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Pociticoxoi @edepayii, cnpsamosani Ha po3pue exkoHOMIiuHux 36’sa3kie i3 Pocieio. Ilicnis 0s6ox
CBIMOBUX B0EH Ol 3aN00ICAHHA MAKUM MACUMAOHUM  BIlICbKOBUM KOHGIIKMam 3acobu
EKOHOMIYHUX 0OMeHCeHb CMANU BANCTUBUM THCIPYMEHMOM pea2y8ants Ha 0YO0b-AKi 3108HCUBAHHS
3 00Ky Oeporcasu-acpecopa. Exonomiuna 6iliHa po32nia0aemvcs K albmMepHamuea mpaouyiuHil
8itiHi. 3 yiei nPpUYUHU NUMAHHA CAHKYIUHOI NONIMUKYU CMAno 00 €KMOM MIHCHAPOOHUX 8IOHOCUH,
nonimonoeii, a makoxc 0ocuiodcensv besnexku ma mupy. Ilicis anexcii Kpumy ma eitinu, pose’sazanoi
Pocicio na cxo00i Yrpainu, numanns sanposaoxcenns canxyii npomu Pocii, ix pesxcum ma
eghekmusricmo cmano 00’ekmom O GuWe32a0aHux 0ocaiodcens. Ilicia nosHomacumadbHozo
emopenenns 8 Yrkpainy ¢ ntomomy 2022 poxy npobdiemi 3anposaddicents cankyii npomu Pocilicokoi
Dedepayii npudiniemscs Oinbule y8azu K HAYKOBYIMU, MAK [ NOAIMUKamu. Y cmammi po3ensinymo
ocobusoCcmi CanKyill, sIKi 3acmocogyiomvcsi 00 Kpainu-azpecopa. Memorw cmammi € 00CAi0NCeH s
CAHKYIUHOT nonimuxu cor3HuKie i napmuepie Ykpainu wooo Pocii. B ocnogy cmammi nokniadeuo
MemoO KOHMeHM-AHANi3y 34518, OQIYiHUX AHOHCI8 5K YPAOO8UX, MAK | HAOYPAO0BUX OP2aHi3ayill
maxux sk €C, OOH, a makooc cmammi 6 nepioOuyHUX UOAHHAX | HAYKOBL pobOmMU, NPUCBAYEHT
cankyiam. Lleti ananiz € npomincHuM O0CIIONHCEHHAM CaHKYiHoi nonimuku npomu Pocii, sxuil 6yoe
HOMPIOHULL 051 8UABIIEHHS HeepeKMUBHOCmI/edheKmugHOCmi eKOHOMIYHUX CAHKYIU AK peaxyii Ha
POCiticbKy aepecito. AHaniz caHkyiu sK HCMPYMEHMY MINCHAPOOHOI HNOAIMUKU Modce Oymu
BUKOpUCMAHUU OJIsl NePEOCMUCTIeHHSL 8ANCTUBOCMI eKOHOMIYHUX CAMKYIU AK 4acmuHu cmpamezii
P030y008u Mupy.
Knwuoei cnosa: exonomiuni cankyii, Yxpaina, cankyitina nonimuka, Pocis.
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DEMOCRATIC PEACE THEORY FOR RUSSIA-UKRAINE WAR ANALYSIS

The question remains pertinent if the concept of democratic peace is viable for political
agenda and international relations system of the 21% c. One can witness both successful and
questionable examples of democratic peace theory implementation, yet it is apparent that transition
to democracy is not always an unproblematic and consistent process. The goal of the article is to
analyze the viability of the democratic peace theory for Russia-Ukraine war analysis. The selected
method is historical analysis of the democratic peace theory advancement, Ukraine’s and Russia’s
political development, economic cooperation and participation in international organizations.
Besides, secondary data analysis was employed for the research purposes. It can be concluded that
democratic peace theory hardly appears to be a viable framework for Russia-Ukraine war analysis.

As to the first tenet of the democratic peace theory — republican institutions — both Ukraine
and Russia are republics, and strictly formally fulfill this criterion, yet Russia’s being a democracy
de facto has proven to be erroneous. Regarding the second tenet of the democratic peace theory —
economic interdependence (universal community) — prior to the start of the war in 2014 one could
witness a considerable, yet declining level of economic cooperation between Ukraine and Russia,
complicated by asymmetrical relationship between the two states. Even though, in accordance with
the theory tenet, considerable economic cooperation should have prevented Russian aggression
against Ukraine as a trading partner, the initiated war can, apparently, be explained by political
and security perceptions which outweighed purely economic factors. Regarding the third tenet of
the democratic peace theory, one can witness a certain level of cooperation between Ukraine and
Russia within international organizations, yet fundamental ideological differences between the two
countries are vividly reflected in this sector. It can be concluded that the democratic peace theory is
hardly applicable for Russia-Ukraine war analysis, and the reasons of the ongoing war can be
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explained by current Ukraine’s standing as democracy in transit and Russia’s becoming a
consolidated authoritarian regime. Thereby Ukraine is now spearheading a fight for democracy
worldwide, while democracy development in Russia is further deteriorating.

Key words: democracy, peace, theory, Ukraine, civil society, nations in transit, international
organizations.

Introduction. There are numerous versions of democracy as a type of ideology and system of
values. Various researchers of different epochs interpreted the notion of democracy in peculiar ways
creating particular types of this political regime, e.g. Athenian democracy, Western democracy,
social democracy, ethno-democracy, totalitarian democracy, e-democracy, to name a few. Multiple
interpretations of democracy sometimes lead to situations when the term is used to denote a type of
regime quite remote from «people’s rulex» in its classical terms, yet it demonstrates the variety and
evolution of the said political concept.

Democratic peace is a type of international relations theory aimed at providing a framework
for policy analysis and development of specific political agendas. In particular, democratic peace is
characterized by such features as rule of law, respect for human rights, non-violence, existence of a
constitution as the main law of a country, trust in inherent goodness of human nature, political
optimism, belief in ability of nation states to reach agreements and abide by them. Kant (as cited in
Simpson 109) discusses three notions for ensuring peace between democracies: republican
institutions, a pacific union between states, and an ethos of universal hospitality. Thomas Paine also
dwelled on the idea that a world of democratic states will be peaceful (Gat, 73).

