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The Conflict in Ukraine: a Historical Perspective 
by Lauren McLaughlin 

The situation in Ukraine is constantly evolving. And for a better understanding the historical 
roots of the conflict between Russia and Ukraine, I turned to Lubomyr Hajda, the 
associate director of the Harvard Ukrainian Institute. 

Hajda, a historian, serves on the institute’s executive committee and editorial board. His 
research interests focus on early modern Ukrainian history and Ukrainian-Turkish relations. 

Current events in Ukraine seem to change on a weekly, if not daily basis. How 
did this crisis begin? 
 
It began when the Ukrainian government decided not to sign the agreement with the 
European Union back in the fall of 2013. This was not just a trade agreement, but also a 
political agreement that committed Ukraine to adhere to certain European values and 
principles. 

From there the crisis moved very quickly to corruption and regime change. The 
demonstrations happened in waves, and started primarily in Kiev. Most of the protestors 
were students and young people, although other regions were represented as well. 

For these protestors, it was an opportunity to fight corruption. 

Much of the current news has shifted focus to Russia’s presence in Crimea. 
What is happening in the rest of Ukraine? Are people still protesting? 
 
The meetings in Kiev have continued but no longer as demonstrations. People have come out 
to support the new government, but they also want to keep it in check. These activists don’t 
want to delegate all power to the politicians, but want their voices heard in the discussion. 
Men are volunteering to enter military self-defense units. 

In the western part of the country, things have quieted down. With the fall of President 
Yanukovych, the East has become more disoriented, because he was their leader. There have 
been a few deaths in the eastern cities during this conflict. 

Ukraine has a history of political and cultural divide, with the West leaning 
more toward Europe and the East leaning toward Russia. Can you put this 
divide into historical context? 
 
First of all, I would not overemphasize the divide. There are differences, but any large 
country with diverse regions will have differences—this is only natural. 

That said, there are many regions in Ukraine. Scholars may divide them differently, and 
some may organize them into seven or eight regions (or more). 
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Let’s consider three basic regions: 

1. The center, including Kiev. This large swath is what one thinks of historically as 
Ukraine. Influences include Christianity from the Byzantine Empire and the early 
Slavic alphabet, which are reference points for Ukrainian identity.��Around the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, this area was most affected by the frontier 
military society called the Cossacks (eastern Slavs). This area was briefly under the 
rule of Poland and Lithuania, and was gradually taken piecemeal by Russia by the 
end of the eighteenth century.�  

2. The west is a much smaller region. It shares many religious and linguistic influences 
with the center. Yet for a long period of time (from the thirteenth to mid-eighteenth 
centuries), it was controlled by Poland.��Instead of frontier-type development, it was 
influenced by Polish language, culture, and Roman Catholicism. After Poland 
dissolved it was taken over by the Austrian Empire in the nineteenth century, which 
meant one could travel to Italy without crossing any international boundaries. This 
strengthened its connection to Europe.�  

3. The southeast is the third region. Asian nomads migrated to this Steppe, or flat 
grassland, and the Slavs expanded into this area in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries. This region has very little in common with the West. In the nineteenth 
century, industry developed widely and urbanizes the area, attracting Russians. 

The land’s natural features, plus the history and the economic development, all produce these 
different layers. When you put all this together, you get a kaleidoscope of experiences. 

So why did Russia recently annex Crimea? 
 
This is a complex topic, and I will try to simplify without oversimplifying. Of course there are 
variations in beliefs, and Russians don’t all think the same way. 

In general, though, Russian understanding is often shaped by nineteenth-century Russian 
historians—before Ukraine became a modern nation. These historians created a model that 
has Russian history beginning in Kiev. After all, many Ukrainians (except for those in the 
West) came under the rule of Russia over the last few centuries. 

For many Russians, Kiev is in a foreign country. It’s a historical misunderstanding to have it 
belong to Ukraine. It’s a bizarre notion that the 1991 map shows Ukraine no longer in 
Russia. So to many Russians, annexing Crimea is simply repairing a historical wrong. 

It’s very difficult for many Russians to disentangle their own history from Ukraine’s and 
acknowledge the equality and legitimacy of the Ukrainian culture alongside their own. 

Many Ukrainians have adopted this Russian mentality as their own too. They want to be 
urban and sophisticated, learn Russian, and drop their Ukrainian accent. 

There is a whole spectrum of attitudes, identities, and relationships among Ukrainians. Some 
are fervent nationalists, and some feel they are somehow under the wrong influences and 
would like to be Russians themselves. And of course there is everything in between. 
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What will happen next? 
 
As always, there is no consensus about what will happen next. The population in Crimea is 
mixed, with Tatars (Turkic ethnic groups), Ukrainians, and Russians all living together. It is 
unclear how Russia is going to handle Crimea, given the shifting demographics. 

There is concern that Russia will move into eastern Ukraine (where there still exist 
confrontations and provocations), though Putin has said he isn’t interested. No one knows. 

How does this crisis affect the rest of the world? 
 
When Ukraine became independent in 1991, it inherited a nuclear arsenal from the Soviet 
Union, which made it the fourth largest nuclear power in the world. After much persuasion 
from western countries, in 1994 Ukraine gave up these weapons, and they were removed 
from the country. 

In return, Ukraine was reassured by the leaders of the United States, Russia, and the United 
Kingdom of its security, sovereignty, and the inviolability of its borders. Russia has invaded 
Crimea, but the United States and the United Kingdom are still committed to this promise. 

