258

Axmyanvui npodaemu Qinocodii ma couyionozii

UDC 327(477):355.02
DOI https://doi.org/10.32782/apfs.v051.2024.41

V.R. Suprun
ORCID ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6531-6765

PhD Candidate of the Department of International Relations

Vasyl Stefanyk Precarpathian National University

UKRAINE'’S FOREIGN POLICY DILEMMAS BETWEEN EUROPEAN INTEGRATION,
NATO ASPIRATIONS, AND THE RUSSIAN PRESSURE: THE PREMISES, CONSEQUENCES,
AND LESSONS OF NON-ALIGNMENT

Introduction. The article addresses the problem
of Ukraine's non-alignment status and the evolution
of its concept. The collapse of the Soviet Union and
Ukraine's subsequent independence in 1991 pre-
sented the newly sovereign state with significant
strategic dilemmas concerning its national secu-
rity and foreign policy orientation [1, p. 19]. Con-
fronted with the competing influences of Russia
and the West, Ukraine initially opted for a neutral
stance, later evolving into a policy of non-alignment
[25; 33]. This policy was conceived as a pragmatic
approach to maintaining stability by avoiding entan-
glement in military-political alliances and balancing
relations with both Eastern and Western powers.

At the time, Ukraine’s foreign policy was char-
acterized by multi-vectorism, with varying degrees
of emphasis on Russian relations depending on the
preferences of the political elites [10, pp. 123-124].
Although strategic documents outlined a transition
from non-alignment to European and Euro-Atlantic
integration [38], the policy under President Leonid
Kuchma did not result in significant progress in
this direction. Greater engagement with the EU and
NATO occurred during Viktor Yushchenko’s presi-
dency, but it also fell short due to internal and exter-
nal challenges [53, pp. 8—10]. This policy ultimately
contributed to the election of Viktor Yanukovych
in 2010, who abandoned Euro-Atlantic integration,
reinstated non-alignment, and continued with the
“facade” European integration [35].

Despite efforts to remain non-aligned, Ukraine
became increasingly vulnerable to external threats,
culminating in Russia’s annexation of Crimea
in 2014 and the ongoing war in Eastern Ukraine
[50, p. 12]. These events have raised critical ques-
tions about the effectiveness of non-alignment as a
security strategy for Ukraine and its broader impli-
cations for regional stability.

After Russia's full-scale aggression in 2022,
Ukrainian politics began debating abandoning
Euro-Atlantic integration and returning to non-
aligned status [55]. This debate arises from Russia’s
demands during invasion-related negotiations that
Ukraine renounce NATO accession and restore non-
aligned status [22]. While no talks are ongoing, his-
tory shows all conflicts end with negotiations, where

Ukraine's non-aligned status and potential aban-
donment of Euro-Atlantic and European aspirations
may reemerge.

This study aims to test the hypothesis that
Ukraine's non-aligned policy is not a deeply rooted
tradition and has had, and could continue to have,
detrimental effects on Ukrainian national security.
To address this problem, the study will be guided by
the following research question: How has Ukraine's
non-aligned policy impacted its national security
and geopolitical relations, and what are the impli-
cations of potentially reverting to this policy in the
future?

Materials and methods. The components of
the problem explored in this article have been ana-
lyzed to varying extents in prior scholarly publica-
tions of Hurak I., Kuzio T., Dragneva-Lewers R.,
Wolczuk K., Todorov I., Szeptycki A., Stepniew-
ski T., Mironowicz E., Pryidun S., Hapeieva O.,
Sydoruk T., and Pavliuk V.

The literature review method established a foun-
dation for understanding the broader context of neu-
trality and non-alignment, systematizing existing
research to highlight key trends and debates. Docu-
ment analysis assessed legislative acts and strategic
documents to clarify Ukraine's official foreign pol-
icy trajectory. Historical analysis traced the devel-
opment of Ukraine’s non-aligned policy since 1991,
focusing on the legal, political, and geopolitical
factors that have shaped its course. The case study
method enabled in-depth analysis of three pivotal
periods: 1990-2004, 2005-2010, and 2010-2014.
Policy analysis, employing a scenario planning
approach, evaluated the potential strategic impli-
cations of Ukraine’s non-alignment under varying
geopolitical conditions. This method anticipated
and assessed the risks and benefits of reverting to
a non-aligned stance over short-term and long-term
horizons. By integrating these methods, this study
delivers a multidimensional analysis of Ukraine's
non-aligned policy.

The theoretical basis of the research. A state
holds the sovereign right to choose its security
strategies, provided these align with international
law. Among the options, neutrality and non-align-
ment have historically served as mechanisms to
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reduce regional tensions and deter external threats
[9, p. 26]. Neutrality focuses on non-participation
in military-political blocs, opposing arms races, and
fostering partnerships based on equality and mutual
benefit [2, p. 105]. By contrast, non-alignment!
offers greater flexibility, allowing states to avoid
military alliances while still contributing to peace-
keeping operations [17, p. 541; 31, pp. 153-154].

While neutrality and non-alignment share simi-
larities in adapting states to external environment,
they differ significantly in their constraints. Neu-
trality imposes strict limitations, such as prohibit-
ing participation in armed conflicts and collective
security arrangements. Non-alignment, however,
can be declared unilaterally without requiring inter-
national recognition and adjusted over time to meet
evolving geopolitical needs [31, pp. 153—154]. This
distinction makes non-alignment a more adaptable
policy in the modern era.

Ukraine’s first Foreign Minister, Anatoliy
Zlenko, observed that neutrality and non-align-
ment often converge in peacetime. Participation in
international security institutions does not inher-
ently contradict these principles unless a state
actively engages in collective defense activities
[31, pp. 153-154]. Some scholars argue that neu-
trality evolves into non-alignment, particularly
as its focus narrows to a “military core” following
the Cold War [17, pp. 556—-560]. Critics, however,
question the relevance of neutrality today, not-
ing that the Briand-Kellogg Pact (1928) and the
United Nations Charter (1945) reduced the need
for neutrality by prohibiting aggressive war and
restricting the use of force to specific conditions[2,
pp. 122-123].

Despite debates on its relevance, the Non-
Aligned Movement (NAM) emerged in 1955 as a
coalition of states refusing to join military-politi-
cal blocs. Today, NAM includes 120 member states
and 17 observers, exerting significant influence on
global politics [2, p. 106; 4, p. 5]. Ukraine, however,
remains an observer of NAM, which confirmed that
“the postulate of neutrality was employed for cur-
rent policy purposes and lacked a solid, well-founded
conceptual basis” [13; 2, p. 119].