Yet, reality appears to be much more complex and multifaceted. Welzel and Kirsch (as cited
in Mihr, 2020) analyze the discourse on the variety of notions of democracy. Haerpfer and Kizilova
conclude that authoritarian societies are characterized by a widespread «authoritarian notion of
democracy», e.g. when political leaders in China claim their political regime to be so-called
managed or sovereign democracy (as cited in Mihr, 2020). Such countries as the Democratic
Republic of the Congo and the Democratic Republic of North Korea have the term «democracy»
included in their official name. Yet these states have the last and penultimate ranks respectively in
Democracy Index 2021 (Ne 164 and Ne 165), thus appearing among the bottom five countries in the
list (Democracy Index 2021). In accordance with the Constitution of the Russian Federation, Russia
is a democratic federative law-governed state. Yet, according to Democracy Index 2021, Russia is
on the 124™ place out of 167 countries and its regime is characterized as «authoritariany.

One of the core values of a democratic society is freedom of speech and self-expression.
Findings from the World Values Survey 2020 show that mass self-expression values are highly
important for flourishing of democratic institutions in a society. With the rise of post-industrial
society countries with authoritarian regimes come under growing mass pressure for political
liberalization (World Values Survey 2020). This process contributed to democratization waves in
the 1980s and 1990s and is one of the factors contributing to more recent processes of democracy
advancement (World Values Survey 2020). Yet, 2020 and 2021 were characterized by weakening
of democracies worldwide and rise of authoritarianism trends, partly due to challenges of fighting
COVID-19 pandemic. According to World Ahead 2022 forecast, democracy vs. autocracy is Nel
trend to watch in 2022. Strengthening democracy and withstanding authoritarian regimes was
mentioned among top three foreign policy priorities of the U.S. in 2021 (Remarks by President
Biden on America’s Place in the World).

In order to function efficiently democracy needs to be widely accepted by a certain society or
community. Diamond (as cited in Mihr, 2020) notes that democracy is more deeply rooted when the
citizenry embraces it as «the only game in town». Matter-of-course, such evolution of ideas and
perceptions requires time and effort of civil society members.

Respect for human rights is considered to be at the very core of democratic principles. The
rights enshrined in the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights signed by
the majority of the UN member states and subsequent human rights instruments are equally
important for democracy as they ensure inclusivity for all groups, including equality in respect of
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access to civil and political rights (Lally, 2017). And according to Balibar (2003), egalitarianism
(democratic or not) of modern politics is a good illustration of the process of the need to build an
«ideological world» common to the exploiters and the exploited, despite their antagonism.
Liashchenko (2019) holds that for democracy to function properly, it needs constant protection from
its own shortcomings, in particular: excessive will, which can turn into excessive slavery, rejection
of virtuous people; and the most destructive one — nurturing a future tyrant who grows from the
democratic root of the people's choice. Thus, one can witness a range of perspectives pertinent to
interpretation of the term of democracy and implementation of this ideology in the current system
of international relations.

The notion of democracy in its application to international relations theory and conflict
resolution stipulated the so-called democratic peace theory. One of the arguments in favour of the
promotion of liberal democracy all over the world is the belief in the so-called «democratic peace
theories», which have their philosophical groundings in Kant’s 1795 essay Perpetual Peace: A
Philosophical Study (Miillerson, 2013). As Wisniewski (as cited in Opoka, 2016) notes, according
to the theory, the probability of the war between two democratic states is very low.

The problem remains pertinent if the concept of democratic peace is viable for political
agenda and international relations system of the 21* century. Diilffer (2020) makes a conclusion
that the answer which has received the most widespread acceptance is that there is a causal link
between democracy and peace. Developed democracies, per Levy (as cited in Diilffer, 2020), do not
wage war against each other - this would be «the closest thing we have to a law in international
politics». More specifically, in an ideal final stage of humankind, democracy and peace would
prevail worldwide (Diilffer, 2020).

Further spreading of democracy in the 20" century inspired optimism among proponents of
Western values and testified to viability of democratic peace theory. In the 1980s, several authors
went as far as to claim that the absence of wars between democracies or liberal states is both a fact
in international relations and empirical law of International Relations theory (Miillerson, 2013).
Wright (as cited in Miillerson, 2013) had analysed major wars since 1480 to 1941 and concluded
that the existence of independent states with elective governments, i.e. democracies, greatly
enhances the chances of maintaining peace. An important case in this regard is the North-Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO), which consists of democratic countries. During the history of this
organization its member states have never fought each other (II’ko Kucheriv «Democratic
Initiatives» Foundation), with the exception of the Cyprus tension between Greece and Turkey.

Currently Western states can be characterized by strong and deep-rooted democratic
traditions. Western states have become consolidated democracies, in other words they are no longer
in danger of reverting to authoritarian rule (Sroka et al., 2017). Even though the events surrounding
the U.S. presidential elections 2020, to a certain degree, challenged the strength of democratic
institutions in the country, the state leadership managed to rectify political instability. European
countries are also making efforts to preserve robustness of democratic institutions. Systemic
stability and the prospect for a peaceful and cooperative pan-European security order are largely
contingent upon the successful transition to the market and multiparty democracy in Europe and
along its periphery (Sperling et al., 2003).

Yet, there is a number of exceptions which appear to somewhat thwart postulates of the
aforementioned theory. One should note that democracies have been involved in a number of armed
conflicts among each other in the 20™ century, which, to a certain extent, undermines the above
statements about viability of democratic peace theory principles. Among cases of wars between
democracies one can note the Yugoslav wars among Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Serbia,
Paquisha and Cenepa wars between Ecuador and Peru, Turkish invasion of Cyprus, to name a few.
At the same time, one can note that even though the above-mentioned countries have a republican
form of government and elective political authorities, they have had a long history of authoritarian
regimes. For instance, as to Bosnia and Herzegovina, per Stanov¢i¢ (as cited in Palmberger, 2016),
«the peopley, in the sense of demos or plebs and as political subjects, have lost political influence
and meaning in the Yugoslav constitutional system, while the nations and nationalities have become
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the main political subjects. As Tepavac (as cited in Palmberger, 2016) holds, its nations enjoyed
more equality of rights in Yugoslavia than in any other socialist country, but there was a
tremendous lack of universal democratic rights of individuals, uncoupled from the nation.

