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	Russian president Vladimir Putin maintains that he, along with a small group top officials decided to invade Crimea on his own after Viktor Yanukovych left Ukraine on February 22, 2014. Russia critics and Cold War observers claim that Russia's invasion invading Crimea was an expansionist move. This may have been something Russia leadership has long considered. An alternative explanation, offered by Western observers and some experts in foreign policy, states that the Russian leadership was forced into taking Crimea (and possibly Ukraine) because of Western aggression, moves into the buffer area around Russia, and other factors. The four chapters in this book explore the different sources of information on the crisis and try to explain the root causes in a more nuanced manner. The results of these four perspectives indicate that they are both inadequate and deeply flawed at best.

	This volume contains a range of viewpoints on the crisis in Crimea/Ukraine. The authors address both domestic factors and international causes. Combining knowledge in diplomatic, law, journalism and history, they tackle several key questions. What was the source of conflict with Ukraine in the past months over EU membership and commerce? What domestic pressures in Russia drove the Kremlin toward an expansionist position towards Crimea What does Russian political, socioeconomic and historical priorities change when they expandism? And what role played the Russian president’s personal position in the crisis's worsening?

	These perspectives will be interesting to Russia watchers long-term, to policymakers and to the general reader. They deal with the EU's involvement during the crisis, Russian-Ukrainian trade issues, domestic issues of Russians regarding their own state and the symbolic politics of Vladimir Putin.

	Geography and Imagined Geography

	The Crimean Peninsula can be found south of Ukraine's main island. It is bound by the Isthmus of Perekop (only three-to four miles wide) and west of Kuban Russia. This region is separated by Kerch Strait, which is two to nine miles wide. The peninsula and Sevastopol (its leading port) have played an important maritime role in trade routes in this area for centuries. Cimmerians are a diverse group of people that have fought over Crimea. These include Cimmerians from Scythians to the present day, as well as Greeks, Romans and Bulgars. Over the centuries Crimea's status has been challenged by many empires. Sevastopol has been home to the Russian Black Sea Fleet ever since Russia took over the peninsula in 1783. Others, including accessing gas pipelines, were another issue that made the peninsula a point of contention and conflict in Soviet and post Soviet times. Russian sources also began to mention the existence of significant hydrocarbons in the Black Sea shelf (i.e. around Crimea).

	Crimea has twice been called a "gift" by many Russians in mythology and imagination. Grigory Potemkin, Catherine the Great’s leading statesman gave the empress Crimea a gift in 1783. He told her that it was "Russia's Paradise". After Stalin's death, Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev was said to have given Crimea to the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. It was a gift that he probably wanted to win Ukrainian support.

	Crimea's history has seen tensions and gift-giving. From the fourteenth to eighteenth centuries the Crimean Tatars took over the country as the dominant ethnicity and ruled the land. Prince Potemkin made the decision to annexe and abrogate the Treaty of Kucukkaynarca (1774), and began giving the lands along with the serfs to Russian nobility. The Soviet authorities would later resettle Russians in non-Russian-dominant regions. Potemkin’s new province, called the Tauride Province, was part Catherine’s southern land, which she called Novorossiya. When the last major Tsarist census took place in 1897 the Crimean Tatars represented a very small percentage of the population (with just 35 percent), while Russians comprised 33 percent, Ukrainians 11%, and Jews 4 per cent. Soviet authorities imported more Russians to this region. Also, especially during World War II Soviet leader Joseph Stalin deported all Crimean Tatars. The 1926 census reported that 42 percent of the population were Russians, 25% Tatars and 10% Ukrainians. However, these numbers rose to nearly 50 percent, 19% and 14 percent by 1939. By 1959, when the next census was taken, there were no Tatars. The latest Ukrainian census of 2001 showed Russians at 60 percent, Tatars at 24 percent, and Ukrainians at 10 percent.3 This gift to Russia and the Soviet Empire was a devastating loss for the Tatar population.

	Both Soviet and tsarist leader built their palaces at Crimea. Many Soviet and post Soviet films depicted Crimea a place of warmth, vacation and war, sometimes with heroism and war.4 Crimea is also where you will find many Soviet-era "resorts" like Yalta. Crimea was thus a prominent location in Soviet and post Soviet mythology. It was both the place of battles and heroism during the Crimean War as well as the home of vacations. It is the European region with the highest temperatures in the former Soviet Union.

	Deep Roots of Crisis

	Tensions between Russia-Ukraine over the Crimean Peninsula (and especially Sevastopol) date back as far the collapse of Soviet Union. Even though that split is ongoing in the current situation, it could be argued that it still exists. Ukraine, Russia, as well as many other former Soviet republics, are struggling to identify themselves and form relationships with one another.

	Serhii plokhii, historian has demonstrated that the "independence” and question of Crimea's ownership was the main issue in the conflict between the two newly formed countries in August 1991. Boris Yeltsin changed his stance on "sovereign" republics when he found out that Ukraine had declared independence from Russia on August 24, 1991. He also threatened Ukraine that if they asked for independence, he would bring up the issue of territorial claims. Aleksandr Rutskoi, his deputy vice presidential, made the claim to the Ukrainians that the Supreme Soviet from Crimea would declare it's independence from Ukraine.

