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Abstract. The paper sheds light on the ongoing debate around the Ukrainian war in
American and Western scholarship, the focus is especially on John Mearsheimer’s views on the
Western perception and attitudes towards Russia’s military invasion of Ukraine. An in-depth
critical analysis of Mearsheimer’s essay titled “Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West’s Faulf’
published in the aftermath of the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014 and his other works have
shown that putting the blame on Putin and demonization of Russia for the Ukrainian crisis is a
dominant and prevailing discourse in the West. In this ongoing debate, John Mearsheimer seeks
to change such narratives viewing them as one-sided and biased, forcefully and persuasively
arguing that the Western nations led by the United States are to blame for this international crisis
that has led to military conflict in Ukraine. The prime cause of the Ukrainian conflict according to
Mearsheimer, lies in the eastward expansion of NATO since the 1990s, which is seen by Russia
as a grave threat to its national security. Another reason of why there is a bitter tension between
the West and Russia is that the American and European leaders’ beliefs of international politics
are shaped and guided by a flawed view in which they tend to trivialize realism,
contemporaneously subscribing to liberalism, a school in international relations theory that
dominates the discourse about the Transatlantic security. Although Mearsheimer’s realist stance
and views about the Ukrainian war and European security do not constitute mainstream discourse
in the West, they contribute to a proper understanding of this international crisis from the
perspectives of realism.

Keywords: realism, liberalism, Mearsheimer, crisis, Ukraine, NATO, West, Russia

Introduction

The Ukrainian crisis that has been at the forefront of scholarly and media
discussion for the last two decades has stirred up deep tensions and debates in the
West, particularly in the US. The central question within the framework of this crisis
lies in the nature of cultural and civilizational identity of Ukraine in the post-Cold
War period. The disintegration of the Soviet empire and emergence of Ukraine as a
sovereign political entity has brought about a deep tension between the West and
Russia regarding the geopolitical status and identity of Ukraine. The question that
arises is whether Ukraine should stay close to Russia maintaining its Eastern Slavic
identity and prioritizing cooperation with Russia, or should it integrate itself into the
European and Transatlantic cultural, political, economic, military and security
system following Baltic and Eastern European nations. T his critical issue on the one
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hand has engendered a sharp division within the Ukrainian society which had already
been fraught with the East-West divide. On the other hand, a deep cultural cleavage
has caused a severe regional and international crisis that has drawn key global
powers such as the US, the European Union and Russia. Overall Western public
opinion, media, scholars, and political elites tend to overwhelmingly attribute the
Ukrainian crisis to Russia’s aggressive behavior, at the same time exempting
themselves from responsibility and liability. Consequently, relationships between
the West and Russia lack trust and are filled with suspicion, in which the former has
grown increasingly distrustful of Russia’s behavior and intention, making
allegations that the Kremlin’s agenda is to raise the Soviet empire from the dead.
According to the prevalent and pervasive discourse in the West, the annexation of
Crimea in 2014 and backing separatists in southern and eastern Ukraine and the
recent military aggression against this nation are obvious manifestations of the
strategy aimed at restoring the Soviet empire. Moreover, the West remains deeply
suspicious of Russia in the light of the war in Ukraine and the Kremlin’s imperial
agenda may not be confined to Ukraine as Baltic states and Eastern European nations
may inevitably face Russian aggression as well.

Yet there is a small but powerful group of pundits in the West who do not buy
the prevailing discourses about Ukraine and Russia’s behavior, boldly challenging
such one-sided narratives and providing compelling evidence and making forceful
arguments. This paper specifically focuses on John Mearsheimer’s realist views and
assumptions about the international crisis in Ukraine and Russian policy towards
this nation, breaking down his arguments and providing a critical analysis of his
ideas, which entirely are critical of the Western discourses and narratives about this
matter. Despite mistakenly being accused harshly in the Western media and
academic circles of being an apologist for Putin and Russia, Mearsheimer’s realist
theories are considered a powerful analytical tool that can provide fresh insights into
intricate aspects of international politics [1]. Furthermore, despite its shortcomings,
a realist paradigm can provide compelling and sound arguments and explanations
regarding power struggle in international relations [2]. In his essays Mearsheimer
points to fallacies in reasoning and misconceptions about Western narratives and
perceptions of the Ukrainian conflict and Russian policy, which have resulted in
unanticipated and unforeseen outcomes detrimental to Ukraine and the West. The
root cause of Western misjudgment and miscalculations is linked to Westemn
adherence to erroneous and misleading views of international politics which have
led to the deterioration of relationships with Russia and put the very existence of
Ukraine as a sovereign state in jeopardy.

