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			Introductory Remarks: 
Envisioning Security in Times of Insecurity 

			Volodymyr Turchynovskyy

			As this volume was taking its final shape at the end of August 2024, Ukrainian Catholic University was preparing for the opening of the 2024-2025 academic year. It was going to be a fine and special event this year. It aimed at celebrating our academic achievements, sharing our hopes, plans, and visions for the new year, and, of course, welcoming our new students. Yet, it turned out to be marked by some very tragic and saddening events. Two of our university community members were killed by Russians and their deaths have profoundly touched and shaken everyone on campus.

			On September 4, 2024, Daria Bazylevych, a second-year student of the Cultural Studies program at UCU’s Faculty of Humanities, was killed by a Russian missile attack on Lviv.1 In her application letter to UCU, she explains why she chose cultural studies:

			Because I am a very creative person, interested in the culture and history of my country, and in the future, I want to develop Ukrainian culture and share it with the world. This passion arose in me thanks to my family, who always shared stories with me about the trials our ancestors went through due to World Wars, the Holodomor, and the Soviet Union.

			Daria is not with us anymore. She was killed by a Russian missile that hit the building where she lived with her family in downtown Lviv. Daria’s mother and her two sisters were killed in that deadly hit. Only her father survived. A few days later he buried his family, supported by the hundreds of our university community members and by thousands of Lviv’s citizens who participated in the funeral.

			Daria, I believe, was 8 years old when the Russian Federation annexed Crimea and invaded the Eastern regions of Ukraine in 2014. The words I just quoted she most likely wrote after the February 2022 full-fledged escalation by the Russians. She made her final decision to get her university degree in Ukraine at the time of the war with its daily air raid alarms and no visible closure ahead.

			A week before Daria’s death, August 27, 2024, Mykola Hayevoi was killed at the front lines in the Kursk region. Mykola, 28, was a UCU PhD student, a gifted historian who volunteered in the army, and who planned to finish his PhD studies after the victory.2 Mykola became the 31st member of our UCU community who was killed at the front lines. More than a hundred UCU community military servicemen who volunteered or were drafted into the army are currently at the front lines. It is their service and, oftentimes, their ultimate sacrifice that gives us a gift of time and hope for the future. With Daria, this number climbed to 32 fallen members of the UCU community. 

			This is but one snapshot of countless other cases daily lived by millions of Ukrainians as the war launched by Russia in 2014 rolls into its tenth year. Over these years, Ukraine has become a battlefield, a moral ground, an open wound, a genocidal abyss, a place of conversion and martyrdom, a solidarity hub, a recovery and innovation site, a field hospital, and a social transformation lab. And it’s also a source of courage, faith, hope, and vision for the future. It sounds perplexing but so is the reality we are living in.

			Timothy Snyder once said, “As Ukraine Goes, So Goes the World.”3 It could mean that Ukraine has been given a historic opportunity to shape the global future. However, this carries a grim and terrifying prospect for the world if Ukraine is defeated by Russia. A failed Ukraine would plunge the world into a chasm of lawlessness and insecurity, where hatred and fear drive nations in their pursuit of survival and dominance. The outcome would be a radically insecure world where the greatest existential threat comes from one’s neighbors, and everything is subject to seizure, exploitation, or destruction. 

			But we are not doomed to this end. Assuming that Ukraine holds the keys to the future, we can set history on a different course while the window of opportunity is still open. 

			Timothy Snyder reminds us of what makes democracies vulnerable. The vulnerability arises from forgetting  “the organic connection of democracy to ethical commitment and physical courage.”4 This is why Snyder is convinced that:

			Ukrainian resistance to what appeared to be overwhelming force reminded the world that democracy is not about accepting the apparent verdict of history. It is about making history; striving toward human values despite the weight of empire, oligarchy, and propaganda; and, in so doing, revealing previously unseen possibilities.5

			 We are at a moment when the morally unrequited past, stretching back to the post-World War II settlements, through the Cold War and post-Cold War decades, is coming to fulfillment – at a high price paid by millions of Ukrainian citizens. With this, new prospects for the future are opening up. Indeed, history and the future are in the making in Ukraine, and it will take the ethical commitment, courage, sacrifice, vision, and hope of many to lead the way. This will allow us to establish our vision for the future and build the future’s moral endowment. Only in this process do we lay the foundations for the just peace and an authentically secure future. 

			Shall we not consider values, virtues, moral commitments, hope, and faith as our key security assets  – elements that form the invisible matrix of the security architecture and ensure its resilience? If this ethical infrastructure is weakened or corrupted, the entire security edifice becomes untenable and unreliable. This is particularly relevant today, as the advancement of digital technologies has significantly expanded the hybrid nature of warfare, increasing its capacity to bypass, infiltrate, and undermine existing security systems. The front lines of hybrid war are numerous, extending into culture, media, communication, education, business, social life, politics, and beyond. While Ukrainian soldiers in the trenches hold the 1,500-kilometer front line against the Russian invaders, Russia’s hybrid war extends its reach and influence far beyond Ukrainian soil.

			These concerns and questions were central to a new initiative by three universities, which launched a series of annual security symposiums to explore the moral and religious dimensions of security. In February 2024, the Ukrainian Catholic University, the Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich, and the University of Notre Dame held their first joint symposium in Munich.

			A secure future is unattainable if society fails to cultivate in its members a shared appetite for moral clarity, the ability to discern it, and the resolve to live ethically and responsibly. A collective security architecture is gravely weakened when a “good versus evil” perspective is overshadowed by the prevailing “logic of interests” of financial, economic, military, diplomatic, or other matters. It happens due to an underlying belief that real-world dynamics and progress are best secured by a shift beyond the “good and evil” domain into a realm dominated by power influences and competing interests.

			The sustainability and security of every democracy depend on its “moral climate.” When the “moral ecology” of democratic governance is neglected, its procedural aspects gradually lose their resilience, ultimately failing to justify and uphold a meaningful commitment to the common good along with a compelling vision for the future.

			The rise of present-day Russia, the self-proclaimed post-Cold War heir to the “evil empire” of the Soviet Union, serves as a tragic example of the West’s failed experiment which has prioritized securing a stable flow of gas and dollars over addressing moral and justice-related concerns first and foremost. 

			Under Putin, a toxic and authoritarian regime was systematically built, fueled by a KGB/FSB mafia mindset and terrorist tactics, cloaked in the pseudo-religious ideology of the “Russian world.” Over two decades, Putin prepared Russia for its most significant war in Europe since WWII, driven by ambitions of re-imperialization. This process involved the deliberate indoctrination of several generations of Russians, fostering a revival of imperialistic fervor.  The atrocities in Bucha, Irpin, and across Ukraine had already been sanctioned by Russian culture and society. 

			The tragedy we have witnessed in Ukraine over these years – facing death and destruction – serves as a sobering and terrifying reminder of how evil can gain momentum. It draws strength from past and present injustices, unpunished wrongs, inhumane ideologies, and a lack of responsibility and accountability, compounded by forgiveness that was never sought and never granted.

			Anne Applebaum’s most recent book, Autocracy, Inc., published in July 2024, unfolds how gravely and dangerously naive Western democracies were. Initially, they bracketed moral and ethical realities while trading with and enriching the Soviet state, and later continued the same policy in dealing with Russia’s emergent autocracy.

			Underlying this conversation lay a deeper moral and political question: Did East-West trade enrich and empower the Soviet state and its empire? From the time of the Bolshevik Revolution, the Kremlin’s foreign policy goals had explicitly included the subversion of European democracies. During the 1970s and 1980s, the U.S.S.R. supported terrorist groups in West Germany and Italy, aided extremist movements across the Continent and around the world, and suppressed political opposition in Eastern Europe, including East Germany. Nevertheless, gas kept flowing west and hard currency flowed east, providing Moscow with funding that helped sustain the same Red Army that NATO had to be prepared to fight and the same KGB that Western security services competed against. If this trade empowered Moscow, was it really beneficial? What were the hidden costs? While the Soviet Union existed, this paradox of U.S. and ­European policy was never really resolved, and it remained unresolved after the U.S.S.R. broke apart.6

			The brutal war initiated by Russia has made it clear that the world Europe once knew no longer exists. The era when the United States provided for Europe’s security while China and Russia contributed to its prosperity is crumbling. Europe’s security architecture, built on the internationally recognized “rule of law,” has been severely undermined. As a result, the dividends of the post-World War II international order – decades of European growth, prosperity, and security – have radically diminished.

			In his column in The Economist, Mario Draghi introduces and comments on the recent EU competitiveness report, released by the European Commission on September 9, 2024. The report was prepared under his leadership. Draghi states candidly: 

			The report is coming out at a difficult time for the continent. But Europe can no longer afford to procrastinate to preserve consensus. The EU has reached a point where, without action, it will have to compromise either its welfare, the environment, or its freedom.7

			Draghi has accurately captured the growing consensus among European leaders: the EU faces an existential risk if the member states do not undertake a major, coordinated effort to preserve Europe’s welfare, environment, and freedom. It can’t be done without enacting what is often forgotten or neglected when social, political, and business realities dictate the agenda. Namely, the courage to ask ethically charged questions, the courage to answer them honestly, and the courage to live by those answers.

			It’s crucial to recognize that any quick solution for a ceasefire and ending the Russian war against Ukraine would offer only temporary relief. The dehumanizing forces would persist, and the culture sustaining them would endure in Russia. The underlying threats would remain, and their roots would not be eradicated. At best, these threats could be deterred and contained. We face the challenge of a decades-long effort to restore international order and justice, rebuild security architecture, and revitalize the ethical foundation of the West.

			This volume, part of the Integral Human Development Series, is a much-needed and timely contribution. I extend my profound gratitude to the authors, representing eight countries, for their ethically grounded reflections and moral clarity amidst the most challenging and perilous circumstances of our time.  

			I am deeply grateful to my esteemed colleagues at UCU, Oleh Turiy and Iryna Fenno, whose tireless efforts made this publication possible. My heartfelt thanks also go to Markus Vogt, our dear colleague and host, whose support was essential to the success of our security symposium in Munich in February 2024.  

			I also extend my gratitude to our colleagues at the Nanovic Institute for European Studies, Keough School of Global Affairs, University of Notre Dame, for their kind assistance with editing the texts and facilitating the publication of this volume. In particular, I thank Clemens Sedmak for inviting and welcoming me as a visiting scholar during the fall semester of 2024. This invaluable opportunity was instrumental in preparing this collection of papers for publication. Special recognition is due to Will Beattie for his excellent proofreading of the essays and to UCU Press for its vital role in bringing this volume to a global audience.  

			Let me conclude with an observation shared earlier this year by an American colleague, a professor, after returning from a trip to Kyiv and Lviv. He remarked, “Optimism in Ukraine has waned, but hope still abounds.” In the summer of 2023, Ukraine was filled with counteroffensive optimism and the prospect of reclaiming its borders. By the summer of 2024, that optimism has diminished significantly, once again giving way to the steadfastness of hope.  

			In my view, this volume stands as a testament to enacted hope and solidarity, exemplified by its international team of scholars, experts, public servants, and public intellectuals. Together, they help democratic societies crystallize their vision for the future at a time when freedom and dignity are under brutal and merciless assault by autocratic regimes.

