would become important in the late 1930s as part of the collaboration between Italy and Germany, but it was a peripheral and opportunistic aspect of the ideology. For example, in the mid-1930s, Fascist Italy housed a Betar military unit, which had grown out of the revisionist Zionist movement, at the naval academy in Civitavecchia88. 

			At that time, fascism defined itself as the ‘true’ expression of the popular will as opposed to democracy, which was seen as corrupted by oligarchies and private interests. This is why it was so successful in the 1920s and 1930s throughout Europe. In fact, it is the equivalent of what we call ‘populism’ today. So it was this model that inspired the beginnings of Ukrainian nationalism. 

			Then as now, Ukrainian ultra-nationalists are deeply antisemitic. But unlike the Nazis, whose anti-Semitism was a doctrinal element, the Ukrainian fascists hated Jews more because of their links to Soviet power than because of doctrine. 

			The strip stretching from the Black Sea to the Baltic Sea is an area with a historically important Jewish presence. It is also in this area that European antisemitism developed most vigorously. It is no coincidence that the founders of the State of Israel, such as Ben Gurion, Golda Meir and Moshe Dayan, came from this area. It is therefore quite logical to see its representatives in the structures of the Soviet socialist republics. 

			The «founding» element of Ukrainian antisemitism is the «Holodomor» (holod: hunger; mor: plague). It is believed to have caused between 4 million and 7 million deaths in 1932-33 and is considered in Ukraine to be genocide, often compared to the Jewish ‘holocaust’. Despite its magnitude, which makes it perhaps the largest massacre in history, it remains largely ignored in the West, and its character as ‘genocide’ is disputed, in part to challenge the presence of antisemitism in Ukraine. Whatever the reality, the over-representation of Jews in the Communist Party leadership and among the NKVD cadres89 has left the Ukrainian imagination with the feeling that they orchestrated the Holodomor. The result is a deep-seated hatred that targets both the Moscow leadership and the Jews. In 2021, the Jerusalem Post reported that the Ukrainian far right was demanding an apology from Israel for the Holodomor and the crimes of communism90. Today, although not a ‘doctrine’, violent antisemitism is growing alarmingly in Ukraine91.

			In the framework of Operation BARBAROSSA, on 30 June 1941, the Third Reich granted independence to the western part of Ukraine, relying on the Organisation of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN-B) led by Stepan Bandera92. The latter had been convicted in Poland for planning the assassination of the Polish Minister of the Interior in 1934. After the occupation of Poland in 1939, he was released by the Germans who ‘put him back in the saddle’. The OUN-B thus formed the core of the Ukrainian government in Lvov. Under the authority of Stepan Bandera, the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) was created and took over from the OUN-B. Together with other Ukrainian nationalist movements, the UPA formed a sort of fifth column that protected the Wehrmacht’s logistical lines against attacks by pro-Soviet partisans. It was in the context of this struggle that the Ukrainians distinguished themselves by committing massacres against the civilian and Jewish populations that supported the pro-Soviet partisans. 

			Nazi Germany’s short-lived support for Ukrainian independence between 1941 and 1945 drew recognition from Ukrainians in the west of the country. They formed the 14th SS Grenadier Division «1. Galician», whose emblem is still used today by Ukrainian nationalists93. At the same time, the 2nd SS Panzer Division «Das Reich», infamous in France for the massacre of Oradour-sur-Glane, is revered in Ukraine. It was this division that liberated Kharkov from the Red Army in 1943 and its emblem inspired the emblem of today’s Azov regiment94. 

			From the end of the Second World War, the West sought to destabilise the USSR, which it saw as a threat. They supported the Baltic and Ukrainian insurrectionary movements, which remained after the Second World War, led by former members of the SS and the Nazi «Werewolf» networks. 