Advocates of democratic peace theory admit that it is not universally acceptable, however still
claim that democracies generally are less belligerent toward one another. The usual response by
proponents of democratic peace theory has been to deny the applicability of democratic peace
theory to the specific case and to modify their central hypothesis to «democratic states almost never
wage war against each other» (Rauch, 2016). Speaking of further applicability of democratic peace
theory to conflict resolution and mitigating consequences of crises one can look at how political
offenders were viewed in European countries while those transitioned from autocracy towards
democracy. Per Van den Wijngaert (as cited in Jansson, 2019), acceptance of political offences in
certain contexts made it possible to support those who were in the process of trying to overturn
despotic regimes and spread the ideal of the democratic state. Thus, it established the idea that the
law limits the state (Jansson, 2019).

Application of democratic peace theory to other cases of Asian, African and European
countries leads to ambiguous results. Miillerson (2013) mentions that regime changes (the so-called
Arab Spring and Colour Revolutions in some of the former Soviet republics) raise the issue of
democratic peace theory usage. In particular, one is suggested to analyze such aspects as external
assistance or encouragement of regime change, the use of force for humanitarian purposes and
interference in internal conflicts on behalf of either governments or opposition (Miillerson, 2013).
For instance, soon after Tunisia President Ben Ali’s ouster, Hosni Mubarak’s 30-year reign in Egypt
would come to an end, and people around the world discussed the prospects of democracy in a
region that months prior appeared to be content with authoritarian rule, yet the move to democracy
is not that smooth and rapid (Shamaileh, 2017).

Thus, one can witness both successful and questionable examples of democratic peace theory
implementation. In any case, it is apparent that the transition to democracy is not always an
unproblematic and consistent process. The goal of the article is to analyze the viability of the
democratic peace theory for Russia-Ukraine war analysis. The objectives are to analyze tenets of
the democratic peace theory, trace its viability for previous conflict resolution cases and define if it
is a relevant framework for Russia-Ukraine war analysis.

The author has utilized the theory of democratic peace grounded in Immanuel Kant's work.
Democratic peace theory is one of the most influential paradigms in the study of international
relations and international security. The Democratic Peace has emerged as the major ‘Kantian’
research agenda in the contemporary study of International Relations (McMillan, 2006). According
to Kant, first definitive article for perpetual peace is «the civil constitution of every state should be
republicany», the second article is «the law of nations shall be founded on a federation of free
states», the third article is «the law of world citizenship shall be limited to conditions of universal
hospitality» (Kant, 1795). Reason, in Kant’s view, absolutely condemns war as a legal recourse and
makes a state of peace a direct duty, even though peace cannot be established except by a compact
among nations (Kant, 1795). In this regard, Meierhenrich (as cited in Manan, 2015) notes that Kant
distinguished three «definitive articles» of peace, which together constituted a tripod of peace. In
the contemporary international system, Kant's definitive articles of peace correspond to the
interlocking institutions of democracy («republican constitution»), economic interdependence
(«cosmopolitan right» and «universal community»), and international organization («pacific
federationy) (as cited in Manan, 2015). As to the problem dimensions that have not been studied
previously, it is worthwhile further analyzing the democratic peace theory usage in the particular
case of the Russia-Ukraine war. This theoretical framework being one of the leading paradigms in
the research of international relations, it is worthwhile intending to apply it in order to analyze the
underlying reasons and triggers of the ongoing Russia-Ukraine war.

The selected method is historical analysis of the democratic peace theory advancement,
Ukraine’s and Russia’s political development, economic cooperation and participation in
international organizations. Historical research offers perspectives on phenomena that are

66



Hayxkoesuii waconuc HITY imeni M. I1. /lpazomanosa Bunyck 32°2022

unavailable by any other methodological means (Mason et al., 1997). These perspectives reflect the
cultural circumstances and ideological assumptions that underlie phenomena and the role played by
key decision makers together with long-term economic, social, and political forces in creating them
(Mason et al., 1997).

Besides, secondary data analysis was employed for the research purposes. Hakim defines
secondary analysis as «any further analysis of an existing dataset which presents interpretations,
conclusions or knowledge additional to, or different from, those presented in the first report on the
inquiry as a whole and its main results» (as cited in Johnston, 2014). Secondary data analysis was
utilized in order to make comparisons of the two countries’ in question political and economic
development, democracy ratings and transparency indices.

Results and Discussion. Regarding the first tenet of the democratic peace theory — republican
institutions — both Ukraine and Russia strictly formally have a republican form of governance,
thereby Russia can be considered a republic de jure. According to the Constitution of Ukraine,
Article 5, Ukraine is a republic. The people are the bearers of sovereignty and the only source of
power in Ukraine, thereby the people exercise power directly and through bodies of state power and
bodies of local self-government (Constitution of Ukraine). In accordance with the Constitution of
the Russian Federation, Russia is a democratic federal law-bound State with a republican form of
government.

Moreover, most states in the region of Europe are now republics. Presence of certain regime
in a country largely depends on the will and state of mind of its people. The World Values Survey
2020 has over the years shown that people’s beliefs play a key role in economic growth,
development of democratic institutions and the extent to which societies have well-functioning
government. Actualization of the values of freedom and self-expression would prompt citizens to
improve the ways in which society and political system are set up by rejecting authoritarian systems
which restrict liberties (Mihr, 2020). In the 1990s Western societies assumed that spreading of
democracy would be a source of peace in the region, however by 2013, the Russian Federation saw
democratization as a threat worth fighting over (D’Anieri, «Democratic Peace — or Wary», 2017).
Thus, even though, formally, both states in question are republics, and, in theory, should not have
engaged in an armed conflict, de facto, Russia committed an act of aggression against Ukraine.

Regarding the second tenet of the democratic peace theory — economic interdependence
(universal community) — the level of economic cooperation between Ukraine and Russia was
traditionally considerable in the 20™ and 21% ¢. Ukraine has a long history of economic cooperation
with Russia, with the industrial capacities of the two countries being heavily interdependent,
especially the energy sector. The level of economic cooperation was also significant prior to 2014
and is still considerable, yet declining. In September 2022 Ukraine completely banned export of
goods to Russia.