Of course, promises may be broken without much reaction. But this may spark growing 
concerns about countries not developing nuclear weapons, which may have grave 
implications for global security. 

The next steps are still unclear—we must wait and see. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bron: MCLAUGHLIN, L., “The Conflict in Ukraine: a Historical Persepective”, Harvard Summer School 
blog, news and events 2014, http://www.summer.harvard.edu/blog-news-events/conflict-ukraine-
historical-perspective 
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EU Sanctions against Russia over Ukraine 
  
In response to the illegal annexation of Crimea and deliberate destabilisation of 
a neighbouring sovereign country, the EU has imposed restrictive measures 
against the Russian Federation. 
  
1. Overview  
2. Diplomatic measures  
3. Restrictive measures (asset freezes and visa bans) 
4. Restrictions for Crimea and Sevastopol  
5. Measures targeting sectoral cooperation and exchanges with Russia ("Economic" sanctions) 
6. Measures concerning economic cooperation 
 
1. Overview 
The European Union is focusing its efforts on de-escalating the crisis in Ukraine. The EU 
calls on all sides to continue engaging in a meaningful and inclusive dialogue leading to a 
lasting solution; to protect the unity and territorial integrity of the country and to strive to 
ensure a stable, prosperous and democratic future for all Ukraine's citizens. The EU has also 
proposed to step-up its support for Ukraine's economic and political reforms. 
 
An extraordinary meeting of the Council of the European Union on 3 March 2014 
condemned the clear violation of Ukrainian sovereignty and territorial integrity by acts of 
aggression by the Russian armed forces as well as the authorisation given by the Federation 
Council of Russia on 1 March for the use of the armed forces on the territory of Ukraine. The 
EU called on Russia to immediately withdraw its armed forces to the areas of their 
permanent stationing, in accordance with the Agreement on the Status and Conditions of the 
Black Sea Fleet stationing on the territory of Ukraine of 1997. 
 
In a statement of the Heads of State or Government following an extraordinary meeting on 6 
March, the EU underlined that a solution to the crisis must be found through negotiations 
between the Governments of Ukraine and the Russian Federation, including through 
potential multilateral mechanisms. Having first suspended bilateral talks with the Russian 
Federation on visa matters and discussions on the New (EU-Russia) Agreement as well as 
preparations for participation in the G8 Summit in Sochi, the EU also set out a second stage 
of further measures in the absence of de-escalatory steps and additional far-reaching 
consequences for EU-Russia relations in case of further destabilisation of the situation in 
Ukraine. 
 
In the absence of de-escalatory steps by the Russian Federation, on 17 March 2014 the EU 
imposed the first travel bans and asset freezes against Russian and Ukrainian officials 
following Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea. The EU strongly condemned Russia’s 
unprovoked violation of Ukrainian sovereignty and territorial integrity. 
The EU believes a peaceful solution to the crisis should be found through negotiations 
between the Governments of Ukraine and the Russian Federation, including through 
potential multilateral mechanisms. 
 
The EU also remains ready to reverse its decisions and reengage with Russia when it starts 
contributing actively and without ambiguities to finding a solution to the Ukrainian crisis. 
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2. Diplomatic measures 
1. Instead of the G8 summit in Sochi, a G7 meeting was held in Brussels on 4-5 June. EU 

countries also supported the suspension of negotiations over Russia's joining the 
OECD and the International Energy Agency. 

2. The EU-Russia summit was cancelled and EU member states decided not to hold regular 
bilateral summits. Bilateral talks with Russia on visa matters as well as on the New 
Agreement between the EU and Russia were suspended. In addition, a re-assessment 
of EU-Russia cooperation programmes is currently ongoing with a view to suspending 
the implementation of EU bilateral and regional cooperation programmes. Projects 
dealing exclusively with cross-border cooperation and civil society will be maintained. 

 
3. Restrictive measures (asset freezes and visa bans) 
1. Asset freezes and visa bans apply to 119 persons while 23 entities are subject to a freeze of 

their assets in the EU. This includes 113 persons and 10 entities responsible for action 
against Ukraine's territorial integrity, six persons providing support to or benefitting 
Russian decision-makers and 13 entities in Crimea and Sevastopol that were 
confiscated or that have benefitted from a transfer of ownership contrary to Ukrainian 
law.  

 
4. Restrictions for Crimea and Sevastopol 

As the EU does not recognise the annexation of Crimea and Sevastopol, the following 
restrictions have been imposed. 

1. The EU has adopted a prohibition on imports originating from Crimea and Sevastopol 
unless accompanied by a certificate of origin from the Ukrainian authorities. In 
addition, trade and investment restrictions are in place for the following sectors: 
infrastructure projects in transport, telecommunications and energy and in relation to 
the exploitation of oil gas and minerals. Key equipment for the same six sectors may 
not be exported to Crimea and Sevastopol; finance and insurance services related to 
such transactions must not be provided. 

 
5. Measures targeting sectoral cooperation and exchanges with 
Russia("Economic" sanctions) 

• EU nationals and companies may no longer buy or sell new bonds, equity or similar 
financial instruments with a maturity exceeding 30 days, issued by: 

o five major state-owned Russian banks, their subsidiaries outside the EU and those 
acting on their behalf or under their control. 

o three major Russia energy companies and 
o three major Russian defence companies. 

