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From the very beginning I would like to underline that the word “crisis” does not describe 

correctly what happens in Ukraine. Indeed, there was a domestic political crisis back in 2013 that 

lasted until early 2014. In parallel, there was a second crisis related to economic situation. In 2013 

there was no economic growth (0%), while in 2014 the contraction was 6.6%, in 2015 was 9.9% and in 

2016 there is an expectation of a modest economic growth (about 1.6%). Therefore, when speaking 

about illegal annexation of Crimea and the war in the East of Ukraine, one should refer to it as the 

Russian aggression.  

Now please allow me to go point by point with remarks on the issues on which I was asked 

to speak: 

 

A:  Significance of the Ukraine “Crisis” as seen from the Ukrainian as well as  

global perspectives: 

 The collapse of the system of international law and norms.  

 The Russian aggression on Ukraine was/is exploring the weakness of the Ukrainian state 

institutions and high level of corruption. 

 It also symbolizes the crisis of the Russian leadership – the Russia soft power failed and 

therefore Kremlin resorted to the use of hard power. 

 Russian leadership was too obsessed with the Maidan in Ukraine because it is afraid of a 

successful outcome of the Revolution of Dignity. 

 

   B:  Ukraine's policy to settle the “Crisis” 

 Kyiv’s policy is to reintegrate illegally occupied territories back into the legal system of 

Ukraine, but not at any price. 

 Ukraine approach is to have a clear sequencing is Minsk implementation that would lead to a 

sustainable conflict settlement – “security first” approach, then implementation of the political 

agenda. 
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 The process of devolution of power should not impact of the functionality of Ukraine as a 

state. 

    

C:  What is expected of the international community to deal with the “Crisis” from the  

Ukrainian perspective 

 It is important to have a principled joint position over the illegalities that were/are taking 

place from the side of Russia – i.e. not accept unilateral change of rules. 

 Provide support to Ukraine in order to resist the military, economic, diplomatic and other 

types of pressure. 

 Continuation of the policy of sanctions in order to deter Russia from further escalation. 

 

   D:  Geopolitical linkage, if any, between the “Crisis” and ongoing issues in the  

South China Sea 

 There is no a direct link between Russian aggression in Ukraine and the “ongoing issues” in 

the South China Sea. 

 The indirect linkage is that the weak reaction of US to the Russian aggression in Ukraine (and 

other parts of the world) was encouraging revision of activation of international disputes. 

 Ukraine is using the example and the experience of Arbitration on South China Sea. 

 

 

 
Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Ukraine has faced a number of difficulties, among 

which denuclearization, economic stagnation, and dispute over Crimea were especially critical issues 

in 1990s. Following such significant turmoil, the democratic movement reached its peak in the early 

2000s.   

 

The Crimean problem seemed to be settled when Simferopol accepted the new constitution 

that described the peninsula as an integral part of Ukraine. However, this turned out not to actually 

be the case.   

 

Since the Maidan Revolution began to protest the cancellation of the signing of the EU 

Association Agreement, the Ukraine Crisis is often analyzed in the context of foreign relations. 

However, my main focus here is the internal factors behind the crisis, such as: Why did a peaceful 
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demonstration develop into bloodshed turmoil? What enabled Crimea and Russia to achieve their 

goal in 2014, while it was not possible in the 1990s? And, what has been changed and what has not 

been changed during this time period?   

 

The Minsk Agreement is in deadlock because of domestic resistance, not by pressure from 

Russia.  President Poroshenko’s calls to fight for the fatherland sounds hollow to younger citizens, 

and the government’s handling of internal affairs is not fully approved by voters. If Poroshenko will 

fail to accomplish the Minsk Agreement and domestic reform, he will lose trust from all sides.   

 

Foreign commitment has limitations regarding drastic change of a country’s society and the 

mindset of its people. Regardless of whom the US president may be, as in the words of Mikheil 

Saakashvili, “The best Ukraine can do now is to reform and become self-reliant." With this in mind, it 

will be clear for both Japan and Europe how to become an equal partner. 

 
 

 

 

1. The Ukrainian crisis has drastically undermined trust between Russia and Western countries. 

Once again in history Europe is divided into the West and Russia giving many experts reason to 

speak about the new cold war. Many blame Russia for its violating the basis of euro-atlantic 

security. 
 

2. Yet, the crisis we are witnessing today wasn’t provoked by “Putin’s aggressive policy on 

Ukraine”, or Russia’s inconsiderate imperial ambitions, however dubious Russia’s role might 

seem.  
 