			It was in this context that the UPA continued its struggle against Moscow. Until the early 1960s, it carried out guerrilla operations in Ukraine with the material support of the American (Operation AERODYNAMIC), British (Operation VALUABLE) and French (Operation MINOS) secret services95. Thanks to Kim Philby, a mole in the British Secret Intelligence Service (MI-6), the KGB managed to neutralise these resistance movements. On 15 October 1959, it eliminated Stepan Bandera the day after a coordination meeting with the German secret service (BND) to intensify clandestine operations in Ukraine. 

			In Ukraine, the struggle against Soviet rule predates the Nazi occupation. What we perceive as ‘collaboration’ with the Nazis is understood in Ukraine as ‘resistance’ against the Soviets. The same phenomenon can be found among the French volunteer fighters of the SS Charlemagne division or among the Belgians of the SS Wallonie brigade. In short, Ukrainian ultra-nationalism today is a kind of ideological «mille-feuille» that brings together in a historical hatred of the Russians the anti-Bolshevism of the 1920s, the anti-Semitism of the 1930s resulting from the Holodomor and the anti-Sovietism of the 1940s-1990s. 

			However, there is an ideological rapprochement between Ukrainian ‘social nationalism’ and ‘national socialism’, which is reflected in the integration of racial theories. Andriy Biletsky, founder of the AZOV movement and leader of the National Corps, explains Ukrainian ‘racial social nationalism’:

			All our nationalism is nothing (...) if it is not based on the foundation of blood, the foundation of race (...) Traditional (post-war, post-Soviet) nationalism is characterised by (...) declaring that the Nation is a linguistic, cultural or territorial-economic phenomenon. Of course, we do not reject the importance of spiritual and cultural-linguistic factors, as well as territorial patriotism. But our deep conviction is that these are only products of our Race, of our Racial nature. If Ukrainian spirituality, culture and language are unique, it is simply because our racial nature is unique. If Ukraine is an earthly paradise, it is only because our Race has made it a paradise.

			Therefore, the treatment of our national organism must begin with the racial cleansing of the nation. And then a healthy national Spirit will be reborn in a healthy racial body, and with it the culture, the language and everything else. In addition to the question of purity, we must also pay attention to the question of the fullness of the Race. Ukrainians are part (and one of the peaks) of the European White Race. They form the Creator-Race of a great civilisation, of the highest human achievements. The historic mission of our Nation in this crucial century is to lead and direct (sic) the White Nations of the whole world in the last crusade of its existence. A campaign against Semitic-led inhumanity.96

			Although it is close to Nazi ideology, this set of ideas lacks the coherence of it. Thus, it justifies the label of «neo-Nazi» or «Ukrainian-Nazi» given to Ukrainian militant ultra-nationalists. This explains why our media - mainly those who share the same ideologies - and our governments97 try to «whitewash» Ukrainian extremism. 

			To support the 2014 coup and maintain pressure on Russia, the West relied on Ukrainian nationalism whose epicentre is in the Lvov region (Galicia) in the west of the country. They use the militants of Oleh Tyahnybok’s Svoboda party and its armed wing, Praviy Sektor (Right Sector). Today, the party seems to have lost its importance and the institutional far right has become a very small minority. But this is misleading, because the militias remain a tool of choice for the West, as we shall see. 

			This explains the remarkable rise of antisemitism and Holocaust denial in Ukraine since the events of Mayan. In 2014, Andriy Biletsky, founder of the AZOV movement and several far-right movements, deputy in the Rada between 2014 and 2019, declared:

			The historic mission of our nation at this critical moment is to lead the white races of the world in a final crusade for survival (...). A crusade against Semitic-led subhumans. 98

			Relaying the words of Luke Harding99 (a British journalist known for his plagiarism and anti-Russian bias), Conspiracy Watch (a French organisation linked to British influence in Europe) sees the Svoboda and Praviy Sektor groups as «only a very small fraction of the Maidan activists» who «cannot be equated solely with ‘fascist’ or ‘neo-Nazi’ groupings100 « This is a bit simple. In April 2018, 50 US congressmen petitioned the US State Department to urge the Ukrainian and Polish governments to take action against : 

			a rise in the glorification of Holocaust-era leaders across Europe, including in Hungary, Slovakia, Romania and the Baltic States. This is a worrying trend that must be met with a firm response from our government. 101