			Notre Dame (IN) – Lviv, Deсember 2024
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			I 
Defending Freedom and Peace: Christian Inspirations

		

	
		
			Greeting at the Symposium
“Challenges of Russia’s War against Ukraine and the Ethics Principle of Sustainable Peace in Europe”

			Cardinal Reinhard Marx

			This symposium is taking place in the context of the traditional Munich Security Conference, which has been held annually in Munich since 1963 and is considered one of the most important think tanks for the increasingly explosive issues of international security and peace. The Munich Security Conference is the world’s largest meeting on foreign, security, and defense policy. Its aim is not to make decisions, but to facilitate trusting discussions and better mutual understanding. It has been chaired by Ambassador Christoph Heusgen since 2022 and will take place this year from February 16th to 18th. 

			It is an innovation that in advance of the Security Conference representatives from the fields of theology and ethics, as well as experts associated with the church, meet in this special symposium to discuss opportunities and obstacles to peace from an interdisciplinary Christian perspective. I’m impressed by how many experts from the three participating universities – the Ukrainian Catholic University, Lviv, Ukraine, the University of Notre Dame, IN, USA and the Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich, Germany – have come together here. I hope, wish, and am confident that it will be a Catholic think tank for sustainable peace.

			In view of the almost hopeless spiral of increasing escalation of violence in which the world community is entangled, the voice of the Christian faith – which calls for peace, reconciliation, reason, and overcoming violence, but also recognizes the right to self-defence and the international responsibility to protect – is perhaps more necessary than ever. Christian peace ethics is not naïve! From the very beginning, it reckons with man’s tendency towards violence and even fratricide, as the story of Cain and Abel (cf. Genesis 4) shows. At the same time, however, it believes that people and nations always have the power to reconcile and overcome hostility.

			Even if peace cannot be achieved, for it is a gracious gift from God, the task remains to constantly strive for it: “Seek peace and pursue it!” (Ps 34:15). Or as Pope Benedict XV put it in 1920 in the title of the Catholic Church’s first encyclical on peace: “Pacem, Dei munus pulcherrimum” – “Peace, the beautiful gift of God.” Peace is both: a gift and the most important goal of Christian ethics.

			In 1917, as the devastation of the First World War became ever clearer, Pope Benedict XV made an urgent appeal for peace, which became an impetus for the founding of the Peace Federation of German Catholics. The Archbishop of Munich, Cardinal Michael Faulhaber, was at that time a committed supporter and protector. Perhaps a new international Catholic Peace League is needed today, whereby in our days ecumenical dialog with the Orthodox sisters and brothers in faith and dialog with the various representatives of Islam could play a key role. The importance of religion in the Russian-Ukrainian war and the attempt by President Putin and Patriarch Kirill to legitimize it as a defense of Orthodox values should not be underestimated. The use of religion to justify enmities and war requires contestation at all levels. We cannot accept this instrumentalization of God in any religion, not even in Christianity!

			Despite all contestation, it also needs dialog at all levels. At present, however, we seem to be infinitely far from this goal. In his most recent encyclical Fratelli tutti (FT 25 and 259), which was published in 2020 and is essentially an encyclical on peace, Pope Francis speaks of a “third world war in stages.”1

			Particularly since the escalation of the Israel-Palestine conflict, which was triggered by the Hamas massacre and terror attack on October 7, there has been a seemingly unstoppable international expansion of warlike violence, threats, enemy stereotypes, and alienation processes. The world has come apart at the seams. Conflicts are mutually reinforcing each other. Countering this depends on the right mix of determination and prudence: determination to effectively defend the values of human dignity, freedom, and democracy, and to stand together in solidarity, while exercising prudence and diplomatic wisdom to avoid collective hostility and escalation.

			Decisive for the profile of Catholic peace ethics is not the ideal of unconditional non-violence, but that of overcoming violence through law and dialog. According to Immanuel Kant, the very idea of law implies the power to coerce and thus a state monopoly on the use of force, which is inconceivable without police or military power. The guiding principle of the peace encyclical Pacem in terris2 published by John XXIII in 1963 is to transfer the state’s monopoly on the use of force established at national level to the international level under the leadership of the UN. Unfortunately, the UN Security Council has been and continues to be increasingly abused by the veto powers for their particular interests and has therefore lost credibility.

			According to Pope Francis’ assessment in Fratelli tutti, the end of the Cold War has not been used sufficiently to create lasting and sustainable peace and to advance the architecture of a new world order, including through UN reforms. The guiding principle 
for the Pope – as it was for John Paul II – is the principle of the human family, which commits to cross-border fraternity, relativizes the category of nation and is to be secured through the defense of universal human rights (cf. FT 26, 100, 127, 141, 205). A culture of dialog and genuine human encounter is addressed as a “craft of peace” (FT 228-235). For the understanding the message of the encyclical Fratelli tutti, it seems groundbreaking to me that Pope Francis emphasizes the question of peacekeeping as the central ethical challenge of the present epoch. 

			For a long time, Christian peace ethics were discussed under the heading of “just war” coined by St. Augustine. For a good twenty years now, the term “just peace” has established itself as a guiding principle. This is not simply a pacifist counter-model, but rather a broadening of horizons with regard to the complex prerequisites for peace and the need to strive for it at all levels. “Just Peace” focuses on the diversity and interconnectedness of military, diplomatic and civil aspects of society in the struggle for peace, freedom, and security.

			The conflict in Afghanistan was an example of how the Western powers are heavily equipped with weapons, but there is a significant lack of professionalization in civil society conflict management to ensure lasting peace. Weapons alone can win a war, but never lasting and sustainable peace. This also applies to Ukraine: international solidarity, the active participation of civil society, opinion-forming in the digital media, and the cultural struggle for national and religious identity are an indispensable dimension of the defense of Ukraine. 

			“Just peace” relies on the attentive and early naming of violence and human rights violations. It implies education for resistance against ideologies, repressive forms of politics, and exclusion. An acute challenge in this context (also in Germany) is the manipulation of public opinion in the digital media, in the shadow of which nationalist-aggressive thought patterns are spreading. The actors of “Just Peace” confront generalizing images of the enemy and constantly seek the power of reconciliation across the borders of nations, cultures, religions, and social classes. They see international understanding as a challenge that today increasingly includes development, climate, and migration policy. The concept of “Just Peace” is integral and can also be described as “sustainable peace.” The German bishops will shortly be publishing a statement on peace that emphasizes precisely these connections. In all of this, peace is not defined as the absence of violence, but is understood as a primary category, as a spiritual power working towards the humanization of conditions.

			I hope that this symposium will become a source of inspiration for this spiritual power of prudent and resolute defense of freedom and peace from Christian origins. May this symposium leave traces of peace!
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			In the Hands of God and Humanity: the struggle for peace 
and security in europe3

			Bishop Bohdan Dzyurakh

			It is highly symbolic that we are beginning this week, in which the world-famous Munich Security Conference is taking place, with our symposium on the ethical principles for sustainable peace in Europe and that we are opening the symposium itself with a prayer for peace. In doing so, we express our conviction that genuine security and lasting peace can only be built on the foundations revealed by God, on the principles of truth, justice, freedom, and love. We embrace the words of Pope Benedict XVI in his last World Day of Peace message in 2013, that “man is made for peace,” and we share his conviction that ultimately only God can fulfill “mankind’s innate vocation to peace.” 

			Jesus Himself promised us the gift of peace when He addressed the Apostles on the eve of His suffering: “Peace I leave with you; my peace I give to you; not as the world gives do I give to you. Let not your hearts be troubled, neither let them be afraid” (John 14:27). At the same time, the fulfillment of this promise is linked to human cooperation. One could say that Jesus gives us His peace as a gift and a task at the same time. He calls us to become peacemakers and calls “blessed” all those who strive for peace and work for peace (cf. Mt 5:9). Pope Saint John Paul II, whose prayer for peace we will read at the end of this devotion, rightly said that peace is a gift from God that has been entrusted to the hands of men. 

			In this regard, I recall a saying that could be seen during the Revolution of Dignity at the prayer tent on the Maidan in Kyiv. “God will save Ukraine,” wrote an unknown activist in large letters…, and another person added in a different handwriting: “… with the hands of the Ukrainians”.

			Today, as it was ten years ago, Ukraine is being saved by the hands of hundreds of thousands of Ukrainians, men and women, young and old, who dreamed of a better future for themselves and their country. Those Ukrainians now have to defend this dream, indeed even their right to exist, at the front, doing so with admirable sacrifice. If the other countries of Europe are living in peace and security today, they owe it to the brave hearts and tireless hands of the Ukrainians, who are risking and very often giving their lives for it, perhaps even at this very moment. Let us not forget that! 

			There are also those who join hands with our defenders, making important contributions to saving Ukraine: the united hands of millions of people of goodwill across Europe and around the world who stand by our people, faithfully accompanying them in their struggle for dignity, justice, and freedom, offering support lovingly and generously. We Ukrainians look at these countless acts of solidarity with deep gratitude and would like to say a heartfelt thank you to you and your churches and peoples. 

			Unfortunately, the aggressor has still not abandoned his deadly plans, so we ask for further support and want to encourage each other with the words of St. Paul: “But you, brothers, do not grow tired of doing good” (2 Thess 3:13). The tyrant hopes that we Christians, that the honest people in the world, will tire and stop doing good, while he and his accomplices can continue to commit their crimes unscrupulously and with impunity. Let us not allow this! Instead, let us reflect on that quality of Christian and human love that is called “longsuffering”: “Love is patient,” St. Paul tells us 
in 2 Corinthians, meaning also “persevering.” Only such faithful, persevering love can and will have the last word in history!

			And finally, there is a third kind of hand with which God saves and protects Ukraine and the world: the hands raised to heaven in prayer. These hands are probably the strongest, because they connect human powerlessness with divine omnipotence and bring heaven into contact with earth. And where heaven and earth touch, there comes true, lasting peace. 

			As people of faith, we are invited to persevere in prayer, as it says in Psalm 122: “Pray for the peace of Jerusalem! May they prosper who love you! Peace be within your walls, and security within your towers! For my brethren and companions’ sake I will say, Peace be within you!”

			Dear Sisters and Brothers, dear Friends! The Holy Land is currently being ravaged by the flames of a bloody conflict. Ukraine remains an open wound on the body of our continent. In addition, there are many other conflicts around the world, some of which have been going on for years and are causing untold suffering. With our love, we want to embrace all the innocent and suffering, to share in the calls of so many people for justice, for freedom, and for peace, to make them our own, and to bring them before God in prayer.

			May God hear our prayers! May God enlighten our thoughts with His spirit! May God give our words prophetic power, and strengthen and accompany our further work as peace-makers and peace-builders with His grace! Amen.

			
				
					Editor’s note: The text of the sermon at the prayer service for peace before the opening of the symposium “Challenges of Russia’s War against Ukraine and the Ethics Principle of Sustainable Peace in Europe”. Munich, February 12, 2024.

				
			

		

	
		
			Zeitenwende for Christian Oikumene

			Myroslav Marynovych

			Russia’s war against Ukraine has stirred up the entire homeostasis of European civilization. After wiping the bloody sweat from its forehead after World War II, Europe said to itself: “Never again!” and began to build a post-war culture of cooperation (win-win), in which there are no winners and losers. Ukrainian civic society eagerly wanted to follow this model. However, on February 24, 2022, Vladimir Putin again pushed Ukraine and the whole world into a zero-sum logic (win-lose). He fulfilled his threat: “We can do it again!” and brought back to Europe horrors comparable to the horrors of World War II.

			The second year of the full-scale war demonstrated that the final understanding that the previous world order could not be restored. Hence German Chancellor Olaf Scholz’s feelings about the Zeitenwende, since a new international order will have to be built on a different basis. However, this task also applies to the Christian world order. The humanitarian catastrophe caused by this war is so horrific that it makes the Christian world wonder how such heinous war crimes are possible in our supposedly Christian civilization. It would be helpful to take a closer look at where the mistakes were made.

