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CHAPTER 2

STRATEGIC CULTURE OF UKRAINE
AND ITS NON-NUCLEAR STATUS

Polina Sinovets

Ukraine’s refusal to maintain nuclear status not only clearly demonstrated
the main features of Ukraine’s strategic culture, but also signified a defining
stage in its development. This was the first attempt of the Ukrainian state to
challenge the will of the great powers, and it could help masculinize its strategic
culture and it strengthens its self-reliance in security and foreign policy matters.
However, in this case, characteristic features of Ukrainian strategic culture de-
fined the scenario, which led to the signing of the Budapest memorandum and
the further nuclear disarmament of Kyiv.

Ukraine proclaimed the non-nuclear course in 1990, but, in fact, it came to
this in 1993. During the period from 1990 to 1993, Kyiv was often accused
of pro-nuclear sentiments and ambitioning to become a transit nuclear state.
Indeed, the ratification of the Lisbon Protocol by Verkhovna Rada, in 1992,
occurred with the exception of Article 5, which envisaged Ukraine’s accession
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as a non-
nuclear state. From 1993 to 1994, Ukraine resisted the demands of Russia and
the US and refused the unconditional nuclear disarmament, making many ex-
perts suggest that Kyiv would draw the NPT regime into a severe crisis, which
it would not be able to overcome. After, Ukraine’s decision to give up nuclear
weapons was the background for the other issues, such as the unlimited exten-
sion of the NPT at the conference in 1995, as well as the further situation of the
arms control regime (most importantly, the future of START-1).

The period from 1992 to 1993 highlights some important features of the
Ukrainian strategic culture. In this case, it must be noted that non-nuclear status
was not an easy step for Ukraine; however, the struggle that took place during
the mentioned years demonstrates the current Ukrainian decision’s conformity.

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Ukraine kept 220 strategic de-
livery vehicles (130 SS-19, 46 SS-24, 44 heavy bombers equipped with 1,068
long-range air-launched cruise missiles, and 1750 nuclear warheads assigned
among them).! Moreover, Ukraine possessed a strong civilian nuclear infra-
structure, as well as the world’s largest missile companies.

From the early stages of Ukrainian independence, there were two ap-
proaches concerning nuclear weapons among Ukrainian political elites. The
first approach was formed during the adoption of the Declaration of State
Sovereignty of Ukraine in 1990, when the main aim was to prompt a civilized
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“break up” with Russia. This “break up” would not be possible if Ukraine
stayed nuclear; therefore, the idea to give up nuclear weapons was based on
this intention. In addition, the so-called “Chernobyl syndrome”, meaning the
widespread fear among the Ukrainian population of the nuclear technologies
(including nuclear weapons), played a significant role. All these factors influ-
enced Ukrainians relatively low support of nuclear status in the beginning of
the 1990s (about 33%).

A second approach to nuclear weapons was formed later, after Ukraine
has already become an independent state. The main idea was formulated by
Yuri Kostenko, the leader of the “hawks” parliamentary group, in his article
“Nuclear Weapons: Good or Evil?” In it, he supported the idea of designating
nuclear weapons as the property of the Ukrainian state. The nuclear disarma-
ment should be performed gradually, considering the primary demands of
Ukraine, in particular, financial compensation and security guarantees.’ In
April of 1993, 162 deputies of the Verkhovna Rada signed a letter “in support
of the Ukrainian nuclear status”; this letter proclaimed Ukraine a successor of
the USSR and “a transit nuclear state”.”

On June 3, 1993, in his speech at the Verkhovna Rada’s closed session on
the ratification of START-1, the Prime Minister, Leonid Kuchma, emphasized
that for Ukraine “the only real and stable perspective could be found in the
doctrine of guaranteed deterrence and not by provoking defence”.” According
to the Prime Minister, the basis for this deterrence could become the pres-
ervation of 42 national ICBMs, which had to be destroyed as an element of
START-1 implementation.

Besides, Kuchma not only spoke about ideas of conventional deterrence,
but he also added that Ukraine was the owner of nuclear weapons; at least for
a certain period it should be proclaimed as a nuclear state.®

Russia and the US often interpreted these Ukrainian demands as the state’s
attempt to delay the process of disarmament and, as the result, to become a
real nuclear state. Even after the Ukrainian President signed the Trilateral
Agreements with the leaders of Russia and the United States, the deputy di-
rector of the US and Canada Institute, Serhiy Rogov, noted that he “knows no
example of when a state publicly claimed its nuclear status and then gave up
nuclear weapons”. Rogov also insisted that Ukraine, as well as Russia, could
not be trusted because “the current political culture in both countries does not
include the notion of compliance™.’