The course of Ukraine's foreign policy in
1990-2004

Ukraine's neutrality was first declared in the
“Declaration on State Sovereignty of Ukraine”
(1990), signaling its intention to adopt a neutral sta-
tus in the future and abstain from joining military
blocs [25]. However, this commitment was absent
from later foundational documents, including Res-
olution “On declaration of independence of Ukraine”
(1991) and Constitution (1996) [28; 39].

! In the subject literature, there are synonyms for the term
“non-alignment,” such as “non-affiliation,” “freedom from
alliances,” “non-allied,” “lack of bias,” and "impartiality.”

Non-alignment became a formal policy with
the Military Doctrine of Ukraine (1993) [33]. This
reflected a strategic balancing act: distancing from
the USSR while avoiding integration into post-So-
viet security structures. By refraining from fully
aligning with either bloc, Ukraine sought to solid-
ify its sovereignty and protect its independence.
However, in the long term, the government aimed to
strengthen ties with the West through bilateral and
multilateral partnerships, envisioning these connec-
tions as a safeguard against reintegration into Rus-
sian-centric structures [5, p. 9].

In turn, the Law “On the Main Directions of
Foreign Policy” (1993) advanced Ukraine’s Euro-
pean and Euro-Atlantic integration, emphasizing
participation in the European-wide security frame-
works [38]. President Leonid Kuchma’s first term
prioritized a pro-Western course, highlighted by
Ukraine's intent to seek EU associate membership,
as declared at the EU-Ukraine summit in 1998
[29, p. 16]. This commitment was formalized in the
“Strategy for Ukraine’s Integration with the Euro-
pean Union” (1998)[23, p. 4; 36].

During Kuchma’s second term, Ukraine
adopted a multi-vector foreign policy, balancing
European integration with closer ties to Russia.
Factors driving this shift included economic reli-
ance on Russia, Western criticism of Kuchma’s
administration, and stalled EU membership prog-
ress [19, pp. 186—187]. Despite these challenges,
Ukraine reaffirmed its commitment to EU and
NATO membership in the Law “On the Fundamen-
tals of National Security” (2003) [37]. Neverthe-
less, contradictions emerged in Ukraine’s strate-
gic direction. While the Military Doctrine (2004)
initially supported NATO accession, this goal was
dropped by mid-2004 due to growing Western crit-
icism of Kuchma and his political isolation [34;
14, p. 194].

The Orange Revolution later that year trans-
formed Ukraine’s foreign policy. Viktor Yanu-
kovych, a candidate supported by Russia, lost the
presidential election, undermining Moscow’s influ-
ence [8, p. 103]. This marked a turning point, chal-
lenging Russia’s strategy of reintegrating Ukraine
into its sphere of influence and reshaping the
regional power dynamic.

External and internal determinants of Viktor
Yushchenko's foreign policy

After the Orange Revolution, NATO sent a clear
signal of support for Ukraine’s membership aspi-
rations [16, p. 5]. In 2005, NATO granted Ukraine
Intensified Dialogue status, focusing on democratic
reforms, security improvements, and public engage-
ment. Despite NATO’s backing, including the open-
door policy reaffirmed in 2006, Ukraine’s path to
the NATO Membership Action Plan (MAP) remained
uncertain [6, p. 56; 11].
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Moreover, in 2006, the planned “Sea Breeze”
military exercises in Crimea? were met with signif-
icant internal protests, heavily supported by Russia
[24, p. 86]. As a result, the exercises were canceled,
damaging Ukraine's relations with NATO and wors-
ening public sentiment towards the Alliance [3; 30].
Nevertheless, Yushchenko persisted in aligning
Ukraine with European and Euro-Atlantic security
structures, which was reflected in the newly adopted
National Security Strategy (2007) [42; 52].

Yushchenko’s foreign policy was hampered by
internal political discord and foreign pressure. The
rivalry between President and Prime Minister Yulia
Tymoshenko led to uncoordinated actions, partic-
ularly during crises: the Russia—Georgia war and
gas disputes with Russia. These conflicts, combined
with constitutional and institutional weaknesses,
undermined Ukraine’s international standing, as
highlighted in the European Parliament resolution
(2010). Externally, Russia exerted pressure through
economic conflicts and historical disputes, aim-
ing to keep Ukraine within its sphere of influence.
This culminated in direct accusations from the Rus-
sian president, who condemned Ukraine’s alleged
anti-Russian stance [53, pp. 6—10].

Meanwhile, Ukraine’s European and Euro-Atlan-
tic integration efforts also encountered roadblocks.
The EU offered no clear membership prospects, and
critical socio-economic and judicial reforms remained
incomplete. Euro-Atlantic integration faced domes-
tic resistance, with opposition leader Yanukovych
lobbying NATO against granting Ukraine the MAP
in 2008? [53, p. 9]. Though NATO reaffirmed its
open-door policy at the Bucharest Summit that year,
the MAP approval was deferred [12, p. 401]. Instead,
Ukraine initiated Annual National Programs*, which
replaced Annual Target Plans [53, p. 9].

By the end of Yushchenko’s presidency, prog-
ress toward EU and NATO membership was lim-
ited. While Western leaders expressed confidence
in Ukraine’s potential, tangible advancements
remained elusive, underscoring the challenges
posed by internal divisions and external pressures
[27, p. 18; 56, p. 20].

Ukraine's non-aligned status during Viktor
Yanukovych's presidency and its consequences

Viktor Yanukovych’s election as Ukraine’s fourth
president in 2010 signaled a crucial shift in the
nation’s foreign policy direction [46]. Early in his
presidency, Yanukovych promised a balanced and
predictable approach to foreign relations, foster-

2 The epicenter of the events was Feodosia, with

demonstrations also spreading to Simferopol and Alushta.

3 On January 15, 2008, Yushchenko, Tymoshenko, and
Verkhovna Rada Chairman Arseniy Yatsenyuk jointly declared
Ukraine’s intention to join the MAP.

4 These programs outlined specific actions and priorities
for the state on its path to membership in NATO, making them
similar to the MAP in both structure and content.

ing initial optimism for continued progress toward
European integration [27, p. 18]. However, skepti-
cism regarding Ukraine’s Euro-Atlantic ambitions
persisted, given Yanukovych’s explicit opposition to
NATO membership during his campaign [8, p. 104;
48, pp. 19-20]. This skepticism deepened when, in
July 2010, the Ukrainian parliament adopted the
Law “On the Principles of Domestic and Foreign Pol-
icy,” formalizing Ukraine’s non-aligned status [35].
This law effectively declared the country’s non-par-
ticipation in military-political alliances, aligning
with Yanukovych’s vision for a foreign policy that
avoided NATO while still aspiring to EU member-
ship. His administration also emphasized adherence
to Ukraine’s non-aligned and non-nuclear status,
embedding these principles into military strategy as
part of a broader conflict-prevention framework [32].

