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BASIC FACTS




This map of Ukraine shows the temporarily occupied
territories: the Crimean peninsula and certain regions of the
Donets’ka and Luhans’ka oblasts (ORDLO)
Altogether, they constitute 44 000 km2, or about 7% of the
whole territory of Ukraine

WHAT’S WRONG WITH THIS MAP? wrong with this
(WASHINGTON POST, By Robyn Dixon and Natalie Gryvnyak, March 19, 2020)





ORDLO are not ‘controlled by separatists’ but ‘temporarily occupied’ by the
Russian occupying power (including foreign mercenaries) and local militants
subordinated to them
Crimea is not ‘annexed’ but ‘temporarily occupied’ (although the terms
‘attempted’ or ‘illegal’ annexation are also admittable)
TERMINOLOGY MATTERS! (Because of the specific legal meaning and
corresponding consequences). In particular, regarding numerous violations of the
4th Geneva Convention of 1949 on the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War: “The Convention shall also apply to all cases of partial or total occupation of
the territory of a High Contracting Party, even if the said occupation meets with no
armed resistance”.

Background information


Russia’s hybrid war against Ukraine began in February 2014 with an
illegal/attempted annexation of Crimea followed in summer 2014 by invasion of
the eastern parts of Ukraine (now called ‘ORDLO’)



The main reason for this was the Ukrainian ‘Revolution of Dignity’
(‘EuroMaidans’) that manifested the final rejection of the option of remaining part
of the ‘Russian World’ (according to Russia’s interpretation), and demonstrated
instead a strong desire for European integration



From 2014 and up to date, Russia is waging a hybrid war by applying a set of
political, economic, energy, informational, mass-cultural, diplomatic, terrorist and
military measures without formal recognition of such a war



The definition of this war as an ‘internal conflict in Ukraine’ or even a ‘civil war’
reflects attempts to deny Russia’s direct involvement and portray puppet militants
in ORDLO as a ‘party to the conflict’. These definitions shouldn’t be used by
responsible politicians, public figures, political analysts and journalists.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION continued









Attempts aimed at conflict resolution are going on as the so-called ‘Minsk process’
This, however, concerns only ORDLO and does not include the case of Crimea
Negotiations known as the Normandy Format talks involve the representatives
of Russia, Ukraine, Germany, and France. There were six meetings of their
leaders, the first one on June 6, 2014. Negotiations were stalled from 2016 until
autumn 2019. The sixth (last) meeting took place in Paris, France, on 9 December
2019; further progress was blocked by Russia
Trilateral Contact Group was established in the aftermath of the first Normandy
Format meeting in order to facilitate a diplomatic resolution to the war in
the Donbas region and a dialogue between Ukrainian and Russian governments
It consists of representatives of Ukraine & Russia under the auspices of the OSCE.
Although representatives of the ORDLO also participate in the meetings, officially
they are not members of the decision-making group. However, Russia all the time
has insisted that ORDLO’s representatives be full-fledged ‘parties to the conflict’,
whereas its own role is that of a ‘mediator’.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION continued-1


The documents known as ‘Minsk Agreements’ include:



Minsk Protocol of 5 September 2014



Minsk Memorandum of 19 September 2014



Minsk Package of Measures (‘Minsk-II’) of 12 February 2015



There are political, administrative and security components of the Minsk
Agreements. None of them have been realised because of the incompatible
visions and approaches followed by Ukraine and Russia, respectively.



Ukraine’s position is ‘security first’! (Including full demilitarisation,
regaining control over the Ukraine-Russia border, etc.). Whereas Russia
insists on the priority of ‘political’ points - such as a ‘special’ or
‘autonomous’ status for the ORDLO and local elections in the yet
occupied territory.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION continued-2











The Minsk agreements have not been ratified by the VR; these documents
are only of a political-diplomatic nature and are in no way an international
treaty or international law
In addition, many clauses of the Minsk agreements can be interpreted
quite differently

But so far this is the only option for Ukraine to continue international
negotiations aimed at ending the war in the Donbas
According to the UN data, from April 2014 to July 31, 2020, from 13,100 to
13,300 people died as a result of the armed conflict in the Donbas
About 1.5 million people have become either IDPs or refugees
Losses in Donetsk and Luhansk regions alone amount to 375 billion
hryvnia, and this is without taking into account the value of assets that
are today in the occupied territories.