Description of Materials and Methods

After the demise of the Soviet empire, eastward expansion of NAT O has been
relentless and persistent that has generated a sharp reaction and objection from the
Kremlin. The Russian political and military elites have painfully reacted to the
enlargement of the alliance exhibiting fear and anxiety with each country joining
NATO and with approaching its military infrastructure closer to Russian borders.
Even though many predicted that with the end of the Cold War a bitter and hostile



relationship between Russia and the West would come to an end and a constructive
cooperation between them would be established, it has been hard to overcome for
both sides Cold War mentality. Although a new Russia and the West have sought to
settle differences and establish relationships premised on win-win cooperation and
peaceful coexistent, mutual suspicion between them has remained in place. Drawing
on John Mearsheimer’s essay “Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West’s Fault’
published in 2014 this paper seeks to understand and examine the ongoing Ukrainian
conflict from the perspectives of political realism and liberalism in international
relations theory. Besides the mainstream discourses about Ukraine in the West, there
are counter-narratives and counterarguments that offer alternative and opposite
views about the war in Ukraine, which chiefly offered by realists in the West such
as Mearsheimer.

In the midst of the military conflict in Ukraine and hostility between Russia and
West, we see not only regional and global power struggle between Moscow and
Washington, but we are also witnessing unfolding ruthless information war and
clash of discourses. In this case, the Western media, politicians, scholarsand public
have unleashed concerted attacks on Russia, demonizing and depicting it as an evil
force, anaxis of evil and laying blame on Russia for the war in Ukraine. It is evident
that the West perceives itself as a benign force and as a bastion of democracy
whereas seeing Russia as the major source of international confrontation and
military conflict in Ukraine. To get a proper understanding of debates around
Ukraine, we need to consider alternative views and perspectives suggested by
Western scholars because the mainstream Western narratives are evidently biased
and partisan. A critical analysis of the counter-narratives within the Western world
will allow us to get different insights into the war in Ukraine. The crux of the
alternative counter-narratives is that the Western behavior is perceived as the chief
source of the war in Ukraine while the mainstream Western discourses tend to put
the blame on Russia. Yet the key message that sent by counter-narratives is that it is
wrong and unjust to see only Russia as a ‘bad guy’ because the Ukraine crisis is
West’s fault in the first place.

Results

While realists believe that international politics is premised on power struggle
and geopolitical competition amongst great powers, liberals argue that states and
other actors on global stage are driven by cooperation and adherence to rule of law
and democracy rather than perpetual war [3]. In the Ukraine crisis, we see the contest
between these two schools of thought in international relations theory in which
whereas most realists have objected to the eastward enlargement of NATO
forcefully advancing a belief that Russia does not need to be deterred, liberals have
ardently encouraged expansion of NATO [4, 5, 6]. According to Mearsheimer, have
liberals dominated not only the US political establishment since the 1990s they have
also enjoyed a huge preponderance in the discourse about Euro-Atlantic security [7].
The dominance of liberals in foreign policy and decision-making process has
allowed them to be a powerful driving force behind the eastward enlargement of
NATO and expansion of the European Union. During the 1990s, key members of



the Clinton administration were liberals who pushed hard for NAT O expansion who
held the view that international and regional relations and security underwent
profound changes and shifts with the end of the Cold War, which made old realist
thought and realpolitik outdated, irrelevant and unnecessary for a new era [7].

Having objected to further expansion of NATO, realists have taken into
consideration a wide range of variables in the assessment of new patterns and global
order in the aftermath of the Cold War. Although the Cold War mentality was
dominant and pervasive in the 1990s, realists in the West rightly assessed the
military, political, economic and demographic capabilities of Russia. They claimed
that even though Russia may remain a great power, it was not equal to the United
States to say nothing of the rest of the West. In their analysis of Russia after 1991,
they indicated certain weaknesses and drawbacks in Russian capacity, namely unlike
the Soviet Union, that was a global power, today’s Russia is a declining power with
a weak economy and an aging population [7]. Consequently, there is little likelihood
that Russia can pose an existential threat to European security unless the Kremlin is
provoked to do so. NATO’s eastward expansion and Western efforts to alienate
Ukraine from Russia may induce Russian aggression and hostile action. As many
realists warned during the 1990s, the very idea of enlargement of alliance into
Eastern Europe was going to irritate Russia and its response would inevitably bring
about lots of trouble in Europe. In addition to Mearsheimer, many realists, including
George Kennan, who was the architect of the containment strategy of the Soviet
expansion during the Cold War, unequivocally opposed any idea pertaining to
NAT O expansion.