The decline in trade began approximately a decade ago. During the decade of 2010-2020, the
value of Ukraine-Russia foreign trade in goods dropped sharply from 48.63 billion US dollars in
2011 to 10.23 billion US dollars in 2019 (Veremii et al., 2021). Aside from purely economic and
trade reasons, there has been a considerable ideological and political component affecting economic
cooperation. Russia's economic pressure, which was an important instrument of its policy towards
Ukraine until 2014, has reached a qualitatively new level since the beginning of the aggression
(Veremii et al., 2021). Thereby it should be noted that military aggression is just one element of the
Russian hybrid warfare against Ukraine, other elements include, inter alia, trade and economic
pressure, energy blockade and cyber-attacks (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to the United Nations).
In 2020, Ukraine's trade balance with Russia remained negative and it has decreased significantly
compared to 2010-2013 (Veremii et al., 2021).

Russia-Ukraine economic cooperation can be characterized by notable asymmetry. According
to some trade positions, Ukraine is still significantly dependent on Russian imports, including
energy carriers, mineral products and nuclear fuel, moreover, most of Russia's imported products
are goods of strategic importance to Ukraine (Veremii et al., 2021). Identifying alternative markets
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for these products’ supply is complicated by the factors of transportation and much lower prices,
which Russians offer in comparison with other international providers (Veremii et al., 2021).

Thus, one can witness a significant, yet declining level of economic cooperation between
Ukraine and Russia. In accordance with the second tenet of the democratic peace theory, close
economic cooperation should prevent countries from engaging in an armed conflict. Yet, presence
of an asymmetric economic relationship between Russia and Ukraine, divergent views of further
political development, coupled by aggressive Russian foreign policy means increased the likelihood
of an armed conflict. Even though, according to the democratic peace theory tenet, considerable
economic cooperation should have prevented Russian aggression against Ukraine as a trading
partner, the initiated war can, apparently, be explained by political motives and security
perceptions, which outweighed economic factors.

Concerning the third tenet of the democratic peace theory — international organizations
(pacific federation) — there are a few stumbling blocks between Ukraine and Russia in this regard.
Ever since gaining independence in 1991, Ukraine has been gravitating toward integration into
Western institutions and away from Eurasian vector. In particular, Ukraine has always been very
cautious about engagement in the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) activities. The CIS
was founded in December 1991 with the aim of maintaining ties among the USSR republics, which
were in the process of gaining independence. Ukraine is one of the founding states of the CIS, at the
same time Ukraine is not the organization member, because it did not sign the CIS Statute (Ministry
of Justice of Ukraine). In February 2021, Ukraine withdrew from the CIS Agreement on
Coordination of Interstate Relations (Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine). Ukrainian government
supported the initiative of the Ministry of Digital Transformation and the State Service of Special
Communication and Information Protection to withdraw from the Agreement on Coordination of
Postal and Electric Communications (Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine). Thus, Ukraine has been
consistently distancing itself from this organization aimed at reviving the Soviet legacy.

Ukraine also refused to join Eurasian Customs Union spearheaded by the Russian Federation,
Belarus and Kazakhstan. The goal of this organization further joined by Armenia and Kyrgyzstan
was to set up a single market of goods and services (World History Institute). Ukraine has
traditionally been reluctant toward enhancing Eurasian integration, even though it has been
participating in respective negotiations for a while (World History Institute).

During the first decade of the 21% c., Ukraine has been making efforts to balance both
Western and Eurasian vectors of economic and political development. Yet, Russia has been voicing
strong concerns against Ukraine’s potential participation in both the EU and Eurasian Customs
Union. In view of aggression against Ukraine, since January 1 2016 Russia suspended free trade
agreement between Russia and Ukraine and announced transition to trade rules applicable to the EU
members (World History Institute). Since the start of the war, Ukraine and Russia introduced
respective economic sanctions against each other. Ukraine, for its part, keeps adjusting its standards
and legislation to the standards of the EU, following the selected European integration vector
(World History Institute).

Still, one of the most serious impediments in Ukraine-Russia bilateral relations is Ukraine’s
aspirations to join Euro-Atlantic structures — the EU and NATO. In accordance with the 2018
amendments to the Constitution, Ukraine reaffirms the irreversibility of the country's European and
Euro-Atlantic course (Constitution of Ukraine, Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine). Ukraine and Russia
have completely divergent opinions in this regard. Thus, the Revolution of Dignity started after
Ukrainian political leadership’s refusal to progress with further EU integration in 2013. In
particular, protests began after the Ukrainian government decided not to sign the Association
Agreement with the EU.

Ukraine’s potential membership in NATO is a source of one of the deepest Russian
insecurities. Despite militarization of the occupied Crimea and parts of Donbas, the Russian
Federation fears further NATO extension eastwards and attempts to avoid it at all costs, including
political manipulation, intimidation of the Ukrainian population, hybrid warfare tactics,
disinformation campaigns, cyberattacks and, eventually, direct military aggression. Russia even
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tried to obtain guarantees of Ukraine’s non-accession from the NATO leadership, completely
ignoring national sovereignty of Ukraine and basics of international order established by the UN
Charter. Thus, Ukraine and Russia lack mutual vision on participation in a number of influential
international organizations.

The two countries keep cooperating on the global and regional level within such international
organizations as the United Nations (UN), Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE) and until 2022 — in the Council of Europe (COE). Ukraine is one of the founding members
of the UN, along with Russia. Both countries have played an important role in the UN institutions’
development during past decades. Yet, presently there are serious tensions related to Russia’s status
in the UN Security Council (UNSC) as a permanent member with the “veto” right, infamous for
blocking decisions on Ukraine after the start of the Russia-Ukraine war. For instance, in 2014,
owing to the negative vote of one of its permanent members, the UNSC failed to adopt a draft
resolution, which urged countries not to recognize the results of the March 2014 referendum in
Crimea (UN Security Council Action on Crimea Referendum Blocked, United Nations). The
resolution would have reaffirmed Ukraine's «sovereignty, independence, unity and territorial
integrity» and stated that the referendum «can have no validity» (UN Security Council Action on
Crimea Referendum Blocked, United Nations).