Nonetheless, since declaring its intention to become a non-nuclear state,
Ukraine has fulfilled its promise. The reasons for its initial denial to disarm
as well as its final disarmament can be found in features of the state’s stra-
tegic culture. From the very beginning, Ukraine’s unpreparedness to accept
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the compelled decision concerning the withdrawal of its nuclear arsenal to
the territory of Russia (as Belarus and Kazakhstan did), demonstrated some
of these features. For instance, it is worthwhile mentioning that Ukraine has
declared itself equal to Russia as the official successor of the Soviet Union.
In the winter of 1992, when President Yeltsin publicly announced his Presi-
dential Nuclear Initiative, which aimed for the unilateral reduction of Soviet
tactical nuclear weapons and the retargeting of the Ukrainian ICBMs without
any consultations with Ukraine, President Kravchuk unilaterally stopped pro-
viding Russia with tactical warheads.® Also in April of 1992, the Verkhovna
Rada issued a decree to establish administrative control over all tactical nu-
clear weapons, confirming its right to possess these weapons.

Thus, Ukraine demanded equality from Russia at the same time when Rus-
sian officials publicly called Ukrainian independence “temporary”, implying,
that European governments should not hurry to open embassies in Kyiv.’

Strobe Talbott, the head of the US delegation on the negotiations over
Ukrainian nuclear disarmament in 1993, mentioned that the Russian Ambas-
sador to the US, Volodymyr Lukin, compared the relationship between Russia
and Ukraine with the relationship between New York and New Jersey. While
the deputy of the Russian defence minister, Georgy Mamedov, often remind-
ed Americans, that “everything between us and Ukrainians is a family busi-
ness”, implying that Moscow would not tolerate the interference of Wash-
ington “into the family” for too long.'” This apparent disregard of Ukrainian
independence took place at the same time that Moscow declared its claims to
Crimea, as well as disputed Ukrainian rights to the Black Sea Fleet.

It must be mentioned, that in resisting Russian pressure, Ukraine still
did not regard Russia as a potential threat to Ukrainian national security.
“Ukraine and Russia were living together for 350 years, so they have never
applied weapons against each other, and will never do”, said President Krav-
chuk in his interview with an Italian newspaper in 1994." This expression
complies with the idea of experts in the Ukrainian Foreign Ministry, which
they declared in the mid-2000s: “Not then, not now, we do not consider that
a military threat from Russia is real, that it is necessary to have such a radical
instrument as nuclear weapons for its deterrence”.'”

Ukraine’s perception that Russia posed a low degree of threat in their rela-
tionship significantly reduced Ukrainian political elites’ motivation to retain
nuclear weapons as a mechanism of deterrence. The primary motivation for
resisting nuclear disarmament was the understanding of the great role that
nuclear weapons played in politics, along with Ukraine’s wish to prove its
equality with Russia as a successor of the Soviet Union.
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During that time, the United States fully supported Russia, which created
the impression that the importance of Ukraine was measured only by the nu-
clear weapons deployed on its territory. In this situation, Ukraine considered
the nuclear weapons as the only tool that could influence the situation.

There is a wide spread question as to the motivation of Ukraine. In particu-
lar, if it was going to disarm, why it had been resisting nuclear disarmament
for two years? In this situation, we must consider the importance of under-
standing of Ukrainian strategic culture.

One of the main features of Ukrainian strategic culture is the absence of
clearly defined aims providing for the state’s national interests. From the very
beginning, there was no clear understanding as to how Ukraine would be able
to use its nuclear potential practically. For instance, Yuriy Kostenko, as one
of the strongest opponents of disarmament noticed: “...due to its specifics,
nuclear weapon performs defensive functions even if it is not controlled by
the state where it is deployed. Therefore, the liquidation of nuclear weapons
without an adequate substitute by the other instruments of deterrence will
result in the loss of effective national security elements as well as threaten
the existence of the Ukrainian state”.!* Kostenko’s concept looked strange
for any nuclear-weapon state. Having such a weapon and not controlling it is
a rather dubious bonus in terms of security. Because any delay in Ukraine’s
nuclear disarmament could cause Russian aggression (for instance, violent
disarmament operations)" or the total economic and diplomatic isolation of
Kyiv by the US. Accordingly, Kostenko’s sincerity should be questioned, due
to the absence of intentions to develop nuclear deterrence, or nuclear weap-
ons had a different function for Kyiv. The third variant is the absence of stra-
tegic understanding, which was already mentioned. This means that the main
concept was to leave nuclear weapons in Ukraine and find out what kind of
deal could be made later.