As the Cold War warrior, George Kennan helped the US deter the Soviet
expansion. In his 1998 interview, he made it crystal-clear that if NATO was going
to expand into former socialist republics in Eastern Europe that would inevitably
trigger a new cold war between the West and a new Russia, since Russia’s reaction
to enlargement would be deeply hostile and antagonistic [8]. Having assessed
NATO’s eastward expansion as a tragic mistake, George Kennan warned the
American political elites and the Clinton administration that with end of the Cold
War, America had no a formidable enemy like the Soviet empire any longer and the
US had no necessary resources and intention to protect those nations in Eastern
Europe. Kennan also warned that the reaction from Russia to the expansion of
NAT O would surely be aggressive, which in turn would let the West not only justify
the need for enlargement of the alliance, but Russia’s adverse behavior would be
used to demonize and denigrate the Russians and their country [8].

The debate between these schools of thought in international relations theory
have intensified with liberals getting the upper hand in fierce arguments over NATO
expansion and a probable incorporation of Ukraine into the alliance as a member
state. Mearsheimer maintains that in the United States as well as in NAT O countries
most liberals who occupied important positions in the government were in favor of
enlargement positing that the end of the Cold War led to the erosion of the realist
logic while the ascent of liberalism was in full swing [7]. Having convinced of
American exceptionalism and benign hegemony, American leaders believed that the
US could not be perceived as a threat to anybody as its efforts were directed towards



reshaping the world and remodeling Eastern European nations in the image of
Western Europe.

As the Western political elites subscribed to the liberal logic, liberals dominated
the discourse about Euro-Atlantic security that led to the situation in which the
liberal worldview came to be seen as a dogma by Western political elites [7]. Even
though the American political establishment tends to be increasingly hawkish and
belligerent, they adhere to democracy and liberal ideas putting a special emphasis
on spreading democratic values across the globe. In addition to the adherence to
liberalism, American leadership believe that neoliberal order that emerged in the
aftermath of the Cold War is growingly challenged and threatened by a conventional
and older perspective of power [7]. For instance, former US president Barak Obama
frequently drew attention to the fast-growing threats to Western democracy
emanating from predominantly traditional autocratic societies. In the light of the
annexation of Crimea by Russia in 2014, John Kerry, US Secretary of State, echoed
Obama’s statement by saying that in this new century one should not misbehave like
nations states did in the 19" century, violating sovereignty and territorial integrity
of countries under false pretenses [9]. This kind of worldview is reflected in current
American foreign policy and in its approach to European security. Yet Kerry’s
statement was criticized by American realist such as Stephen Walt, who stressed that
the 19'" century style great power behavior is displayed not only by Russia, but also
by the United States [10].

Discussion

Mearsheimer’s thesis. John Mearsheimer has been an outspoken critic of
Washington’s foreign policy for the last three decades claiming that the US behavior
on international arena has destabilized international peace and order. In the Ukraine
case, unlike other political scientists, Mearsheimer has not placed the blame solely
on Russia but rather the Kremlin’s misbehavior and invasion of Ukraine, Russian
annexation of Crimea and backing up Russian separatists in eastern and southern
regions of the country have primarily been caused by Western, notably American
intervention. The crux of Mearsheimer’s argument is that the root cause of the
Ukrainian crisis and subsequent full-scale war is not Russia’s aggressive behavior
but rather Putin’s hostile attitude towards Ukraine and West. He argues that in the
West there is a fallacy in judgement that Russia is culpable for the Ukraine war and
the Kremlin is not going to confine its aggression to this country as its strategic goal
I to revive the Soviet Union. Russian aggression against Ukraine is the first step in
putting this neo-imperial plan into effect and as soon as Ukraine is conquered, other
former Soviet republics will face Russian aggression.