Contended issues: ‘Special Status’ of the occupied
territories and the concept of self-determination










The concept of ‘peoples’ right to self-determination’ is often subjected to political
speculations and manipulations
The totality of the inhabitants of a certain territory cannot be identified with a
‘nation’ or ‘people’. Criteria for belonging to the latter include unique
ethnocultural characteristics that need to be preserved, developed and passed on
to next generations
According to international law, the right of peoples/nations to full (‘external’)
political self-determination does not apply to national or other kind of minorities
The population of ORDLO is not a ‘people’ or a ‘nation’ in the legal, historical, or
any other sense, nor is it a home to some unique ethnic group having distinct
ethnocultural characteristics. Therefore, there is no legal grounds for a ‘special
status’ or autonomy related to the right to self-determination
This argument also applies to the Transnistrian region of Moldova populated by
the same ethnic groups as the rest of the RM, as well as the currently monoethnic
Armenian population of Upper (Nagorno) Karabakh of Azerbaijan.

Autonomous status of Crimea








Unlike previous cases, in Crimea there is a legitimate subject of selfdetermination, namely the Crimean Tatar people as an indigenous
people of Crimea/Ukraine
The right to self-determination belongs to it in accordance with
the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples of
2007, to which Ukraine officially acceded in May 2014
The establishment of autonomy within the borders of a sovereign
democratic state (the so-called ‘internal’ self-determination) is an
instrument for realising this right
It means that the de-occupied Crimean peninsula (according to the
Ukraine’s legislation, the Autonomous Republic of Crimea) should
receive the status of Crimean Tatar national-territorial autonomy.

Human Rights Situation






Situation with human rights observance in the occupied territories is
appalling and continues to deteriorate. Ukrainian and international HR
groups try hard to monitor brutal violations, collecting and documenting
confirmed cases of illegal arrests, arbitrary detentions, ‘disappearances’
(abductions), numerous searches, confiscation of property, etc.
One of the major threats to many of detainees is a widespread practice of
tortures by ‘investigators’ aiming to force the victims to ‘recognise’ the
crimes committed
In the report ‘Surviving Hell’, Ukrainian HR activists spoke with those who
had been held captive by the militants and then liberated through a
‘swap’. They found that over 87% of Ukrainian soldiers and 50% of
civilians captured by the militants in Donbas were subjected to torture or
inhuman ill-treatment. In over 40% of the cases, key roles had been
played by mercenaries from the RF, by FSB or Russian servicemen.

Current Human Rights Situation
(according to Freedom House)









In the latest Freedom House report on Freedom in the World
2021 Crimea and Eastern Donbas are among the worst
countries/territories in the whole world and worse than any
other occupied territory (see
https://freedomhouse.org/countries/freedom-world/scores)
Total score of the ‘not free’ Crimea is 7, while political rights
are -2, and civil liberties 9
An even worse situation is recognised in ORDLO: 4, -1, 5
It is noteworthy that in ‘not free’ Russia (occupying power) the
situation looks better: 20, 5, 15
Ukraine is among ‘partly free’ countries with scores 60, 26, 34.

OBSTACLES to obtaining reliable information








Major obstacle to the activities of HR bodies in the occupied territories
is very limited or overtly denied access to them
As a result, the main international intergovernmental organisations
have mostly sent their representatives to interview those people who
left uncontrolled territories and arrived in the ‘mainland Ukraine’
To discourage such missions and intimidate potential participants,
militants on Donbas once seized Yuri Suprun – a staff member of the
UN office – and illegally kept him in a cellar, incommunicado, under
horrible conditions, for over five months; after prolonged
negotiations, he was liberated on 17 September 2016
Neither the OSCE Mission, whose mandate covers the whole territory
of Ukraine, nor the UN monitoring mission, nor the representatives of
the Red Cross are yet allowed to enter the temporarily occupied
territories.