• Services related to the issuing of such financial instruments, e.g. brokering, are also 
prohibited. 

• EU nationals and companies may not provide loans to five major Russian state-owned 
banks. 

• Embargo on the import and export of arms and related material from/to Russia, covering 
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all items on the EU common military list. 

• Prohibition on exports of dual use goods and technology for military use in Russia or to 
Russian military end-users, including all items in the EU list of dual use goods. Export of 
dual use goods to nine mixed defence companies is also banned. 

• Exports of certain energy-related equipment and technology to Russia are subject to prior 
authorisation by competent authorities of Member States. Export licenses will be denied if 
products are destined for deep water oil exploration and production, arctic oil exploration 
or production and shale oil projects in Russia. 

• Services necessary for deep water oil exploration and production, arctic oil exploration or 
production and shale oil projects in Russia may not be supplied, for instance drilling, well 
testing or logging services.  

 
6. Measures concerning economic cooperation 

1. On 16 July, the European Council requested the EIB to suspend the signature of new 
financing operations in the Russian Federation. European Union Member States will 
coordinate their positions within the EBRD Board of Directors with a view to also 
suspending financing of new operations. 

2. The Council invited the Commission to re-assess EU-Russia cooperation programmes with 
a view to taking a decision, on a case by case basis, on the suspension of the 
implementation of EU bilateral and regional cooperation programmes. However, projects 
dealing exclusively with cross-border cooperation and civil society will be maintained. 

 More information on EU sanctions against Russia 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bron: “EU Sanctions against Russia over Ukraine Crisis”, 
http://europa.eu/newsroom/highlights/special-coverage/eu_sanctions/index_en.htm#1. 
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“Het Westen als aggressor?” 
door: Timon Lesage 

In deze tekst probeer ik inzicht te bieden in hoe Rusland het conflict ziet. Dit is geen 
weergave van mijn opinies of een goedpraten van de acties van Rusland, maar een 
oppervlakkige blik op de overtuigingen, rancunes en opinies waarvan de elite en bevolking 
van Rusland doordrongen is. Ook is dit een heel institutionele analyse, waarbij landen 
speelballen zijn in de handen van enkele machtige landen. Natuurlijk primeert de wil van het 
volk en het zelfbeschikkingsrecht op achterkamertjespolitiek, maar aangezien dit niet de 
realiteit is blijft deze analyse nodig. 

Een eerste bemerking staat los van politieke spelletjes, maar is eerder historisch van aard. Bij 
het Oekraïne-conflict houden we best in het achterhoofd dat Oekraïne een symbooldossier is. 
Het Kievse Rijk (ook wel Киевская Русь, Kievskaja Roes) (9-13e eeuw) wordt als de 
voorloper van Rusland en Wit-Rusland beschouwd. Recenter zijn verschillende belangrijke 
figuren in de Russische literatuur geboren in Oekraïne (Gogol, Bulgakov). Deze culturele 
verbondenheid versterkt de strategische belangen die sowieso spelen in de regio. 

Voor de politieke analyse van de Russische gevoeligheden beschouwen we zaken die voor een 
Westerling ofwel lang passé zijn ofwel niet relevant. In 1994 legde het Memorandum van 
Budapest de grenzen van het hedendaagse Oekraïne vast. In ruil voor het nucleair arsenaal 
dat toen nog in Oekraïne aanwezig was, garandeerden het VK, de VS en Rusland de 
territoriale integriteit van Oekraïne.  

Ook het uitoefenen van politieke en economische druk werd niet getolereerd.  Sommige 
Russen menen dat in deze overeenkomst een impliciete erkenning zat dat Oekraïne in de 
Russische invloedssfeer bleef. Hoe dan ook, sindsdien veranderde de wereld.  

Op 1 mei 2004 breidde de EU uit met Grieks-Cyprus, Estland, Hongarije,  Letland,  
Litouwen,  Malta,  Polen,  Slovenië,  Slowakije en Tsjechië. Enkele jaren later werd in Praag 
het Oosters Partnerschap (Eastern Partnership) afgetrapt. Dit EU-project is gericht op het 
afsluiten van vrijhandelsakkoorden en andere strategische overeenkomsten met Armenië, 
Azerbeidzjan, Wit-Rusland, Moldavië en Oekraïne. Ook bereidt het sommige van die landen 
voor op een eventueel EU-lidmaatschap.  

Vanuit een Europees perspectief is deze evolutie een logische uitbreiding. Rusland 
daarentegen ziet dit opschuiven van de “EU-grenzen” echter als een langgerekte aanval op 
haar grenzen en voormalige invloedssfeer. Hoewel dit conflict slechts een deel is van het 
wederzijdse onbegrip, draagt het in zich wel alle elementen die steeds weer tot confrontatie 
leiden. In essentie uiten beide machtsblokken dezelfde beschuldigingen: die van geopolitieke 
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machtsspelletjes. In de ogen van de Russische elite en bevolking is het opschuiven van de EU 
en NATO-grenzen een agressieve daad, een langzaam “omsingelen” van Rusland. Rusland 
ziet die acties van ook als extreem vijandig. Het beschouwt zichzelf als de vrijwaarder van de 
landen in de regio, die vroeger of nu tot de “extended family” behoren. Dit oprukken naar de 
Russische grenzen start in deze context al na de val van de Sovjet-Unie. De EU echter ziet 
deze samenwerking met voormalige Oostblok-landen als iets cultureels en economisch (de 
NATO heeft ongetwijfeld andere belangen in het achterhoofd).  