3. The roots of the conflict lie in flaws remaining after the collapse of bipolar world. Firstly, we are 

witnessing the crisis of national identity on post-soviet space. The turmoil in Ukraine didn’t start 

with Russia’s interference - though Moscow’s role is ambiguous - it started long before the 

Crimea or DNR.   
 

4. Before the Ukrainian crisis arose both Russia and Western countries spoke about ‘being partners’, 

while in reality we never overcame the win-lose logic of the cold war. The four common spaces 

were never created. The visa-free regime was not introduced. The reasons are numerous – Russia 
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lacked will to join the West, but there wasn’t enough effort from our Western partners as well. 

Because we didn’t have – and still don’t have – trust in each other. 
 

5. Russia, being a European state supporting European values hasn’t become one of European 

countries. It still regards euro-atlantic security policy as a threat to its national interests and even 

its existence. Now the flaws of the world order are becoming increasingly obvious. The split 

between Russia and the West is becoming wider. It is hard to speak of ‘reconciliation’ with NATO 

launching new military bases in Eastern Europe. The relations are unlikely to change in the near 

future.  
 

6. While the decision to ‘build a wall’ – like some of European leaders have already suggested – 

may seem psychologically comfortable and logical in the situation, it is irrational and will 

inevitably lead to further risks. 
 

7. Yet, it would be wishful thinking to suggest and expect that Russia and the West will work on 

building euro-atlantic security side by side. That has already proved inefficient in Ukraine – the 

Minsk agreements or other peace initiatives do not work. 
 

8. Today both Russia and the West see the resolution of the crisis in the collapse of its foe. Though 

the situation is changing, it doesn’t change fast enough. The West hopes for the fall of Putin’s 

regime and for liberal forces coming to power in Russia. Russia expects Ukrainian to change thus 

settling the conflict. Moreover, Russia is aware of all the problems that the EU faces. 
 

9. This is the win-lose logic in action. But if we go on like that everyone will lose. One cannot thrive 

surrounded by fragile entities. 

10. The relations between Russia, Ukraine and the West are never going to be the same. However, it 

doesn’t mean we have to cut each other off. We can and we have to cut losses. We have to keep 

business and civilian contacts. Keep doing business. Keep exchanging students. Keep solving 

common problems. 
 

One of the problems we could solve together is the migration issue. Europe cannot build a 

wall from immigrants, nor can Russia. This is a common European threat that both Russia and the 

West could address together. 
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Russia and the West: from alleged partnership to systemic antagonism 

 

1. The Ukraine crisis is effectively a Russia crisis. It is a symptom of a principal shift on the part 

of Russia – both in the way it functions internally and how it behaves externally. 

2. This shift has been in the making for a decade but the West, and Europe in particular, has 

been slow to grasp how Russia was changing, even if: 

a. It was first made explicit by President Putin at the Munich Security Conference in 

2007 

b. It translated into military action in Georgia in 2008 

c. It has become a comprehensive doctrine since 2012 

3. In Russia, the central mechanics of power has been transformed over the last years: away 

from a redistribution-based authoritarianism to a mobilization-based autocracy. 

a. Social contract in the 2000s was political acquiescence in exchange for prosperity 

b. Based on high revenues from oil and gas exports 

c. Unsustainable with the end of the resource super cycle 

4. The central vehicle for mobilization is a declared historical mission to restore Russia’s place 

and role in the world. This primarily means to directly challenge the post-Cold War status 

quo. 

a. Consciously taps post-Soviet, or better post-imperial sentiments and grievances 

b. Reflects a classical shift to symbolic politics and an externalization of responsibility 

5. Confrontation with the West, directly and by proxy, has become systemic. It is the central 

driver for Russian policy; it is the sole generator of legitimacy for the powers-that-be in 

Russia. 

6. This means that a grand bargain, a broad accommodation between Russia and the West is 

impossible.  

a. Russia defines itself in instrumental contradistinction from the West 

b. Bargain would be a partial surrender, for Russia as much as the West 

c. Individual areas of conflict can only be frozen but not resolved substantially 
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7. This broad confrontation plays out on several levels: 

a. As a claim for an exclusive sphere of influence (e.g. the wars in Ukraine, Georgia) 

b. In form of Russia injecting itself into conflicts globally (e.g. Syria) 

c. Through blockade of international organizations (e.g. UN, OSCE) 

d. In testing and undermining Western institutions, especially NATO and the EU 

e. By way of directly interfering with the domestic politics of any Western democracy  

8. On all these levels, Russia constantly seeks confrontation. Conflicts can be in succession or 

simultaneous but overall, external conflict has to be permanent to sustain mobilization in 

Russia itself. 

a. Well illustrated by the Crimea – Eastern Ukraine – Syria sequence 

b. Permanent question for the West: which is the next theatre of conflict Russia will 

pick? 