Political Prisoners in DONBAS and CRIMEA










According to the data presented by the Ombudsperson of Ukraine, by
February 2021 the number of political prisoners in the temporarily
occupied parts of Donbas reached 268 people
In Crimea, at least 109 persons have been arrested without any evidence
of the crimes committed or, in fact, any wrong-doings
Only 33 of them are serving sentences in the Crimea, the rest were
illegally (in violation of Art. 49 of the 4th Geneva convention) transported
to Russia
Of these 109 prisoners, 80 are Crimean Tatars. While the Crimean Tatar
people makes up no more than 13 – 15% of the total population of Crimea
These telling figures demonstrate the scope of disproportional
repressions targeting indigenous people of Crimea who are persecuted
on ethnic and religious grounds. This is also a ‘punishment’ for mostly
pro-Ukrainian position and peaceful but strong resistance to occupation.

“From the FSB's response to the court's request, it
became known that on March 5, 2019, the FSB of the RF
issued a new resolution №140 / ZKS / 13/857, according
to which the ban on entry to the Russian Federation
against Mustafa Dzhemilev (charismatic leader of the
Crimean Tatar people, famous prisoner of conscience of
Soviet era, now MP of Ukraine) was extended until
March 5, 2034". (N. Polozov, advocate)

Peaceful resistance of the Crimean Tatars to
the Russian occupation of their Motherland











An unprecedented example of courageous mass resistance to repressions
perpetrated by the occupation power is the initiative/civic movement named
CRIMEAN SOLIDARITY (CS)
This resistance is carried out only by peaceful and non-violent means
The CS gradually evolved from the de-facto ‘Crimean Tatar solidarity’ into the
genuine ‘Crimean Solidarity’ due to new volunteers from other ethnic groups and
religious denominations
Such a phenomenon as ‘civic journalism’ plays a pivotal role in gathering and
spreading information at a time when professional journalism was completely
destroyed after the total ‘cleansing’ in Crimea of all independent media in 20142015; thus, the CS became the main source of information from the Crimea
Since October 2017, illegal searches, arrests, arbitrary detentions, confiscation of
property and huge fines have been used as weapons against the CS activists and
civic journalists. This, however, didn’t suppress its activities
According to the CS’ public statements, “with each new detention and/or arrest
we are becoming stronger and stronger, because dozens of new people join us”.

Six-year-old daughter of the jailed Ruslan Suleimanov. Her little brother
tragically perished in July 2020, and the prisoner was not allowed to attend
the funeral. At the beginning of 2021 there are over 200 children left without arrested parents.
All of them are supported by the CS, ‘Crimean Childhood’ and ‘Bizim Balalar’ (Our Children)

NGOs. CS (along with ‘Kyiv CS’) also raises money to pay often unaffordable fines

Symbolic Appeal for Support and Solidarity
(Crimean Tatar flag with TAMGA at the background)

International Reactions


The first international reaction to the Russian invasion of Crimea and the
official recognition of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea (ARC) and the city
of Sevastopol as subjects of the RF was Resolution 68/262 adopted on 27
March 2014 by the UN General Assembly. This Resolution is focused on the
unacceptability of brutal violations of a number of international norms and
treaties that ensured the stability and integrity of state borders in the postWorld War II Europe; it condemns the so-called ‘referendum’ of 16 March as
invalid, thus rejecting any attempts to justify the illegal annexation of the
peninsula by the right to self-determination of the imagined/non-existing
‘people of Crimea’



All subsequent reports, statements, and resolutions issued by the UN, the
EU, the Council of Europe, and the OSCE, contain references to this
document



Recent resolutions use a more decisive language that recognises Russia’s
military aggression against Ukraine and defines the RF as an ‘aggressor state’.

International Reactions include:









9 UN General Assembly resolutions
5 resolutions of the UN Human Rights Council
12 decisions of the UNESCO Executive Board on the
RF’s violations in the occupied Crimea
7 OSCE Parliamentary Assembly resolutions
20 resolutions and recommendations of the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe
9 resolutions of the European Parliament concerning
the situation in the temporarily occupied territories
of Ukraine.