The UN community keeps supporting Ukraine’s case. A strong voice of the UN General
Assembly (UNGA) is an important element of international pressure to make Russia begin de-
occupation of Ukrainian territory (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to the United Nations). Russia’s
breaches of international law are now being regarded by the International Criminal Court, the
International Court of Justice, Arbitration proceedings under UN Convention on the Law of the Sea
and European Court for Human Rights (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to the United Nations). UN
Human Rights Monitoring Mission (HRMMU) was deployed on 14 March 2014 to monitor and
report on the human rights situation throughout Ukraine, with particular attention to the Crimea,
eastern and southern regions of Ukraine (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to the United Nations).
Since 2014, the GA has already adopted nine resolutions reaffirming its commitment to Ukraine’s
territorial integrity and condemning the temporary occupation of Ukraine’s territories by Russia
(Statement by the Delegation of Ukraine at the UN General Assembly Debate).

Thus, even though both Ukraine and Russia have a long history of cooperation with the UN,
the war triggered by Russia seriously hindered this bilateral and multilateral cooperation. Russia’s
aggression was condemned by the majority of the UN members. Currently, the UN keeps helping
Ukraine to restore its rights and territorial integrity, while the Russian Federation attempts to block
respective decisions via the United Nations Security Council.

Ukraine and Russia to a certain extent keep cooperating within the OSCE framework. On 21
March 2014, the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine (SMM) was deployed, following a
request to the OSCE by Ukraine’s government and a consensus decision by all 57 OSCE
participating States (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to the United Nations). The SMM was an
unarmed, civilian mission, with a mandate covering the entire territory of Ukraine, and its main
tasks were to observe and report on the situation in Ukraine; as well as facilitate dialogue among all
parties to the conflict (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to the United Nations). OSCE responses to
the crisis in and around Ukraine included high-level diplomacy and multilateral dialogue;
monitoring the security situation on the ground; promoting respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms; and strengthening democratic institutions and practices (Permanent Mission
of Ukraine to International Organizations in Vienna. OSCE). Per the US Mission to the OSCE,
Russia’s ongoing aggression against Ukraine, with its military build-up on Ukraine’s border at the
beginning of 2022, was the greatest security threat facing Europe today: by violating its neighbor’s
sovereignty and undermining its territorial integrity, Russia aimed to prevent Ukraine from its freely
chosen path of full Euro-Atlantic integration. The Russian-Ukrainian confrontation and devastating
impact of the ongoing Russian aggression against Ukraine on the European security architecture is a
priority of the OSCE agenda since early 2014 (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to International
Organizations in Vienna. OSCE). Overwhelming majority of the OSCE members recognize that
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restoration of constructive cooperation in the OSCE area is impossible without correcting
commitments of the OSCE, violated by Russia (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to International
Organizations in Vienna. OSCE). In spring 2022 after intensification of the Russian aggression the
SMM was closed.

The OSCE was a part of the Trilateral Contact Group (TCG) for negotiations concerning war
in Donbas. Trilateral Contact Group, established in June 2014, became a key mediation tool of the
OSCE in this war (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to International Organizations in Vienna. OSCE).
The TCG included four Working Groups on political, security, economic and humanitarian issues
(position of the Ukrainian side on the necessity to establish an additional Working Group on border
was not supported by the Russian side) (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to International
Organizations in Vienna. OSCE). Thus, OSCE served as the chief mediator in the Donbas
confrontation, while Russia’s and Ukraine’s cooperation within this organization was once again
characterized by tensions related to the ongoing war. In September 2022 President of Ukraine
Volodymyr Zelensky cancelled the decrees on Ukrainian delegation’s participation in the TCG, thus
the group was dissolved.

Ukraine and Russia used to have a certain level of cooperation within the framework of the
Council of Europe (COE), one of the oldest regional organizations in Europe. One should note
uneasiness related to Russia’s return to the organization in 2019 after five year of suspension
despite ongoing occupation of the Crimea (Warsaw Institute). Since Ukraine’s accession to the
Council of Europe in 1995, one of the main objectives of co-operation has been to support the
country in fulfilling its statutory obligations (Ukraine, Council of Europe). Yet, Ukraine willingly
took a number of commitments beyond these obligations in order to enhance democracy and the
rule of law in the country (Ukraine, Council of Europe). The COE Action Plan for Ukraine 2018-
2022 priorities include relevant judgements of the European Court of Human Rights, resolutions,
recommendations and opinions of the COE institutions and expert advisory bodies (Ukraine,
Council of Europe). Besides, current Action Plan takes into account the achievements of the Action
Plan 2015-2017 and covers the following areas of co-operation: human rights, rule of law and
democracy (strengthening democratic governance, promoting participation and diversity) (Ukraine,
Council of Europe). Thus, democracy development in Ukraine is regarded as a priority of Ukraine-
COE cooperation.

Russia used to be an active member of the COE. The Russian Federation became the 39th
Member State of the Council of Europe in February 1996 (Russian Federation, Council of Europe).
Actions of the Council of Europe in the Russian Federation include prevention of torture, fight
against racism, protection of social rights, protection of minorities, fight against corruption, fight
against trafficking in human beings, fight against money laundering, justice system and democracy
through law (Russian Federation, Council of Europe). In 2014, the Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council of Europe (PACE) suspended the voting rights of the Russian delegation due to the
annexation of the Crimea and the Kremlin’s support for pro-Russians separatists in the Ukrainian
Donbas (Warsaw Institute). At first, Moscow responded by boycotting the Assembly, then it
stopped paying annual membership contributions to the Council of Europe (one of the largest
amounts) (Warsaw Institute). Yet, in 2019 Russia’s rights in PACE were restored.

COE kept its diplomatic pressure on Russia. Decision of the Committee of Ministers of the
COE «Human Rights Situation in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the City of Sevastopol
(Ukraine)» of May 11, 2021 urged Russia to uphold its obligations under international law and
restore territorial integrity of Ukraine within its internationally recognised borders, release and
allow the return of all Ukrainian citizens and revoke the decision declaring the Mejlis of the
Crimean Tatar People an extremist organisation (Permanent Mission of Ukraine to the Council of
Europe). In March 2022 after full-scale invasion into Ukraine Russia ceased to be a member of the
Council of Europe.