Firstly, let us consider the variant, in which nuclear deterrence offered a
potential chance for Ukraine to develop its “hard security” sector; that is one
of the distinctive features of masculine political culture. It is known that in
April of 1992, in a general meeting devoted to blocking Ukraine’s ability to
launch of mussiles from its territory, they realized that without the permis-
sion of Moscow, Kyiv’s intervention in the command and control system for
nuclear weapons management was impossible. '° Thus, they were not work-
ing to create their own nuclear deterrence. However, it is known that at the
same time the Centre for Operational and Strategic Studies was opened on the
Ukrainian territory. This Centre was studying the possibilities of mastering
nuclear weapons. Additionally, in February of 1992, the withdrawal of tacti-
cal nuclear weapons to the territory of Russia was stopped; this fact meant
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that on the level of Ukrainian political elites, Ukraine at least investigated the
prospects of nuclear deterrence. Ideologically, this idea never had wide politi-
cal or expert popularity; little public popularity. In particular, the only deputy
advocating for the concept of nuclear deterrence in Ukraine was a member of
the Committee on Security and defence, Major-General Volodymyr Tolubko.
He claimed that the path of nuclear deterrence was less expensive than the
development of conventional deterrence. In particular, Tolubko referred to
Soviet statistics, according to which Moscow was spending only 5-6% of
its military budget on nuclear weapons.'® In terms of strategic culture, an
interesting feature of Tolubko’s position was the fact that he saw nuclear
deterrence for Ukraine in tandem with Russia. In other words, he offered to
create a common strategic space under the command of Moscow. Ukraine
was supposed to have a sort of “autonomy” within this space, such as ad-
ministrative control over weapons, Ukrainian citizens’ service in the strate-
gic nuclear forces, and the application of nuclear weapons under the control
of both the Russian and Ukrainian Presidents. Tolubko’s main concern was
a threat from the USA, which could to do to Ukraine the same thing that
it had “with Grenada, Yugoslavia and Iraq”.'” Meanwhile, the deployment
of Russian strategic forces on the territory of Ukraine would oblige Russia
to defend Ukraine since “46 of 176 Ukrainian missiles are already equal to
the capacity of the half US’ land based ballistic missiles”.!® Tolubko sug-
gested that Ukraine should not join the NPT; it should ratify the Lisbon
treaty to START-1, but without the sections which obliged Ukraine to with-
draw its nuclear weapons over a certain period. In addition, he considered
an alternative, in which Ukraine would not ratify START-1 at all and only
limit itself in its bilateral agreements with Russia, which was “the most
credible and the best partner for creating an agreement concerning nuclear
weapons™."” The constructive idea meant that Ukraine would be able to ac-
curately create its own deterrence or an independent nuclear industry using
its partnership with Russia.”” Tolubko’s pro-nuclear position even included
the idea that Ukraine should have a strong partner, which would defend its
military independence. Moreover, this partner was traditionally associated
with Moscow, which also proves the aforementioned statement that Russia
was not considered as an enemy.

It is interesting that in the Verkhovna Rada, despite the lack of open ideo-
logical support for the ideas of Tolubko, there was still interest in nuclear
deterrence. There was a famous episode, when the Pylyp Orlyk Institute for
Democracy distributed copies of American experts’ articles, written by John
Mearsheimer and Stephen Miller, in the Verkhovna Rada. In these articles,
the authors discussed the expediency and possibility of nuclear deterrence



in Ukraine. John Mearsheimer insisted that Ukraine should retain nuclear
weapons, since it “cannot defend itself against a nuclear-armed Russia with
conventional weapons, and no state including the United States, is going
to extend to it a meaningful security guarantee”.?' At the same time, Miller
spoke about the perniciousness of nuclear weapons for the world’s security
and the disastrous consequences, if Ukraine retained nuclear weapons on its
territory.”> So, after the distribution of an equal number of both articles to the
Council, the parliament requested 70 more copies of Mearsheimer’s article
and no copy of Miller’s article the next day.”