Yet Mearsheimer does not share such a view, claiming that it is not Russian
behavior rather the US and its European allies are to blame for what is happening in
Ukraine. In his opinion, the principal cause of Russian misbehavior and the Ukraine
war lies in the eastward expansion of NAT O that aims at eventually helping Ukraine
distance itself from Russia and integrate itself into the Euro-Atlantic political,
economic and security system. In addition to NATO enlargement, the European
Union eastward expansion and Western export of liberal democracy contribute to



this international crisis. Over that past three decades the Russian political and
military establishment has opposed and resisted NAT O and EU eastward expansion
viewing it as a hostile action directed against Russia and its national security. The
West in turn has failed to take Russia’s concerns regarding its national security
Issues caused by NAT O expansion seriously, seeing Russian anxiety and objection
as groundless and illogical. Mearsheimer asserts that the West’s attempts to drag
Ukraine into Western block through interference in domestic policy of Ukraine by
ousting Viktor Yanukovych, a pro-Russian president, from power in 2014 sent a
clear message to Moscow and was the last straw for Russia. T hat being the case, the
Russian response to West’s intervention in Ukraine and its overthrow of
Yanukovych was harsh and instantaneous that triggered Russian invasion and
annexation of Crimea. The Kremlin became deeply suspicious of the West’s
intention and concluded that had Ukraine been lost to the West, Russia would have
put itself in jeopardy as Ukraine eventually would host NATO’s military base on its
territory.

From this standpoint, the Kremlin’s aggressive behavior and violation of
Ukraine’s independence and territorial integrity should not be seen as a surprise or
something unexpected [7]. In his view, Russia was provoked by West’s unacceptable
behavior and its interference in Ukraine’s domestic affairs. The fundamental cause
of Western blunder and miscalculations according to Mearsheimer, lies in the
adherence of Western elites to fallacious and erroneous concepts of international
politics, notably liberalism in theory of international relations [7]. Yet despite West’s
subscription to liberal views, current events on international arena clearly show that
political realism remains pertinent in foreign policy.

Engineering the crisis. On the eve of the demise of the USSR, the Soviet
leaders although agreed to the reunification of Germany, they strove to maintain a
balance of power between the West and East by keeping NAT O where it was at that
time. Even though there was not any official deal signed between the West and the
USSR regarding security status quo and NATO’s possible enlargement, Russian
politicians have repeatedly reiterated that there was a gentlemen’s agreement
between the US and the USSR/Russia that NAT O would not move an inch towards
east and none of former socialist countries would be allowed to join the alliance [11,
12]. Even if there was such a deal, it was after all a legally non-binding agreement
and hence the West was not going to keep its promise. The US under the Bill Clinton
and George W. Bush administrations encouraged former socialist republics in
Eastern and Southern Europe to incorporate themselves into NAT O, including those
of Baltic states. The process of NATO enlargement towards Russian borders has
always been painful for Russian elites [13].

During the 2008 Bucharest summit of NAT O the US suggested that Georgia
and Ukraine should be acceded to NATO [14]. After encountering German and
French objection to this proposal, member-states found a common ground that
NAT O would approve the right of Ukraine and Georgia to seek NAT O membership
[15]. Russia’s reaction to this event was severe, whose leaders declared that
Georgian and Ukrainian membership in NATO would be detrimental to pan-



European security and would pose a grave threat to Russia’s security. During one of
the meetings with George W. Bush Putin explicitly warned him that if Ukraine was
allowed to join NATO, it would instantly cease to exist as a sovereign nation [7]. To
justify Russian aggression against Ukraine Putin refers to Ukraine as a Nazi regime
that like Nazi Germany ought to be destroyed. In addition to efforts to integrate
Ukraine into Euro-Atlantic security system, the West has put a greater emphasis on
the spread of democracy and liberal values in Ukraine funding pro-Western NGOs
and opposition groups. The US policy makers have considered establishing a
democratic Ukraine as the first step in democratization of former Soviet republics,
including Russia. For that reason, as Mearsheimer points out, the Kremlin has made
an attempt to avert the realization of this Western strategy [7].

That being so, Mearsheimer in his essay indicates three central factors have
given rise to the Ukraine crisis, notably NATO expansion, EU enlargement and
Imposing democracy. From this perspective, he considers Yanukovych to have been
a legitimate president of Ukraine who was toppled from power in February 2014 [7].
Mearsheimer claims that the regime change of 2014 in Ukraine was sponsored and
engineered by the US as leading American policy makers were involved in
Yanukovych’s ouster [7]. In turn it was the last straw for Putin who subsequently
annexed Crimea and since then he has sought to erode and dismantle Ukraine as a
sovereign nation. The Kremlin has purposefully targeted and degraded Ukraine so
that it would never become a Western satellite next to Russia.