As a summation, regarding the third tenet of the democratic peace theory, one can witness a
certain level of cooperation between Ukraine and Russia within international organizations, yet
fundamental ideological differences between the two countries are vividly reflected in this sector.
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Ukraine’s and Russia’s views are divergent regarding their values and further political development
and, respectively, the countries have different stances towards participation in international
organizations. Ukraine’s aspirations to continue integration with the EU triggered political
confrontation and resulted in the ongoing war with the Russian Federation. Moreover, Ukraine’s
aspirations to join the NATO are perceived as a source of deep insecurity by Russia, which
contributed to a considerable tension and uncertainty on the international arena at the end of 2021 —
start of 2022. Therefore, lack of active stable cooperation between Ukraine and Russia in the sphere
of international organizations aligns with the countries” mutual animosity and can, respectively,
explain the war between the states, in accordance with the third tenet of the democratic peace
theory.

Based on the analysis of the three tenets of democratic peace theory, it can be concluded that,
overall, Ukraine-Russia relations prior to 2014 only partly corresponded to the formal criteria of the
theory postulates: presence of republican governments, economic cooperation and participation in
common international organizations. The war, which, nevertheless, started, can, apparently, be
explained by the actual level of democratic development in Ukraine and Russia, the former being a
transitional democracy aspiring for further strengthening of democratic values, while the latter
becoming a consolidated authoritarian regime. The main argument of democratic peace theory
stipulates that liberal democracies do not engage in wars against each other and this has, so far,
been empirically proven to be true (Tenembaum, 2012). The emphasis here is on two key words:
stable and liberal (Tenembaum, 2012).

One can trace a clear connection between conflict resolution and development of strong
democratic state institutions, such as effective legislation, vibrant civil society, transparent policies
and accountable government, in particular, in the security sector. Galletti and Wodzicki note that
rights holders are not simply reliant on the good will of the state to deliver rights, but should
participate actively in developing and implementing policies that provide for those rights (as cited
in Hofmann et al., 2016). Hanggi holds that it is not only the question of effective delivery of
security, but also a concern for ensuring that such delivery respects democratic principles, the rule
of law and human rights (as cited in Hofmann et al., 2016).

Post-Soviet states are often defined as incipient democracies, characterized by internal
ideological tensions, clashes between old and new elites, nationalistic and conservative powers on
political arena and emergent traditions of democratic institutions building. Most Western studies on
political transformation tend to conclude that the optimal path of political change is described by
the process of democratization, e.g. that is from an autocratic, totalitarian Soviet Republic toward a
«consolidated democracy» (Haerpfer & 2018a, as cited in Mihr, 2020, p. 14). While analyzing post-
Soviet space, local scholars believe that the period of post-Soviet transition in the region is already
complete and as a result the «emergence of albeit authoritarian, but generally consolidated new
types of political regimes that form sovereign statechood» took place (Malysheva, 2018, as cited in
Mihr, 2020, p. 14). One can note that the utilized terms are «albeit authoritarian» and «generally
consolidated», claiming that post-Soviet republics are democracies in transit rather than fully
developed democracies for the time being.

Considering the criterion of international democracy rankings, there is a noticeable difference
between Ukraine and Russia. According to Democracy Index 2021, Russia is on the 124™ place out
of 167 countries and its regime is characterized as «authoritarian», while Ukraine is on the 86"
place out of 167 countries and is characterized by «hybrid» regime (Democracy Index 2021). Per
this rating, Ukrainian positions are considerably better than Russian ones. Per Corruption
Perceptions Index, Russia has 29/100 score (100 is very clean and zero is highly corrupt) and 136"
rank among 180 countries (Corruption Perceptions Index 2021. Russia), while Ukraine has 32/100
score and 122" rank (Corruption Perceptions Index 2021. Ukraine). Thus, per this criterion, overall,
Ukraine’s score is better than Russia’s, yet both countries need to keep fighting corruption.

Besides, in order to assess the countries’ level of democratization one needs to look at the
aspect of elections. Tenembaum notes that only states that hold free and fair elections on a regular
basis, safeguard the rights of the minority and possess an independent judiciary fall within the
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province of the definition of democracy (Tenembaum, 2012). 2018 presidential elections in Russia
can hardly be called fair and transparent. It was concluded that, overall, the process of handling
election complaints lacked transparency (Russian Federation Presidential Election 18 March 2018.
ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report). Out of a multitude of petitions, the Central
Election Commission (CEC) deemed 420 to constitute complaints, but only considered two in
public sessions and subsequently published those decisions (Russian Federation Presidential
Election 18 March 2018. ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report). In view of perceived
association of civic chambers with state authorities, their observation did not address the lack of
legal standing for independent observation by citizenry (Russian Federation Presidential Election 18
March 2018. ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report). Besides, in 2020 the President of
the Russian Federation VVolodymyr Putin agreed to a proposal launched in the Russian Parliament
that would reset the constitutional term-limit clock (Tefft, 2020). Theoretically speaking, this
change would allow him to stay in power for two more terms of six years each after the current
mandate finishes in 2024, extending his time as president until 2036 (Tefft, 2020).

Latest parliamentary elections held in the Russian Federation clearly do not fulfill the
requirement of free and fair electoral process. The Russian government has spent the last few
months oppressing opposition candidates (Russia’s Parliamentary Elections, Explained. Atlantic
Council). The Russian leadership convicted and jailed opposition leader Alexei Navalny, qualifying
his network an «extremist» organization (Russia’s Parliamentary Elections, Explained. Atlantic
Council). The Russian government also keeps trying to discredit Navalny’s «smart voting»
initiative, which is a campaign aimed at increasing elections transparency (Russia’s Parliamentary
Elections, Explained. Atlantic Council). Thereby, it should be noted that Alexei Navalny became
Sakharov Prize 2021 recipient (the most prestigious EU human rights award).