A symbolic gesture that confirmed these pro-nuclear approaches was the
partial ratification of the Lisbon protocol in November 1993. Instead of join-
ing START as a non-nuclear state, Ukraine agreed to reduce 42% of the nu-
clear warheads that were deployed on its territory and 36% of its launch vehi-
cles, as it was obliged by START. It was officially proclaimed that “Ukraine
does not consider it necessary to execute Article V of the Lisbon Protocol”.*

Often, Americans cautiously considered Ukraine’s resistance to the im-
mediate disarmament, while Russians suspected Kyiv in serious nuclear am-
bitions. In addition, Mykolay Sokolov, who was working at the arms control
department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia during this period,
assessed Ukraine’s primal position as a “feasible™ to consider the possibility
of developing its own nuclear deterrence.”” Indeed, there was some other evi-
dence, in addition to those which were already mentioned, that Ukraine was
interested in nuclear weapons which it could control by itself.

The process of withdrawing tactical nuclear warheads to Russia was
ceased, and Ukraine took administrative control of'its nuclear weapons. These
weapons were considered to be the most dangerous, as there was no central
mechanism for blocking them; therefore, even field commanders could po-
tentially control them. And, of course, it could be controlled by the state, if
it had the least organizational capabilities available. In reality, the practice
demonstrated that there were no such opportunities in Ukraine at the begin-
ning of the 1990s. This can be proved by the fact that the transfer of TNWs,
performed by the Ukrainian Ministry of Defence and the loyal officers at the
bases, was resumed in April 1992 as a result of direct orders from Moscow,.
As the result, President Kravchuk was unpleasantly surprised during his June
1992 official visit to Washington, when he was informed that all tactical nu-
clear weapons were successfully withdrawn to the territory of Russia. He was
surprised, because he did not even have any information about the fact that
the TNWs withdrawal had recommenced. “I was trying to control the situa-
tion, but I haven’t succeed”, Kravchuk commented, referring to the fact that
the military forces of CIS had more control over nuclear weapons based in
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Ukraine, than Ukraine did.?® According to the Alma-Ata Declaration, CIS was
granted the right to control nuclear weapons belonging to its member-states.
It turned out that the oath of allegiance did not change the situation in the
Ukrainian Army significantly.

However, some other ideas existed. In his recent interview, President
Kravchuk said: “If I could produce nuclear weapons, I would be able to with-
stand the pressure of Russia and the United States”.”” Kravchuk was also go-
ing to use the support of a partner state to fulfil this idea; this time it was going
to be the United States. The idea was to dismantle nuclear weapons located in
Ukraine instead of transferring them to Russia. The Ukrainian President of-
fered its American partners the opportunity to build the necessary industry on
the Ukrainian territory, where it would be possible to dismantle nuclear war-
heads from three countries. In addition to the significant costs which would
be invested into this industry, the ability to dismantle such weapons would
provide Kyiv with the appropriate information, knowledge and experience on
how to produce them. Americans understood this situation very well and they
were not going to let it happen.”

Ukraine had lost its illusions of the creating it’s a nuclear deterrence in
1992, but in 1993 the Verkhovna Rada was still voting for Ukraine’s recogni-
tion as a nuclear state. It seems that at that time Kostenko’s approach began
to dominate in Kyiv; this approach meant that Ukraine had nuclear weapons,
but it did not have nuclear deterrence.

The main problem at that time was the lack of a clear strategy concerning
the role of nuclear weapons in Ukrainian policy. A feature of Ukrainian stra-
tegic culture, which clearly describes Ukrainian nuclear policy, was defined
by Kostomarov as “the absence of a clear goal, the impetuosity of move-
ment, striving for the creation, and at the same time the decay of that not yet
created”.” By the way, the positions of the experts and political elites were
not so different. In particular, the experts of the National Institute for Stra-
tegic Studies recommended connecting the transition “to the non-nuclear
status of Ukraine with preservation of its security and the radical reduc-
tion of strategic weapons to the minimal level which could provide nuclear
deterrence”.*® In fact, both claims are mutually exclusive. If Ukraine was
going to become a non-nuclear state, why does it care about a minimal level
of nuclear deterrence? Thus, further negotiations were conducted without a
clearly defined final goal.