Understanding Russia’s behavior. Mearsheimer suggests that the Kremlin’s
reactions to events in Ukraine and Western interventions are influenced and guided
not by parochial emotional interests but rather by legitimate concerns premised on
historical experiences that Russia has had throughout its history [7]. He refers to the
fact that Ukraine has always served as a buffer zone between Russia and Europe and
thereby Russian leaders never tolerate a Ukraine hostile to Russia. Hence evenif the
West is averse to the Kremlin’s behavior, it ought to understand the logic behind
Moscow’s position. After all Russia’s position is not shaped and determined by
ephemeral interests but by legitimate geopolitical concerns. By the same token the
United States would not stand idly if China or another great power attempted to build
an alliance in the Western hemisphere directed against Washington. In a similar
fashion, the Kremlin on many occasions has warned the West that the expansion of
NAT O into former Soviet republics cannot be tolerated.

Mearsheimer believes that the analyses and assessment of Ukraine and Russia
by Western policy makers and experts are fraught with wrong assumptions and
fallacies, particularly in perceiving Russia as an enemy [7]. Seeing Russia as a
formidable foe has pushed the West to strengthen its influence over Ukraine which
Is a grave mistake accordingto Mearsheimer. In fact, Russia is not a growing power,
argues Mearsheimer, rather it is a declining power. Russian behavior, therefore, is
not offensive but first and foremost defensive in its nature as it is seeking to deter
the West’s expansion into Ukraine. Furthermore, unlike the West that subscribes to
liberal ideas about international relations, Russia is acting according to the logic of
realism and realpolitik [7]. Despite raising concerns in Russia regrading growing



influence of the West in Ukraine, especially with respect to NATO eastward
expansion, Western nations have failed to grasp the fact that their agenda has laid
the foundation for a conflict in eastern Europe by provoking Russia to launch
military aggression against Ukraine.

In the US and Europe liberals have had the upper hand in all important areas,
including security. These liberals consider the US to be an exceptional,
indispensable and benign nation that should not be seen as a threat in Russia. From
this view, the US actions are regarded as benevolent and are intended to bring
democracy, stability and prosperity to the rest of the world. As liberalism has
become a new faith amongst Western elites, they are deeply convinced that the
liberal order is increasingly threatened by the conventional authoritarian worldview
represented by Russia, China and other powers. The Russian annexation of Crimea
in 2014 was seen by US leaders as an old-fashioned behavior dominated in the 19%
and 20" centuries [9]. Likewise, Western elites tend to place the blame upon Putin
for the Ukrainian crisis depicting him as irrational and a modern-day Hitler who is
obsessed with resurrecting the Soviet Union. So the logic behind this argument is
that the West should not seek to mollify Putin by striking a deal with him as the
history repeats itself, the appeasement of Hitler led to the global catastrophe. Hence,
in order to contain Putin, the West should encourage Ukraine to join NATO. Yet
Mearsheimer claims that such assumptions are baseless as the capabilities of Russia
are overexaggerated and do not reflect reality on the ground [7]. Having limited
capacity, Russia is unable to subdue the whole Ukraine because the weakness of
Russian army will not allow Moscow to pacify Ukraine. Moreover, any attempt to
conquer Ukraine will trigger the fierce resistance of the Ukrainian people to Russian
military invasion. Besides, Russia’s weak economy will not be able to grapple with
Western sanctions that would be imposed as a response to eventual military
aggression against Ukraine. It should be mentioned that the experience in the 1979-
1989 Afghanistan war has shown that any attempt to achieve the goal through
military force would inevitability result in failure.

The resolution of the Ukraine crisis. Despite the Western recalcitrance to
acknowledge Russia’s legitimate security concerns, none of NATO members,
including the US is not willing to resort to military force to defend Ukraine from
Russian aggression. Instead, they prefer to provide military and financial assistance
to Ukraine and impose harsh sanctions upon Russia to compel it to halt its military
aggression against Ukraine. In Mearsheimer’s view, such measures will have little
effect and will not coerce Russia into changing its behavior [7]. Despite tough
Western sanctions, Russia will withstand them and will keep defending its vital
national interests.

From this perspective, Mearsheimer suggests that the Ukraine crisis can be
resolved peacefully [7]. Yet to do so the West ought to alter its attitude towards both
Ukraine and Russia. First and foremost, Mearsheimer calls for the abandonment of
Western strategy to westernize and democratize Ukraine, instead the creation of a
neutral Ukraine that would serve as a buffer zone between Russia and Europe must
be a major focus. Western elites ought to understand that there cannot be an anti-
Russian government in Ukraine instead the focus must be on establishing an



independent Ukraine that should be neither pro-Western nor pro-Russian. In
Mearsheimer’s opinion, ruling out a plan to integrate Ukraine into NAT O should be
made public by Western countries.