			Globalization has brought us together. Our weaknesses cease to be exclusively ours, because they have painful consequences in other countries. For example, it is up to Ukraine to analyze why it looked so weak in the eyes of the Kremlin that the latter launched a major offensive, and in the eyes of the world to expect Ukraine to fall in a few days. Similarly, this year, Ukraine’s ability to withstand this war will determine whether the United States retains its status as the leader of the democratic world or leaves the arena as an isolated and internally divided country. 

			So, from now on, I will analyze the weaknesses of the world not from the position of an outside accuser, but from the position of someone who, together with all of you, is in one European boat. We need to comprehend mistakes in solidarity and correct them in solidarity. The way of salvation is known: it is the social teaching of the Church. However, we have significantly moved away from the “golden” age of the Christian Democrats who created post-war Europe. First of all, what caused this departure was the shift in values and principles. Here are some illustrations.

			Impunity and unrepentance 
for the crimes of the communist past

			Christianity is well aware that unpunished and unredeemed evil returns. However, in the early 1990s, we, dissidents of the Soviet period, were sincerely persuaded in the West that calls to organize Nuremberg II were harmful, that we should just draw a line and start from scratch. Behind this was not really a Christian, but a security logic, namely: the fear of the possibility of turning the Eastern European space into a mess of new military conflict. Well, in 1991, this was avoided. But the bloody mess of 2022 proved that the unpunished and unredeemed crimes of Communism, like seeds of injustice abandoned in the ground, would inevitably bring forth new and terrifying shoots. It is now very important not to set the goal of concluding a deal with Putin as soon as possible, and not to think it necessary to forgive him for war crimes and genocide in Ukraine in order to save human lives. In this way, humanity would again sow the seeds of a new conflict in the future. 

			Win-win culture 

			Even while watching Russia’s relentless escalation of aggression, Europe has long tried to accustom Russia to a culture of cooperation, without having the courage to admit that Russia perceives this approach as a weakness and abuses such an attitude. Why? It seems that the win-win culture that grew out of Christian doctrine has largely turned into an ideology in Europe today that is slowly moving away from the value basis of Christianity. After all, Christianity also knows the logic of “zero sum,” or win-lose. Let’s remember Jesus’ words: “You cannot serve God and mammon” (Mt 6:24). In other words, cooperation with deliberate evil turns into the defeat of good. 

			However, preoccupation with ideology threatens to replace the logic of love with the logic of political correctness, though there is one specific difference between them. Love knows that sometimes you have to say a harsh word. Did not Jesus say to his beloved apostle Peter, “get away from me, Satan! You are a temptation to me, because you do not think of the things of God, but of the things of men” (Mt 16:23)? What is behind these harsh words is love that heals and redeems. On the other hand, political correctness does not dare to say a harsh word, because it violates an ideological taboo. 

			Relativism

			In today’s world, the aspirations of each party to any conflict are considered legitimate, and the true solution can only be found through cooperation. This methodology is where the incredible power of Western civilization lies. However, there is one “but”: it does not apply to criminals or terrorists – say, to al-Qaeda or ISIS. No one in the world thought of taking into account the interests of Osama bin Laden and working with him to reach a compromise or mutually beneficial trade. Yet they apply this methodology to Vladimir Putin because he has a nuclear button in his hands. 

			However, does the civilized world have a single scale for assessing crimes against humanity? Have we fallen into the trap of moral relativism? In my opinion, the only way out of the current stalemate would be to return to a new clarity: both good and evil must be called by name, because only then will the truth return to our lives. 

			The blind absolutization of freedom of speech without sanctions for those who abuse it turns into the freedom to spread deliberate lies, before which societies become defenseless. The right to freedom of speech was developed to defend the truth in the face of violence by the authorities, who sought to hide this truth. Today, freedom of speech is abused by the Russian authorities in order to either hide or distort this truth. But humanity remains defenseless in the face of this phenomenon and, not daring to touch freedom of speech, actually supports the right of the authorities to abuse it. As a result, governments often make decisions based on distorted information, and therefore increasingly multiply harmful consequences that come from false information.

			All this should make the Church rouse herself and fully realize what a threat this moral relativism poses to the spiritual security of the world. After all, by losing the ability to distinguish between truth and error, societies lose the ability to distinguish between good and evil. And this is already leading to a terrible humanitarian catastrophe. 

			Therefore, today for a Russian soldier to kill a Ukrainian is a noble mission to liberate the land from the “cursed fascist.” Therefore, for Brazil’s representative in the UN Security Council, Ukraine’s efforts to prevent the forced deportation of Ukrainian children and civilians to Russia are allegedly a reprehensible obstacle to the construction of “humanitarian corridors” to “rescue” them. And who knows what other variants of self-destructive blindness we will see in the future if the Church does not sound the alarm!

			The challenge of the doctrine of the “Russian World”

			The aforementioned informational and moral turbulence is largely caused by the doctrine of the so called “Russian world – the doctrine developed by the Russian Orthodox Church about a supra-national unity of the three Slavonic nations and all the Russian-speaking population. This doctrine has been used by the Kremlin’s regime to justify the war in Ukraine. The Christian world simply can no longer accept it as the legitimate doctrine of the Russian Church or as the spiritual position of the Russian people, otherwise the moral defeat of Christianity will be certain. It is a heretical doctrine that is pagan in nature and quasi-Nazi in its ideological orientation. Tolerating such a doctrine in Christendom should be shameful and unacceptable. After all, a system of ideas that (a) deprives an entire nation (in this case, the Ukrainian one) of the right to exist, and (b) justifies crimes against humanity and genocide cannot be considered a religious faith.

			Back in the middle of the twentieth century, the world understood this, and therefore, during the Second World War, it condemned the German Evangelical Church as the Reich Church. This church was the bearer of the ideology of Nazism, because this ideology was recognized as criminal. And such condemnation was not considered a violation of religious freedom.

			However, the world’s democracies are now wary of doing this today with the Russian Orthodox Church. Firstly, neither Putinism nor the “Russian world” are condemned by the world as criminal ideologies, and therefore they are both perceived by the world as legitimate positions of the Russian state and its Church. Secondly, it seems that the world is unable to condemn any ideology at all because it no longer believes in the existence of evil. Everything is relative. Furthermore, the ideology that is criminal in the eyes of some will find justification in the eyes of others. The hybridity of such a belief only adds to the confusion. 

			Reich Bishop Ludwig Müller would have been brought before the Nuremberg Tribunal if he had not committed suicide on July 31, 1945. Only after the fall of the Reich, on October 19, 1945, did the statement of the Evangelical Church of Germany, which became the successor of the German Evangelical Church, appear: “It is with great pain that we state that endless suffering has been inflicted on many peoples and countries because of us...” Patriarch Kirill of Moscow and All Russia, on the other hand, is fully confident of his victory.

			Patriarch Kirill’s shocking statements, criticized even in the Orthodox world, proved that the Western style of “dialogue at any cost” failed in both the cases of President Putin and Patriarch Kirill. 

			Moreover, the threat to the Christian world coming from the doctrine of the “Russian world” is so great that the Christian ecumene should have been able to make a joint decision, the precedent of which in the history of Christianity was the conciliar condemnation of the heresies of Arianism, Nestorianism, or Iconoclasm. However, by now, only one statement of Orthodox theologians of the world dated March 13, 2022, has been published, under which there are currently more than 300 signatures.4 I will quote only one conclusion from it:

			The false doctrine of ethnophyletism is the basis of the ideology of the “Russian world.” If such false principles are considered valid, then the Orthodox Church ceases to be the Church of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, the Apostles, the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed, the Ecumenical Councils and the Church Fathers. Unity becomes inherently impossible.

			I understand that it is politically incorrect for other denominations to interfere in the affairs of the Orthodox faith. But this is inertia from the good post-war times, and now there is another war in Europe, and the challenge has arisen – for all humanity. Together we must give our Christian answer to this challenge. 

			Religious freedom and hybridity of faith 
in Russian Orthodoxy

			This hybridity means that we find ourselves in a typical Zugzwang situation: while defending the faith, we ignore the political aspects of the ideology of the “Russian world” and the collaborationism of the adherents of this ideology with the aggressor during the war. By fighting propaganda and collaborationism, we hurt religious feelings and risk violating religious freedom. And, unfortunately, it is impossible to separate one from the other.

			Ukraine faces a monumental challenge: navigating between Scylla and Charybdis. The future will reveal whether our nation can steer clear of these perilous obstacles. However, it’s crucial not just for Ukraine, but for the entire world, that we safeguard religious freedom without allowing it to become a weapon in the hands of tyrants who might exploit spirituality for their own ends.

			A clue as to the reasons for this trap can be found in the conclusions of the Ukrainian philosopher Andrei Baumeister: 

			At first glance, [Russia] seems to use the same vocabulary of “humanitarian values” (“human rights,” “cultural rights,” “democracy,” “humanitarian aid” [to these I will add, on my own behalf, “religious freedom”], etc.). But the “Western vocabulary” is used with impudence and insidiousness... [the] Western opponent [that is Russia] operates with werewolf ideas, parasitic ideas, phantom ideas. It is clear that the West cannot play by such rules.5

			Therefore, by not noticing this substitution and succumbing to the magic of werewolf words, we can unconsciously contribute to the impunity of the Russian regime, which has found a “gold mine” in this substitution of concepts. 

			Just war or just defense

			Recently, I heard a startling claim from my Western colleagues: “You, Ukrainians, have to choose between justice and peace. You can’t aspire to both.” My reaction to this was a series of quotations, including the conclusion of the prophet Isaiah, “peace shall be by the work of justice, and peace and everlasting security by the fruit of justice”(Is 32:17), and ending with the statement, “there is no peace without freedom and justice” by Roberta Matsola, President of the European Parliament. 

			The theme of justice is also heard today in the pan-Catholic debate on the concept of a “just war.” On the eve of Russia’s war against Ukraine, this concept was almost completely replaced by the concept of a “just peace” in the Catholic environment. The Russian war in Ukraine, however, showed that such a substitution was too good-natured, that evil does exist in this world, and that Ukrainians, in particular, saw his stiff face.

			One can agree with His Holiness Pope Francis that one should be careful with words. “If thieves break into your house to rob you and attack you, you defend yourself. But I don’t like to call this reaction a ‘just war’ because that definition can be manipulated.” According to the Pope, it is better to speak of legitimate self-defense “in order to avoid justifying wars, which are always a mistake.”6

			So it seems that the time has come for Catholic theologians to finally clarify this important doctrinal point so that people do not fall into either the justification of war or the trap of unjustified pacifism. After all, neither the world’s democracies nor the Church can approve of peace that would make aggression a successful method of appropriating foreign territories. Only a just peace is a lasting peace.

			Conversely, injustice never comes by itself. The psalmist clearly states this: “Behold, he conceived iniquity, conceived evil and begat wickedness” (Ps 7:15). May the Lord protect us from an illusory peace, which will conceive a new evil! 

			II 
Unrequited Past and the Rise of Totalitarianism 
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			The Trauma Bonding of the Communist Past, And the Crossroads where the Ukrainian and Russian Ways Diverged

			Katrin Boeckh 

			Putin is undoubtedly right: Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians have a long shared history. Indeed, for centuries they lived in close proximity and intermarried. But they have not enjoyed equal political conditions, because Russian dominance has always prevented this. To give a few striking examples: Catherine the Great destroyed the Cossack community of the Zaporozhian Sich and abolished Cossack autonomy in 1775, Tsar Alexander II banned the use of the Ukrainian (“Little Russian”) language in print in 1876, and after the First World War the bourgeois governments in Kiev were crushed by the Russian Bolshevik army.