Later, when it was clear that Ukraine could not retain nuclear weapons, the
nuclear arsenal turned into a bargaining chip in Kyiv’s big game. As a tool
for the possible development hard power (which is a feature of masculine
policy), under the pressure of circumstances and the international community,
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Ukraine turned nuclear weapons into an tool for gaining certain political and
economic profits for itself. Many issues were at stake, such as the recognition
of Crimea as a part of Ukraine by Russia, further delimitation of the boarders,
and Kyiv’s debts to Moscow. In these situations, nuclear weapons could be
used as a bargaining chip in relations with Russia. The openness of Ukrainian
strategic culture played a significant role during the process of disarmament;
in particular, it concerned Kyiv’s desire to integrate into the community of
democratic countries. Specifically, Borys Tarasyuk, who played a significant
role in the negotiations for the nuclear disarmament of Ukraine, noticed that
“the disarmament provided Ukraine with a kind of passport to the interna-
tional community of the civilized nations”.*' The openness and maybe the
incapacity for self-sufficient economic and even political development, along
with the security guarantees, supported the introduction and the further domi-
nation of traditional features of Ukrainian strategic culture.

This approach showed the gradual development and approval of feminine
Ukrainian policy. The failure to gain control over nuclear weapons pushed
Ukraine to more peculiar diplomatic games and concessions.

The last step was the best, given the circumstances. Moreover, it was abso-
lutely natural for Ukraine, which did not clearly understand the definition of
hard power; the situation worsened after the signing of the Budapest memo-
randum on security assurances.

Nowadays it seems that the promised security assurances, which were giv-
en by the great powers, created an illusion of protection in Ukraine.

In fact, the Budapest memorandum stalled any reliance on hard power
in Ukraine. It seems like the loss of such important element of hard power,
nuclear weapons, has pushed Ukrainian political elites into a paradoxical ne-
glect of conventional deterrence and army development.

The events of recent years present a different picture of hard power in the
framework of Ukrainian policy. Regarding this factor through the prism of
nuclear weapons discourse, there is currently an intensification of discussions
about it on both political and social levels.

In 2014, the number of the bills was introduced to the Verkhovna Rada. In
particular, in March of 2014, the deputies of the popular parliamentary par-
ties “Batkivshchyna” and “Udar” initiated a bill “On denunciation the NPT
of 1 July 1968 by Ukraine”. On July 23, 2014, the deputies of “Svoboda”
registered the bill “On the restoration of the nuclear status of Ukraine”. The
Verkhovna Rada did not vote on either of these bills; therefore, the question
of the withdrawal of Ukraine from the NPT, as well as the restoration of its
nuclear status, remain open and may turn into serious political discussion in
the case that the security situation is aggravated.™
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If we look at the prospect of such an opportunity, the voting would be
ambiguous anyway. In particular, of all the political parties represented in the
Verkhovna Rada, only three of them (“the Radical Party of Oleh Lyashko”,
“Svoboda” and “Pravyi Sector”) officially support the restoration of Ukraine’s
nuclear status. Despite the fact that they did not gain more than 15% [of the
vote] at the last parliamentary elections; we should not forget that moderate
parties, such as “Batkivshchyna™ and “Udar,” supported the idea of Ukraine’s
withdrawal from the NPT. Therefore, any general voting could become cru-
cial for Ukraine remaining within the framework of the NPT.*

The opinion polls confirm the growth of similar sentiments in the country.
At the end of 2014, according to the Razumkov Centre, 49.3% of respondents
were sure that it was necessary to restore the country’s nuclear status, at the
same time 27.7% of respondents were against this idea. The interesting fact
is that pro-nuclear sentiments dominate in Western and central parts of the
country (64.3% and 60.3%), a bit less in the South (39.5%), while only the
Eastern parts of Ukraine show a rather negative attitude to the nuclear choice
(36.8% for the nuclear choice and 39.5% against).** Therefore, according to
public opinion, the percentage of those who currently support Ukraine’s nu-
clear option has doubled compared to the beginning of the 1990s, when al-
most 33% of citizens supported this choice.

An interesting evolution was shown in the so-called “Chernobyl syn-
drome”, which was considered by the West as one of the most important
reasons for Ukraine to give up nuclear weapons. In particular, in 2005, 13.5%
of Ukrainians were worried about Chernobyl as an issue; in 2008 this amount
decreased to 7.8%. In 2014, the opinion polls confirmed that the Chernobyl
disaster was in last place (only 10%) compared to the fear of an invasion
(62%) or growing prices (68%).%”

These figures suggest a certain evolution of the pain threshold within
Ukrainian strategic culture, which has been under the influence of obvious
challenges to Ukrainian security, like the Russian threat. Thus, resulting from
the Maidan and its consequences, such as the annexation of Crimea by the
Russian Federation and the beginning of the war in the Donbas, the number
of Ukrainians, who perceived Russia as a threat increased to 73%.°

It also gives the impression that those events have generally increased the
role of “hard power” in Ukrainians’ consciousness and in Ukrainian policy.