Economic development of a neutral Ukraine should be assisted by all
stakeholders, including the US, the EU, Western financial institutions, and Russia.
In addition to that, the West should quit its endeavor to bring liberal democracy to
Ukraine and engineer regime change. To reify this plan the EU and the US ought to
convince Ukraine to ensure the protection of the rights of ethnic minorities in the
country, especially Russian-speaking citizens of Ukraine.

There is a belief provided that the US changes its policy towards Ukraine, it
may undermine the US image in the eyes of other countries. Yet Mearsheimer
indicates that the current policy is a mistake, and the US needs to learn from its errors
and strive to rectify the situation. In addition, Mearsheimer points out that the very
idea that Ukraine has the right to decide its fate is also a serious mistake as an abstract
notion such as self-determination becomes meaningless when great powers get
involved in the process. Even if it is up to Ukraine to decide whether seek NATO
membership or not, NATO member states do have the right to reject Ukrame’s
request to join the alliance.

Most importantly, as Mearsheimer asserts, Ukraine does not represent strategic
Importance for the US and the EU. Likewise, other members of NAT O are not eager
to defend Ukraine if it is attacked by Russia, and there is a growing tension within
the Western world regarding Russia and Ukraine. Not all members of the EU and
NATO support an idea of punishing Russia and assisting Ukraine. Furthermore,
relations between Russia and the US are not strictly confined to Ukraine and go
beyond Europe. Mearsheimer draws attention to strategic significance of Moscow-
Washington cooperation as the latter needs Russian assistance more in vital areas of
the globe such as the Middle East and South Asia, especially Russian help is needed
by the US in dealing with growing influence of Beijing. Yet the current US policy
Is laying the groundwork for rapprochement between Moscow and Beijing. Thus,
the West has a dilemma, either it may maintain the current policy directed at
assisting Ukraine, which in turn will only aggravate and escalate hostilities with
Moscow and will damage Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity, or the West
In cooperation with Russia can focus on building a neutral and prosperous Ukraine.

Conclusion

The study has focused on an analysis and assessment of John Mearsheimer’s
views on the Ukrainian crisis from the perspective of structural realism that allow
for a deeper understanding and gaining insights into the power struggle over Ukraine
with the involvement of great powers such as the US, the EU and Russia. Despite
the preponderance of liberal paradigm in international relations theory, Mearsheimer
offers compelling evidence and explanation of key international events and
geopolitical processes. Drawing upon realist assumptions Mearsheimer explains that
despite the predominance of liberalism, today great powers still act, behave and react
to concrete events according to the realist logic. In this sense, he argues that the
blame for the Ukrainian crisis ought not to be placed solely on the Kremlin because



Russia’s aggressive behavior has been prompted by NATO expansion into Ukraine
and the West’s endeavor to spread democracy and install a pro-Western regime in
Kiev.

The Ukrainian crisis started due to the nation’s choice to join the EU and
Russia’s annexation of Crimea and backing Russian separatists in eastern and
southern parts of the country. Since the onset of this international crisis there has
been incessant ongoing debates about its inner dynamics and influence of outsiders.
In the US and other Western nations there are dominant official narratives and
discourses about this crisis. On the one hand, they consider it to be a moral
commitment of the West to lend a hand to Ukraine in its aspirations to join NATO
and the EU. On the other hand, they feel obliged to contain and counter Russian
aggression against Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. Armed with liberal
ideas of international politics the West gives a top priority to the spread of liberal
democracy in Ukraine and establishing a pro-Western regime in Kiev even if it
iInduces Russian military aggression. In this sense, the West sees Russia as the main
source of trouble and places the blame on Moscow for the Ukrainian crisis and war.

Yet besides mainstream discourses about the Ukraine crisis, there are
alternative views and narratives regarding this matter, which reflected in the views
of a leading American political scientist John Mearsheimer. As opposed to dominant
discourses, Mearsheimer’s key argument lies in a proper understanding and
explaining the root causes of this crisis from the perspective of political realism. As
a leading scholar of the school of political realism in international politics,
Mearsheimer argues that unlike Western countries, Russia adheres to realism and
realpolitik. In this case, blaming only Russia for this international crisis is groundless
and unjust, since first and foremost policies of the US and the EU have eventually
provoked Russia into playing hardball and invading Ukraine. By unilaterally
imposing and promoting its values and liberal democracy in Ukraine and
disregarding Russia’s core interests in this matter, the West has triggered this
international crisis. Thus, unlike many analysts in the West who back the West’s
policy towards Ukraine, Mearsheimer develops alternative views about this crisis
that explain current processes from the perspective of political realism.
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yauBepcureri, Anmarsl, Kazakcran, email: sakmaral7 @gmail.com
3 Casicu FBIIBIMIAPBIHBIH KaH M ATk, JOIEHT, AObLIall XaH aThIHAarbl Kasak
XaJIbIKapaJIbIK KaThIHACTAP YKOHE oJIeM TUTIepl yHuBepcuTeTi Anmatsel, KasakcraH,
email: meirat.omarov@gmail.com