9. Internally, Russia is systematically transformed into a war-time society. It: 

a. streamlines – effectively personalizes – the power structure and personnel 

b. militarizes society – propaganda, education, social control 

c. modernizes the army and security apparatus 

d. centralizes state control over the economy 

e. shifts budget priorities from social welfare to state security and defense 

10. Although this comparison is much debated, the situation is akin to the Cold War: 

a. Russia portrays itself as the vanguard of a new world order 

b. It seeks to build anti-Western alliances 

c. It employs the same variety of destructive means (incl. hybrid warfare) 

d. It sees a chance of winning this contest (as in the early stages of the Cold War) 

11. This comparison also indicates the likely duration of this new antagonism between Russia 

and the West. It is probably not a matter of years but of decades. 
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The Implications of the Ukraine Crisis: An American Perspective 
 

I have been asked to address four general issues: the significance of the Ukraine crisis, as 

seen in Washington; U.S. policy to cope with this crisis; what the U.S. expects from the international 

community; and geopolitical linkages to other issues, especially in East Asia. The answers to the first 

two sets of questions are by now quite clear. In light of the recent U.S. presidential election, however, 

the third and especially the fourth are now somewhat harder to judge. The uncertainty generated by 

the comments to date of Mr. Trump and his team is the source of considerable concern both among 

the policy community in Washington and abroad. 

 

Russian actions in and around Ukraine have had a major impact on the Washington policy 

community, both in and outside government: European defense, NATO, and Russia are all back at the 

center of the U.S. policy agenda. The crisis and its aftermath are widely seen as not only as a serious 

geopolitical challenge, but as reflecting a basis clash of values—one which can be managed but is 

unlikely to disappear as long as Mr. Putin is in power. There are several key dimensions: 

 NATO has returned from an earlier focus on out-of-area activities to the credibility of the 

alliance’s Article V: the requirements of European deterrence and defense are again central to 

NATO military planning. 

 Particular attention is being paid to the alliance’s potentially most vulnerable members—the 

Baltic states. 

 In light of provocative Russia rhetoric and potentially dangerous behavior, there is also 

concern about and attention to the possibility of a crisis along Russia’s borders with its Nordic 

and Baltic neighbors. 

 The crisis has also had a significant impact upon the security perspectives of Finland and 

Sweden:  though neither looks likely to apply for NATO membership soon, both are 

deepening defense cooperation with each other, bilaterally with the US, and collectively with 

NATO. 

69



 

70 
 

 Putin’s Russia is now seen as essentially a revisionist power with respect to the existing 

security arrangements in Europe, seeking to weaken the EU and NATO, to produce weak and 

deferential governments in its neighborhood, and to gain at least tacit Western acceptance of a 

sphere of “special interests” in the region. 

 

The U.S. policy response to date has had several basic components: bolstering NATO, 

punishing Russia, and supporting Ukraine: 

 Bolstering NATO has been the immediate priority. The U.S. has significantly increased both 

political attention and budgetary allocations (including a tripling of the funding for the 

“European Reassurance Initiative”), and has worked with allies to produce relevant decisions 

at the 2014 (Wales) and 2016 (Warsaw) NATO summits, with particular emphasis on 

“presence” in NATO’s east. These include: 

o Deployment of multinational battalions in each of the three Baltic states, and Poland, 

to be in place by May 1917. The U.S. will provide the “framework force” for the 

battalion in Poland. 

o Deployment of elements from a U.S. aviation brigade and an air combat brigade to 

Europe this winter, on a rotational basis. 

o A major increase in the size of the NATO Response Force (to about 40,000), and the 

creation of a Very High Readiness Joint Task Force (“Spearhead Force”). 

o Prepositioning of equipment and war-fighting stocks for the VJTF and for European 

and American follow-on forces. 

o Increased emphasis on and planning for realistic intra-alliance, multinational 

exercises. 