			Nevertheless, from the perspective below, “ordinary people” in Russia and Ukraine generally endured a lot of hardship and suffering during the Soviet years. This ended with the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Since then, Ukraine and Russia have lived in separate states with different political interests. They have also developed their own political systems. Both states started at the same point, as neither had any historical experience of liberal democracy. None of the ex-Soviet states, with the exception of the Baltic states, ever had a real democratic phase to build on after 1991. But it is now clear that the two countries have followed different political paths: Ukraine into a real and liberal democracy, while Russia, after the liberal years under Yeltsin in the 1990s, moved slowly but steadily into increasingly authoritarian waters. 

			This essay examines the question of where in history Ukrainian and Russian development took separate paths after 1991. It also offers possible explanations. Although Belarus is also part of the East Slavic triangle, the political role of Belarus cannot be discussed here. Without going into further detail, it is worth noting that Belarus is Russia’s closest ally in the current war against Ukraine, that its long-standing dictator leaves no doubt about his loyalty to Moscow, and that this very model is apparently a best-practice example for Ukraine in the eyes of the Kremlin.

			Communist trauma bonding

			Since the October Revolution of 1917 and the creation of the Soviet Union in 1922, a series of traumatic events in the course of the 20th century have hit Ukrainians as hard as Russians, though usually not with the same force. Beginning with the First World War and continuing through the civil war that followed, large parts of Ukraine were occupied by the Whites, the Red Army, rebellious peasants, and foreign armies. At the same time, in the vast territories of the Russian Empire, including Siberia, this civil war also terrorised the entire population. In addition, everyone suffered under the conditions of war communism, which meant food rationing, requisitioning of agricultural products, banning of private enterprise, and the expropriation of all industries. The famine of 1921-1922 hit both Ukrainian and Russian areas at the same time. The 1930s were no less terrible. Hundreds of thousands of Ukrainians and Ukrainian peasants fell victim to the arbitrary hunt for people during collectivisation and were sent to the Gulag if they were still alive. The Holodomor, encouraged by Kremlin policies, also cost the lives of millions of people, mostly in Ukraine, but also in neighbouring and other areas such as the Caucasus, the Volga and Ural regions and Western Siberia. Stalinist repression began with the persecution of the national Communist elite in Ukraine. Then the terror spread to the military and economic circles of the Russian Socialist Republic until it reached the masses throughout the Soviet Union and became an everyday experience. 

			Of course, the Second World War, induced by Nazi Germany, was a tragedy for Ukrainians and Russians as well, and Ukraine became a major arena of the war. The German war crimes cost immense human losses in Ukraine, but also in other occupied areas. 

			After the Second World War, there was no sudden peace on the new western border of the Soviet Union, as the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) fought fiercely against the Sovietization of western Ukraine. However, their underground struggle could not prevent Sovietization in the face of Soviet military superiority. As a result, thousands of members of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army were deported to forced labour camps, as were priests and members of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church, which was banned in 1946 in Galicia and 1949 in Transkarpatia.

			The Cold War was a real war against anyone within the Soviet Union who openly protested against the Soviet system. After Stalin`s death in 1953, in both Ukraine and Russia groups of writers and artists came together to demand cultural relaxation and an end to state-imposed socialist realism. In both countries they were known as the Shistdesiatnyky, or “Sixtiers.” The Ukrainian Shistdesiatnyky, however, were more resolute than the Russian Shestidesiatniki, demanding that the dictates of the Russian language be abandoned and the Ukrainian language promoted. The Helsinki movement, which had been campaigning for human rights in the USSR since 1976, was a supranational movement. It was not a mass movement, but it had offshoots in the Baltic states, Ukraine, Russia, and other places, where they were massively opposed by the Soviet authorities. Ukrainian and other dissidents and members of the Helsinki movement were imprisoned or sent to psychiatric hospitals. Soviet history repeated itself for the Moscow group when it was banned by court order in 2023.

			The nuclear disaster at Chornobyl in 1986 was a final chapter in the history of Soviet disasters. It rendered the Prypiat region uninhabitable, forcing thousands to abandon their homes and killing an unknown number of people. This was due to the Soviet authorities’ deliberate concealment of the extent of the disaster as they called spreading news of the disaster “anti-Soviet Western propaganda,” and the far too hesitant evacuation of the affected population. Ultimately, the disaster was a tile in the mosaic for the end of Soviet rule, which had lost all legitimacy among the population.

			What does all this mean for the people of Russia and Ukraine? Of course, it was the experience of a series of traumas and human losses during the 20th century. The problem is that we do not have exact figures on the number of victims of each of these catastrophes. But we do know that they numbered in the millions. And we also know that they were a large part of the elite. They were intelligent people, people with progressive ideas, with special skills, also with high moral standards. So a huge number of people who could have brought progress to a society were killed during the Soviet period and are still missing today, because not only were these people killed, but so were their ideas and ideals. This is a legacy of Soviet rule for every former Soviet republic. In the end, the Soviets left behind fragmented societies.

			Post-soviet developments and the crossroad

			Indeed, the collapse of the communist regime in 1991 led to further chaos in literally every former Soviet republic. Surprisingly, in Ukraine it was almost entirely non-violent. However, the 1990s were very difficult years for the majority of the population, who had to find their way in a completely new political and economic system. As a result, life in the 1990s was hard and accompanied by great social stress – in Ukraine, but also in Russia. 

			But what happened next was that the political paths of the two countries diverged. While Russia became more and more totalitarian, Ukraine began to move towards democratisation. This does not mean that Ukraine is a team in the premier league of democratic countries in Europe: if we take the latest report of Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI), a popular scorecard for global corruption, we find that in 2023 Ukraine ranked 104th out of 180 countries, while Russia remained 141st.7 Russia had the lowest CPI score since 2012. This implies that the fight against corruption in Russia is limited, if present at all, and that corruption is increasingly accepted as a mechanism for obtaining services or other state benefits. Moreover, the fact that the Kremlin listed Transparency International as an “undesirable organisation” in 2023 strongly suggests not only that corruption is tolerated by the state, but that there is no real will to reduce it in the future.

			Corruption is undoubtedly one of the greatest threats to democracy, and it appears that the fight against corruption is more successful in Ukraine than in Russia, although Ukraine still struggles with a comparatively high level of corruption. In Ukraine, the fight against corruption also plays an important role in the EU accession process. As the anti-corruption authorities have stepped up their efforts, high-profile cases of alleged corruption have regularly hit the headlines.

			Nevertheless, since the 1990s Ukraine has been able to engage in political processes that were completely absent in Russia. If we simply compare the number of different presidents in Ukraine and Russia, we see a huge difference. In Ukraine there have been no less than seven different presidents since 1991:

			1. Leonid Kravchuk 1991-1994,

			2. Leonid Kuchma 1994-2005,

			3. Viktor Yushchenko 2005-2010,

			4. Viktor Yanukovych 2010-2014,

			5. Oleksandr Turchinov 2014,

			6. Petro Poroshenko 2014-2019 and

			7. Volodymyr Zelenskyy 2019–until date of publication.

			Six of them were elected in free elections, while Turchynov was appointed by parliament as interim president for a few months after the Euromaidan in 2014. The fact that six different men have been freely elected presidents in Ukraine is at least a clear indication of political movements that neither Russia nor Belarus can match. Since 1991, Russia has had exactly three different presidents: 

			1. Boris Yeltsin (*1991-2007) 1991-1995,

			2. Vladimir Putin 1999-2008, 2012–until date of publication, and

			3. Dmitrii Medvedev 2008-2012.

			Putin remained head of government during Medvedev's presidency, creating a close “tandemocracy.” Furthermore, he has given himself a seemingly eternal mandate by allowing himself to run for president again in 2020 by extending the presidential term through a constitutional amendment. This, and the fact that elections in Russia are rigged and the results deliberately controlled, means that he can remain president until at least 2036. To give a full picture, in Belarus Aljaksandr Lukashenka has been president continuously since 1994, and is now in his sixth term after rigged elections. 

			In other words: In Ukraine, a president can lose his job, whereas in Russia there is no chance of losing the president. This is, of course, a huge difference between the two countries. So there is obviously much less political discourse in Russia and Belarus, and this impression is reinforced if we look at the political parties that have provided these presidents. In Belarus, Lukashenka is non-partisan, as was Boris Yeltsin in Russia. Putin and Medvedev were sent by Yedinaya Rossiya (United Russia) and that was it. So apparently in Russia only one party provides the president. 

			In Ukraine, the situation is more complex: the first two presidents, Kravchuk and Kuchma, were non-party members; Yushchenko was sent by the Our Ukraine bloc, Yanukovych by the Party of Regions, Poroshenko by his Petro Poroshenko bloc, and Zelenskiy by the Servant of the People party. Of course, it must be stressed that political parties in Eastern Europe have a different structure from those in the West: they are much less stable, do not have a long history, their voters often do not share a common world view, and the parties are also very much tailored to their leaders. Nevertheless, the very existence of different parties in a country indicates a more active debate between society and elites, and there is definitely more movement in contemporary Ukraine than in Belarus and Russia. To sum up, these aspects show where and how Ukraine’s political development differs significantly from Russia and Belarus, but these observations require explanations and comments.

			Explanatory approach

			To find tentative explanations for the different political paths in Ukraine and Russia, 

			Russia is the largest country in the world, and Ukraine is the second largest country in Europe after Russia. For this geographical reason alone, initiating a change of political system here is a challenge. Geography is also responsible for the fact that Ukrainian society, because of its proximity to the West, adopted Western ideas of democracy more quickly after 1991 than Russia, which is further away.

			In addition, there is another predisposition that shapes the political attitudes of large sections of Ukrainian society: Ukrainians in modern times have never had a strong leader at the top to whom they could ascribe far-reaching political merits, so that their confidence in a strong government could have grown. Instead, throughout the 20th century, they have been confronted with a government in the Kremlin that has done little to ensure general prosperity and security, and has in fact fostered political and economic instability. Large parts of the Ukrainian population have always been agrarian, and historically the Cossack heritage may also have played a special role in the pursuit of a free way of life, coupled with a distrust of any state power. Today, this may be directed not only at Moscow, but also at Kiev and the governments there.

			By contrast, the ideal of a strong leader at the top, ensuring the success and greatness of the empire, has persisted among the Russian people. Historically, it was the tsars who expanded the empire, brought glory and honour to it, and thus fostered Russian self-confidence. Even in Soviet times Russians could detect points of reference, including Stalin. Although he sent millions of people to forced labour camps, he emerged victorious from the Second World War and triumphed over Russia’s foreign aggressor. This is why Stalin has very high approval ratings in Russian polls.

			Even after the end of the Soviet Union, the call for a “strong hand” at the head of the Russian government was loud in Russia. This was surprising, given the “strong men” who shaped the policies of the entire Soviet Union – and who failed to bring it either general prosperity or internal and external peace. What is perhaps even more astonishing is that this call has grown louder ever since. In November 2018, 58 per cent of respondents to a representative survey said that the Russian people “always need a strong hand,” while a further 22 per cent also thought this was necessary in Russia’s situation at that time. In January 2020, the same statements were made by a total of 49 per cent (the Russian people always need a ”strong hand”), 26 per cent thought this was necessary in the situation at that time.8

			This tendency in Russian society certainly influenced the election results to some extent. Russia’s strongman and current president has benefited from this, and he has repeatedly promoted his own image of the strong male leader. 