	Even though Russia had officially recognized Ukrainian independence back in December 1991. Crimea tried to declare independence on 5 May 1992. Insisted that it be considered a sovereign state of Republic of Crimea with its own constitution. Ukraine now had to face the same problem Russia did. This was how to handle the individual parts of the newly created state. Chechnya or Tatarstan are the most prominent Russian examples. Both countries sought independence in 1991. Ukraine moved to curb the Crimean Constitution strongly in June 1992.

	Ukrainian and Russian sources engaged with name-calling in the early 1990s over Sevastopol & Crimea. Leonid Kravchuk, the Ukrainian president who was speaker of the Ukrainian Parliament at the time, called Russian attempts for the return of the peninsula an “imperial disease.” The Russian parliament attempted to declare Sevastopol an "Russian city" in the summer of 1993. The Russian parliament was, however, dominated by left and right-wing nationists at the time. They were also becoming increasingly critical of President Yeltsin. Moscow mayor Yuri Luzhkov also began to pour millions of dollars worth of "fraternal money" into Sevastopol. He repeated his belief that Sevastopol was a Russian municipality. Russian neoimperialists considered Sevastopol and 10 Crimea to be their pet projects.

	Vladimir Putin visited Yalta on October 19, 1999 for the Commonwealth of Independent States' meeting. It was only two months since he took office as Russia's prime minster. A Russian consulate opened in Simferopol fifty miles away. The new consulate was tasked with distributing Russian passports to all Black Sea sailor families. It was also informed that the Russian-speaking 85 percent of Crimea residents considered themselves Russian.

	The most heated conflict between Russia & Ukraine over Crimea erupted after the 2004 Orange Revolution, which brought Viktor Yushchenko in power. A regime that wanted to be totally independent of Russia was openly called for this. A variety of Russian forces (including youth groups, paramilitary group, the Russian Orthodox Christian, and business and crime elements) began working in secret and openly on Crimea between 2005 to 2014. It is useful to tell a bit about each one.

	* The Russian Community of Crimea (Russkaia Obshchina Kryma ROK), the first to take action, addressed a so -called kowtowing letter (chelobitnaia), in November 2000 to Putin. "Little Crimea is, as always," it said. We request that the Russian President responds to our petition, and come forward to defend our Russian communities. "13 Sergei Aksyonov (the future leader of Crimea, following the February 2014 Russian invasion) was one the ROK's most prominent and well-known members in 2008.

	* Russian nationalists based in Crimea (and Moscow), supported the formation a youth group called Proryv ("Breakthrough"), which was already active across the breakaway regions Transdniestria/Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Aleksei Didbychin, Proryv Crimea’s leader, was arguing that war on Crimea was "inevitable" because of what he called a buildup in Wahhabism by Crimean Tartars. This, he claimed was a "Kosovo precedence" in the Muslim nation seeking to separate from the Christian. He claimed that non-Tatars of Crimea couldn't rely on Russia's support. "16

	 

	* In January 2006, a diverse group of nationalists created the People's Front Sevastopol-Crimea-Russia, with the explicit goal "to disrupt the annexation of Crimea and Sevastopol by Ukraine." While their goal was to bring Crimea back to Russia via lawful means they also served as an umbrella organisation for nine other organizations.

	 

	* The Crimean Cossack Union is a paramilitary Cossack organization that was established in August 1992. It has been active in harassing the Crimean Tatar population and even starting riots. Oleg Rodriguez, a Crimean member to parliament, started a riot on August 11th against a peaceful Crimea Tatar rally at Bakhchysarai.

	 

	* The Eurasian Youth Movement is an extremist nationalist movement that was founded in Moscow on February 5, 2005. The organization has been active with the Crimea-based Eurasian Youth Movement in organizing antiNATO rallies. They also offer "patriotic Education" with a military flavour. The organization was banned in Ukraine, Crimea and elsewhere in 2011 for "anti Ukrainian" activities. They have been actively recruiting Donetsk veterans since March 2014.21
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	We think that the wolves and sheep should be fed.

	Leo Tolstoy. War and Peace

	The night of February 27th 2014 saw armed men take control of the Crimea's Parliament, Cabinet of Ministers and other buildings. They raised Russian flags. In the early hours of the morning, unmarked uniformed men took control over the Simferopol-Sevastopol airports. A Russian naval vessel placed a blockade at Balaklava, near Sevastopol. This was where Ukrainian seaguard troops were stationed. Russian helicopters moved to Crimea from Russia. Vladimir Putin signed formal annexes to Crimea to the Russian Federation 18-days later, after a chaotic plebiscite.

	On April 7, proRussian forces overtook government buildings at Donetsk Kharkiv & Luhansk (eastern Ukraine) and called for referendums about the regions' independence. Kharkiv was retaken by Ukrainian forces the next day. However, Russia and Ukraine fought a civil war that lasted until February 2015 and then only partially abated. In 2019, over tens of thousands had been killed.