At the same time, the traditional feminine approach can also be located
in the strategic and cultural worldview of Ukrainians, especially when com-
paring the statistical numbers. For instance, among Ukrainians who support
Ukraine’s nuclear choice today, only 4% believe that this decision is pos-
sible.’” Therefore, these social sentiments reflect Ukrainians’ perception that
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their country is not an independent player in international politics. A compari-
son of the Euro-Atlantic integration’s popularity ratings’ statistics: from 15%
in 2012, to 64% in 2014, and to 78% in 2016, gives a clearer demonstration
of traditional Ukrainian strategic and cultural stereotypes.*®

Conclusions. In the early 1990°s, Ukraine received some impetus for the
transformation of its strategic culture. Nuclear weapons, as the most powerful
symbol of hard power in politics, could give the Ukrainian strategic culture
some incentive to masculinize. However, key features of the existing strategic
culture of Ukraine played a role in this. In particular, the considerable pressure
from Russia and the United States, along with Ukraine’s lack of confidence in
defending its own interests at any cost, even at a high price, prompted Kyiv
to continue the traditional path of development. The permanent search for a
strategic partner as an instrument for the protection of Ukrainian statehood
was also a hallmark of the process of disarmament. On one hand, attempts to
retreat from international requirements and to launch their own nuclear pro-
gram or to preserve nuclear forces have always been considered by Ukraine
in tandem with another great power. Both alternatives - the United States or
Russia - were considered as partners who could financially support or defend
Kyiv, [albeit] by different forces of the Ukrainian political system. On the
other hand, the result for Ukraine, namely the Budapest memorandum, be-
came the quintessence of a policy of finding a strong partner - in the form of
both states guaranteeing Ukraine’s security.

Diplomacy as a means of developing national security (instead of adequate
military-containment policies) along with Ukrainians’ openness, contributed
the success of US and Russian policies; political pressure coupled with the
promise of Ukraine’s integration into the community of democratic states
were key factors in the nuclear disarmament in Ukraine.

Kyiv did not have any conscious motivations to keep nuclear weapons.
On one hand, the Russian threat in 2014 was significant enough to resist with
weapons, especially nuclear weapons. On the other hand, neither political nor
expert communities clearly understood the main challenges of the country’s
policy, which could be solved by nuclear weapons. At the strategic level,
Ukrainians did not have a clear understanding of their own goals and inter-
ests, which were connected with nuclear weapons and worth some state’s
concessions. As a result, the two years of defending Ukraine’s rights to nucle-
ar weapons ended in defeat, this fact emphasized the “inconsistency of move-
ment” and the lack of effort to complete something that had been started.

The above-mentioned features are now quite noticeable in Ukrainian poli-
tics. In this case, one cannot help but to agree with G. Perepelytsya, who notes
a certain fetishization of diplomacy as a means of ensuring Ukrainian national
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security and defence.’® In modern Ukrainian politics, this tradition originates
in the Budapest memorandum, but can also be located in later documents,
such as the Military Doctrine of 2012, in which the main methods of prevent-
ing a military conflict were not military restraint, but a set of political and dip-
lomatic measures. The text of the doctrine mentioned that, if Ukraine wanted
to deter aggressors, it would appeal to the United Nations Security Council as
well as to “the powerful guarantors of Ukrainian security ... according to the
Budapest memorandum”. %

Our study does not argue that Ukraine should retain its nuclear potential,
since it would greatly complicate not only its existence, but also its integra-
tion into the global community of democratic states. The main thesis is that
Ukraine’s refusal of nuclear weapons best demonstrates some of the specific
features inherent in the strategic culture of our state.

A particularly striking set of polls conducted by Ukrainian citizens in
2014-2016 underscores this example. They have a clear understanding of
Russia as an enemy, and an understanding of the need to develop the state’s
“hard power”. Some Ukrainians are nostalgic for nuclear weapons; however,
an absolute majority does not believe in Ukraine’s capacity to strengthen its
security independently. Traditionally, as a guarantee of security and the state’s
independence, most Ukrainians would rather consider joining a powerful mil-
itary-political alliance such as NATO.
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