Officially, Yanukovych’s administration main-
tained Ukraine’s non-aligned stance while emphasiz-
ing integration into the European political, economic,
and legal space, with the ultimate goal of EU member-
ship [35]. Cooperation with the EU aimed to deepen
the strategic partnership and enhance participation
in the Common Foreign and Security Policy, view-
ing EU membership as vital for Ukraine’s security.
Instead, relations with NATO were based on the Char-
ter on a Distinctive Partnership (1997), focusing on
constructive partnership through established mech-
anisms, joint working groups, and Annual National
Programs for reforms, including military modern-
ization. Meanwhile, strategic cooperation with Rus-
sia was prioritized, balancing national interests,
addressing security threats, and advancing a pan-Eu-
ropean collective security framework [41].

During Yanukovych's presidency, Ukraine’s for-
eign policy trajectory was marked by an attempt to
balance its relationships with NATO, the EU, and
Russia, although these efforts often lacked consis-
tency and coherence. The realities of Yanukovych's
foreign policy frequently diverged from the strate-
gic objectives outlined in official documents. From
2010 to 2014, relations with the EU significantly
deteriorated due to contentious domestic and for-
eign policy decisions, while cooperation with NATO
remained largely declarative. This created a strate-
gic opening for Russia to intensify efforts to draw
Ukraine into its Eurasian sphere of influence.

From the onset of Yanukovych’s tenure,
Ukrainian—Russian relations experienced a marked
improvement, characterized by intensified coop-
eration across multiple spheres. The previously
stagnant Ukrainian—Russian Commission resumed
full-scale work, symbolizing the thaw in bilateral
relations [8, pp. 104-105]. The Kharkiv Agreements
(2010)° epitomized this shift, extending the Russian

> The Agreement between Ukraine and the Russian
Federation on the presence of the Black Sea Fleet of the Russian
Federation on the territory of Ukraine.
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Black Sea Fleet’s lease in Crimea until 2042, with
automatic five-year extensions unless contested by
either party® [61]. While officially consistent with
non-alignment, the agreement raised security con-
cerns and amplified Ukraine’s dependence on Mos-
cow [21, pp. 127-128]. Despite these concessions,
unresolved issues persisted, and Russian elites con-
tinued to view Ukraine as an object of their own geo-
political interests [8, p. 106].

In 2013, conditions favored signing the EU Asso-
ciation Agreement, including the Deep and Compre-
hensive Free Trade Area. NATO’s Annual National
Program for 2013 also supported this agreement and
visa liberalization with the EU [49, c. 116-117]. The
Ukrainian government prepared to sign the agree-
ment, prompting intensified pressure from Russia
to highlight Ukraine’s economic vulnerabilities [8,
pp. 111-112]. However, unresolved issues hindered
European integration, such as electoral reform,
addressing selective justice, and implementing asso-
ciation agenda reforms. Tensions between Kyiv and
Brussels escalated over the persecution of opposition
leaders like Yulia Tymoshenko, Yuriy Lutsenko, and
Hryhoriy Filipchuk. Despite presidential pardons,
judicial reform remained a major concern [54, p. 4].

The EU remained ready to sign the agree-
ment at the Eastern Partnership summit in Vil-
nius on November 28-29, 2013. However, Yanu-
kovych abruptly refused, sparking national
outrage. That same day, security forces violently
dispersed protests in Kyiv, triggering the Revolu-
tion of Dignity. Yanukovych fled to Russia, and on
February 22, 2014, the Verkhovna Rada adopted a
resolution removing him from power and calling
early elections [40].

In retrospect, Yanukovych’s foreign policy
appeared inconsistent and strategically incoherent.
Despite official rhetoric emphasizing balanced rela-
tions with the EU, NATO, and Russia, his admin-
istration’s actions often diverged from these goals
[43]. In reality, relations with key partners deterio-
rated, and EU aspirations remained limited to stra-
tegic documents, while deeper integration with Rus-
sia unfolded throughout his presidency.

Assessment of the potential reintroduction of
Ukraine's non-aligned policy after Russia’s full-
scale invasion on Ukraine

Russia’s aggression against Ukraine’, initiated
in 2014 and escalated into a full-scale invasion in
2022, has brought the concept of non-alignment
back into Ukraine’s strategic discourse [47]. Pro-
fessor Marek Madej of the University of Warsaw
aptly warned that if a security vacuum is created

6 As of October 31, 2024, this agreement remains in force
for Ukraine.

" In response to Russian aggression in 2014, Ukraine
abandoned its policy of non-alignment, officially revoking it in
2014, and, from 2019, enshrined its strategic course towards
European and Euro-Atlantic integration in its Constitution.

between NATO territory and Russia, there will be no
buffer zone, because Russia will gradually catch up
with such countries [7]. It is hard to disagree with
this statement, because Vladimir Putin does not see
Ukraine as an independent state, and its democracy
directly threatens the Russian regime [45].

Ironically, Russia’s actions have accelerated
NATO enlargement rather than limiting it. His-
torically neutral Sweden and Finland have joined
NATO, and Ukraine remains resolute in pursuing its
European and Euro-Atlantic ambitions[15, p. 1]. As
an EU candidate country, Ukraine continues nego-
tiations toward full integration and has formally
applied for NATO membership [20, p. 389]. Former
US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger has also sup-
ported the idea of treating Ukraine as a NATO mem-
ber in light of Russia’s aggression [18]. De facto,
NATO nations already recognize Ukraine as a mem-
ber, leaving formal membership as the next step.

Amid negotiations to halt the invasion, Russia
has demanded Ukraine’s return to a non-aligned sta-
tus, prompting debate within Ukraine [44]. Serhiy
Dzherzh, chairman of Ukraine-NATO Civic League,
warns against succumbing to pressure from Western
politicians advocating non-alignment [57]. Sociolog-
ical research confirms that Ukrainians overwhelm-
ingly support NATO membership, with 49% favor-
ing it as a post-war security cornerstone compared to
only 8.5% supporting neutrality [26]. Reflecting on
Ukraine’s non-aligned policy from 2010 to 2014, its
return appears unviable.

If Ukraine’s integration into NATO or the EU is
dismissed, two unfavorable non-alignment scenar-
ios emerge: full non-alignment, leaving Ukraine
as a buffer state, or partial non-alignment, where
Ukraine integrates with the EU but not NATO. Both
fail to meet Ukraine’s security needs. Full non-align-
ment positions Ukraine precariously between NATO
and Russia, while partial non-alignment offers eco-
nomic integration but no military protection.