Anaarna. by makana ka3ipri ke3eHaeri YKpauH JaFaapbIChl TOHIpETriHIe AMepuKa MEH
e3re baTpic enfepiHiH akaJeMWsJIBIK OpTajJapblHAa OpbIH aJbIN JKATKaH TKIp-TajJacTap bl
3eprTeyre apHaiFaH. Makanaja Oenrin amepukasaslk FajgeiM JHxon Mupmaiivepnin Peceiinin
YkpawHra Kapchl OCKEPH arpecCHsIChIHA KATBICTHI BaTBICTHIH KO3Kapachl MEH YCTaHBIMBIH
TyciHmipyi TtammaHanel. 2014 xeiel Peceit KplppiMabl aHHeKcuslaraHHaH —KeliH —JIKoH
Mupiaiimepia sxkapusuiarad «Here Ykpaud narmapbichl BaThICTBIH KaTEJIrD 3¢ceci MEeH e3re e
eHOCKTEepIH ChIHM TYPFbIIaH Tajnay Oy aarmapeic yinH [lyTuHal kiHomay koHe Pecelini kapanay
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baTtpicTarbl Heriri ycrem eTyin Ke3kapac ekeHiH kepceTTi Ocbhl JaraapbICTBIH OpInyi
xargaibiHaa Jlkon Mupiiaiivep batbicTarel MyHIal HappaTUBTEp MEH IUCKYPCTapAbIH Oip
JKaKThI CKEHIH aTarl oTil, Y KpauHaJarsl KamKaiabH TyblHIaybiHa AKII-TBIH XKeTeKIIUTrHIeT 1
barpic ennepi kiHomi exeHiH amFa TaprTThl. JDkoH MupmaiiMepniH mHiKipiHIne Y KpauHaIarbl
JKAaHKAIIBIH TybIHIAYbIHA 1990-mb1 xbUTHApaan Oepi y3aikei3 xkypin kene skaTkaH HATO-HbIH
IMIBIFBIC OaFBITTa KEHEIO Yypaici TypTki 6ombl, eiirkeni Kpemapr HATO-HeiH keHetoiH Peceiinin
VATTHIK KaylcBIIriHe TOHreH 30p KaTep peTiHae Oaramanel. byran koca batwic emmepi
THICPIICPIHIH  XaJBIKAPAJIBIK KAThIHACTAPAFhl KaTe TEOPUsJIap MEH MapaJurMaiapibl Ty eTil
kerepyl barteic nen Peceit apachiHnarpl KalIBUIBIKTapABIH TepeHAeyiHe TYPTKi 6ol HakTer
alirkaHga, baTeic numepnepiHiH TpaHCATIAHTUKANBIK KAYIICBIIK MOCENeCiHAe IHOepamm3M
MapaJurMachiH 0acHIbUIBIKKA allybl KONTETeH KaTeJikTepre aibin kenal Jxon MupiiaiiMepain
VYKpavHa HmarmapbIiChl MEH €ypomnajblK KaymCBAIKKE OalIaHBICTHl PEaNMCTIK Ko3KapacTapbl
baTpicTa xKeTekil ycTeM eTylll napaiurMara aiiHaiMaca J1a, FaJbIMHbBIH peaju3Mre HeriaeiareH
TEOpHsUIaphl XaJIbIKAPAJIBIK MOcCeeep/ii 1y pbic TYCIHYyre MYMKIHAIK Oepei.