De laatste jaren leidt dit tot incidenten. In 2008 is er bijvoorbeeld de Russisch-Georgische 
oorlog, nadat de Georgische overheid twee “republieken” in Georgië die aansluiting wensen 
bij Rusland binnenviel. In het Westen is dit een ongehoorde daad van agressie. In Rusland is 
dit een logische reactie op de NATO-top. In Boekarest werd toen gediscussieerd over een 
mogelijke toetreding van Georgië en Oekraïne tot de NATO.  

Ook het Oekraïne-conflict kadert in deze verschillende visies. Voor het Westen is dit opnieuw 
pure agressie. In Rusland ziet men opnieuw EU- en NATO-pogingen om Oekraïne in de 
Europese invloedssfeer te brengen. Het eerder besproken memorandum van Boedapest 
beschouwt men in Rusland als nietig, aangezien de Westerse bemoeienissen en de 
“fascistenregering” in Kiev een schending betekenen.  

Het belangrijkste verschil in dit volledig ander perspectief is dat Rusland zijn acties als reactief 
ziet en het Westen die als “proactief” en agressief beschouwt. Westerse landen zien 
onredelijke Russische agressie, die erop gericht is om de landen rond haar koste wat het kost 
in haar invloedssfeer en “rijk” te houden.  

Hard optreden en een “containment”-politiek is vanuit dit opzicht de enige mogelijke 
aanpak. Rusland daarentegen ziet een Westers plot dat dichter bij haar grenzen kruipt, en 
reageert enkel op deze sluipende invasie. Deze volledig andere zienswijze botst zo radicaal dat 
men naast elkaar praat. Voor Westerlingen is bijvoorbeeld de link tussen Milosevic, Saddam 
Hussein, Khaddafi en Yanukovych iets belachelijks. Rusland ziet echter regime changes van 
het Westen, die steeds dichter bij de eigen datsja komen.  

Het wantrouwen tegenover het Westen gaat zo ver dat een complottheorie over vlucht MH17 
stelt dat dit eigenlijk het verdwenen vliegtuig MH37 van enkele maanden terug was. Vlucht 
MH37 zou gevonden zijn maar volgestopt met Nederlandse burgers en zogezegd neergehaald 
boven Oekraïne. Deze waanzinnige theorie is een uitwas van een bredere geloof dat het 
Westen of op zijn minst Oekraïne iets te maken heeft met het neergehaalde 
passagiersvliegtuig. In een Levada poll (een onafhankelijke onderzoeksgroep) over vlucht 
MH17 dacht 82% van de ondervraagden dat Oekraïne het vliegtuig neerschoot. Slechts 3% 
stelde dat de pro-Russische rebellen verantwoordelijk zijn.  
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Hierbij aansluitend is de vaststelling dat liberale waarden nooit doorgebroken zijn in Rusland. 
De overgang naar een liberale democratie faalde. Voor velen behoort zelfbeschikking nog 
steeds niet tot het wereldbeeld.  

Een uitstekend voorbeeld is de privatisering tussen 1992-1994. Die verliep via zgn. voucher 
privatization, waarbij de regering aan elk lid van de bevolking vouchers uitdeelde. Die waren 
dan inwisselbaar tegen shares in de bedrijven. Omdat veel Russen geen enkele notie hadden 
van wat het was om deels eigenaar te zijn van een bedrijf of van wat een aandeel was, liep de 
actie grandioos fout. De oligarchen kochten vouchers ter waarde van duizenden euro’s voor 
een fles wodka aan de fabriekspoorten.  

De armoede en welvaartsverlies van de jaren 1990-2000 schrijft men dan ook toe aan het 
kapitalisme en de Westerse waarden. Rusland ziet er zelfs een complot in om Rusland zwak 
te houden. Voeg hier het oude Russische idee van een autocraat aan toe die het land moet 
leiden (bv. een tsaar) en je begrijpt waarom polls de steun voor Putin boven de 80% schatten, 
als redder des vaderlands. 

Een ander aspect is dat Rusland na de implosie van de Sovjet-Unie verweesd achterbleef. Na 
jaren aan de macht werd Rusland niet meer geconsulteerd bij belangrijke beslissingen. In 
Westerse media de afgelopen maanden beargumenteren sommigen bv. dat Rusland wél 
bereid is tot dialoog en zelfs niet liever wil. De reden dat deze dialoog niet eens tot stand komt 
is omdat Rusland niet aanzien wordt als volwaardige partner. Het Westers eisenpakket en de 
constante agressie maakt dan elke conversatie onmogelijk.  

Veel van de Russische commentaren de afgelopen maanden passen in een strategisch 
pokerspel of zijn regelrechte verzinzels. Tussen al dit verbaal geweld zien de meeste Westerse 
leiders een cruciaal iets over het hoofd: dat Rusland het Westen evenzeer als agressor 
beschouwt als vice versa.  Een uitweg uit de vele frozen conflicts begint met dit te erkennen, 
zonder daarbij naar de pijpen van Putin te dansen.  
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“Vrije Encyclopedie van het Israëlisch-Palestijns 
Conflict”  

 

Door de extreme complexiteit en duur van dit conflict zijn er op het internet veel bronnen 
van informatie. Zo bestaat er een uitgebreide encyclopedie die elk aspect van het conflict 
(oorsprong, oorzaak, hoofdrolspelers, etc.) behandeld. We moeten waarschuwen, de gehele 
encyclopedie bestuderen is praktisch onmogelijk. Daarom bestaan er korte en iets langere 
samenvatting op de site zelf, die zouden al moeten een zeer grote basiskennis verschaffen. 