In the short term, non-alignment might ease
peace negotiations by addressing Russia’s primary
demand. This could de-escalate hostilities, reduce
immediate losses, and possibly involve temporary
security guarantees. However, such an approach
risks significant territorial or political concessions,
undermining Ukraine’s sovereignty. Russia’s his-
tory of exploiting ceasefires suggests that non-align-
ment would only pause, not resolve, the conflict.
Domestically, this shift could be seen as a betrayal,
destabilizing Ukraine’s political landscape. Alterna-
tively, non-alignment might fail to stop hostilities
altogether, emboldening further Russian aggression
or demands, including demilitarization or tighter
economic alignment with Moscow.

Long-term, non-alignment risks relegating
Ukraine to a geopolitical “buffer state” vulnerable
to ongoing Russian aggression. Buffer states often
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become battlegrounds rather than zones of stability.
Without NATO’s hard security guarantees, Ukraine
would remain exposed to hybrid warfare, economic
coercion, and military intervention. Non-alignment
would also hinder Ukraine’s economic development
and sovereignty, isolating it from Western alliances
and increasing its dependency on Russia. Belarus?
serves as a cautionary example of such dependency
within Russia’s sphere of influence.

A more optimistic scenario involves non-align-
ment paired with deep EU economic ties. While
EU membership could bolster Ukraine’s resilience
through funding, trade, and reforms, it cannot sub-
stitute for NATO’s military guarantees. Economic
growth alone would not deter Russian aggression.
This approach assumes, perhaps unrealistically,
that Russia would not retaliate against Ukraine’s
EU integration. On the other hand, the worst-case
scenario leaves Ukraine marginalized and strate-
gically irrelevant. Without integration into NATO
or the EU, Ukraine would lose leverage in interna-
tional negotiations and face alienation from West-
ern allies. Domestically, isolation could exacerbate
political divisions, with non-alignment perceived as
capitulation to Russia.

In conclusion, while non-alignment might offer
short-term de-escalation, its benefits hinge on
unreliable Russian compliance. In the long term,
non-alignment fails to address Ukraine’s secu-
rity needs, leaving it economically, militarily, and
politically vulnerable. Even with EU integration,
non-alignment lacks the robust protections neces-
sary for Ukraine’s sovereignty and stability. NATO
membership remains essential for Ukraine’s com-
prehensive security.

Conclusions. Ukraine's foreign policy has under-
gone significant transformations since its indepen-
dence, shaped by shifting geopolitical pressures and
internal political dynamics. The analysis reveals
that there has been no continuous tradition of neu-
trality or non-alignment in Ukraine; instead, its for-
eign policy orientation has been highly contingent
on the preferences of political elites and the evolv-
ing international landscape. During the 1990-2004
period, Ukraine's foreign policy was characterized
by multi-vectorism, a balancing act between Russian
and Western influences. During his first term, Pres-
ident Leonid Kuchma pursued a pro-Western course,
emphasizing European and Euro-Atlantic integra-
tion. However, in his second term, Kuchma's poli-
cies shifted noticeably toward a more Russia-centric
approach. This dual foreign policy approach resulted
in contradictions that hindered Ukraine's ability
to solidify a clear geopolitical stance. The politi-
cal instability and contradictory policy directions

8 Prior to the amendments to the Belarusian Constitution
on February 27, 2022, Article 18 stated that “the Republic of
Belarus aims to make its territory a nuclear-free zone and its
state neutral.”

during Kuchma’s presidency set the stage for future
foreign policy challenges.

The presidency of Viktor Yushchenko
(2005-2010), a staunch supporter of European and
Euro-Atlantic integration, was marked by signif-
icant political problems both internally and exter-
nally. Domestically, there was persistent confronta-
tion between various institutions of power, resulting
in a lack of consensus on the country’s foreign pol-
icy direction. Externally, Ukraine faced intense
pressure from the Russian Federation and received
insufficiently clear signals from the EU regarding
its membership prospects. These challenges weak-
ened Ukraine’s strategic trajectory and its ability
to achieve meaningful progress toward integration
with Western institutions. Ultimately, these fail-
ures led to the coming to power of Yanukovych, who
reinstated Ukraine's non-aligned policy.

Under Viktor Yanukovych (2010-2014),
Ukraine’s external orientation underwent signifi-
cant changes. The government abandoned Euro-At-
lantic ambitions and began a dual foreign policy
focused on European integration and the develop-
ment of a strategic partnership with the Russian
Federation. Despite these stated objectives, the
administration’s actual focus shifted toward deeper
involvement in the Eurasian space, aligning Ukraine
more closely with Russian geopolitical ambitions.
This approach led to a deterioration of relations
with both the EU and Russia, halting Ukraine's
European and Euro-Atlantic integration. Analyzing
the foreign policy of this period reveals a fundamen-
tal mismatch between the leadership’s actions and
the objectives outlined in Ukraine’s strategic docu-
ments. The declared non-alignment failed to achieve
either stability or meaningful progress in strength-
ening Ukraine’s international partnerships.

The analysis underscores the inadequacy of
non-alignment as a sustainable policy for Ukraine.
Historically, non-alignment limited Ukraine's
activity in the international arena, turning it into a
“buffer state” vulnerable to exploitation by Russia.
Whether full or partial non-alignment is pursued,
neither scenario offers the comprehensive security
guarantees necessary to protect Ukraine’s sover-
eignty and facilitate its development. Furthermore,
the potential risks of future non-alignment far out-
weigh its benefits. While it might temporarily de-es-
calate hostilities and facilitate peace negotiations,
such agreements would likely involve significant
territorial or political concessions to Russia. More-
over, history shows that Russia often exploits cease-
fires to regroup militarily. Non-alignment would
fail to address Ukraine’s long-term security needs,
leaving it diplomatically marginalized, economi-
cally isolated, and politically vulnerable. In both the
short and long term, non-alignment creates vulnera-
bilities that Russia could exploit.
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Therefore, rejecting proposals for non-alignment
and prioritizing stronger ties with the EU and NATO
is the most viable strategy for ensuring Ukraine's
security and sovereignty. The Euro-Atlantic secu-
rity framework offers the guarantees needed to
counter external threats and secure Ukraine’s
future, reinforcing its position as a key player in
European security.

Acknowledgments. The research supporting this
article was fully sponsored by Central European
University Foundation of Budapest (CEUBPF). The
theses explained herein represent the ideas of the
author, and do not necessarily reflect the views of
CEUBPF.

Bibliography

1. Between Russia and the West: Foreign and Secu-
rity Policy of Independent Ukraine / Eds. K. R. Spill-
mann, A. Wenger, and D. Miller. Zurich: Center for
Security Studies and Conflict Research, Swiss Federal
Institute of Technology, 1999. 357 p.