Tipek ce3aep: peamim, moepamnM, Mupiaitvep, garnapsic, Ykpansa, HATO, bateic,
Pecen

PEAJIN3M JUKOHA MUPILIAMUMEPA 1 YKPAMHCKWI KPU3UC
“Kymaraii .B.1, blckak A.C.2, Omapos M.M.3
"I Kanauaar nCTOpHYECKUX HAYK, aCCUCTEHT rpodeccop, Yuusepcurer Hapxos,
Anmarsl, Kazaxcran, email: ghumatay@gmail.com
2 TOKTOP UCTOPUYECKHX HAyK, IOLEHT, Y HuBepcuteT Hapxos, AnMarsl,
Kasaxcran, email: sakmaral7 @gmail.com
3 KaHaUIaT HOJMTHYECKHX HAYK, TOLEHT, Ka3aXCKuii yHHBEPCHUTET
MEKTyHApOIHBIX OTHOIICHU I K MUPOBBIX SI3bIKOB UMEHM AObLIal XxaHa, AJiMaThlI,
Kazaxcran, email: meirat.omarov@gmail.com

AHHoTanusi. CTaThsd paccMaTpuBacT MNPOIOJDKAIONIHMECS J1e0aThl BOKPYr YKPAaMHCKOM
BOMHBI B aMCPHUKAHCKOW W 3allaJIHOM Hayke, oco0O¢ BHMMaHHE yjeJsieTcs B3riiaaM JkoHa
MupmaiiMepa Ha BOCTIPHATHE M OTHOIIICHHE 3ariajia K BOGHHOMY BTOpKeHHIO Poccum B YkpavHYy.
VYryOneHHpId KpUTHYECKU aHAM3 3cce Mupiaiivepa mo HazBanueM «llodemy B yKpanmHCKOM
KpI3KCE BUHOBAT 3amajy», OMyOJMKOBAHHOTO TOCie poccuiickoi annekcuu Kpeima B 2014 rony,
U JAPYrux ero padoT IoKa3al, 4YTO BO3JIOKCHUE BUHBI Ha npe3ujpeHra B.IlyrvHa w peMoHM3anus
Poccumn 3a YKpamHCKHMII KpH3WC SIBISETCS JOMHUHHMPYIOIIMM M TPeo0JIa aronyM JUCKYPCOM Ha
3amage. B atux mpopomkarommxcs nebartax JHkon MupmaiMep CTpeMUTCS M3MEHHTh TaKue
HAppaTUBBI, CYWTAasT WX OJHOCTOPOHHUMHU W TIPEAB3ITHIMH, PEIIMTEIHHO H YOEIUTEIHHO
yTBEepXKaasi, 4TO 3amaaHble cTpaHbl Bo mmaBe ¢ CoenmHenHbiMHu IllTaTamMu BUHOBAaTBHI B 3TOM
MEXJIYHAPOAHOM KPH3HCE, KOTOPBIH NpHBEI K BOCHHOMY KOH(IMKTY B YKpauHe. OCHOBHas
NpUYMHA YKPauWHCKOro KOH(MKTa, To MHeHHWIO MupinaiiMepa, 3aKioyaeTrcss B pacllvpe HUH
HATO na Boctok ¢ 1990-x romoB, kotopoe Poccus paccMaTpuBaeT Kak CEpbe3HYI0 YIpo3y CBOECH
HAIMOHAJTbHOM Oe3omacHoCTH. Jlpyras mpuduHa CYHMICCTBOBAHUS OCTPOM HATPSIKCHHOCTH MEXITY
3amamoM u Poccueid, 3aKkmr0o9aeTcss B TOM, UTO B3IUIIbI aMEPUKAHCKUX M €BPONCHCKUX JTHICPOB
Ha MEXTYHAPOJHYIO MOJUTUKY (hOPMUPYIOTCS W HATIPABISIIOTCS OIMMOOYHBIM MHEHHEM, COTJIACHO
KOTOPOMY OHH CKJIOHHbI TIPHHIDKATh TIOJIMTHYECKHUN pean3M, OJJHOBPEMEHHO NPHCOCIUHSSICH K
JTHOEPAIbHON IIKOJIE B TEOPHH MEXKIYHAPOJIHBIX OTHOIICHHH, KOTOpas JOMHMHUPYET B JUCKYpCE
0 TPaHCATIAHTHIECKON OC30MaCHOCTH. XOTS peaucTHISCKas O3S 1 B3I I6I Mupinaiive pa
Ha YKPAaMHCKYIO BOWHY M €BpOINEHCKYIO 0€30MacHOCTh HE COCTABIISIOT OCHOBHOIO JHCKYypca Ha
3amajne, OHM CIOCOOCTBYIOT NPABIILHOMY TOHUMAHHIO 3TOT0 MEXKIYHAPOIHOTO KpH3HCA C TOYKU
3peHusl peaiBMa.

Kimoue Bble ciioBa: peamnm, muoepammisM, MupmaiMep, kpusuc, YkpauHa, HATO, 3anan,
Poccus
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