SANCTIONS






An important item on any agenda to end the Russian-Ukrainian war in
the centre of Europe is the regime of international sanctions imposed
in 2014 after Russia's occupation of Crimea and parts of Donbas
The recent scandalous events in Russia, its flagrant attacks on human
rights and freedoms, as well as crimes committed in other countries
(currently under investigation) have led to further restrictions and
additional sanctions which, however, didn’t force the RF to give in
In this context, Ukraine's role should not be limited to monitoring their
implementation (and providing grounds for further action);
mechanisms for punishing violations of the sanction regime should
also be developed, as well as drawing attention to Russia's continued
non-compliance with international law, including decisions of
international courts (for Ukraine’s ‘lawfare’ in international courts, see
https://lawfare.gov.ua/cases)..

Recent Developments








On 11 February - on the eve of the sixth anniversary of the signing of
the Minsk agreements on the cessation of hostilities in eastern
Ukraine - the UN Security Council (SC) convened for the third time (at
Russia's request) to review the status of implementation of the
agreements
Most representatives of the SC member states expressed their support
for Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity; representatives of
the United States, Germany and France called Russia the real culprit of
hostilities in eastern Ukraine
They came to the conclusion that Russia is responsible for noncompliance with the Minsk agreements and the war in Donbas,
which Russia categorically denies
The annual debate on the situation in the occupied territories, initiated by
Ukraine in the UN General Assembly, took place on February 23.

UNGA Debate on 23 Feb 2021












During the debate, Ukraine’s delegation demanded that Russia stop its
aggression, return to the framework of international law and withdraw from
the occupied territories of Ukraine;
called on the international community to increase political and sanctions
pressure on Russia to make it de-occupy the currently held Ukrainian
territories, release the prisoners of war and political prisoners, and abide by
international court rulings;
reminded that UN peacekeepers can play a key role in monitoring the transfer
of border control to Ukraine, and
rejected the Russian side's assertion that Moscow is allegedly acting as a
mediator
Almost all of 30 countries that took part in the debate, including the US,
Canada, EU member states and others, supported Ukraine’s calls and
statements
Russia received support only from Venezuela and Syria.

Current state of the armed conflict












‘Full and comprehensive’ ceasefire agreement beginning from 27 July 2020 has led to
the sharply diminished number of casualties among military personnel and civilians in
the war zone of Donbas but not to a stable truce and cessation of hostilities
According to the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission, the ceasefire has been repeatedly
violated by the militants (e.g., 105 violations were recorded on March 5); reports of
wounded and killed Ukrainian servicemen and volunteers are received almost daily
The Russian Federation's armed formations fired anti-tank grenade launchers and
sniper rifles; moreover, they remotely planted anti-personnel mines, leading to an
increase in casualties. Recently the situation has seriously deteriorated
In 2020, 50 Ukrainian servicemen were killed and another 339 were wounded; in
January-February 2021 – 19 and 37, respectively
At the same time, Ukraine has fulfilled all its obligations including withdrawal of heavy
weapons, withdrawal of troops at several sectors, installation and equipment of
checkpoints and compliance with the ‘silence regime’

This situation is regarded as highly unbalanced and leading to the demotivation
of the Ukrainian army and disappointment of people.

‘Minsk Process’ - to be revised?







Those conditions, proposed by the Minsk Agreements and unfavorable for
Ukraine, had been signed under heavy pressure of Russia which then
dominated given rather weak position of Ukrainian Army and government
The last ceasefire agreement also did not yield the expected results
Over the last years, the situation has changed for the better both
domestically and internationally; therefore, the demand to re-consider
Minsk agreements is growing. This vision is shared by many members of
the Government, the Verkhovna Rada (VR, Parliament of Ukraine), the
expert community, and society as a whole
An analysis of other post-Soviet conflicts (also in the Balkans) shows that
the tactics of ‘advances’ for the aggressor state - in this case, attempts to
appease Russia by Ukraine's de facto unilateral implementation of the
Minsk agreements - are counterproductive and will not lead to a peaceful
settlement of the conflict.

Desirable changes








The possibility of supplementing the Normandy format by the
countries – signatories of the ‘Budapest Memorandum’ of
1994 (which should have provided guarantees of Ukraine’s
sovereignty and territorial integrity) is being discussed
Hopes for the US to join the group arose after the last
presidential elections
Poland which will soon chair the OSCE may also be invited to
participate in the ‘Normandy format’
All these plans and intentions reflect strongly entrenched
vision of Ukraine’s European and Euro-Atlantic integration,
as well as reliance on a strategic partnership with a number
of NATO and EU member states.