  
De encyclopedie is te raadplegen op:  
http://www.vecip.com/default.asp?p=kernthemas 
 
 

“The New Moral” 
 

“No matter what Israel’s prime minister says, the conflict with the Palestinians 
cannot simply be “managed” 

The prime minister of Israel, Binyamin Netanyahu, has sought to make life normal. While 

the Middle East has gone up in flames, Israel’s economy has thrived. Cafés emptied a decade 

ago by Palestinian suicide-bombers are once again teeming with customers. Demonstrators in 

Jerusalem and Tel Aviv have protested not just about war and peace, but even more 

vociferously about the price of cottage cheese. 

This unreal normality is now under threat. After a two-year lull, rockets fired from Gaza have 

rained down on Israel. The Israel Defence Forces have struck hundreds of sites in Gaza. The 

army is ready to mobilise up to 40,000 reserves. The talk is of a ground offensive against 

Hamas, which governs Gaza (see article). Palestinians, 70 of whom have already been killed, 

are sliding towards a third uprising, or intifada. 

 

Mr Netanyahu’s mistake—compounded by the actions of Mahmoud Abbas, leader of the 

Palestinians on the West Bank—is to think that their versions of normality can be sustained 

simply by managing the conflict. A stand-off is always liable to tip into violence. Lasting peace 

will come about only when the two sides reach a comprehensive settlement. 
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More than maintenance 

Today’s violence was triggered by the murder of three Israeli teenagers, snatched on their 

way back from study at ayeshiva in an Israeli settlement in the West Bank. Mr Netanyahu 

blamed Hamas—on evidence that remains unclear—leading to the arrest of hundreds of 

Palestinians, including some prisoners who had recently been released under an American-

sponsored scheme designed to boost peace talks with Mr Abbas. In retaliation, and outraged 

at the murder of a young Palestinian, militants fired rockets into Israel. The IDF responded 

with lethal force. In a few short days, the original offence was superseded by the logic of 

escalating action and reaction. 

 

Such fragility is a symptom of the influence of extremists on both sides. Some on the Israeli 

right see a chance to smash Hamas, which has been weakened in Gaza, both by its own 

incompetence and by Egypt’s new government closing the tunnels leading from Sinai into 

Gaza. But Israeli force is more likely to revive Hamas than break it. The Islamists would once 

again rally support as the main resistance to the hated occupiers, whilst leaving Mr Abbas 

looking more like the stooge. 

Centrist Israelis would settle for periodic missions designed to tamp down Hamas—“mowing 

the lawn” they call it. The idea is that the occasional brutal show of force can buy a few more 

years of normality. Yet doing so is becoming harder. Even if Hamas’s rockets remain 

inaccurate and are rarely lethal, the latest have reached parts of northern Israel 125 

kilometres (80 miles) from Gaza. People in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem will, understandably, 

refuse to live under constant threat. Israel could of course smite its enemies with ever-bloodier 

fervour. But to the watching world, its overwhelming use of force, which always leaves many 

more Palestinians than Israelis dead, has often looked excessive—and its international 

standing, which moderate Israelis care about, tumbles further. 

In any case, the status quo on the Palestinian side looks untenable. Mr Abbas is tired and 

ineffectual. Under him, normality for the West Bank’s Palestinians has come to mean 

accepting Israeli occupation while Israeli settlers gobble up ever more territory. Without even 

the prospect of statehood, Palestinians are impatient. 

Verder lezen: 
http://www.economist.com/news/leaders/21606833-no-matter-what-israels-prime-minister-says-
conflict-palestinians-cannot-simply-be 
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“In Hot Pursuit of ISIS” 
- The Risks of Reusing an Old Doctrine in New Battles - 

 - Lionel Beehner – 
 

Of all the questions raised by the U.S. campaign against the Islamic State of Iraq and al-
Sham (ISIS), one is particularly contentious: Does the United States have the legal authority 
to extend airstrikes from Iraq to Syria? Although its current air campaign is legal -- Iraq 
has formally asked the United States and coalition forces to aid in the fight against ISIS -- 
Syria has neither sought assistance nor given consent for foreign countries to launch attacks 
within its territory. 

In recent hearings, U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry defended a possible foray into Syria 
by repurposing an old concept from international law: the right of hot pursuit. The 
doctrine has traditionally applied to the right of a navy to chase pirate ships from its territorial 
waters into the high seas. And in its modern incarnation -- as part of domestic criminal law -- 
the doctrine is primarily used to allow law enforcement officials to pursue criminals fleeing 
across borders. 

But whether the United States could invoke hot pursuit to chase militants into Syria is a 
different question altogether. The answer risks putting U.S. policymakers on a dangerous 
slippery slope. If history is any guide, by invoking the term, Washington could be opening a 
Pandora’s box of political ironies and potential legal dilemmas. 

CATCH THEM IF YOU CAN  

In recent decades, countries from Brazil to South Africa have used the term “hot pursuit” 
with gusto. And every instance hints at possible ways in which the concept could be misused 
or exploited for political gain. 