			Since Euromaidan, as I have observed myself during my visits to Ukraine, in every street demonstration one sees in abundance the flags of far-right Svoboda movements and portraits of Stepan Bandera102. In 2018, the Ukrainian parliament even established an official day to celebrate his memory103. While our media claims that the paramilitaries were ‘denazified’ long ago, the American media NBC News disagrees:

			Equally worrying, neo-Nazis are among some of the growing ranks of Ukrainian volunteer battalions. They are seasoned after fighting some of the toughest street battles against Moscow-backed separatists in eastern Ukraine after Putin’s 2014 invasion of Crimea. Among them was the Azov Battalion, founded by an avowed white supremacist who claimed that Ukraine’s national goal was to rid the country of Jews and other inferior races. In 2018, the US Congress stipulated that its aid to Ukraine could not be used «to provide weapons, training, or other assistance to the Azov Battalion». Despite this, Azov is now an official member of the Ukrainian National Guard.104

			Ukraine practices torture on a regular basis, but the West remains very discreet about it. Our media and authorities do not want to give the wrong role to Ukraine105, while, according to the Dutch media Raamoprusland.nl :

			The ongoing war against the Russian-led insurgency in eastern Ukraine is causing fundamental human rights abuses under the guise of security measures. 106

			In October 2021, the Jerusalem Post107 expressed concern about a study published in September by the Institute for European, Russian, and Eurasian Studies (IERES) at George Washington University, which showed that Canada, the United States, France, and Britain are training extreme right-wing groups in Ukraine at the Hetman Petro Sahaidachny National Military Academy108. 

			The ideology that has developed in Ukraine revolves around a few markers, which constitute the common ground of groups with different histories. One of these is the constitution of a state stretching from the Baltic to the Black Sea, reminiscent of seventeenth-century Poland, and intended to counter Russia. This is the Polish Intermarium project109, which is opposed - in substance - to the European project. 

			On 3 March 2022, the Anti Defamation League (ADL) notes that neo-Nazism is part of the Ukrainian national discourse and highlights the Western contradictions around Vladimir Putin.For example, Swiss politician Claude Ruey states on his Facebook account that «the European neo-Nazi far right is overwhelmingly pro-Putin». This is not the opinion of the ADL, which quotes the media outlet The American Futurist:

			if you are NS [national socialist] and you support Putin who is literally invading a country with the stated reason of destroying NS [national socialist] groups like the Azov Battalion, then you are a fucking retard.110

			Another focus of this ideology is the feeling that the ‘white race’ is threatened (by Russians, by Islam, by Jews, etc.)111. According to the ADL, the far-right narrative against the Russian offensive is that Vladimir Putin is under the control of Jewish oligarchs, hence his nickname ‘Jewtin’.

			This explains the veneration of various Ukrainian far-right groups for the Norwegian Anders Behring Breivik (author of the Utoya massacre on 22 July 2011), whom they see as a hero of the «white and Christian» West. According to a Norwegian researcher, Breivik was inspired in particular by a journalist described as a «Swiss-French conspiracy theorist», who works with certain media outlets that have «blacklisted» me in Switzerland112. 

			Here we are at the antipodes of the values and concepts that have guided Europe since 1945. This is why our media remain strangely silent in the face of the crimes of the Ukrainian neo-Nazis.

			2.7.3.3. The Western Bleaching Campaign

			Western propaganda seeks to hide these incestuous relations in order to give a democratic image of Ukraine, in the face of Vladimir Putin’s «dictatorship». Thus, on France 5, Jean-Dominique Giuliani asserts that Vladimir Putin created these Ukrainian extreme right-wing movements, which then «turned» against him113 ! A reasoning worthy of the great hours of Pravda!