CRIMEAN PLATFORM (CP)








Since the Minsk process deals only with Donbas and any attempt to raise the issue of
Crimea is immediately rejected by the Russian representatives to the point of
threatening a walk-out, there is a growing awareness within both official circles and
civil society of the need for an international platform for discussing Crimea
From the beginning of 2020, this point was emphasised repeatedly by high Ukrainian
authorities; MFA and other bodies worked actively on the CP concept

In December 2020, it was declared that a number of countries – including the US,
the UK, Canada, Lithuania, and Turkey – expressed support and/or willingness to
participate in this initiative. The concept of the CP was presented to senior officials
of the European External Action Service and the European Commission. Presidentelect of Moldova Maia Sandu also supported the creation of the Crimean Platform,
stressing the improvement of bilateral relations with Ukraine and the shared
European aspirations of both countries. Other countries are invited to join the CP
The platform will operate at four levels: high political (heads of states),
diplomatic, inter-parliamentary, and expert. The first CP summit is scheduled for
23 August 2021 – on the eve of Ukraine’s Independence Day.

Ukraine’s course on European and
Euro-Atlantic integration











After the Revolution of Dignity and Russian military aggression against
Ukraine, which began in 2014, the state’s position and societal attitudes
towards ‘vectors of integration’ have changed significantly
From that time on, any intention of joining the Russia-led international
structures (Customs Union, Eurasian Economic Union, CSTO) has faded
However, the RF still continues considering Ukraine as ‘part of the Russian
World’; this was recently confirmed by the Kremlin on February 5, 2021
Meanwhile, the drive for EU and NATO membership in Ukraine has greatly
intensified
In 2017, the VR (Parliament of Ukraine) adopted a law on the course for
European and Euro-Atlantic integration
In 2019, this course has been entrenched in the Constitution of Ukraine
Similar processes are taking place in the three (out of six) countries of the EU
Eastern Partnership initiative launched in 2009, namely, those countries that
have the Associated Agreements with the EU.

Joint press release following the 7th Association Council
meeting between the EU and Ukraine (the main points)










On 11 February 2021, the European Union and Ukraine held the 7th meeting of
the Association Council (AC)
It reaffirmed its continued commitment to strengthening the political association
and economic integration of Ukraine with the European Union on the basis of the
Association Agreement (AA) and its Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area
(DCFTA) and to the common values enshrined in it
The AC reiterated its strong condemnation of the violation of Ukrainian
sovereignty and territorial integrity by the Russian armed forces and reconfirmed
its support for a peaceful and sustainable political solution
The need for full implementation of the Minsk agreements by all sides was
underlined and Russia's responsibility in this regard was stressed. The EU recalled
that the scope and duration of economic sanctions against Russia remain linked
to the full implementation of the Minsk agreements
The EU reaffirmed its policy of non-recognition of the illegal annexation of the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the City of Sevastopol by Russia, including
through restrictive measures

The main points (continued)












The AC reiterated the commitment of the EU and Ukraine to start consultations on
the further review of trade liberalisation for goods under the DCFTA and on
further trade facilitation
Both sides agreed on the importance of continued cooperation on integration of
Ukraine’s energy markets and energy systems with the EU energy market
The Association Council welcomed Ukraine's aspirations to further approximate its
national legislation with the EU acquis in the area of the digital economy
The sides recognised that Ukraine’s efforts to defend itself from information
manipulation are legitimate, in particular given the scale of disinformation
campaigns affecting Ukraine including from abroad
The AC recalled the importance of concluding the Common Aviation Area
Agreement at the earliest possible date in 2021
The Association Council commended Ukraine’s active participation and
contribution to the bilateral and multilateral dimensions of the Eastern
Partnership in view of the Eastern Partnership Summit in 2021.