			Although a strong leader does not automatically have to act in an anti-democratic manner, the president’s abundance of power in Russia has led him down this path. Democracy seemed to many – though by no means all – Ukrainians to be a desirable political direction: In 2020, 52 per cent of Ukrainians said democracy was the “most desirable system of government in Ukraine.” The opposite view was expressed by 20 per cent: according to them, an “autho­ritarian regime” could be “more effective” under certain circumstances, while 19 per cent declared that they were not interested in the political system. Interestingly, in the same survey, only 37 per cent of respondents in the eastern regions of Ukraine preferred democracy, while 30 per cent did not care about the political regime.9

			Apart from the political leader, the level of politicisation of society in Russia and Ukraine is different. Unique for Ukraine were the two civil revolutions, the Orange Revolution in 2004/2005 and the Euromaidan in 2013/2014. They showed the world that there was a civil society in post-Soviet Ukraine that twice managed to remove the government in Kiev. As for society in Russia, there have been street protests at certain turning points in Russian political development. In 2011, for example, when Putin announced that he would run again for the presidency in 2012, the largest protests against him and for fair elections since the 1990s were organised in Moscow. Unfortunately, these signs of public disobedience and dissent were cruelly crushed with arrests and long prison sentences for many protesters. This also means that there is a greater politicisation of the public in Ukraine. And when civil society expressed its dissatisfaction with political issues and protested, this led to legitimate and democratic elections and new governments in Kiev. Public discussions have been possible in Ukraine since 1991, and they have always been influenced by lived and politically permitted experiences. This includes the fact that there are, and always have been, several languages in the public sphere, many cultures, many memories, many pasts that have been discussed, controversially, of course, and without finding common solutions. But the most important thing was that there were discussions at all. And that, of course, shaped the public climate and the self-confidence of civil society. Another factor may be the historical development of the churches in Ukraine and the enormous religious plurality, which has also influenced the political sphere. After the end of communism, there was broad interdenominational and interreligious competition in Ukraine, in contrast to Russia where religious plurality is not considered worthy of support and is even seen as a threat. In Ukraine, since 1991, it has been possible for all churches and religious communities to be recognised by the state. This means that a vibrant religious plurality is a specific feature of Ukraine. 

			In Russia, on the other hand, people have experienced and had to get used to the fact that they are in the hands of the government and that they serve only as a human resource to be used at will, and that it is almost impossible to challenge this. Authoritarian power has cruelly taught them to refrain from any form of protest. As a result, many Russians hide behind a mask of indifference and apathy to ensure at least a modicum of personal security. They also accept political, social and economic instability because they have no choice but to leave Russia for good (which, incidentally, many clever, prudent, and intelligent Russians have done, not against the will of the government, which is happy to get rid of potential opponents). Many Russians accept the fact that they are trapped in Russia, where the regime has a monopoly on power. They have adapted to the current situation and do not believe that change is possible. Many of them have also retreated into an artificial world, where past military triumphs substitute for declining living standards, which will shrink even more in the face of a growing military economy.

			It is precisely this desire for democracy in Ukraine that Ukraine is now paying the price for. The dictator in the Kremlin does not need any form of liberal democracy, and he strictly forbids any form of real public discussion. His way leads Russia back to the USSR and the tool for him to stay in power is the war against Ukraine begun in 2014. The Ukrainians have survived so many traumas in the past that they are resilient in a way that has been a real surprise to the rest of Europe. We can only hope that the Russians will also reflect on democratic values and resume building a peaceful Europe.
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			Churches in Eastern Europe 
and New Faces 
of Totalitarianism

			Andriy Mykhaleyko

			Is totalitarianism or dictatorship only a historical phenomenon in European history? Is this topic still relevant? Is it necessary, or perhaps why is it necessary, to deal with the topic of churches and totalitarianism in the 20th century? What are the challenges for the churches and how could they respond to the dangers of new totalitarianisms today?

			The 20th century went down in world history as a century of violence. After the “primordial catastrophe of the twentieth century”, the First World War, political violence entered the public sphere, becoming omnipresent and almost impossible to avoid; it spoke with images and symbols and was audible in marches and chants.10

			It not only possessed mobilizing potential, but also aimed to shape the whole of human life and reached down to the lowest level of human thought and behavior. There could be no part of human life that it would not reach into. This approach of political violence reflects typical characteristics of totalitarianism or a totalitarian dictatorship.

			The changes in Central and Eastern Europe, the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 marked a turning point in world history for many as a point of no return to the old forms. Some spoke of the “end of history” as the triumph of liberal capitalism.11 Others spoke of a short 20th century.12 

			It was thought that the end of the Soviet Union and the opening of many Eastern Bloc countries to the West marked the end of the East-West conflict (known as the Cold War) that had dominated the second half of the 20th century. Some wanted to assume that this was the beginning of a new era. Others were not so optimistic, and warned of a coming clash of civilizations.13 

			Our experience and perception in 2024 tells us: The totalitarianisms of the 20th century have not lost their influence to this day. Whether in the media, politics, or interstate disputes and controversies, people like to refer to images from the past to articulate certain topics, not to mention the impact that totalitarianism has had on the individual lives of people and their descendants. 

			We can say that not only is totalitarianism a window into our past, but it also explains many processes and behavioral patterns in our time. Even after the great totalitarianisms of the 20th century have been overcome, it seems risky to assert today that the problem of the totalitarianisms can be overcome and put to rest.14

			Some researchers make an unpleasant prognosis by claiming that “dictatorship (and we can say: the new totalitarianisms) will continue to stalk the present and future generations like a wild beast, even if it will presumably (and hopefully) no longer come in the guise 
of new Hitlers and Stalins, but in a more contemporary guise and on quieter soles.”15

			Based on these perceptions, I would like to ask the question: What do these forecasts and current political developments mean for the churches in Eastern Europe? 

			As a reminder, let’s take a brief look back at the 20th century: the political systems of fascism, communism, and National Socialism were later characterized as “political religions” or were seen as substitute religions, Ersatz-religions.16 This involved a kind of divinization of these political systems. Something sacred was attributed to them. They developed their own myth of salvation. Totalitarian systems were “religious” in that they attempted to reverse the separation of the two powers of religion and politics. The promise of salvation in the form of the savior is also an integral part of the system. This is why totalitarianisms love rituals: for example, parades on Red Square, or Nuremberg party congresses. 

			Behavioral patterns of the churches

			What were the churches’ patterns of behavior towards the totalitarian systems of the 20th century? They present an ambivalent picture. On the one hand, the churches knew that they were ideological opponents of totalitarianism due to moral standards and universally applicable Christian norms; on the other hand, they had to find their way in new political systems based on existing political realities. 

			A good example of this is the situation of the Catholic Church in the Third Reich between 1933 and 1945. The seizure of power by the National Socialists was a turning point for all churches. In general, the Catholic Church in Germany was critical of National Socialism before 1933. Catholics were even forbidden to become members of the National Socialist German Workers’ Party. After Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933, the new regime began to court the favor of the churches, despite all ideological differences. Hitler presented himself as conciliatory in his government declaration of March 23, 1933. Among other things, he claimed: “The national government regards the two Christian denominations [Catholics and Protestants] as important factors in the preservation of our national identity.”17 Hitler’s assertion that Christianity was indispensable caused the Catholic bishops to abandon their hard line. Adolf Johannes Cardinal Bertram, chairman of the German Bishops’ Conference, considered the Church’s hard line no longer necessary, even without overturning certain religious and moral errors of national socialism. Many Catholics saw Hitler as the savior of Germany. Later, the Catholic Church was accused of a threefold capitulation in this context: by agreeing to the Enabling Act, withdrawing the bishops’ warnings, and finally making the “devil’s pact” with the regime.

			The conclusion of the Concordat between Germany and the Holy See in 1933 played an important role in the relationship between church and state.18 The church was guaranteed freedom of confession. Pastoral care was guaranteed. The problem, however, was that the Concordat depoliticized the Catholic Church to a great extent. On the one hand, the Church had to keep the clergy out of politics; on the other, it secured its legal position.

			The relationship between the Nazi state and the Catholic Church was not free of conflict after the concordat was signed. As the conflict between the government of the Reich and the Catholic Church came to a head, Pope Pius XI decided to publish a pastoral letter at the urging of German Cardinals Karl Joseph Schulte and Michael von Faulhaber, as well as Bishops Konrad Graf von and Clemens August Graf von Galen. In January 1937, Cardinal Secretary of State Eugenio Pacelli, the former nuncio in Germany and later Pope Pius XII, commissioned Cardinal von Faulhaber from Munich to write a draft of the papal letter. A few days later, Pacelli received the draft and used it as a basis for the future encyclical. He expanded the version to include a specially written introduction concerning the Reich Concordat and intensified the criticism of the conduct of the Reich government and its ideological positions. The originally planned pastoral letter was to become an encyclical to the entire Catholic Church, in German, with the title “Mit brennender Sorge” (“With Deep Anxiety”). 

			On March 12, 1937, the document was brought to the Reich and handed over to Nuncio Cesare Orsenigo (1863-1946). The nunciature forwarded the letter to the bishops. They were responsible for distributing the document in their dioceses. The encyclical was reproduced in strict secrecy. The designated printing plants had to work at night. In most dioceses, it was possible to send copies of the encyclical to all priests. In the dioceses of Munich, Münster, and Speyer, special editions were produced in large numbers (around 300,000). On Palm Sunday, March 21, 1937, the encyclical was read out in all Catholic parishes in Germany. This papal letter is just one example of the Church’s strained relations with the Nazi state, which by no means precluded the search for compromises. Overall, it can be concluded that the tension between adaptation, cooperation, and resistance in the Church’s actions in its relationship with the regime remained until the end of the war. This very brief presentation of the church-political context is of great relevance for understanding the general conditions. 

			For this reason, research today speaks of very different models of church behavior under National Socialism, ranging from cooperation to resistance: adaptation, partial resistance, partial cooperation, resistance, consensus.19 Most researchers agree that there was no total resistance on the part of the church – there was no teaching on how to deal with totalitarian systems and how to respond effectively to their challenges. For a long time, the churches found it difficult to reflect critically on life in the context of totalitarianism.20 

			What is the current state of the churches in Eastern Europe with regard to new faces of totalitarianism?

			The totalitarian state likes to appear to play on the same team as the Church, wants to wear its jersey and use its playing methods. If we look at Russia and judge its current political system as a new form of totalitarianism, I think it differs from the Soviet type in relation to religion in that it has made the former ideological enemy – religion – its ally. This applies above all to the Orthodox Church in Russia. During the Soviet era, it was first persecuted and almost completely destroyed, then allowed, controlled, and instrumentalized to a manageable extent during and after the Second World War. 

			The Church supported the Soviet state in its “peace efforts.” But the Soviet political system was not internally dependent on church ideology. Despite selective cooperation, especially in the area of foreign policy, the state was hostile to religion because it had its own, communist ideology.

			At present, however, it can be observed that the Church and its propaganda are very welcome to the state. And even more: its ideological contribution is currently central to the state. The Church voluntarily places itself at the service of the state and provides a metaphysical legitimization for the Russian war in Ukraine. It justifies the state’s mandate to “defend” itself. 

			It should only be mentioned briefly that many essential terms, ideological constructs, and narratives that Putin’s regime regularly uses are drawn from religious vocabulary or are supported by religion.21 I’ll give just a few examples: the concept of the “Russian world,” the alleged existence of the common civilizational space that must be protected, and the national and religious unity of Russians and Ukrainians, who are one people according to the Russian interpretation. There is currently no indication that the Orthodox Church in Russia could take a different position or play a different role.