 The principal element of policies intended to impose costs on Russia has been economic 

sanctions, imposed in coordination with the EU. These have been directed at limiting certain 

Western financial flows to Russia (e.g., defense and energy technologies), as well as at some 

Russian officials responsible for Ukraine policy. The sanctions have not so far had evident 

impact on Russia behavior, but it is hoped that the financial costs will over time impose 

increasingly difficult policy choices for the Kremlin, and that in the meantime they send an 

important message of transatlantic solidarity. Preserving the sanctions has thus been a major 

priority for the Obama administration. 

o The US, with NATO, has also cut off some contacts with Russian officials, suspending 

meetings of the NATO-Russia Council and some bilateral US-Russia 

military-to-military contacts. In light of the deteriorating security environment with 

Russia, however, there is increasing sentiments that these contacts, carefully 

organized, should be renewed. 
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o The Obama administration has also sought to emphasize that if would be happy to 

resume constructive relations, if the Kremlin comes to its senses and changes its 

behavior in and around Ukraine. 

 The administration has thus emphasized that it seeks a sustainable outcome in Ukraine—one 

consistent with international law and acceptable to Ukraine itself. It has thus said that it will 

not accept the legitimacy of Russia’s incorporation of Crimea, and has called for Russia to 

withdraw its forces in and support for the anti-Ukraine units in the Donbas. Its immediate 

focus has been on the implementation of Minsk II. 

o Rhetoric aside, the administration has clearly looked to major European powers to 

take the lead.  Thus the “Normandy format,” meant to oversee the implementation 

of Minsk, does not include the U.S. There have been increasing calls in Washington, 

including among some in Congress, for more active and direct American 

engagement. 

o Along with several European allies, the U.S. has provided training and related 

assistance in support of Ukraine’s defense sector. The administration has however 

refused to provide so-called “lethal aid,” fearing escalation of the conflict there. This 

too has become a controversial issue among parts of the policy community in 

Washington. 
 

The U.S. administration has been quite clear about what it hopes for from the international 

community: 

 In NATO, it has pressed for increased levels of defense spending, to reach at least the target of 

2% of GDP, both to enhance alliance military capabilities and, not least, to convey a political 

message to Russia and the U.S. Congress that the alliance and its individual members are 

serious. Key however is active and demonstrable allied contributions to the enhancement of 

NATO’s deterrence and defense posture, and in particular to the implementation of the 

initiatives agreed at the Wales and Warsaw summits. 

o As a corollary, the U.S. expects the allies to fulfill their Article III obligations, entailing 

national responsibilities for self-defense. This applies in particular to the Baltic states. 

As small countries, they cannot be expected to prevent or defeat a Russian military 

incursion. But homeland defense initiatives can potentially delay, complicate and 

raise the costs of such an incursion. Relevant initiatives are in fact now underway in 

all three states. 

 Outside of NATO, the key political priority for the administration in Europe has been to 

preserve trans-Atlantic unity on sanctions, understanding that these produce higher costs for 

some European countries than for the U.S. itself. The administration also has welcomed and 

supports enhanced defense cooperation with Sweden and Finland.   
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 Internationally, the administration has wanted clear political support for a tough line on 

Russia (including, for example, at the UN), as well as engagement on sanctions. 

o There is recognition that some key allies have complicated interests at stake in their 

relations with Russia, and thus will seek Russian cooperation in support of those 

interests. This includes, for example, both Japan’s hope to arrive at a negotiated 

solution to the Northern Territories issue (thus making a peace treaty possible at long 

last), and the interests of both Japan and South Korea in possible Russian help to 

induce Chinese pressure on North Korea. The administration clearly hopes, however, 

that pursuit of these interests will not come at the expense of issues of particular 

concern, especially the preservation of unity on sanctions. 

 Most analysts believe that the incoming Trump administration will continue to expect—and 

indeed may place even greater emphasis on—enhanced allied contributions to deterrence and 

defense in Europe.  Less clear, however, is the position it will take, and in particular the 

priority it will assign, to other matters. 

o Some of Mr. Trump’s comments have suggested that he may be ready to abandon the 

sanctions policy, if an acceptable deal can be struck with the Kremlin. Until such a 

deal is struck he can be expected to desire continued allied support, if only as 

negotiating leverage, but what kind of arrangement he may pursue with Russia, and 

on what terms, is uncertain. 
 