			The West seeks to minimise the extremist nature of these groups, which it trains, arms, protects and whose crimes it authorises by its silence. They are the «spearhead» of Ukrainian nationalism and the backbone of the determination to fight Russia. 

			In fact, in order not to delegitimise the antagonism between Ukraine and Russia, the flow of neo-Nazi volunteers from France, Britain and Canada, as well as the nationalist and far-right character of the Ukrainian government, are systematically concealed in the Western media, while the pro-Nazi tendencies of the militants are presented as Russian propaganda in the Western media114. 

			Interviewed in Le Monde, on the links of the Belarusian opponent Roman Protassevitch with the «Ukrainian Nazis of the AZOV battalion», Isabelle Mandraud explains: 

			Since the term «Nazi» is used by the Russian authorities to describe anyone who contradicts their views, and is used ad nauseam in propaganda, I think that is enough to close this issue.115

			As always with the media, which is more propaganda than information, it is necessary to qualify. One can of course discuss the term «Nazi», but the fact remains that the AZOV regiment is certainly ultra-nationalist, violent, anti-Semitic, and displays former Nazi symbols. Its members have been guilty of numerous abuses against the (Ukrainian) civilian population of the areas in which they are deployed116... all qualities that Ms Mandraud apparently associates with propaganda. Fortunately, her view is not shared by the West Point Military Academy’s Center for Counterterrorism117, the Jerusalem Post, or the Simon Wiesenthal Center118, which describe the AZOV group as «Nazi» and castigate the support it receives from the West. 

			The fact is that in late 2014-early 2015, the crimes committed by these fanatical units (including the massacre of civilians in Mariupol by detachments of the AZOV unit in the summer of 2014) and criticism from the international community prompted the Ukrainian authorities to erase their brutality. As a result, in October 2014, these units were forced to leave the frontline or integrate into the armed forces. In August 2015, the AZOV regiment changed its logo by removing the «black sun», a symbol used by the SS in the Second World War and by the European far right, but it still retains the inverted «Wolfsangel» which means «Idea of Nation». But this ‘denazification’ is only superficial. It is not accompanied by changes in doctrine or leadership. Individuals like Andriy Biletsky or Dmitro Yarosh remain in charge, and there is no indication that they have changed their beliefs or doctrine119. 

			On 16 December 2020, only two countries rejected the UN resolution to combat the glorification of Nazism: the USA and Ukraine. In January 2021, the European Jewish Congress condemned the inclusion of former collaborators of the Nazi occupiers in the memory project launched by the Ukrainian authorities120. Indeed, the dominant ideology in the western part of the country is clearly ultra-nationalist, with a complex mix of right-wing extremism121, neo-Nazism, antisemitism and Zionism. 

			Like its neighbours in the ‘new Europe’, Ukraine has a very special relationship with Nazism and its atrocities. Unlike France, the Ukrainian far right prides itself on having fought the Soviets from the 1930s until the end of the Cold War. Its collaboration with the Nazis is part of the national narrative and explains - even excuses - the crimes against the Jews, who are seen as a kind of collateral damage. Rightly or wrongly, they are seen as having participated in the organisation and conduct of the crimes committed during the Soviet era against the Ukrainian population. 

			This is why, in order to maintain a certain coherence in the discourse on Ukraine, we have to hide the disturbing aspects. The result is a totally schizophrenic attitude towards the Ukrainian crisis, which gives us a reading of events that is less fair, less moral and less ethical than it seems. 

			Symptomatically, on 24 February 2022, pro-AZOV ‘posts’ were re-authorised on Facebook122. Until then, the platform placed the group in the same category as the Islamic State and other terrorist movements. This shows that Westerners are not fighting for values, but against Russia. 

			The complexity of our relationship with the Ukrainian far right is illustrated by the vocal activism of some Western politicians, such as Chrystia Freeland, Canadian Minister of Foreign Affairs, or Ursula von der Leyen123, President of the European Commission, both of whom - coincidentally - have family backgrounds active in the Third Reich in Central and Eastern Europe. Anthony Blinken, US Secretary of State, and Victoria Nuland, US Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, former foreign policy advisor to Dick Cheney, both come from Ukrainian Jewish emigration124 with a very nationalistic outlook on the situation. In January 2021, the American media Salon, which is close to the Democratic Party, deplored the inclusion of Victoria Nuland in the Biden team125. 