2. Czachor R. Stala neutralnos¢ panstwa w prawie
miedzynarodowym publicznym. Wroctaw: Instytut Profe-
sjonalnego Rozwoju, 2021. 288 p.

3. Deutsche Welle. ¥ Kpumy mporecTyoTs IpoTn
MixkHapoguux HaBuaHb ,,Ci Bpus-2006”. DW. URL:
https://www.dw.com/uk/y-KpuMy-IpOTECTYIOTh-IPO-
TH-Mi’KHApPOAHUX-HaBUaHb-ci-0pu3-2006/a-2469558
(mara sBepuenus: 15.11.2024).

4. Dinkel J. The Non-Aligned Movement: genesis,
organization and politics (1927-1992). Leiden: Brill,
2018. 354 p.

5. Dragneva-Lewers R., Wolczuk K. Ukraine between
the EU and Russia: The integration challenge. London:
Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2015. 148 p.

6. Espinas G. D. Ukraine's defense engagement with
the United States. Journal of International Affairs. 2010.
Vol. 63. No. 2. P. 53-63.

7. Foreign Affairs. Was NATO Enlargement a Mis-
take? Foreign Affairs Asks the Experts. Foreign Affairs.
URL: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/ask-the-ex-
perts/2022-04-19/was-nato-enlargement-mistake (marta
3BepHenHA: 20.11.2024).

8. Hurak I. Ukrainian-Russian Interstate Relations
during the Presidency of Viktor Yanukovych — “Honey-
moon Period” or “Coercion to Marriage”. Annales Univer-
sitatis Mariae Curie-Sktodowska. 2016. Ne 1. P. 103-121.
https://www.bc.umes.pl/dlibra/publication/30094/
edition/27080?language=en.

9. Iskandarov K., Gawliczek P. The strategy of “mil-
itary non-alignment” and NATO. Social Development and
Security. 2020. Vol. 10. No. 3. P. 16-28. https://doi.
org/10.33445/sds.2020.10.3.2.

10.Kuzio T., Moroney J. D. P. Ukraine and the west:
Moving from stability to strategic engagement. European
Security. 2001. Vol. 10. No. 2. P. 111-126. https://doi.
org/10.1080,/09662830108407496.

11.Kuzio T. Reflections on NATO—Will Ukraine and
Georgia Ever Join This Alliance? Kyiv Post. URL: https://
www.kyivpost.com/article/opinion/op-ed/reflections-
on-nato-will-ukraine-and-georgia-ever-26493.html (zara
3BepHeHHA: 16.11.2024).

12.Kuzio T. Ukraine's relations with the West since
the Orange Revolution. European Security. 2012. Vol. 21.
No. 3. P. 395-413. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
full/10.1080,/09662839.2012.655272?scroll=top&need-
Access=true#abstract.

13.Members and other Participants of NAM
Movement. Ministry of External Affairs of India.
URL: https://www.mea.gov.in/Images/pdf/Mem-
bers-and-other-participants.pdf (mara 3BePHEHHA:
05.11.2024).

14.Mironowicz E. Polityka zagraniczna Ukrainy
1990-2010. Biatystok: Wydawnictwo Uniwersyteckie
Trans Humana, 2012. 367 p.

15.NATO Enlargement to Sweden and Finland. Con-
gressional Research Service. URL: https://crsreports.
congress.gov/product/pdf/IN/IN11949 (mara  3Bep-
menud: 28.11.2024).

16.NATO-Ukraine. A Distinctive Partnership, NATO
Public Diplomacy Division. URL: https://www.nato.int/
nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf 2007 _06/20090304 nato-
ukraine2007-e.pdf (zara sBepuenusa: 13.11.2024).

17.Poptawski D. Polityka neutralnosci i bezaliansowo-
$ci. Poziomy analizy stosunkoéw micdzynarodowych. Tom
2 / Eds. E. Halizak, M. Pietras. Wydawnictwo Rambler,
2013. P. 541-564.

18.Secor L. Henry Kissinger Is Worried About
,Disequilibrium”. The Wall Street Journal. URL:
https://www.wsj.com/articles/henry-kissinger-is-wor-
ried-about-disequilibrium-11660325251?mod=itp_
wsj&mod=djemITP_h (zara sBepuenns: 29.11.2024).

19.Stepniewski T. ,,Do Europy razem z Rosja”: poli-
tyka zagraniczna Ukrainy w czasie prezydentury Leonida
Kuczmy. Mys$l Ekonomiczna i Polityczna. 2018. Ne 4(63).
P. 184-207. https://mysl.lazarski.pl/mysl/article/
view/1598/899.

20.Suprun V. Trojkat =zagrozen bezpieczenstwa
zewngtrznego Ukrainy w okresie prezydentury Wotody-
myra Zelenskiego: aspekty militarno-polityczne. Odpor-
no$¢ spoteczenstwa, panstwa na zagrozenia hybrydowe /
Eds. L. Elak, T. Zieliaski, Z. Ciekanowski, S. Zurawski.
Publishing House of the Management Academy of Applied
Sciences in Warsaw, 2023. P. 379-398.

21.Szeptycki A. Potwysep Krymski w stosunkach mig-
dzy Federacja Rosyjska i Ukraina. Stosunki Mi¢dzynaro-

dowe — International Relations. 2013. Ne 1(47).
P.109-131.
22.Troianovski A., Entous A., Schwirtz M.

Ukraine-Russia Peace Is as Elusive as Ever. But in 2022
They Were Talking. The New York Times. URL: https://
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2024/06/15/world/
europe/ukraine-russia-ceasefire-deal.html (mara 3Bep-
menud: 19.11.2024).

23.Wolczuk K. Ukraine’s policy towards the European
Union: a case of ‘declarative Europeanization’. Paper for
the Stefan Batory Foundation Project, The Enlarged EU
and Ukraine: New Relations. 2003. P. 1-28. https://
www.batory.org.pl/ftp/program/forum/eu_ukraine/
ukraine eu_policy.pdf.

24.TaneeBa O. Imdopmariiini xkammamii Pocificbkoi
®enepanii #a Kpumcbromy miBocTposi (1997-2006 pp.):
icropumunmit acnerr. Iizes: Hayxrosuil eicnuk. 2016.
Ne 115. C. 84-87.

25.lexknapania 1mpo  JepiKABHUU  CYBEpeHIiTeT
Yxpaiuu : lexknapania Bepxosuoi Pagu YPCP Ne 55-X1I /



264

Axmyanvui npodaemu Qinocodii ma couyionozii

Bepxosua Paga YPCP. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/
laws/show/55-12 (zara sBepuenus: 01.11.2024).