First, countries that invoke the right of hot pursuit often exaggerate the threat posed by 
nonstate actors in order to garner international sympathy and dilute criticism of their 
aggression. One case in point is South Africa’s use of the term to justify frequent raids into 
Angola in the 1970s. The ostensible goal of these incursions was to target separatists from the 
South West Africa People's Organization, a group fighting for the independence of Namibia, 
which was then under South Africa’s control. But South Africa also had a different strategic 
objective altogether: supporting the guerrilla leader Jonas Savimbi, who sought to topple the 
Angolan government.  

The phrase “hot pursuit” has also often served as a rhetorical cudgel to coerce neighbors. 
When Greek communists fled into Albania in 1949 following the civil war, Greek army 
officials considered invoking the doctrine, pressuring Albania to prohibit the use of its 
territory as a rear-guard base. Similarly, in 1986, Angola threatened to march into Congo if 
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Congo continued to shelter and train the separatist Unita movement, forcing President 
Mobutu Sese Seko to investigate the evidence presented by Angola. And in 1984, the Soviet 
Union and Afghanistan warned Pakistan that they would pursue guerrillas into the country’s 
territory if necessary. Fearing an incursion, Islamabad scaled down its logistical support for 
the mujahideen. 

Moreover, even a possibility of military action justified by hot pursuit can fuel wide-scale 
humanitarian crises. As one such example, Thailand relocated large refugee camps from its 
border areas into the disputed Kampuchea region in the 1980s to ward off possible raids by 
Vietnam in pursuit of Khmer Rouge. These relocations exacerbated the humanitarian 
emergency sparked by Vietnam’s 1978 invasion, which displaced a quarter-million 
Cambodians, worsening poverty and starvation. 

Sometimes, the concept of hot pursuit is used to downplay incidental border incursions. 
Whenever South African forces entered Angolan territory, for example, they would claim to 
be in hot pursuit of Namibian separatists. (These excuses eventually gave way to a tacit 
admission that South African troops were there to support Savimbi.) Similarly, Daniel 
Ortega, Nicaragua’s president, repeatedly denied that his forces had invaded Honduras in 
1986–87, as the two countries clashed over Honduras’ support of the anti-Ortega rebels. Yet 
he was willing to concede that Nicaraguan troops may have crossed the border in hot pursuit. 
The assumption in both cases was that raids undertaken in hot pursuit represented a less 
severe disruption of the international order than an outright invasion and carried an aura of 
legitimacy.  

Further complicating things, hot pursuit incursions often occur in the wake of civil wars, 
when fighters are in flight and borders are unsettled. Such incidents can complicate peace 
settlements, as violence merely shifts toward peripheral areas or spills across borders. This 
was the case when the United States chased Vietcong guerrillas into Cambodia during the 
Vietnam War and when Rwanda's Tutsi-led military pursued Hutu militants into Congo 
following the 1994 genocide. 

Geopolitics often muddies the waters even further. Throughout history, the pursuing states 
tended to be small or medium-sized powers, but they often drew on the support of more 
powerful neighbors. For instance, when Hungarian forces briefly crossed into Austria in 
pursuit of Hungarian anticommunist rebels in 1956, they had the Soviet Union’s backing. In 
some other instances, the pursuing states were regional powers eager to rise through the 
ranks, such as the United States at the turn of the twentieth century when it chased Pancho 
Villa into Mexico. Smaller countries that neighbor such rising powers -- say, Vietnam (near 
China) or Georgia (near Russia) -- could act aggressively in response to their incursions, 
fueling regional instability.   

To be fair, the international community can invoke the right to hot pursuit for a just cause. In 
1994, for example, a unanimous resolution by the UN Security Council permitted NATO 
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warplanes to launch raids in Croatia using the doctrine as a justification. Croatia’s airfield 
had become a base from which Serbian rebels staged air attacks against the UN safe areas in 
nearby Bosnia. Although the strikes ultimately fell short of deterring Serbia, they 
demonstrated NATO’s resolve to stand up to its aggression. In another example, Malaysia 
called on a special UN police force to carry out hot pursuit strikes against drug smugglers in 
Burma’s lawless Golden Triangle. 

In some other cases, countries mitigate the destabilizing effects of cross-border incursions by 
setting up buffer zones in which the use of external force would be acceptable. In the 1980s, 
Iraq and Turkey officially agreed to a few-mile joint security zone into which both could 
march. Mexico and the United States reportedly discussed the right of U.S. aircraft to pursue 
Mexican drug smugglers up to 100 miles into Mexico, but no farther. However, such efforts 
are more the exception than the norm, and hot pursuit often entails incursions deep into a 
neighbor’s territory.  

A SLIPPERY SLOPE  

The tumultuous history of the term’s usage offers a number of implications -- political, legal, 
and normative -- for the U.S. fight against ISIS. The open-endedness of the phrase and the 
lack of a legal framework underpinning it would make for a rather unclear war mandate, 
potentially opening the door to chasing militants beyond Iraq and Syria. This could in turn 
set the precedent for border violations by other states elsewhere in the world. Altogether, 
there are several reasons why Washington should employ firmer international law in 
combatting extremism.  

First, the debate about invoking the right to hot pursuit too often falls prey to unrelated 
interests. An illustration is Turkey, a country whose role in the anti-ISIS campaign is pivotal. 
Turkey might well outrank the rest of the world in how often it has cited the hot pursuit 
doctrine in recent memory, using it to justify repeated ground incursions into Iraq to target 
Kurdish separatists. Yet when Washington requested more robust Turkish military support in 
combating the Islamists, Ankara refused to cooperate. Its two main fears -- of Kurdish 
separatism and of a resurgent Assad regime -- overrule its other security considerations.  