Latest presidential and parliamentary elections in Ukraine took place in 2019. Regarding the
presidential elections, per Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions issued by the ODIHR
Election Observation Mission on 1 April 2019, the election was competitive, voters had a broad
choice and turned out in high numbers (Ukraine Presidential Election 31 March and 21 April 2019.
ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report). The Election Observation Mission concluded
that in the pre-electoral period the law was often not followed in good faith by many stakeholders,
which negatively influenced the trust in the election administration, yet fundamental freedoms were
overall respected (Ukraine Presidential Election 31 March and 21 April 2019. ODIHR Election
Observation Mission Final Report).

Regarding latest parliamentary elections in Ukraine, per the Statement of Preliminary
Findings and Conclusions issued by ODIHR Election Observation Mission on 22 July 2019, «in the
early parliamentary elections fundamental rights were generally respected, the campaign was
competitive, despite numerous malpractices, in particular, in the majoritarian races» (Ukraine Early
Parliamentary Elections 21 July 2019. ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report).
Overall, the electoral administration was competent despite the short time available to prepare the
elections, election day was generally peaceful, with observers of the Mission evaluating voting
positively in the overwhelming majority of polling stations observed, however procedural
shortcomings were noted in the tabulation (Ukraine Early Parliamentary Elections 21 July 20109.
ODIHR Election Observation Mission Final Report). Thus, Ukraine’s results in respect to holding
elections look more optimistic than Russia’s.

Besides, one can note two different trends — while Ukraine further aspires toward democracy
supported by the international community, including the majority of the UN members, Russia
demonstrates strengthening of authoritarianism. In particular, Gnyp (2019) holds that the scale of
reforms that should be carried out in the Ukrainian government, political and economic systems, as
well as in the society is truly gigantic — it implies no less than a radical transformation of political
culture from postcolonial to democratic. After the outbreak of the war in Ukraine, civil society did
not withdraw from politics, but became a powerful driving force for reforms; in addition, while the
gains so far are still fragile and Ukraine is vulnerable, its movement has been set in the right
direction (Gnyp, 2019). Whereas, per McFaul (2021), a comprehensive explanation for Russia’s
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transition from autocracy and back again counts on both structure and agency, but leans toward
agency. In December 1991 the Soviet Union collapsed, its fifteen republics became independent
countries, and Russia became a democracy for the first time since 1917 — or maybe for the first time
ever (McFaul, 2021). Thirty years later, scholars argue over the degree of dictatorship that has taken
hold, but no one classifies Russia as a democracy today (McFaul, 2021). In particular, in 2021,
Freedom House gave Russia a global freedom score of 20 out of 100 and Reporters Without
Borders’ Press Freedom Index ranked Russia 150 of 180 countries (Freedom House, «Freedom in
the World 2021: Russia»; Reporters Without Borders, as cited in McFaul, 2021). In the third and
fourth waves of democratization, Russia’s democratic collapse must rank as one of the most
consequential setbacks (Geddes and Huntington, as cited in McFaul, 2021).

There is a clear connection between democracy and efficient civil society functioning.
Democracy always goes along with affirmation of civil society organizations, which active citizens
freely join for different purposes such as advocating for their interests and more productive dialogue
with the authorities (Mihr, 2020). Respectively, lack of democracy is often connected with
deficiencies of civil society development. There was little to no bottom-up approach in the former
Soviet space, and instead a severe lack of a civil society movement that was ready to take a lead, in
part or fully, in the democratization process (Mihr, 2020). Putnam (as cited in Shamaileh, 2017)
treatise contends that civic associations have the ability to build trust between citizens, which, in
turn, should enhance institutional performance within democracies. In accordance with the
democratic peace agenda, it is necessary to develop civil society institutions and actively involve
civil society groups in conflict resolution processes. Ukraine and Russia need to further progress in
order to reach this goal, yet current respective trends in the two countries are diametrically opposite.

Democratic peace theory posits that interstate conflicts between two liberal democracies may
emerge, but these are settled by peaceful rather than violent means. Moreover, this is not to say that
liberal democracies may not engage in violent conflicts, but that these always involve a non-liberal
democratic international actor (Tenembaum, 2012). Apparently, in Ukraine-Russia relations namely
Russia is characterized by use of illiberal policies and political pressure. Therefore, when tensions
rose, a violent conflict was triggered as a means of resolving these tensions rather than resorting to
strictly diplomatic instruments. Democratic peace theory is not a universal doctrine and can co-exist
with a number of other approaches to peace building. Sroka et al. (2017) claim that one cannot but
agree with the view held by the British theoretician of liberalism, John Gray (as cited in Sroka et al.,
2017), claiming that states should be free to choose their course of development, as long as they do
not represent a threat to others.

It can be concluded that democratic peace theory hardly appears to be a viable framework for
Russia-Ukraine war analysis. Cases of this theory usage in various regions of the world demonstrate
at least partial efficiency of the democratic peace theory and its main postulates, particularly,
importance of the republican form of governance, economic cooperation and participation in
international organizations as a means of safeguarding peace among nations. Usage of democratic
peace theory in post-socialist and post-Soviet countries is often hindered by such factors as
ideological differences, notions of prior elites, incipient traditions of democratic institutions’
building, nationalism and conservatism. Thus, democratic peace theory can hardly be a productive
framework for Russia-Ukraine war analysis, with regard to the three aforementioned tenets.

As to the first tenet of the democratic peace theory — republican institutions — both Ukraine
and Russia are republics, and strictly formally fulfill this criterion, with Russia being a republic de
jure. Regarding the second tenet of the democratic peace theory — economic interdependence
(universal community) — the level of economic cooperation between Ukraine and Russia was
traditionally significant in the 20" and 21% c. By the start of the war in 2014, one could witness a
considerable, yet declining level of economic cooperation between Ukraine and Russia,
complicated by asymmetrical relationship between the two states. According to the second tenet of
the democratic peace theory, close economic cooperation should prevent countries from engaging in
a violent conflict. Yet, presence of an asymmetric economic relationship between Russia and
Ukraine, divergent visions of further political development, accompanied by aggressive Russian
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foreign policy means increased the likelihood of the war. Even though, in accordance with the
democratic peace theory tenet, considerable economic cooperation should have prevented Russian
aggression against Ukraine as a trading partner, the initiated war can, apparently, be explained by
political and security perceptions which outweighed purely economic factors. Regarding the third
tenet of the democratic peace theory, one can witness a certain level of cooperation between
Ukraine and Russia within international organizations, yet fundamental ideological differences
between the two countries are vividly reflected in this sphere.