			Not all these politicians are Nazis. But they obviously have a very partisan view of the situation in Ukraine, which works in favour of the ultra-nationalists and - above all - against Russia. Their actions have only escalated the tensions between Ukraine and Russia since 2014. 

			Moreover, Ukrainian nationalism is not only directed against Russian-speaking minorities, but also affects the Romanian126 and Magyar minorities, causing tensions with Budapest127. This (also) explains Viktor Orban’s rapprochement with Russia and the fact that, in February 2022, he declared that his country would not supply arms to Ukraine. 

			As in the rest of the «new Europe», democratic aspirations dominate in Ukraine, but unfortunately they are heavily tainted by nationalism, even ultra-nationalism, anti-Russian sentiments and anti-Semitism, especially in the western part of the country. It is no coincidence that the abolition of the law on official languages was the first act of the Euromaidan authorities; provoking the conflict in Donbass and the desire for secession of the Crimean population. More recently, the law giving different constitutional rights to «ethnic Ukrainians» and «Ukrainians of foreign origin128 « smacks of «Nuremberg laws». 

			2.7.4.Armed confrontation

			The first legislative act of the post-coup parliament, on 23 February 2014, was the abolition of the 2012 Kivalov-Kolesnichenko law, which established the Russian language as an official language on a par with Ukrainian. 

			The next day, Astrid Thors, OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, warned the new Ukrainian government against «quick decisions that could lead to an escalation of the situation» in a context where «languages are a divisive issue»129. This decision - taken by unelected authorities - is the starting point for demonstrations throughout the south of the country, demanding a return to equal rights for minorities. Coming from all categories of the population, it is a spontaneous and poorly organised citizen movement: housewives in shopping bags rub shoulders with farmers and workers. 

			Initially, overwhelmed, the Kiev authorities sent in the army, but the army was made up of conscripts, some of whom fraternised with the protesters and joined them. In August 2015, the Russian opposition website Meduza mentioned 8,000 defectors from the Ukrainian army to the rebels130. Therefore, volunteer units from ultra-nationalist and neo-Nazi movements are hastily formed and sent to the front. But the Western media that support them will never mention them.

			The result is brutal repression, which pushes the demonstrators to organise themselves. 
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			Figure 3 - Number of demonstration sites in Ukraine after the repeal of the official language law. The outline of what would later be called ‘Novorossiya’, which may well be the area taken by Russia in its 2022 offensive, can be seen.131

			With the weapons of the defecting soldiers, the populations created popular militias and the conflict became militarised. Against units equipped with tanks, artillery and aviation, the rebels use highly mobile tactics, with successive skirmishes turning government weapons against the armed forces. The conflict is gaining momentum. On 16 September 2014 the rebel groups regroup to form the «Novorossiya Joint Forces»132.

			Foreign volunteers are coming to reinforce the popular resistance in the Donbass. Not surprisingly, there are Russian Orthodox nationalists (Russian National Unity) and Serbian nationalists (Detachment «Jovan Sevich»); a detachment of the Russian far-left party «Other Russia»; Russian activists of the European far-right (Eurasian Youth Union); Russian nationalist activists (Regiment «Varyag»). These groups were used as a pretext by Ukrainian and Western propaganda to claim - even today - that ‘neo-Nazis’ are on Putin’s side. However, unlike their governmental counterparts, these militias were neither perpetuated nor integrated into the republican forces. 

			The Western media were very discreet about some unexpected volunteers. Thus, we find representatives of the Magyar minority militants («Saint-Stephan» Legion), militants of the Polish extreme right-wing organisation «Phalange», Spanish militants of the extreme anti-fascist left-wing «Carlos Palomino» and a battalion of Israeli militants «Aliya».