Second, the shock waves from past military interventions -- or from failures to intervene -- 
can significantly distort the calculus. During the height of the Iraq war, more than a few 
observers called for cross-border attacks into Syria to combat Islamic extremism. Back in 
2007, for example, the national security expert Max Boot chastised the Bush administration 
for not authorizing special operations forces to hit terrorist safe houses in Syria, “even though 
international law recognizes the right of 'hot pursuit' and holds states liable for letting their 
territory be used to stage attacks on neighbors.” Striking Islamic militants at this early stage 
could have stemmed the growth of al Qaeda in Iraq (the precursor to ISIS that benefited 
from a steady cross-border flow of recruits) but was not pursued because Washington feared 
spreading the unpopular war beyond Iraq’s borders. Today, Washington might be hesitant to 
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take similar strategically sensible action out of fear of becoming embroiled in another regional 
conflict.  

Third, the doctrine of hot pursuit has little legal validity on land, unless participating 
countries conclude a separate treaty spelling out such rights -- as the United States and 
Mexico did at the turn of the past century or Iraq and Turkey did during the 1980s. Validity 
cannot come from a country’s right to national self-defense. Although the two phrases have 
often been used interchangeably with regard to ISIS, they are starkly different. The UN 
Charter defines self-defense as actions necessary to preserve a country’s territorial integrity 
and political independence. This clause is meant to be invoked only under 
exceptionalcircumstances, such as when a nation is under direct attack. It is impossible to 
claim that Western strikes against ISIS are driven by the same imperative. 

Yet with the emergence of new security threats, such as Islamic extremism, the two concepts 
are slowly growing interchangeable. Self-defense is increasingly used to describe security 
threats that are less consequential than a full-blown foreign attack, and hot pursuit is 
frequently invoked in deploying cross-border force, not meting out criminal justice. As a 
result of this conceptual slippage, the two terms risk bleeding into a one-size-fits-all excuse to 
justify every kind of international intervention. 

This lack of clarity is certain to backfire. If the United States can carry out cross-border 
incursions into Syria on such weak legal grounds, then there is little to stop Russia from 
invoking the phrase in Ukraine, or China from apprehending Uighur separatists across its 
border. Even the nominally noninterventionist Brazil has jumped on the bandwagon to 
invoke the right to hot pursuit as a justification for its recent cross-border 
actions against drug lords in Peru. More fundamentally, if ISIS indeed poses an existential 
threat to the United States and its allies, the fight to destroy it should have better legal 
grounding than an arcane law meant to nab bandits on the high seas.  

Bron: 
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/142169/lionel-beehner/in-hot-pursuit-of-isis 
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“China and the ISIS Threat”  
- Already grappling with a home-grown terrorism problem, should Beijing fear 

the Islamic State? - 
 - Gary Sands - 

The Islamic State (IS), also widely known as ISIS and ISIL, is apparently attempting to make 
good on its promise to attack nations who oppose them. A week ago, in the largest 
counterterrorism operation in Australian history, 800 federal and state police officers raided 
more than a dozen properties across Sydney, sparked by intelligence that IS was planning a 
public street killing as a demonstration of its reach. 

The arrests in Sydney follow the arrest of two men in Brisbane last week for allegedly 
preparing to fight in Syria, recruiting jihadists and raising money for the al-Qaeda offshoot 
group Jabhat al-Nusra, also known as the Nusra Front. Australia estimates about 60 of its 
citizens are fighting for IS and the Nusra Front in Iraq and Syria. To date, 15 of those 
fighters had been killed, including two young suicide bombers. Within Australia, the 
government believes around 100 Australians are actively supporting extremist groups, 
recruiting fighters and coaching suicide bombers, as well as providing funds and equipment. 

Australia is not alone in taking the threat from IS seriously: The New York Police 
Department’s top counterterrorism official stepped up security in Times Square on 
Wednesday following a recent Internet posting – purportedly authored by IS – that urged 
“lone wolf” terrorists to attack Times Square and other tourist spots. Also this week, a 
naturalized U.S. citizen from Yemen living in upstate New York, arrested earlier this year on 
charges of plotting to kill members of the U.S. military and others, faces new charges that he 
tried to aid the Islamic State group in Syria and Iraq. 

Obama’s decision to go after IS, announced on September 11, deliberately harked back to 
the response of George W. Bush on that same day 13 years ago, when he promised to “find 
those responsible and to bring them to justice.” And much as world leaders in Israel, Russia, 
the Philippines, Algeria, Egypt, India and Tunisia followed Bush’s lead in cracking down on 
terrorist activity back then, world leaders will again consider the emergence of IS as a rallying 
call to heighten counteroffensive action against domestic terrorism. 

The U.S. and Australia are obvious targets for IS, but how dire is the threat for China? 
According to comments made in July by Wu Sike, China’s special envoy to the Middle East, 
up to 100 Chinese citizens may be fighting for IS. Wu believes the Chinese fighters are 
Uighurs from Xinjiang, a Muslim Turkic-speaking ethnic minority group. 