Although much of the Asian security agenda has its own history and will continue to be 

driven by pre-existing national perspectives and interests, there do seem to be some important 

linkages between the Ukraine crisis and some key issues for American policy and engagement in East 

Asia. How these linkages will affect policy choices would raise complex questions for a Clinton 

administration, and will do so for Mr. Trump and his colleagues. 

 At the most general level, and arguably of most fundamental importance, has to do with the 

U.S. commitment to a rules-based international order. In the American view, Putin has 

violated this order in Europe; for many, China threatens it in Asia. Some of Mr. Trump’s 

comments suggest that he will take a tough line with China, at least on economic and trade 

issues; how he will approach security and defense in the region is again uncertain 

o For example, how will he balance a tough approach on trade with the long-standing 

hope that China can be induced to exert more leverage on North Korea? This is an 

issue that many in DC, including potential members of the Trump administration, 

view as the likely critical problem on the U.S. regional agenda. Will he seek Russian 

support in this regard? 

o Some of Mr. Trump’s campaign comments were very critical of Chinese military 

activities in the region, including in particular their territorial claims and related 

72



 

72 
 

 Internationally, the administration has wanted clear political support for a tough line on 

Russia (including, for example, at the UN), as well as engagement on sanctions. 

o There is recognition that some key allies have complicated interests at stake in their 

relations with Russia, and thus will seek Russian cooperation in support of those 

interests. This includes, for example, both Japan’s hope to arrive at a negotiated 

solution to the Northern Territories issue (thus making a peace treaty possible at long 

last), and the interests of both Japan and South Korea in possible Russian help to 

induce Chinese pressure on North Korea. The administration clearly hopes, however, 

that pursuit of these interests will not come at the expense of issues of particular 

concern, especially the preservation of unity on sanctions. 

 Most analysts believe that the incoming Trump administration will continue to expect—and 

indeed may place even greater emphasis on—enhanced allied contributions to deterrence and 

defense in Europe.  Less clear, however, is the position it will take, and in particular the 

priority it will assign, to other matters. 

o Some of Mr. Trump’s comments have suggested that he may be ready to abandon the 

sanctions policy, if an acceptable deal can be struck with the Kremlin. Until such a 

deal is struck he can be expected to desire continued allied support, if only as 

negotiating leverage, but what kind of arrangement he may pursue with Russia, and 

on what terms, is uncertain. 
 

Although much of the Asian security agenda has its own history and will continue to be 

driven by pre-existing national perspectives and interests, there do seem to be some important 

linkages between the Ukraine crisis and some key issues for American policy and engagement in East 

Asia. How these linkages will affect policy choices would raise complex questions for a Clinton 

administration, and will do so for Mr. Trump and his colleagues. 

 At the most general level, and arguably of most fundamental importance, has to do with the 

U.S. commitment to a rules-based international order. In the American view, Putin has 

violated this order in Europe; for many, China threatens it in Asia. Some of Mr. Trump’s 

comments suggest that he will take a tough line with China, at least on economic and trade 

issues; how he will approach security and defense in the region is again uncertain 

o For example, how will he balance a tough approach on trade with the long-standing 

hope that China can be induced to exert more leverage on North Korea? This is an 

issue that many in DC, including potential members of the Trump administration, 

view as the likely critical problem on the U.S. regional agenda. Will he seek Russian 

support in this regard? 

o Some of Mr. Trump’s campaign comments were very critical of Chinese military 

activities in the region, including in particular their territorial claims and related 

 

73 
 

construction activities in the East and South China seas. Since the election he has 

made pledges to the leaders of Japan, South Korea and Australia that he will make 

good on existing U.S. commitments to their defense. Few observers in Washington 

doubt that he means it, and that the U.S is highly unlikely to pull back from Asia in 

general. But what this will entail in practice has become the subject of some debate, 

especially since he has also implied a strong preference for a less interventionist 

American foreign policy, and has stressed the need for regional powers—in Europe as 

well as Asia—to shoulder a greater burden for security in their neighborhoods. 

 

 

 
 

From the perspective of China and Taiwan 
 

China was reluctant to declare its official stance on Crimea, preferring to keep silent. This is 

in part because China opposes any form of referendum, especially in a time when it is facing a 

possibility of a referendum in Taiwan. China therefore, could not support the referendum by Crimea 

in 2014, but at the same could not oppose to Russia’s decision either. However, China was also eager 

to take sides with the West in opposing Russia’s annexation of Crimea as one of permanent members 

of the UN Security Council. China did not wish to be an enemy of Russia either, making them silent 

on the issue. 