			The resistance in the southern part of Ukraine is therefore extremely eclectic and, unlike the pro-government forces, is very far from representing a particular ideology. Indeed, in the Donbass republics, the cultural and identity issue is very clear and widely shared among the population. Unlike government forces that seek to take away a community’s rights, this community seeks to preserve its own. This is why the Russian-speaking resistance is very robust and does not need to resort to fanatical militias like the Kiev government. 

			After the signing of the Minsk Agreements in February 2015, the Kiev government decided to perpetuate the far-right militias that had effectively supplanted the regular armed forces, thanks to their fanaticism. The self-proclaimed People’s Republics of Donbass, on the other hand, do not have the means to maintain their volunteer fighters. They will therefore go back to their respective countries and their groups will be quickly disbanded, making way for inexpensive popular militias formed from reservists (rather like the Swiss model). 

			In 2022, the Donbass militias, composed essentially of ‘citizen-soldiers’, are bearing a very large share of the fighting, especially in the Donbass region and in Mariupol. They are very combative, but less experienced than the Russian forces. The Western media have understood this and systematically talk about «Russian troops», without mentioning that the Donbass militias are popular structures. This makes it possible to say that the «Russian military» does not have the required expertise, etc., etc.
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			Figure 4 - While our media only mention the Donbass (whose geographical location lends credence to the narrative of a Russian intervention), the whole of southern Ukraine is in flames. In September 2014, groups from the South-Eastern Joint Army and the Donbass People’s Militia joined forces to form the «Novorossiya Joint Forces». At this stage, these groups have proclaimed people’s republics in the provinces of Odessa, Dnepropetrovsk, Kharkov, Lugansk and Donetsk. Other armed groups are resisting in the other southern provinces. The strong black line indicates the outline of Novorossiya. 

			Our media remain very discreet about the linguistic origin of the conflict. There are several reasons for this. The first is that it would contradict the official narrative that the regime change in Kiev was democratic and had massive popular support. The second is that the media, inspired by the neo-Nazi and Ukrainian supremacist narrative, do not want to admit that an ethnic problem is at the root of the conflict. The third is that this explanation would overshadow the narrative of Russian instigation ‘jealous’ of Ukrainian democracy. 

			In July 2019, the International Crisis Group (funded by several European countries and the Open Society Foundation) notes: 

			The conflict in eastern Ukraine began as a popular movement. (...)

			The demonstrations were organised by local citizens claiming to represent the Russian-speaking majority in the region. They were concerned both about the political and economic consequences of the new government in Kiev and about the government’s later abandoned measures to prevent the official use of the Russian language throughout the country.133

			For this reason, the Minsk Agreements of September 2014 and February 2015 emphasise a solution of regional autonomy, particularly in the area of language, rather like the Swiss model. But this idea of preserving regional particularities does not suit the new leaders who want a Ukraine whose unity is not achieved through diversity, but through «purity». 

			In April 2019, the Rada passes a law establishing Ukrainian as the state language. It stipulates, among other things, that websites must use the Ukrainian language by default and that online political campaign materials must be in Ukrainian only. These provisions do not apply to foreign media that use English and European Union (EU) languages or to indigenous languages, such as Crimean Tatar. Russians are not considered an indigenous population134. 

			Storming of regional administrations 
in January-February 2014
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			Figure 5 - Map of the occupation of regional administrations between 23 January and 26 February 2014. It appears that the regime change follows the language border rather schematically. It is a phenomenon concentrated in the northwest of Ukraine. The map shows that the coup - far from being democratic - literally split the country in two. As an indication, in strong line, the perimeter of what the rebels call «Novorossiya» (New Russia). [Source: Wikipedia135 ]

			The map of events clearly shows a North-South division of the country. Western propagandists will try to hide this division, in order to support the discourse of a united Ukraine in favour of the «coup» on the one hand, and on the other hand, to put the responsibility for the conflict on Russia. Indeed, since the people are united, only Russia can be the cause of the opposition!