	After what began in 1991 as a "civilized divorce", the crisis became an ongoing problem. Russia and Ukraine share a lot of common history. Ukraine's independence was achieved in 1991 without any bloodshed. Additionally, the Cold War's East–West tensions were no more. But in early 2014, disagreement over Ukraine had led to armed conflict among Russia and Ukraine as well as brought Russia and the West into what many saw was a new Cold War.

	What is the story behind this? How did Russia, a deeply connected country, get to war with Ukraine? And how did their close relationship shape the West's current conflict with Russia. The answers to these questions will have a major impact on how all parties approach the difficult choices ahead. These include how to find peace for Ukraine, how best to increase security within Europe, and how we rebuild relations with Russia, its neighbours, and the west. There is a lot at stake in the way we understand this conflict. But there are fundamental differences between the various views. One school sees it as Russian revanchism, while another attribute it to Putin's need of strengthening his autocratic regime. Another blames western expansionism on Ukrainian nationalism. The two first views suggest a western strategy to confront Putin's Russia or at most contain it. The third is about Russia's security needs being met by its willingness to take control of Ukraine.

	This book will argue for neither strategy to be successful, as the root causes are deeper than most people realize. It will also show how policy changes can not solve the problem. The 2014 violent earthquake was caused by "tectonic forces" as well short-term triggers. Conflict between Russia & Ukraine is based in profound normative discordances and conflicts and interests. We can not blame leaders for making mistakes. These disagreements have hampered relations since the 1990s, when post-1945 mutual trust was at its greatest.

	So, waiting for Putin in Russia to leave the stage, or for a more accommodating European Union policy or from the United States will not bring about reconciliation. A new architecture for security in Europe is needed to ensure peace and security. Even though the Cold War was over, Russia was democrazing, it was impossible for such an architecture to be reached. It will be even more difficult to find it in an autocratic Russia with deep East-West tensions and ongoing conflict.

	The book has two interconnected goals. The first is to describe how and why this conflict occurred. The second is a detailed account of the relations between Ukraine and Russia, Europe and America from the end-of the Cold War through to the signing in 2015 of the Minsk-2 Agreement. Chronology is a goal of its own, for there is no such overview of Ukraine/Russia relations. But it is also necessary for understanding conflict.

	After the Cold War: Competing Visions & Interests

	This is the simplest explanation of the argument: Russia's end to the Cold War set off two forces that were always in tension: democracy in eastern Europe, and Russia's insistence on its "greatpower" status. It also maintained its dominance in its immediate vicinity. Ukraine was where democracy and independence were most incompatible with Russia's idea of its national interest. It wasn't inevitable that this conflict would cause violence but it was unlikely it would be resolved.

	Russia was determined, as was Ukraine, to continue to be a strong power and regional hegemon. But Ukraine - not just its nationalists- was determined for independence. Even Ukrainian leaders, who were keen to maintain close economic ties and support Russia's independence, stood firm behind Ukraine's sovereignty. Russia's definitions of great power included Ukraine controlling, so Russia's conception of its national safety was incompatible with Ukraine democracy and independence. It was true for 1991, and it has remained that way ever since.

	Two larger dynamics - one a classic problem in international political, and the other new in the post-Cold War age - linked Russia-Ukraine's conflict to wider European affairs in ways that made each of them harder to address. First, there was the security dilemma. This was a long-standing problem in international relations. The actions one side considered necessary for its security were seen to be threatening by others. This led to a cycle between action and reaction. Russia's "peacekeeping” mission in Georgia and Moldova was another example. Another example was NATO’s eastward expansion.

	The second was that the spread of democracy led to a security dilemma. States in the West felt more secure, but Russia's perceived national self-interest was undermining. They believed in the importance democracy, and they believed that democracy enhanced security. Western leaders supported democracy and the institutions supporting it. Russia did not oppose democracy. But it felt threatened as the new democracies sought "rejoin" Europe through NATO and EU membership. This was a vicious cycle that made Russia more resentful than ever. Ukraine was, in Russia's eyes, more important than any other nation for its national identity, Russia's interests and Putin's regime. Fyodor Lukyanov wrote that Russia's subordinate place was, in their opinion, the result of a U.S. never-ending campaign to keep Russia low and prevent it regaining its proper position.

	This combination of geopolitics, democracy, and geopolitics was not new. However it had an effect that looked familiar. Because Russia turned against liberal democracy while Europe was open to it, it was certain that there would be a boundary between democratic and nondemocratic Europe. Could it be Russia's or Ukraine's borders? Could a neutral zone provide a buffer to Europe's democratic and undemocratic regions? Yes, it might, but nobody wanted to be in this zone and it was against European norms. Russia needs to consolidate democracy, and stop pursuing its great power aspirations. This would prevent a new division within Europe. The first attempt failed and the second was rejected. It has been Ukraine’s misfortune to see the conflict play out on its territory as it has done so many times in history.
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