 
China enjoyed some diplomatic leverage in central Asia against Russia since the Crimean 

crisis. Russia facing economic sanction from EU and US with Japan, seemed to have no other option 

but to depend on China. China also regards the area important in the context of the One Belt and One 

Road (OBOR) Initiative launched in 2013. 

 

China’s President Xi Jinping met with Russian President Putin in 2015 and agreed to take a 

friendly attitude towards each other. Chinese OBOR Initiative and Russia’s Eurasia Economic Union 

(EEU)’s coverage is somewhat overlapping in Central Asia countries such as Kazakhstan, but both 

leaders agreed to adjust their mutual interests in the region. 

 
Political scenery could change gradually as the Trump administration begins its foreign 

policy next year. In some cases, the relationship between Russia and China might pull back to the 
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situation before the 2014 Crimean Crisis as US President-elect Trump tries to improve its relation with 

Putin’s Russia, based upon his pledge during the presidential campaign. Putin might not feel the 

necessity to promote its relation with China. 

 
In Taiwan, both pro-independence and pro-China people seem to share the feeling that 

Crimean Crisis is giving some influence in East Asia. This is because the Crimean crisis reminds them 

of a possibility of change of the status-quo by a big power. This is the exact kind of danger Taiwan 

faces since 1949 from mainland China. 

 
Pro-independence people are more sympathetic and associate more with the Crimean Crisis 

than the pro-China people. Anti-China feeling mounted in the spring of 2014, leading to what is called 

the “Sunflower Movement” which lasted for 24 days. A group of young Taiwanese students occupied 

the Legislative Yuan, demanding the suspension of a legal procedure allowing more Chinese service 

sector business entering into Taiwan. 

 
 

 
 

What the Ukraine Crisis Means to the Asia-Pacific:  
A Chinese Perspective 

 

First, the Crisis of Ukraine poses two dilemmas to China. One is about its non-interference 

principle, which has been made contradictory to its another foreign policy principle of strategic 

partnership. According to the first principle, China should oppose Russia’s annexation of Crimea. But 

according to the second principle, China should support Russia’s approach in dealing with the 

Ukraine Crisis. So China has to take a low key approach to the crisis itself. As Chinese Foreign 

Ministry spokesperson Qin Gang stated, “We uphold the principle of non-interference in others’ 

internal affairs and respect international law and widely recognized norms governing international 

relations. Meanwhile we take into account the historical facts and realistic complexity of the 

Ukrainian issue.” Another dilemma that China faces is its difficult position it has to take between 

Russia and the US. For most Chinese, the Ukraine Crisis is a crisis between Russia and the US, a kind 

of renewal of the Cold War. The memory of the Cold War, in which China was pushed around by the 

competition of the two superpowers, reminds China to simply stay afar from the crisis. This explains 

why China abstained in the UN Security Council when both Russia and the US solicited China’s 
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support for their respective positions on the Crimean referendum. So China voiced its concerns of the 

continuous escalation of violent conflicts in Ukraine and called on all relevant parties to deescalate by 

political talks and reconciliation.  

Second, the Crisis of Ukraine has a dividing effect on international relations in the 

Asia-Pacific region. In the UN Security Council, on the resolution to deny the validity of the 

referendum on the status of Crimea, Japan and South Korea voted in support of, while India and 

China abstained. India, as China, faces a similar dilemma of choice between solidarity with Moscow 

and relations with the West. While India apparently tilts toward Russia in the Ukraine crisis, it does 

not want to go too far to risk its significantly improved relations with the US and major European 

countries. Japan and South Korea have to side with the US as its allies in the Ukraine Crisis, even 

though they all have their own concern vis-à-vis Russia that might be not consistent with that of the 

US. For example, Japan wants to solve its territorial disputes with Russia and South Korea needs 

Russia to cooperate in the process of the denuclearization of North Korea and the reunification of the 

Korean peninsula. Also, when Russia expands its engagement in the Asia-Pacific, in particular with its 

renewed interest in the energy market of this region, a divide among those major energy consumers 

may go further deteriorated.  

 
Third, the Crisis of Ukraine may complicate the resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue. 