			In 2022, after Vladimir Putin announced that one of the objectives of the offensive in Ukraine was to ‘de-Nazify’ the threat to the people of Donbass, the Western discourse took the opposite view and tried to downplay the importance of neo-Nazis136. The result is a vast whitewashing campaign led by the militant Western far right137. It reached its peak after mid-May 2022, after the surrender of the Mariupol fighters, whose tattoos betray the true nature of those on whom the Kiev authorities rely. 

			It does not appear that Western influence has helped moralise Ukraine’s handling of the Donbass conflict. In 2014, poorly advised by NATO military, Ukraine waged a war that could only lead to its defeat: it treated the people of Donbass and Crimea as enemy foreign forces, and made no attempt to win the ‘hearts and minds’ of the autonomists. Instead, its strategy has been to punish the people even more, as the West did in Afghanistan, Iraq or Libya, with the idea that they would rebel against their leaders. 

			This is why there are so many civilian victims. In her report of 17 October, Caroline Roux refers to the 14,000 victims of the conflict «including many civilians» suggesting that they are the work of «enemy separatist brothers backed by their Russian neighbours138 «. What she carefully avoids saying is that - according to the UN - more than 80% of civilian casualties are the result of Ukrainian strikes. According to the UN, in the period from 1 October 2019 to 30 March 2020 alone, 84.4% of civilian casualties are from Ukrainian artillery shelling139. The table in Figure 65 shows the figures for a wider period. As can be seen, the Ukrainian government is massacring its own people with the help, funding and advice of the military of NATO, the countries of the European Union that defend its values. As Jean-Yves Le Drian, Minister of Foreign Affairs, would say: «The absence of a reaction is tantamount to a guarantee»140... 

			Civilian victims of the Donbass war (2018-2021)
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			Figure 6 - Ukraine has not applied any of the rules of counterinsurgency to combat the desire for autonomy. By attacking its own citizens as if they were enemies, the Kiev government has alienated the people of Donbass [Source: «Conflict-related civilian casualties in Ukraine», United Nations Human Rights Monitoring Mission In Ukraine, Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 31 December 2021 (updated 27 January 2022)141 ]

			In 2014, Ukraine closed the Crimean Canal, which provided 82% of the peninsula’s water supply142 : a move that violated international humanitarian law and deeply alienated the Russian-speaking population, but which no one in the West puts into the equation. 

			Moreover, the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights has repeatedly criticised the Ukrainian government for repeated and serious human rights violations on its territory, including in the Donbass Republics, which it claims as part of Ukraine143. In truth, European and American support for the Mayan revolution was never intended to help Ukraine, but to decouple it from Russia, and thus weaken it. The West simply instrumentalised Ukraine against Russia, just as it instrumentalised Taiwan against China. 

			Thus, the economic situation, which the strengthened links with Europe - proclaimed by the Maïdan revolutionaries - were supposed to improve, is only getting worse144. 

			In 2013-2014, the West did not realise that for a variety of reasons, Ukraine was being carried at arm’s length by Russia, through direct aid and privileged purchases. The break with Russia sought by the nationalists had the effect of cutting Ukraine off from its main support, which has not been replaced by the Europeans. 
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Contingents de volontaires étrangers

Legion de St Bataillon Détachement
Stéphar «Aliya» «Jovan Sevich
(Hongrie) (Israél) (Serbie)

Bratislav Jivkovich
3 250 hommes
Brigade
Organisation onde s [ irternationale
« Phalange » Jeunesso % Carlos
{Pologne) Eurasiatioue || oy Balomino
o (Russie) (Espagne)
Bartosz Becker
? ? Env. 10 hommes

. Batailon civan Regiment de

s Btone m Georgievich Volontaires
=X Kundris «Varyag»

(Russie) N (Ruthénic) (Russie)

T T T
? ? ?

s % Part
({ % ) « Autre Russie »

AN (y (Russie)
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