26. Epponeiicbka mpasma. OnuryBaHHA: AK BiliHa 3Mi-
HIWIA UuBiTisamiitauit Bubip yKpaiHmiB. €asponeiicvra
npasda. URL:  https://www.eurointegration.com.ua/
news,/2022/12/30/7153371/ (nara sBeprenns: 28.11.2024).

27.31eux0 A. Mu noBrHHI IPOBOAUTH IepeabdauyBaHy
i mporuo30BaHy 30BHIIIHIO HOJIITHKY. HayioHanrvHa Ges-
nexa i ooopora. 2010. Ne 2 (113). C. 17-18. URL: https://
razumkov.org.ua/uploads/journal/ukr/NSD113 2010 _
ukr.pdf (maTa sBeprenHsa: 10.11.2024).

28.KouctuTymia VYxpainu 3akoH YKpaiHum Bix
28 ugepBHa 1996 p. No. 254x/96-BP / BepxoBua Pazma
Yxpainu. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/sho-
w/254%D0%BA/96-%D0%B2%D1%80 (mata 3Bep-
menua: 01.11.2024).

29.TTomituka €C momo VYKpaiHum HampukiHIi
XX cromirrsa. HaBuaJlbHO-METOAMUYHHNI MOCIOHUK s
aclipaHTiB Ta CTYJEHTIB icTOpuuHOrO (aKyJbTeTy /
3a pen. O. A. Henpunskuii, B. B. Kenbman. Binuuia:
BinHWIbKUY [gep:KaBHUU IeJaroriuHuil yHiBEPCUTET
imeni Muxaiina Komroobuacskoro, 2022. 36 c.

30.ITomoBuu O. CraBnenua ykpainnis o HATO cyrTeBo
moripmuiocsa. BBC News Ukrainian. URL: https://www.
bbc.com/ukrainian/indepth/story/2006/06/060605
ukr nato_poll oh (zara sBepuenns: 08.11.2024).

31.IIpuiiayu C. HeliTpamiTeT Ta m03a0JI0KOBUI CTATYC
B 30BHIimmHi# momitumi Yrpainu (1991-2014 pp.). Mame-
pianu Bceykpaincvkoi Haykosoi KoHpepenyii “Icmopis
Vpainu: cyvacui suxkauxu” (15 keimna 2015). TepHo-
minb: THITY im. B. 'maTioka. C. 152-155.

32.1Ipo Boemny moxTpumHy YKpaiHM : B pemakiii
VYrasgy Ilpesunenta Yrpainu Big 8 uepBHa 2012 poxry
Ne 390/2012 / TIpesunent Yrpainu. URL: https://zakon.
rada.gov.ua/laws/show/648/2004/ed20120622  (mara
3BepHeHHA: 10.11.2024).

33.1Ipo Boeuny moxrpuny Yxpainu : Ilocranosa Bep-
xoBHOI Pagu Ykpaiuu Big 19.10.1993 Ne 3529-XI1I / Bep-
xoBHa Pama Ykpainu. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/
laws/show/3529-12 (naTa sBepuenusa: 10.11.2024).

34.1Ipo Boenny moxkrtpuny Ykpaiuu : Yka3 IIpesu-
neHra Ykpaimu Bix 15.06.2004 No 648/2004 / Ilpesu-
nenr Ykpaimm. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/
show/648/2004 (nara sBeprenus: 10.11.2024).

35.1Ipo Bacagu BHYTPIiIIHBOI i B0BHINIHBOI IOJI-
Tuky : 3akoH Ykpainu Bixg 01.07.2010 Ne 2411-VI / Bep-
xoBHa Pama Vkpainu. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/
laws/show/2411-17 (zara ssepuenus: 10.11.2024).

36.1Ipo 3arBepmxenua Crparerii inrerpamnii Ykpainu
no €spomeiicekoro Cowasy : Yras IIpesumenta Yrpainu
Big 11.06.1998 Ne 615/98 / IIpesugent Yrpaimu. URL:
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/615/98 (mara
3BepHeHHA: 10.11.2024).

37.IIpo ocHOBU HAIliOHAJbHOI OesmeKku YKpaiHu :
3akon Ykpainu Big 19 uepsaa 2003 p. No. 964-1V / Bep-
xoBHa Pama Ykpaimu. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/
laws/show/964-15 (gara sBepuenns: 10.11.2024).

38.1Ipo OcHOBHI HampAMHU 30BHIITHBOI MOJITUKHI
Yxpainu : IlocranoBa BepxoBuoi Pagu Vkpainm Bim 2
aunaag 1993 p. No. 3360-XII / Bepxosua Pama Yipainu.
URL:  https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/3360-12
(mara sBepuenHa: 10.11.2024).

39.1Ipo IIPOTOJIONIEHHS He3aJIeKHOCTI
Yxpainm : IlocranmoBa BepxoBmoi Pamm VYxpainu Bix

24.08.1991 No 1427-XII / BepxoBma Pama VYrkpainwu.
URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/1427-12/
ed20131006# (mara sBeprenus: 10.11.2024).

40.IIpo camoycynenns [Ipesumenta YKpainu BiJ BUKO-
HAHHSA KOHCTUTYI[iMHUX IIOBHOBA)KEHb Ta NPU3HAUCHHS
mo3aueprosux Bubopis IIpesugenTta Ykpainu : [locTanoBa
BepxoBuoi Pagu Vrpaimm Big 22.02.2014 No 757-VII.
URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/757-18
(mara 3BepuenHsa: 10.11.2024).

41.TIpo Crparerito HaIlioHATHHOI Oe3MeKu YKpaiHu : B
penakitii Yrasy Ilpesumenta Yipainu Bix 8 uepsua 2012
pory Ne 389/2012 / IIpesunent Yxpainu. URL: https://
zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/105/2007 (mara 3Bep-
menHa: 10.11.2024).

42.1Ipo Crparerito HamioHa bHOI Ge3leKu YKpaiHu :
Vxas IIpesumenta Yxpainu Big 12.02.2007 Ne 105/2007 /
IIpesunent Yrpainu. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/
laws/show/105/2007 (zara sBepuenns: 10.11.2024).