Comparison of the EU aspirations of the three EaP
‘associated countries’ (Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine)
https://www.civic-synergy.org.ua/wpcontent/uploads/2018/04/Implementation-of-AssociationAgreements-in-Georgia-Moldova-and-Ukraine_aComparative-Overview.pdf



Georgia: EU integration course fixed
by the Constitution (2017);

For EU membership: 78%; Disapprove 14% (2019)


Moldova: Amendments to the
Constitution have failed (2018);

For EU membership: 47%; For EEU - 37%
(2019)


Ukraine: Fixed by the Constitution
(2019);

For EU membership: 59%; For EEU - 19%
(2019)

UKRAINE & NATO











According to polls conducted between 2005 and 2013, Ukrainian public support of
NATO membership remained rather low; it has risen greatly since Russian military
intervention in Ukraine in 2014
Some 69% of Ukrainians wanted to join NATO according to a June 2017 poll,
compared to 28% support in 2012 when president Yanukovych was in power
On the 10th of March 2018, NATO added Ukraine in the list of NATO aspiring members
On 7 February 2019, the Ukrainian parliament voted with a majority of 334 out of 385
to change the Constitution of Ukraine; full NATO membership is also defined as
Ukraine’s strategic goal in the new National Security Strategy (September 2020)
Since 12 June 2020, Ukraine is one of six countries known as ‘Enhanced Opportunity
Partners’ (under the Partnership Interoperability Initiative) that make particularly
significant contributions to NATO operations and other Alliance objectives. These
countries are Australia, Finland, Georgia, Jordan, Sweden, and now Ukraine

On December 1, 2020, the Minister of Defense of Ukraine Andriy Taran stated that
Ukraine hopes to obtain the NATO Membership Action Plan at the next Alliance
Summit in 2021.

‘Regionalisation’ of conflict-settling activities?








The long-lasted international efforts to resolve the post-Soviet
separatist conflicts within the existing formats have proved
mostly inefficient
‘Frozen’, ‘semi-frozen’ and ‘hot’ conflicts in Azerbaijan, Georgia,
Moldova, and Ukraine have often been accompanied by
stagnation of negotiation processes
They do not lead to the restoration of the territorial integrity of
a particular country and do not even provide realistic prospects
for achieving this goal
Therefore, the countries suffering from those conflicts have also
tried to involve in negotiations the neighbouring states as the
parties most interested in peace and stability at their borders.

Ukraine in Search of Regional Partnerships and Alliances










In July 2020, the foreign ministers of Poland, Lithuania and Ukraine have created
a new regional security cooperation grouping named the Lublin Triangle, both to
counter Russian aggression and promote the continued expansion of Europe
This grouping of states reflects the search of security that will give it yet another
way to stand up to Russia and promote their common interests in the West
Apart from ‘major strategic partners’ Ukraine also relies on the support of the
states identified as the ‘strategic partners’ in the National Security Strategy; the
shortlist includes Azerbaijan, Georgia, Lithuania, Poland and Turkey
Although all these states indeed support Ukraine’s territorial integrity and do not
recognise illegal annexation of Crimea, the two of them – Azerbaijan and Turkey,
despite the dynamically developing bilateral relations, raise also some concerns
and create certain problems of diplomatic and political nature
These problems relate, in particular, not only to issues of democracy and HR
observance, but also to ‘special ties’ and partnership of both countries with the
RF, while the latter has been recognised (by Ukraine & the West) as the occupying
power and aggressor state waging an undeclared hybrid war against Ukraine.

©

This picture of the ‘trio’ of presidents demonstrates the increasingly
friendly relations between them, which were further strengthened by
their successful cooperation in resolving the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict

CONCLUSION












The interstate armed conflict that began in 2014 with the Russian occupation of
Crimea, followed by the illegal annexation of the peninsula and the invasion of eastern
parts of Ukraine, initially pursued an even more ambitious goal
It was to establish Russia’s control over a vast territory of eastern-southern Ukraine
which would be linked to the separatist Transnistrian region of the Republic of Moldova
Were those plans realised, Ukraine could have lost not only an essential part of its
territory but its very sovereignty as an independent state with its own geopolitical
preferences, becoming instead a constituent part of the ‘Russian World’
Fortunately, this worst scenario wasn’t realised due to courageous resistance of
Ukrainian people, army, and numerous volunteers
Russia will never be free while it attacks and occupies its neighbours (in particular,
parts of Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova). Liberty or Empire! You can’t have both…
Although the de-occupation and further reintegration of the currently occupied
territories are still far away, and many domestic reforms are not yet implemented,
these dramatic events have had a profound impact on public perceptions and attitudes,
thus making Ukraine’s course for European and Euro-Atlantic integration irreversible.