			The situation is different in Ukraine. In purely statistical terms, the denominational diversity does not allow any church to lay claim to an absolute majority in Ukraine as a whole, in order to assume the role of an ideological locomotive of politics. 

			However, there is no guarantee that the state will not try to appropriate a church or the churches as a whole for political purposes. It would therefore be important for the churches to refrain from any kind of totalitarian appropriation. Lively contact with a pluralistic civil society should help to maintain a healthy balance in the relationship with the governing power and to maintain a partnership of equals with both the state and civil society. 

			To sum up: The relationship between the churches and totalitarianism was very complex. There was no uniform line in this respect. The ambivalence with regard to the churches in their relationship to totalitarianism also seem to persist today. Our experience tells us that religion and churches have an identity-building effect and create community. They can overcome social differences and contribute to social solidarity. Religious interpretations can both create peace and legitimize acts of violence.22

			In the broader context of this war, the religious theme plays an important role, particularly for propaganda purposes. The complexity of the war includes its historical background and attempts at justification. The significance of Orthodoxy for the national, political, and cultural development of the East Slavic region is the reason why political leaders consider the religious question to be an important instrument of their policy. This applies to both the Russian and the Ukrainian narrative and the associated attempts by Russia to exert influence on Ukraine, and the efforts of the Ukrainian side to fend them off.

			For Putin’s propaganda, the Orthodox tradition is indispensable as a justification narrative for the implementation of Russia’s current Ukraine policy. For them, the Orthodox faith and its origins in Kyiv represent a unifying bond that is supposed to make the two peoples one. Because of its claim to the East Slavic region as its canonical territory, the Russian Orthodox Church is better suited than any other institution in Russia to highlight this state policy in terms of cultural policy. In line with state propaganda, Patriarch Kirill sees Ukraine as an indispensable part of the “Orthodox civilizational space” whose unity must be preserved.

			The creation of the Orthodox Church of Ukraine fits into the Ukrainian national narrative.23 What can be seen at first glance as a conflict between Constantinople and Moscow for supremacy in Orthodoxy is politically explosive. For the Ukrainian government, the autocephalous Orthodox Church in Ukraine was a further step along the road to liberating Ukraine from Russian influence. It challenged the Russian historical, religious, and political narrative.

			That is why churches are not mere spectators, not uninvolved actors, but are involved in the overall events of the war. Members of the churches’ hierarchy are in close contact with political groups. In 2023, Pope Francis wrote the following in a tweet: “I renew my appeal to stop using religions to incite hatred, violence, extremism and blind fanaticism, and to refrain from using the name of God to justify acts of murder, exile, terrorism and oppression.”24 

			In this sense, constant critical self-reflection and a search for new theological modalities could be helpful for the churches. They can help the churches to respond adequately to current challenges and serve as protective mechanisms against possible manipulative appropriation.
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			Dehumanizing of Ukrainians by Russians: From Mocking to Inciting to Kill

			Gelinada Grinchenko

			“My interest, which is no longer theoretical, lies in wondering with what feeling a Russian soldier will shoot at me. With a sense of duty? Deep satisfaction? Sorrow for my betrayal of the great Russia? Will he shoot and cry?” This question, full of pain and sarcasm, was posed by the renowned Ukrainian writer and historian Olena Styazhkina in 2014, at the onset of Russia’s war against Ukraine, when a Russian soldier came to her native Donetsk. I recalled these words when a Russian soldier came to my native Kharkiv in February 2022, realizing that he would undoubtedly shoot...

			With the beginning of the current phase of the full-scale war, not only did the invasion of Russian troops intensify, but so did Russian propaganda, aimed at ideologically justifying the aggression. A crucial element of this propaganda has been its dehumanizing strategies, as “dehumanizing beliefs are often entrenched ideological beliefs that proliferated because at some point in time they advantaged one group of people at the expense of another. Such beliefs can lose their causal efficacy and become latent, but they can be reignited by changes in a social ecology that is hospitable to them, including effective dehumanizing propaganda.”25

			In this brief essay, I will give several theses about the dehumanization of Ukrainians by Russian propaganda. I will touch upon this very complex issue in very broad strokes, as it requires thorough investigation across multiple disciplines. My focus will be on three points: the origins and development of this dehumanization, the contemporary rhetoric and behavior it relies on, and the consequences of this dehumanization.

			The contemporary multidisciplinary field of dehumanization studies traces its origins to the reactions to World War II and its atrocities, particularly the Holocaust, with Hannah Arendt frequently citing this context. She discussed the progressive loss of the “right to have rights,” followed by the loss of moral personhood, and finally, the loss of individuality – three stages of dehumanization in Nazi camps26. Today “dehumanization” is an excessively broad term. As David Livingstone Smith – author of two brilliant books about dehumanization – proposes, there is “a distinction between conceptions of dehumanization and theories of dehumanization. Conceptions of dehumanization are ideas about what dehumanization is – ideas about what sorts of phenomena the term “dehumanization” names. Theories of dehumanization are ideas about how dehumanization works – its psychological, political, and social dynamics.”27 

			What is important for this essay, is that dehumanization can manifest at the level of discourse or rhetoric (e.g. in media or propaganda) and can be categorized as latent (cognitive), expressivist or activist (linguistic), and actualized (behavioral). Causal influences are bidirectional: dehumanizing rhetoric or attitudes can lead to dehumanizing behavior, but they can also stem from prior dehumanizing behavior. “Prominent are the explanatory and justificatory functions with respect to harm: dehumanization is one of the causes of the inhuman and/or a post hoc perceived justification and thus perceived license to the inhuman. In other words, dehumanization often enables people to overcome an inhibition to harm or kill, or it is taken by people to justify the harming and killing – and be it after the fact.”28 

			The dehumanization of Ukrainians began long before this war. Looking at the roots and continuities, we can draw parallels with Ann Applebaum, who wrote an article in June 2022 titled “Ukraine and the Words That Lead to Mass Murder: First Comes the Dehumanization. Then Comes the Killing.”29 She used the dehumanization of Ukrainians during the Holodomor as an example, when Soviet propaganda repeatedly portrayed supposedly wealthy peasants, called kulaks, as saboteurs and enemies. The kulaks were depicted as needing to be eradicated, crushed like parasites or flies. 

			Anne Applebaum emphasizes, that “the relationship between genocidal language and genocidal behavior is not automatic or even predictable. Human beings can insult one another, demean one another, and verbally abuse one another without trying to kill one another. But while not every use of genocidal hate speech leads to genocide, all genocides have been preceded by genocidal hate speech.” She also attributes today’s Russian dehumanization of Ukrainians to the lack of memory work and accountability after the Soviet era atrocities such as the Holodomor, the Gulag, or the Great Terror of 1937-1938. “The gray apparatchiks, FSB operatives, and well-coiffed anchorwomen who organize and conduct the national conversation had for years been preparing their compatriots to feel no pity for Ukraine.” 

			There was no moment when the perpetrators expressed formal, institutional regret, continuous Applebaum. Most Russians accepted the explanations the state provided about the past and moved on. “They are not people, just kulak trash,” they told themselves then. “They are not people, but Ukrainian Nazis,” they tell themselves today. 

			To this list, I would add the unprocessed memory of World War II, Soviet re-occupation of Ukraine and the crimes of the Soviet army, which only began to be openly discussed after the collapse of the USSR. In post-war Soviet culture, the remembered suffering and sacrifice of military and civilian personnel served not so much as a warning against a new war, but as an emphasis on the greatness and significance of the Soviet state inside and outside its borders. In this culture, hate speech included numerous depictions of Ukrainians as enemies who needed to be fought and neutralized. It was the Ukrainian peasantry protesting the collective farm system, and Ukrainian artists, scientists, and political figures nurturing Ukrainian identity and aspiring to the country’s true sovereignty, who were branded as nationalists. Ksenia Kuzina writes that this specter of “Ukrainian nationalism” haunted the communist regime throughout its existence and even survived it. Soviet anti-Ukrainian narratives have proved surprisingly resilient in modern Russian propaganda. These narratives have been repurposed by Russian propagandists to create an image of treacherous Ukrainians who betrayed the Russian Empire, the USSR, and the entire “Russian world.” The same metaphors and lexemes were employed to dehumanize the Ukrainian people. Over the last twenty years, the portrayal of Ukrainian nationalists as an alleged threat to Russians simply by their existence has been propagated and solidified in the Russian information space. Consequently, the idea of a “preemptive” war against sovereign Ukraine and the destruction of its population was legitimized in Russian society, removing all safeguards against the genocide of the Ukrainian nation.30

			“Dehumanization is a kind of attitude. It is something that happens inside people’s heads.”31 In searching the roots of the dehumanization attitude to Ukrainians in Russian culture, we can also agree with Mykola Riabchuk, who, in numerous publications, investigates the dynamics of constructing the image of Ukrainians in the Russian Empire and identifies several imperial myths that were later utilized in Russia’s modern war against Ukraine. 

			Among other thesis he argues that the Russian imperial imagination created Ukrainians as “Little Russians” several centuries ago. “In the imperial imagination, true Ukrainians are seen as “younger siblings,” provincial cousins, somewhat dull and occasionally stubborn, but harmless. Of course, they need supervision, sometimes a guiding hand, but overall they are lovely and endearing – with colorful folklore and a funny dialect. Nearly all Russians, continues Riabchuk, love Ukraine and Ukrainians (“a wonderful Slavic people”), but, understandably, only as long as Ukrainians accept the assigned role of the “younger sibling,” a provincial simpleton compared to the “more cultured,” “urban” relative.32 

			Looking at what is happening now, the question arises: when did this contemptuous arrogance evolve into a call to kill all Ukrainians? Before 2013, there was no open call for the killing of Ukrainians. Since 2014, these calls have been openly made and unmasked to such an extent that already in 2014 Ukrainian analysts warned, “now we must admit: they will kill us. Before our eyes, they turn us into animals and justify our physical destruction. And this can only be done with one purpose: to kill us later.”33

			One of the most prominent examples of the rhetoric shifting relates to Alexander Dugin, well-known Russian neo-fashist, several years a professor at Moscow State University and the author of popular geopolitics textbooks. In August 2014, he was so disheartened by the fierce Ukrainian resistance to the Russian invasion in Donbas that he angrily wrote on his VKontakte page: “I cannot believe these are Ukrainians. Ukrainians are a wonderful Slavic people. But these are a race of degenerates who have crawled out of sewer manholes... We must cleanse Ukraine of idiots. Genocide of cretins is necessary and inevitable...”34 

			For 2014, this was still quite a radical statement. In the public sphere, indirect and manipulative hate speech was predominantly used, avoiding direct calls for killing all Ukrainians. This was a time when the portrayal of the cruel and inhumane Ukrainian soldier was being constructed.

			This process is vividly demonstrated by the fabricated myth about a boy who was allegedly crucified by Ukrainian soldiers in the presence of his mother in the central square of Slavyansk in 2014. The absurdity of this story is so great that it has been recognized as a prime example of Russian propaganda aimed at discrediting, dehumanizing, and demonizing Ukrainian soldiers. This story also draws clear parallels with the Nazis, constructing an image of Ukrainians as worse than Nazis.

			In 2021, the same Slavyansk resident who originally told the story of the crucified boy to Russian correspondents gave another interview. Remarkably, she complained about her life in Russia and said, “They don’t even see us as human beings... if children quarrel somewhere, they immediately say, ‘Go back to your Ukraine, no one here was waiting for you.’”35

			The dehumanization of Ukrainians was completed at the beginning of April 2022 when the state-run website “RIA Novosti” published an article of asserting that the ”denazification” of Ukraine requires the ”elimination” of the Ukrainian leadership and even the eradication of the name “Ukraine” itself because being Ukrainian meant being a Nazi. 