Thus, the initiated war can be explained by the statement that Ukraine is a transitional
democracy, while Russia is a consolidated authoritarian regime. Ukraine is focused on furthering
democratic reforms, such as effective implementation of the rule of law, fighting corruption and
strengthening the impartial court system, while Russia keeps adhering to illiberal policies. Ukraine
is currently spearheading a fight for democracy worldwide, while democracy development in the
Russian Federation is further deteriorating.
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I'anna Tapanenxo,
KaHouoam noNiMmuyHUX HayK, Cmapuiull 6UK1a0ay
KagheOpu MidicHapoOHUX 8IOHOCUH,
Hayionanonuii ynisepcumem «Kueso-Mozunsancoka akademisy
Teopia 0emokpamuuno2o mupy 011 ananizy pociicbKo-yKpaiHcbKoi eiltnu
3anuwaemobcs  akmyanbHuM — RUMAHHA, YU KOHYenyis  OeMOKPAMUYHO20 MUpy €
ACUMMEZOAMHOIO OJ151 NOJIMUYHO20 NOPSAOKY OEHHO2O0 Ma CUCMeMU MIdCHaApoOHux eionocurn XXI
cm. Moocna cnocmepicamu AK YCHiwHI, MAaxK I CYMHIGHI NPUKIAOU BNPOBAONCEHHS Meopii
0eMOKpAMU4YHO20 MUpPy, ajle 04e8UOHO, Wo nepexio 00 0eMoKpamii He 3a6x#cou € 6e3npodIemMHuUM i
nOCi008HUM npoyecom. Memoro cmammi € ananiz penesaHmHoOCmi meopii 0eMoKpamu4Ho20 Mupy
0J1s1 aHani3y pociticbko-yKpaincokoi gitinu. Obpanuil Memoo — iCMOPUYHULL AHALI3 ) MedNCcax meopii
0eMOKPAMUYHO20 MUpy, ceb6mo po3eisid HOAMUYH020 po3eumky Yxpainu ma Pocii, ixHbo2o
EeKOHOMIYHO20 CNIBPOOIMHUYMEA Ma y4acmi 8 MidCHapoOHux opeawnizayisax. Kpim moeo, ona yineii
00CNiONCeH s OYI0 BUKOPUCIMAHO AHANI3 GMOPUHHUX OaHux. Modxcna 3pooumu 6UCHOB0K, WO
meopis 0eMOKPAMUUYHO20 MUPY HABPAO YU € HCUMMEIOAMHOIO OCHOBO0I OJisl AHANI3Y POCIUCHKO-
VKPAIHCOLKOL BItIHU.
1I]ooo nepuiozo nonosicents meopii 0eMOKPAMUYHO20 MUPY — PECHYONIKAHCOKUX THCIMUmMYmie
— Ykpaina i Pocis € pecnybnikamu ma cymo ¢popmanvHo 8i0no8ioaoms ybomy Kpumepiio, OCKiIbKu
Pocio  mooicna esaxcamu  pecnybnikoro minvku Oe tope. CmoCOBHO Opy2020 NOLONCEHHS.
0eMOKPAMU4HOI meopii Mupy — eKOHOMIYHOI 83AEMO3ANEHCHOCMI (YHIBEPCAILHOI CRITbHOMU) — 00
nouamxky eitinu 2014 poxy mooicHa Oyno cnocmepieamu 00801 3HAYHUL PiGeHb eKOHOMIUHOL
cnienpayi midxc Ykpainoro ma Pociclo, axuii mum He MeHuie 3HUNCYB8ABCA, A MAKodC 08
VCKAAOHEHUM ACUMEMPUYHUMU BIOHOCUHAMU Midc 08oma kpainamu. I[lonpu me, wo, 6i0nogioHo 0o
meopii, 3HauHe eKOHOMIYHe CHIBPOOIMHUYMBO MAL0 3an0biemu pocilcbKil azpecii npomu Yxpainu
K MOP20B8ebHO20 NApmHepa, PO3Nouamy GiliHY, 604Ye8UOb, MOJNCHA NOACHUMU NOITMUYHUMU |
be3nekosuMu MIPKYBAHHAMU, SKI NEpesadcunu cymo eKOHOMiuHi uunHuxku. [IJooo mpemwvozco
NONOJCEHHS Meopii 0eMOKPAMUYHO20 MUPY, MONCHA 3AC8IOYUMU NeBHULl PiBeHb Chignpayi Midxc
Ykpainoro ma Pocieto 6 pamkax MidCHApOOHUX opeanizayii, aie HPUHYUNOBI [0e0N02TUHI
BIOMIHHOCI MIJHC 080MA KPATHAMU SACKPABO 8I00OPANCAIOMbCA 8 YboMy cekmopi. Mooicna 3pobumu
BUCHOBOK, W0 Meopis 0eMOKPAMUYHO20 MUPY HABPAO YU € NPUUHAMHON OJISl AHANI3Y POCICLKO-
VKPAiHCbKOI GIliHU, a NPUYUHU GIUHU, WO MPUBAE, MOICHA NOACHUMU NOMOYHUM CMAMYCOM
Ykpainu sax mpanzumusnoi demoxpamii, wjo npacre 00 nOOAIbULO20 3MIYHEHHS OEeMOKPAMUYHUX
yinHocmeti, y mou uac, sk Pocia nepemeopunacs nHa KOHCOMIOo8anuti asmopumapHuu pesxcum. Ilpu
yvomy YVxpaina numni ouonroe 60pomv0y 3a 0emMoKpamilo 8 YCbOMy C8imi, mooi K pPO36UMOK
demoxpamii 6 Pocii 0edani noziputyemucsi.
Knrouoei cnoea: oemokpamis, mup, meopia, YKpaina, 2pomaodsaHcbke CYChilbCME0,
MPAH3UMUBHT 0epIHCABU, MIHCHAPOOHI OpeaHizayii.
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