Probably, for whatever reasons, North Korea is determined to have nuclear weapons. But the Ukraine 

Crisis may further solidify its such determination if Pyongyang believes that it is just because Ukraine 

renounced its nuclear arsenal in 1994 that has led to its loss of territory. Even though other nuclear 

powers, including Russia, have made a commitment of security guarantee in exchange for Ukrainian 

denuclearization, such commitment is simply not trustworthy at all. For North Korea, it would be 

disastrous whenever facing a similar situation as in the Ukraine Crisis if it does not continue to hold 

on to its nuclear weapons. If Kim Jung-un thinks that a nuclear North Korea is not a choice but a 

necessity, it will definitely make it more difficult to dissolve the nuclear program in North Korea, and 

in other potential nuclear seeking countries as well.  

 
Forth, the Crisis of Ukraine will not make the US to drag its feet in its “pivot to Asia” 

strategy. While some international observers may doubt about the Obama administration’s 

“rebalance” policy, the Chinese do not think the US will shift its center of gravity back to Europe. The 

Ukraine crisis shows that the US does not want a full-scale confrontation with Russia as it did 

vis-à-vis the Soviet Union during the Cold War period. While both the US and Russia strengthen their 

presence and engagement in the Asia-Pacific, their confrontation may be played out in this region, 

notwithstanding the crisis in somewhere else. Even during the Ukraine Crisis, the US dose not reduce 
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its involvement in the South China Sea and East China Sea disputes.  

 
Fifth, the Ukraine-type crisis may not happen in the Asia-Pacific, but a careful management 

of several flash points is needed. Chinese believe two main reasons resulted in the Ukraine Crisis. 

First, internal instability. Before the crisis, Ukraine was already on the brink of debt default and 

bankruptcy. Its economic over-reliance on Russia is its soft underbelly that has been taken advantage 

of by Western countries to promote regime change in Ukraine. Second, external interference. The US 

and Western European countries have pushed Ukraine too much to join NATO and the EU in order to 

further isolate Russia. It is no doubt that China worries about the ripple effect of the Crimea 

annexation. But China is not Ukraine. China is more stable internally and stronger to withstand 

foreign interference externally. So the Chinese do not believe a Ukraine-type crisis may happen in 

their country, notwithstanding the separatist movements in Taiwan, Tibet and Xinjiang. But China 

does concerns foreign interference. So China really hopes and always calls on all relevant parties to 

play a constructive role in easing flash points in its home regions, be Taiwan or maritime disputes in 

the China seas. 

 

 

 
 

Russia’s Stance on the Emerging International Order in the Asia-Pacific  
and the Prospects for the Japan-Russia Rapprochement 

 

As Bilahari Kausikan, Ambassador-at-Large at Singapore’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

argues, the world order is becoming more uncertain. And events are unfolding at an accelerating pace 

and with greater than usual unpredictability. Despite the U.S-.led international economic sanctions 

against Russia and Russia’s financial problems, President Vladimir Putin is pursuing assertive 

diplomacy to convert the US- dominated international system into the multipolar world. He publicly 

states that Russia is seeking to create the Yalta II System, in which the U.S., Russia, China, among 

others, are the key players of world politics. It is true that Russia and China share the common goal to 

put an end to the US-dominated unipolar world. However, unlike Moscow, Beijing aims to construct 

bipolarity dominated by the U.S. and China.  
 

For Russia, the election of Donald Tramp as the next U.S. president is a pleasant surprise. 

Russians welcomes Mr. Trump's victory, because he is critical of U.S.-led economic sanctions against 

76



 

76 
 

its involvement in the South China Sea and East China Sea disputes.  

 
Fifth, the Ukraine-type crisis may not happen in the Asia-Pacific, but a careful management 

of several flash points is needed. Chinese believe two main reasons resulted in the Ukraine Crisis. 

First, internal instability. Before the crisis, Ukraine was already on the brink of debt default and 

bankruptcy. Its economic over-reliance on Russia is its soft underbelly that has been taken advantage 

of by Western countries to promote regime change in Ukraine. Second, external interference. The US 

and Western European countries have pushed Ukraine too much to join NATO and the EU in order to 

further isolate Russia. It is no doubt that China worries about the ripple effect of the Crimea 

annexation. But China is not Ukraine. China is more stable internally and stronger to withstand 

foreign interference externally. So the Chinese do not believe a Ukraine-type crisis may happen in 

their country, notwithstanding the separatist movements in Taiwan, Tibet and Xinjiang. But China 

does concerns foreign interference. So China really hopes and always calls on all relevant parties to 

play a constructive role in easing flash points in its home regions, be Taiwan or maritime disputes in 

the China seas. 