43.TIpomoBa IlpesupmenTta VYrpainm Bixkrtopa Any-
KOBMUa Iij uac IepeMoHii imasrypaiii : IIpomoBa Bif
25.02.2010 / IIpesmpent Yxpainu. URL: https://web.
archive.org/web/20100228163643/http://www.pre-

sident.gov.ua/news/16600.html  (mara  3BepHeHHA:
10.11.2024).
44.Cupopeako C., IIlemecr TI. AnwsrepHaTupa

HATO: uum sarpoxkye BimmMoBa YKpainu Bij AnbAHCY
3a pnomosienicTio 3 Kpewmiem. €aponeiicoka npasda.
URL: https://www.eurointegration.com.ua/arti-
cles/2022/03/23/7136465/index.amp (maTa 3BepHEHHS:
18.11.2024).

45.Cupnopyk T., ITasmioxk B. Posmupenna HATO sax
(baspIIMBY TIPUBIA [JIA BUNPABAAHHA BiliHU pocii mpoTu
Yrpaimu. HauyionaavHuill iHcmumym cmpamezivHux
docnioxcenv. URL: https://niss.gov.ua/news/statti/
rozshyrennya-nato-yak-falshyvyy-pryvid-dlya-vyprav-
dannya-viyny-rosiyi-proty-ukrayiny (mara 3BepHeHHS:
15.11.2024).

46.CmoBo i lino. Ileprri i ocTaHHI KPOKY TPE3UAEHTIB
Vrpaiuu Ha mocagi. Croso i Jino. URL: https://www.slo-
voidilo.ua/2019/05/30/infografika/polityka/pershi-os-
tanni-kroky-prezydentiv-ukrayiny-posadi (mara 3Bep-
menud: 10.11.2024).

47.CorosnoBa 0. Tapanrii Oesmeku magyTh 3MOTY
Yrpaini sagikcyBaTu mo3a0JoKoBUil craryc — Yasaumii.
Fakty ICTV. URL: https://fakty.com.ua/ua/ukraine/
polituka/20220329-garantiyi-bezpeky-dadut-zmogu-
ukrayini-zafiksuvaty-pozablokovyj-status-chalyj/amp/
(mara sBepHenHs: 13.11.2024).

48.Tapacioxk B. Maemo Bci mancu mocicTu rigue micige
B €Bpomi 1 cBiti. Hayionanvra Oe3nexa i o6opora. 2010.
Ne 2 (113). C. 18-20. URL: https://razumkov.org.ua/
uploads/journal/ukr/NSD113 2010 ukr.pdf (zara 3Bep-
menud: 10.11.2024).

49.Tozmopos 1. €BpoarsanTuuHa iHTerpania Ykpainu.
IcTopis Ta cyuacHicTh: HaBU. mOCi6. / Y KIopoachKumit
HamioHanpHUE yHiBepcurer. Y:kropog: TOB «PIK-V»,
2022. 375 c.

50.Tomopos I. Ykpaina — HATO: cyuacuuit cTrau Bif-
HOCWH i mepcnekTuBu. MiiHAPOOHUL HAYKOBUIL BICHUK.
2023. Ne 1-2(27-28). C. 10-20. https://dspace.uzhnu.
edu.ua/jspui/handle/lib/56843.

51.Vroga mixk Yrpainomo ta Pociticbkoio @ezneparieio 3
nuTaub nepedyBanHa YopHOMOpCchKOTO (haoTy Pociticbkol
®epeparnii Ha TepuTopii YKpainu : Yroga, MisKHAPOXHUI



Axmyanvhi npodaemu pirocopii ma coyionozii

265

noxymert Bix 21.04.2010. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.
ua/laws/show/643 359 (zara sBepuenns: 10.11.2024).

52.Xponosoria BigHocun Ykpaina — HATO. Miric-
mepcmeo 3akopdoHHux cnpas Yxpainu. URL: https://
ukraine-nato.mfa.gov.ua/ukrayina-nato/hronologi-
ya-vidnosin-ukrayina-nato (qatassepuenns: 10.11.2024).

53.1lentp PasymroBa. YKpaiHa Ha CBiTOBi#l apeHi:
Cy4YacHHUU cTaH Ta nepcuexkTusu. Hayionanvha Oesnexa i
obopora. 2010. Ne 2 (113). C. 6-15. URL: https://razum-
kov.org.ua/uploads/journal/ukr/NSD113 2010 ukr.
pdf (zara sBepuenna: 10.11.2024).

54.1lentp PasymroBa. VYxpaina-€C mamepemomui
mignmucaHHd Yrogu IIPO acolliamiio: OKpeMi moJiTuuHi
acuexkT. Hayionaavua 6esnexa i obopora. 2013. Ne 4-5
(141-142). C. 3-16. URL: https://razumkov.org.ua/
uploads/journal/ukr/NSD141-142 2013 ukr.pdf (mara
3BepHeHHA: 10.11.2024).

55.YaiikoBchka B., I'yba P. 3emenchruii: Yrpaina
roToBa Ha HeHTpamiTeT 3a ABOX yMmoB. Deutsche Welle.
URL: https://www.dw.com/uk/zelenskyi-pro-pere-
hovory-z-rf-ukraina-hotova-na-neitralitet-za-dvokh-
umov/a-61274992 (zara sBepuenns: 02.11.2024).

56. Yanuit O. [lepeocMucauTy cTpaTerivui migBaanHn
30BHIMHBOI moyiTuKM YKpainu. Hayionaavha Oesnexa
i obopona. 2010. Ne 2 (113). C. 20-21. URL: https://
razumkov.org.ua/uploads/journal/ukr/NSD113 2010 _
ukr.pdf (zara ssepuennsa: 10.11.2024).

57.fIukoBcbkuit O. «IlocumeHHsa cxigHOro (QUaHTy».
Yu mabamxae BifiHa umencrBo Ykpainu B HATO? Padio
Cso06o0a.  URL:  https://www.radiosvoboda.org/a/
novyny-pryazovya-viyna-rosiya-ukrayina-chlenst-
vo-nato/32000286.html (zara sBeprenns: 10.11.2024).

Summary

Suprun V. R. Ukraine’s foreign policy dilemmas
between European integration, NATO aspirations, and
the Russian pressure: the premises, consequences, and
lessons of non-alignment. — Article.

This article critically explores Ukraine's historical and
contemporary adherence to the principles of neutrality
and non-alignment, tracing their evolution since the
nation gained independence. The research is guided by
the hypothesis that Ukraine’s non-aligned policy has not
been a deeply rooted tradition but rather a pragmatic
choice shaped by shifting political contexts, and that
it has had, and could continue to have, detrimental
effects on Ukraine’s security. To address this, the article
employs a combination of qualitative research methods,
including literature review method, historical analysis,
document analysis, and case study examination of three
pivotal periods: 1990-2004, 2005-2010, and 2010-2014.
Additionally, policy analysis incorporating scenario
planning evaluates the risks and benefits of a potential
return to non-alignment under different geopolitical
conditions.