			Here the manipulation of the term “Nazism” also reached its culmination, twisting the logic of its usage and, thanks to this distorted usage, distancing Russia itself from accusations of Nazism. In simpler terms ‒ since Russia is fighting against Nazis, it cannot be considered Nazi itself.36

			According to Snyder, who referred to this article on RIA Novosti as the “Handbook of Genocide,” Putin’s Russian regime uses the term “Nazis” not because it opposes the extreme right, which it certainly does not, but as a rhetorical device to justify unprovoked war and genocidal policies. According to this absurd definition, where Nazis have to be Ukrainians and Ukrainians have to be Nazis, Russia cannot be fascist, no matter what Russians do. Snyder is unequivocal in his interpretation of the article. He writes:

			“The Russian handbook is one of the most openly genocidal documents I have ever seen. It calls for the liquidation of the Ukrainian state, and for abolition of any organization that has any association with Ukraine. It postulates that the “majority of the population” of Ukraine are “Nazis,” which is to say Ukrainians. Such people, “the majority of the population,” so more than twenty million people, are to be killed or sent to work in “labor camps” to expurgate their guilt for not loving Russia. Survivors are to be subject to “re-education.” Children will be raised to be Russian. The name “Ukraine” will disappear.“37

			It’s incredibly cynical that the Russian propaganda establishment openly uses cultural products from the era of World War II to incite the killing of Ukrainians. At the end of 2022, the head of the Moscow Department of Culture, Alexander Kibovsky called for killing as many Ukrainian “Nazis” as possible.38 Asserting that Russia is fighting “Nazis” in Ukraine, Kibovsky quoted a poem by Konstantin Simonov from 1942 titled “Kill Him.”

			Kill at least one! Kill him, don’t wait! Each time you see him, End his fate!

			Так убей же хоть одного! Так убей же его скорей! Сколько раз увидишь его, Столько раз его и убей!

			“Get to work, brothers!” were the words of Kibovsky after citing this poem.

			So, having reached the level of ideology, the dehumanizing of Ukrainians on one hand, justifies all the crimes already committed, and on the other hand justifies future crimes, no matter how terrible they may be.

			And here I’m reaching the last point of my essay: consequences and how to overcome them. Specialists in dehumanization studies argue that the negative consequences of dehumanization range from sheer indifference, lack of kindness, subtle discriminations, deliberate rudeness, hierarchical domination, exploitation, oppression within a society, to social death and outright social or moral exclusion from a society. A variety of injustices, harms, and atrocities result from these consequences. But what is more important, the effects of dehumanization can extend backwards, blocking forgiveness and the willingness of perpetrators to take responsibility for past atrocities.39

			Speaking about the consequences of dehumanization, the main thing to be feared, it seems to me, is banalization. Getting used to and not noticing how terrifying this rhetoric is. To perceive it as a joke. I do not have a conclusion. This is open-ended talk to start to think what. we ought to do to remain humanistic inside the landscape of overwhelming dehumanization. 
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			Russian Aggression Against Ukraine 
in Action: Legitimization of Occupation and Mechanisms of Slow Dependency40

			Oksana Mikheieva

			Russian aggression accompanied by the occupation of Ukrainian territories began 10 years ago, in 2014. The result of the aggressive actions of the Russian Federation was the annexation of the Crimean peninsula and the occupation of parts of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions. The peculiarity of this occupation was the use of simulated democracy as a tool for seizing territories – so-called referendums were held in Crimea and parts of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions of Ukraine, designed to demonstrate to the world that it was the desire of the people themselves to break away from Ukraine politically along with the territories. Detailing and understanding the mechanisms of such seizure of territories is important not only from the position of realising the inadmissibility of such actions in general, but also from the point of view of critically rethinking the pitfalls of democracy and, above all, a number of forms of realising people’s power, such as referendums or elections.

			Pseudo-plebiscite and imitation democracy 

			Simulated referendums became a universal tool that allowed both to integrate the captured territories into the political body of the Russian Federation (as in the case of the Crimean peninsula in 2014) and to keep the conflict frozen by declaring pseudo-independence of the occupied territories (as in the case of the occupied parts of Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts in the same year). While in Crimea the referendum ballot initially included a question about the “reunification” of Crimea with Russia as a subject of the Russian Federation, in the partially occupied territories of Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts the referendum included questions about the “state self-sufficiency” of the so-called people’s republics – Donetsk and Luhansk. Even the very wording of the question on the ballot paper is noteworthy here – it was not about independence, but about “state self-sufficiency,” which further blurred the understanding of the situation and created conditions for using the results of the referendum depending on the context.

			With the beginning of the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by the Russian Federation on 24 February 2022, the size of the territories occupied by the Russian Federation in Ukraine increased compared to 2014. To legitimize the seizure of these territories, the Russian Federation again used pseudo-referendums and elections as key tools to achieve its goal.

			Information supported by figures is usually perceived in the mass consciousness as more convincing and trustworthy. Accordingly, the use of numerical indicators often becomes a tool for manipulation of consciousness. Thus, following the results of the referendum held in Crimea, local election commissions reported a turnout of 83.1 per cent of voters and 96.77 per cent of those who in the voting process supported the idea of “reunification” with the Russian Federation as a federal subject. The same “convincing” figures of support for “independence” can be seen in the data presented by the organizers of referendums in the occupied territories of Donetsk (turnout – over 70%, support among the referendum participants – 89%) and Luhansk oblasts (turnout – 65%, support – 94%). 

			Already in 2014, it became obvious how difficult it was to resist such manipulative practices. The data from the referendums were in sharp contrast to both the usual political activity of the population in Ukraine and the data from sociological surveys on the issues of potential future relations with the Russian Federation. Referendums were held in conditions when the Ukrainian government either completely (as in Crimea) or largely lost control over these territories. They were held in complete disregard of Ukrainian legislation (a referendum on changing the territorial structure in Ukraine is possible, but only in the form of an all-Ukrainian referendum adopted by the Ukrainian parliament). The access of foreign observers to the voting process was significantly restricted; in fact, it was a matter of demonstratively granting access to a number of international observers loyal to the Russian Federation, which was also used as an additional manipulative tool to legitimize the seizure of territories.

			A number of journalists and local pro-Ukrainian activists who tried to record violations reported violence against them, and also spoke out about a range of violations: registration of all those who came to the polling stations by passport, without checking their personal data against the electoral lists; lack of opportunity to observe the vote counting process; situations of aggressive pushing of observers out of polling stations, etc. Therefore, the real voter turnout was questioned. Volunteer journalists carried out their own checks and proved the possibility of “circular” voting (when the same person votes at different polling stations), there was a question of finding ballot papers brought to the polling stations already filled in. However, the occupation of territories, as well as the active intrusion of the Russian Federation into the information (media) space allowed the Russian Federation to simulate the democratic procedure of the referendum, supporting it with an “undoubtedly” high result, which, combined with the lack of transparency of voting and access to control procedures, created a blurred perception of what was happening. In this situation, both claims become possible and equally unsubstantiated – about the support of the local population for the policy of the Russian Federation in the occupied territories, and about the fake and imitative nature of these referendums. This artificial creation of ambiguity became an effective mechanism of occupation and an attempt to internationally legitimize the seizure, calming the public reaction of Western countries to the aggression. All this was accompanied by the creation of information noise, the main task of which was to shift attention from the illegitimacy of such actions in general to the discussion around the results of the pseudo-referendums and the creation of a sense of ambiguity about what was happening.

			The Russian Federation used a similar scheme to legitimize new seizures of territory in a full-scale invasion in 2022. On 23 September 2022, simultaneous referendums were held on the inclusion of the so-called DNR (Donetskaya Narodnaya Respublika), LNR (Luganskaya Narodnaya Respublika), and occupied parts of the Kherson and Zaporizhzhya regions into the Russian Federation. The turnout data provided by the Russian Federation on behalf of local election commissions, as in 2014, showed an unusual level of participation in the plebiscite for Ukrainian society: turnout in the DNR – 97.51%, in the LNR – 92.6%, in the Kherson region – 76.86%, in the Zaporizhzhya region – 85.4%. Physical control over parts of Ukrainian territories allowed the Russian Federation to hold local elections in them from 30 August to 10 September 2023, in which both local and Russian parties participated.

			A series of studies41 we conducted among residents of the occupied territories allows us to look at the implementation of such pseudo-democratic mechanisms from the inside of the situation, as they were seen and perceived by ordinary residents of Ukraine who found themselves in the occupied territories. All research participants had a long experience of being under occupation (on average a little over a year) and at the time of the research were either in liberated territories or had left the occupied territories for a part of the country controlled by the Ukrainian government. The information collected reflects individual experiences of living under occupation and in this respect has a number of limitations. However, on the other hand, the data allow for a critical rethinking of publicly available information about what is happening in the occupied territories.

			Personal stories of our participants allow us to reconstruct the process of preparing and holding local elections in the occupied territories in September 2023. In this case, we are talking about the Ukrainian territories occupied by the Russian Federation and included in the political body of the Russian Federation on the basis of illegal referendums. 

			Our research participants noted that before the elections, the process of forced passportization of the population increased significantly. At the same time, residents of the occupied territories were not required to surrender their Ukrainian passports. Creating uncertainty with passports and, accordingly, with citizenship, can also be seen as an additional manipulative technology that allows the residents of the occupied territories to be presented as both Russians and Ukrainians at the same time, depending on the context and the rhetoric convenient for the occupiers.

			Further, almost all participants said that such plebiscites have nothing to do with democratic procedures in normal societies and do not depend on people’s participation and opinion:

			“Even if the opinion of the [occupied] population is different, it will not solve anything. There are just these elections, there are all these protocols, they will be written before the elections take place – I am 100% sure of that. Because it’s all this...because this is what happened in the so-called referendum.”

			”That’s how they held [the referendum]. As for the ballots for those... I think they just drew the number they needed, and that’s all.”

			”The thing is, when the referendum was held, some woman was running around and it’s not clear what she signed, but people were telling us [to vote]. Someone was threatened with something. In general, it was a kind of circus. It would have been a circus if people weren’t so scared of it all.”

			“Because, let’s say, we went through that crazy referendum, and everyone probably thinks, you know, there’s a word ‘to slip through,’ let’s say, in the meantime. That is, if you don’t get yourself dirty, but on the other hand, let’s say you don’t run into something like that. I think it’s something like that. Well, in any case, it doesn’t look like the attitude to elections as it happens in normal times, that is, it has nothing to do with all that. I mean, there is no electoral process there, I don’t know if it can be called that at all.”

			We also asked our participants to estimate in percentages the part of the local population that can be labeled as active supporters of the Russian Federation. According to approximate and subjective estimates of our research participants, such people are no more than 15-20% of the local population (our participants represent rural areas where people know each other well, therefore, despite the subjectivity of their estimates, they are not abstract in their assessments and are not disconnected from reality). Despite the subjectivity of such estimates, this information is completely different from the data on the turnout at referendums and elections of the local population and support for the Russian vector of development of local territories, as announced by the Russian Federation. 

			In order to achieve its goal of demonstrating its own legitimacy in the occupied territories, the Russian occupation authorities resort to other manipulative technologies. For example, the implementation of election procedures not on one day, but actually over a period of 10-11 days (in the occupied territories in the south of Ukraine – from 30 August to 10 September), which, combined with home voting procedures, does not allow to assess and control the real turnout at the elections. An additional space of manipulation was provided by polling stations on the territory of the Russian Federation, created for residents of the occupied territories who want to vote distantly.