 

 

 
 

Russia’s Stance on the Emerging International Order in the Asia-Pacific  
and the Prospects for the Japan-Russia Rapprochement 

 

As Bilahari Kausikan, Ambassador-at-Large at Singapore’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

argues, the world order is becoming more uncertain. And events are unfolding at an accelerating pace 

and with greater than usual unpredictability. Despite the U.S-.led international economic sanctions 

against Russia and Russia’s financial problems, President Vladimir Putin is pursuing assertive 

diplomacy to convert the US- dominated international system into the multipolar world. He publicly 

states that Russia is seeking to create the Yalta II System, in which the U.S., Russia, China, among 

others, are the key players of world politics. It is true that Russia and China share the common goal to 

put an end to the US-dominated unipolar world. However, unlike Moscow, Beijing aims to construct 

bipolarity dominated by the U.S. and China.  
 

For Russia, the election of Donald Tramp as the next U.S. president is a pleasant surprise. 

Russians welcomes Mr. Trump's victory, because he is critical of U.S.-led economic sanctions against 
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Russia. However, Moscow considers the lift-up of the economic sanctions will take time in view of the 

prevailing mood in the U.S. Congress in favor of its continuation. In addition, Moscow is wary of 

President-elect Trump’s unpredictability. 
 

As to the security system in the Asia–Pacific region, Russia supports China’s President Xi 

Jinping’s proposal to construct a collective security system in Asia, in which only the Asians are 

entitled to settle problems in the region. Xi Jinping’s aims to eliminate the U.S. influence in the 

Asia-Pacific. However, in reality Moscow is concerned with the emergence of the hegemonic system 

dominated by China. It is noteworthy that in contrast to its policy in Europe and the Middle East, 

Russia’s stance is basically a status quo-oriented. This should not be taken to deny Moscow’s recent 

moves supportive of Chinese ambitions to advance its maritime interests in the South Chinese Sea. 

Russia approves Chinese moves with a view to limiting U.S. influence in South East Asia. 
 

As for Moscow’s policy toward Japan, in June 2016 President Putin changed his policy of 

excessively depending on China in view of China’s inability to extend large-scale economic assistance 

to Russia due to the slowdown of its economic growth. Thereafter, while maintaining the strategic 

partnership with China, Russia has been overreaching Japan and India to obtain economic dividends 

as well as to keep the rise of a strong China in check.  
 

President Putin welcomed Prime Minister Shinzo Abe’s “new approach” to Russia revealed 

at the May 2016 Sochi summit talks. Since then the bilateral relations between Tokyo and Moscow 

have been seemingly improving rapidly. In early September at the Eastern Economic Summit in 

Vladivostok, President Putin agreed to pay an official visit to Japan on December 15 for the summit 

talks for the first time after an absence of eleven years. Will a breakthrough in the Northern Territories 

dispute be achieved? 
 

Although a series of agreements on economic cooperation will surely be signed, the 

prospects for the settlement of the long-standing territorial issue seem to be quite slim: Russia refuses 

to conduct negotiations on the Northern Territories. According to the public opinion survey 

conducted by the Levada Center in August in Russia, only 8 % of the respondents supported the two 

island fist return approach. There is little sign that Mr. Putin is minded to return any territory to Japan 

at all due to the upsurge of nationalism in Russia after the incorporation of Crimea. Regrettably for 

the Japanese, the Yalta Agreement, confidentially signed by Joseph Stalin, Franklin Roosevelt and 

Winston Churchill on the closing day of the Second World War, is still effective in the Japan-Russia 

relations.  

It should be also noted that right after the above-mentioned Abe-Putin summit talks in 
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Vladivostok, Russia and China conducted large-scale joint naval exercises for the first time in the 

South China Sea. In addition, China has expressed its willingness to help Russia to develop Russia’s 

Far East. Most importantly, Russia still considers China its number one partner.  
 

As to the U.S. factor, it has been unquestionably influential in the Japan-Russia relations. 

However, President-elect Donald Trump will not openly oppose the Japan-Russia rapprochement, 

precisely because he hopes to deter the advent of a strong China.  
 

Brief remarks should be mentioned on Quite Chinese President Xi Jinping’s recent call for 

concerted efforts by China and Russia to establish a Free Trade Area of the Asia-Pacific (FTAAP) in 

Lima, Peru. The call came amid a protectionist mood after the U.S. presidential election victory of 

Trump critical of the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). Japan needs to carefully conduct its own 

independent foreign policy, paying attention to the emerging international order in the Asia-Pacific. 
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