To establish a robust theoretical foundation, the
concepts of “neutrality” and “non-alignment” are
examined in depth, with particular attention to their
distinctions and relevance within international relations
theory. The analysis investigates the historical roots
of Ukraine’s commitment to these policies, the factors
driving the re-adoption of non-alignment in 2010, and
the operationalization of this stance between 2010 and

2014. Furthermore, the study evaluates the strategic
consequences of non-alignment for Ukraine’s national
security and its interactions with key geopolitical actors,
including Russia, the European Union, and NATO. In
light of the 2014 crisis and the subsequent full-scale
Russian aggression in 2022, the article provides a
nuanced assessment of whether a return to non-alignment
aligns with Ukraine's current security imperatives and
long-term strategic interests.

The findings reveal that non-alignment has
historically weakened Ukraine’s position, leaving it
vulnerable to external threats, particularly from Russia,
while failing to provide adequate security guarantees.
In the context of Russia’s ongoing full-scale aggression,
non-alignment remains an unviable strategy, as it would
only exacerbate Ukraine’s security vulnerabilities.
Thus, deeper integration with NATO and the EU is the
most viable path for Ukraine’s long-term stability and
sovereignty.

Key words: Ukraine, foreign policy, national security,
non-alignment, neutrality, security and defense policy,
Russian threat, Russian pressure.

Anoranig

Cynpyn B. P. 30BHIIIHbONOMITHYHI TuAeMH ¥YKpaiHu
MiX €BPOINENCHKOI0 iHTerpaii€lo, ITpParHeHHAMH [0
HATO ta tuckom Pocii: nmepeqymoBu, Hacxigku it ypoKu
mo3admoxoBocrti. — CrarTs.

IIa crarTa KPUTUYHO aHANIIBYE iCTOPUUHY Ta CydacHY
NPUXUIBHICTE YKpaiHd [0 IPUHIUINB HEHTpaIiTeTy
Ta 1M03a0JI0KOBOCTi, IIPOCTEKYIOUM IXHili pPOSBUTOK 3
MOMEHTY B3H00yTTs [Aep:raBoio HesasmesxHocTi. [Ilocuri-
MMKeHHA I'PYHTYEThCA Ha TilmoTesi, 110 MoJIiTHKA m03a6.10-
KOBOCTi YKpaiHu He 6yJa TimnbOKO BKODiHEHOIO Tpajgu-
i€, a paflile TparMaTUYHUM BUOOPOM, CHOPMOBAHUM
y 3MIiHHKX IOJITHYHUX YMOBAaX, i I0 BOHA Maja I MOXKe
HaJaJi MaTu HeTaTUBHUY BILINB Ha 6e3neky YKpainu. [l
mepeBipKy 1iel rimoTesu CTATTS BUKOPUCTOBYE KOMILIEKC
AKICHUX JOCHiTHUIIbKUX METOMiB, B0KpEMa OTJIAL JiTepa-
TypH4, icTOpuUHUl aHaIi3, aHATi3 HOKYMEHTIB, a TaKOX
Kefic-cTafi TphoX KJIouoBuX mepionin: 1990-2004, 2005—
2010 Ta 2010-2014 poxis. Kpim Toro, amamis moaiTukm,
1[0 BKJIIOYAE IIJIAHYBAHHSA CIieHapPiiB, OI[iHIOE PU3UKH Ta
mepeBary MOTEHIIITHOTO MOBEPHEHHS [0 I103a0J0KOBOTO
CTaTyCy 3a PiBHUX IeOMOJiITUYHUX YMOB.

I CcTBOpPeHHA TIDYHTOBHOI TeopeTuuHOi 0asu
IeTaTbHO DPO3TIANAIOTHCA MOHATTA «HEUTpaTiTeT» i
«103a0JI0KOBiCTb», 3 0COOJMBOIO yBarowo A0 iXHiX Bij-
MiHHOCTEH 1 3HAUEHHS B KOHTEKCTi Teopii MisKHApOIHUX
BimHOCHH. AHami3 JocaigKye icTopuuHi KopeHi 30008’ -
3aHb YKpaiHu ZOTPUMYBATHCA MUX IOJITHK, (paxkTopH,
110 3yMOBHUJIY IIOBTOPHE IPUHUHATTS HMOJITHKY M03a0J10-
roBoctiy 2010 pori, a Tako:k peasisario mboro migxomy
B mepiog 3 2010 mo 2014 poxu. Kpim Toro, gocrimxenus
OI[iHIOE cTpaTeriuni HacHifKu® 1m03a6J0KOBOCTI s
HaIlioHaJbHOI 6e3meKku YKpainu Ta ii B3aaeMoii 3 KJI040-
BUMH TEOIOJITHUHUMHU aKTOpaMu, BKJiouaioun Pociro,
€spomeiicbkuit Cotos i HATO. Y cBitai kpusu 2014 poxy
Ta MOJAJBINOI MOBHOMAcIITaOHOI pocifickkoi arpecii y
2022 pomi craTTda Hajgae BceOiUHY OIIHKY MOMiJBHOCTL
MIOBEPHEHHS IO M03a0JIOKOBOCTI ¥ KOHTEKCTI CydacHHUX
iMmmepaTuBiB 0esmeKu Ta TOBTOCTPOKOBUX CTPATETiuHUX
inTepeciB Ykpainu.
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PegysnbpTaTu mocaigiKeHHA IOKA3yTh, 10 1103a0JI0-
KOBiCTh icTOpmuHO mociaabiioBaia mO3uIlii YKpainm,
pobasuu ii BpasnmBOIO MO 30BHIIIHIX 3arpos, 30KpeMa
3 0oky Pocii, i Bogmouac He 3abesmeuyBasa HATEKHUX
rapanTiii Gesmexu. B ymMoBax TpmMBawu0oi IOBHOMACII-
TabHOI pocifichKol arpecii m03abIOKOBICTE 3aMUIITAETHCA
HEJKUTTE3JATHOI CTPATETie0, KA JIUIIEe TOCUIUTE 0e3-

TIeKOBY BpasauBicTh YKpainu. Bigrak, raubimia inTerpa-
mig 3 HATO ra €C e HalieQeKTHUBHIIINM ILIAXOM /IS
3a0e3IeueHHs JOB[OCTPOKOBOI cTabiJIbHOCTI Ta cCyBepeHi-
TeTy YKpainu.

Kawuosi ciosa: Yrpaina, 30BHIIIHSA TOJTITHKA, HAIIiO-
HaJbHa OesmeKa, mo3abJ0K0BiCTh, HEUTPATITET, IOJTITUKA
Oesmexu i 060poHHU, pocifichbKa 3arposa, POCiiiChbKMil THCK.