A recent meeting of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), whose members 
include China Russia, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, saw its members 
sharing the same fear Europeans and Americans have of their fellow citizens who have joined 
IS in Iraq and Syria returning to their home countries. In addressing the heads of state of 
SCO in Tajikistan, President Xi Jinping confirmed “(We) should make concerted efforts to 
crack down on the ‘three evil forces’ of terrorism, extremism and separatism.” Zhang 
Xinfeng, the group’s director of the Regional Anti-Terrorism Agency also spoke on the 
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members’ concern of returning IS soldiers, saying, “These people have started returning to 
their homeland, which constitutes a major threat to regional security.” 

The heightened concern comes as Beijing battles an active homegrown terrorist 
insurgency primarily focused in the autonomous region of Xinjiang. Local authorities lay the 
blame for the violence on the minority Uyghur population, who are thought to be behind 
the July 28 attack, which led to 59 suspected terrorists being gunned down by security forces 
in Shache county in Xinjiang’s far south. Three days after the incident, the government-
appointed head of the Id Kah mosque in the far western city of Kashgar was killed after 
leading morning prayers. This year has seen a number of grisly terrorist actions, including 
a suicide bombing on May 22 at a morning street market in Urumqi, which killed at least 39 
people and wounded dozens. Other attacks include the stabbing of six people earlier this 
month at a train station in Guangzhou, a suicide bombing at the end of April at the Urumqi 
train station, and stabbings at the Kunming train station in March. 

While some Chinese diplomats may be publicly downplaying the threat of IS coming to 
China, Beijing is likely heightening its activity in response to comments made in early July by 
IS speaking of revenge against several countries, including China, for seizing “Muslim rights.” 
The comments made the cover story of Phoenix Weekly, a Hong Kong-based newsmagazine 
widely distributed in China, and the article was widely disseminated throughout Chinese 
news websites and social media to a population still anxious and fearful following the 
Kunming and Guangzhou attacks. 

The article quotes a July 4 speech in Mosul, Iraq by IS leader Abu Bakr Al-Baghdadi, during 
which he says, “Muslim rights are forcibly seized in China, India, Palestine” and, “Your 
brothers all over the world are waiting for your rescue, and are anticipating your brigades.” 
The article specifically notes that China was mentioned first on al-Baghdadi’s list, and shows 
a map that reportedly shows the territory IS plans to occupy in the next five years – which 
includes a significant portion of Xinjiang. 

Some analysts claim the article and the map are exaggerating the potential for foreign 
jihadists to wage jihad in such distant lands as Xinjiang, citing the difficulty in mounting 
concurrent attacks across multiple fronts such as the U.S. and U.K. Clearly, following 
Obama’s approval for airstrikes, IS fighters have their hands full in Iraq and Syria, but the 
planned attack in Sydney reveals a global reach. 

Yet whether or not IS poses a real and immediate threat to the population in Xinjiang, 
Beijing is likely to give the go-ahead soon to use the perceived threat as justification to 
intensify their crackdown on the Uighur population. Uighur exile groups already complain 
Beijing overstates the threat from terrorism, falsely portraying riots as premeditated terror 
attacks. However, determining the extent of any threat, and what actually transpires on the 
ground, is difficult given constraints on foreign journalists operating in Xinjiang and delays in 
reporting from Chinese state media. 

Without better reporting coming out of Xinjiang, China will not attract much sympathy for 
its war on terrorism, despite sharing a common enemy, the Islamic State, with Washington. 
In theory, the interests of Washington and Beijing could align – as they may be doing in Iraq, 
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where there is some support from China for carrying out airstrikes against insurgents in 
northern Iraq. Of course, Beijing’s other interest is economic – China is Iraq’s largest foreign 
oil buyer, owning more than 20 percent of Iraq oil projects. 

Sharing common interests in Iraq are a far cry from gaining Washington’s backing for 
stepped up efforts to fight terrorism in Xinjiang, as the situation there is less transparent than 
it is in Iraq. Unfortunately for the citizens of Xinjiang, Beijing is likely to use reports of an 
Islamic State presence in Xinjiang as propaganda to step up their fight against terrorism. 
Sadly, much as we saw happen to the Chechens, Kashmiris and Palestinians following the 
events of September 2001, Beijing’s reaction to the perceived threat of IS will likely only lead 
to more innocent victims, more counterattacks by extremists, and the radicalization of Uighur 
youth. All of which could one day fulfill the prophecy of IS entering the region. 

Bron: 
http://thediplomat.com/2014/09/china-and-the-isis-threat/ 

 

	  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

LVSV GENT   21 
 
 

Video 
 

1) Ukraïne vs Rusland  
 

• Steve Goldbloom  “Why are Russia and Ukraine fighting” 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hC83kGoueDg 
 

• The Guardian – What does Vladimir Putin want? 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/video/2014/sep/02/ukraine-russia-vladimir-
putin-video 

 

2) Joods Palestijns Conflict  
 

• BBC News “Israel Gaza Conflict: What next?”  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5VF90l_DLto 

 
• Encounterbooks ”The History of the Middle East Conflict in 11 Minutes ” 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_ZY8m0cm1oY  
 

3) IS, Syrië en Irak  
 

• CNN: “How did ISIS rise to power”  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DJf-4lEGSCE 
 

• Democracy Now “The Rise of ISIS: US Invasion of Iraq, Foreign Backing of Syrian Rebels 
Helped Fuel Jihadis' Advance”  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2E8XBnQVfE 

 
 