			The very situation of such voting allows for a mirror-opposite interpretation, creating feelings of blurriness, uncertainty, and doubt. For example, home voting is presented by Russian propaganda as a concern for people in remote areas, and armed men accompanying representatives of election commissions as a guarantee of voting security. At the same time, local residents talk about elections “at gunpoint.”

			Mechanisms of slow dependence

			The formation of dependence of people in the occupied territories was and still is subordinated to the same goal – to create the appearance of the voluntary nature of the captured territories’ incorporation into the Russian Federation’s political body. Our research allowed us to reconstruct some of these instruments of dependency formation, which slowly, step by step, put people in a hopeless situation. Slow, step-by-step formation of dependence is dangerous because people do not perceive individual actions of the occupation authorities as a serious threat and become aware of their dependence only when they have practically no choice.

			Various actions of the Russian Federation related to humanitarian aid given to the local population in the occupied territories (various payments, issuance of food or items) were accompanied by mandatory recording of recipients’ data, which created a documentary base of confirmed contact with the occupants which can be used to intimidate the local population, threatening reprisals from the Ukrainian authorities and accusations of collaboration.

			The mechanism of dependency formation can be traced more clearly in the labor market. At the initial stage of the occupation, people were involved in the functioning of important structures and systems with high salaries. At first, the money was paid in cash into their hands according to lists made by occupation authorities. Then the money started to be transferred to a bank card, only in rubles, for which it was necessary to get a SNILS (Russian identification code - “insurance number of individual personal account”). At first, SNILS could be issued with a Ukrainian passport. However, after six months, employees were informed that those who live and work with a Ukrainian passport, as non-residents of the country, would pay higher taxes and, accordingly, receive lower wages. This became one of the tools used to filter workers, prompting some to conform and apply for a Russian passport, and others to decide to quit. Those who continued to work while retaining their Ukrainian citizenship became increasingly few in number and, consequently, they became visible. An additional tool of pressure was “friendly” conversations with representatives of the “FSB” (Federal Security Service of the Russian Federation), who warned that such people would be taken into special consideration as disloyal and potential agents of Ukrainian security services. At this stage, people found themselves hostage to the situation – it was already dangerous to resign, as resignation could be considered proof of co-operation with the Ukrainian security services. Accordingly, obtaining Russian citizenship was the only possible way out of the situation.

			Another shocking step-by-step algorithm of dependency formation was the occupants’ policy towards families with children. In the conditions of military operations and the destruction of housing, people really needed humanitarian aid. In the beginning of the inavasion, aid was provided to all those in need, but later on, in order to receive humanitarian aid, certain conditions had to be fulfilled – for example, one had to enroll in a Russian school. After the end of the school year, in the spring-summer of 2023, children began to be actively taken to Crimea for their recreation. This primarily concerned orphans, as well as children who studied in new Russian schools. Those parents who refused to let their children go for recreation were deprived of humanitarian support and financial payments. Those parents who agreed had to provide schools with written consent for their child to travel to Crimea for recreation. As a result, some of the children did not return home, and their parents had to look for their children and find ways to return them from Russian Federation. The anti-human component of these actions is not only the deportation of Ukrainian children, but also the creation of a situation in which parents realize that they themselves gave their consent to this deportation. Here, as well as in the case of elections and referendums, we see that the occupation authorities seek, at any cost, to legitimize the occupation and show the voluntary nature of cooperation from the local population.

			Behind the forced passportization and acceptance of Russian citizenship was the gradual exclusion from medical care, loss of the possibility of official employment or entrepreneurial activity, and inability to receive social assistance and pensions. Obtaining a Russian passport also closed access to Ukraine for those who were forced to do so (according to Russian laws, one can cross the border only with an international passport; an internal passport of a Russian citizen is not suitable for this purpose). Obtaining an international passport is costly and bureaucratic, so the bulk of people in the occupied territories became tied to a place and lost the right to mobility.

			These are just a few aspects of the formation of the dependency that our study participants talked about. However, the mechanism for creating dependency is almost identical in different spheres where local residents come into contact with the occupying force. Its specificity lies in its gradual nature, so that people do not immediately realize what is happening to them. People are first given various benefits and compensations, and then they are coerced into fulfilling a quite legal Russian regulation or law, as a result of which people lose their freedom and the right to self-determination, including their lives and the lives of their children. On the other hand, people’s co-operation with the occupation authorities becomes part of their “fixed,” recorded, registered biography and, accordingly, a tool for forming fears of possible punishment in case Ukrainian control over their own territories is restored.

			Afterword

			Practices of simulated democracy are extremely dangerous because they undermine confidence in democracy as a whole. As the experience of people who lived under occupation shows, the occupation authorities (relying on collaborators) do everything to create the impression that everything happens as a result of people’s will and thus legitimize aggression and territorial seizures. The mechanism of “democracy without people” turns out to be very effective and not only creates the illusion of expression of will, but also blocks any manifestations of protest and resistance. It is impossible to disrupt elections that are held without real influence or the participation of people. Any manifestations of resistance to the elections (ignoring the elections, hiding from mobile election commissions) in the conditions of control over the media environment are easily ignored or presented as marginal phenomena, and election fraud combined with staged videos are used to promote messages about the people’s support for Russia’s actions in the occupied territories.

			The use of democratic rhetoric and instruments of people’s power to seize territory is a serious challenge to modern democracy. And this challenge goes far beyond the Russo-Ukrainian war. The instrumental success of a facade of manipulative democracy undermines confidence in democracy as a way of organizing life in most Western countries as a whole, and shows its vulnerabilities and traps. In this case, it is more important than ever to call what is happening by its own name, not to stop at the convenient compromise formula “not everything is so unambiguous,” because this blurring of the boundaries of the perception of reality calls into question the effectiveness of democracy and leads to an erosion of confidence in its ability to be resilient enough to protect itself.
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			War, the Pyramid of Power, and Law

			Czesław Porębski

			I

			One thing is certain: No one and nothing will be able to deprive Ukraine and Ukrainians of a permanent place in the public consciousness and on the political map of the world. 

			When it comes to Russia, it is difficult to find such certainties, even if we limit ourselves to the voices of Russians themselves. The number of scenarios drawn and their diversity is surprising. On the one hand, a radical position appears – an expression not so much of forecasts, but of ethically motivated postulates, a demand that Russians confess their sins to themselves and to the world, apologize, compensate as much as possible for the wrongs and damages caused, abandon the centuries-old tradition of territorial expansionism and the practice of colonial imperialism and, after the decolonization of the Russian Federation, agree to the establishment of a number of sovereign, democratic states on its current territory. And further, that they themselves decide to de-Stalinize and to punish war crimes, to effectively democratize their own country and finally, to embark firmly on their “long road” to Europe.42

			On the other hand, on the pages of the Russian magazine “Profile: Military,” on June 14, 2023, Sergei Karaganov, an advisor to both Yeltsin and Putin, a close associate of Lavrov, and the former head of the Russian Council on Foreign and Defense Policy, grandly spins his vision of Russia’s victory in the current war. Victory, 
if necessary, it must be coerced from the timid West by a sufficiently serious threat or the actual use of nuclear weapons. And this victory would consist in achieving all the goals of the Special Military Operation, regaining Russia’s superpower position in Europe and around the globe, and creating, with the participation of China, Russia, and smaller “willing countries” gathered in BRICS, a new world order – something like a globalized “Russian mir” (russkij mir) – in which the role of the “collective West” will inevitably and quickly approach zero.43

			Between these extremes there is room for less radical scenarios, including a program for the democratization of Russia, which, while maintaining its current territorial shape with the necessary post-war modifications, would gradually, thanks to the cooperation and support of the West, transform to become a relatively modern and democratic state capable of respecting the “rule of law” both internally and in international relations.44

			Realistic supporters of the democratization and Westernization of Russia have long been aware that its unique socio-politico-economic structure, the peculiar course of its history, and the specificity of its culture and religious tradition may create numerous obstacles that will be difficult to overcome. There was also no shortage of Russian authors who warned against the dangerous potential of Russian anachronisms, also for the West. The titles of the works of two authors are eloquent: Yuri Afanasyev’s “Dangerous Russia” (original title: Opasnaya Rossija) and Vladislav Inozemtsev’s “Non-contemporary country” (Nesovremennaja strana).45

			Among these obstacles, one of the most serious is Russia’s unique way of understanding political power. It was expressed in the triad formulated by the tsarist Minister of Education, Sergei Uvarov, in the 1830s – the three fundamental principles of the Russian empire. According to Uvarov, these were: Orthodoxy (pravoslavie), Autocracy (samoderzhavie), and Nationality (narodnost’, i. e. ­native culture of the Russian folk). Together, these three principles defined the tsar’s autocratic power, which found religious legitimacy in Orthodox Christianity and moral support in the unique quality of Russian folk culture. The state is not only subject to the authority of the tsar, but is also the tsar’s property – a legally inherited patrimonium. The tsar’s power also has religious grounds. Standing at the head of the state that is the heir of the legitimate Christian faith, he is the arbiter in matters of faith and the measure of justice both in Russia and in the entire Christian world. Moreover, the tsar has an intimate relationship with the Russian people, thanks to which the moral purity that the Russian people managed to save can be preserved for the whole world and passed on to it as a priceless treasure. Russia therefore has a mission: to convey to the world and disseminate the essential content of its unique culture.

			There are many reasons to continue to engage with this 19th-century formula today. Let’s mention just three. 

			Firstly, this formula persistently returns in Russian reality. After short and ineffective attempts at democratization reforms – the first at the beginning of the 20th century after the lost war with Japan, the second after the February Revolution in 1917, and the third shortly after the collapse of the USSR – Russia entered the ruts of autocracy, reinforced by the belief in its special mission and the uniqueness of its culture that is supposed to justify Russia’s “liberation” efforts. During the period of building Communism, the tsar’s place was taken by the first secretary. The liberation mission had a “global” scope, despite the initial “atheization” of the Soviet people, and the ruler of the Kremlin, especially during World War II, successfully sought the support of the Orthodox Church. Names, labels, and slogans changed. The fundamental relationship of the pyramid of power to the people and matters subordinated to this power did not change. And today? The ruler of the Kremlin, waging a colonial war, uses the slogan of the moral superiority of the “Russian mir” as a reason for “liberating” Ukraine from itself, and gains the religious support of the Moscow Patriarch, who calls this war a “metaphysical war.”

			The second reason: grasping the meaning of this particular socio-politico-religious configuration and noticing its deep roots, dating back to the times of the principality of Moscow and its dependence on the Tatar empire of the Golden Horde, is the key to interpreting the attitude towards both domestic and international law, which is widespread in Russia – especially in the circles of the political establishment. This attitude – a mixture of nonchalance, lack of respect, and disregard – is closely related to the understanding of political power and its role in all human affairs. Since the tsar – or his more modern equivalent – is the final decision-maker in every matter, no legal rules can bind him. Otherwise, he wouldn’t be at the top of the pyramid. Therefore, lex super omnia makes no sense. It would rather make sense to say: the tsar’s might determines what is right or rex est lex, if we insist on Latin.

			This is not good news for the outside world. The fundamental voluntarism of the Kremlin authorities means that the solemnly accepted and declared treaty obligations and other norms of international law are respected only as long as they are in line with the political will of the Kremlin. When this compliance disappears, these people deviate from their obligations without embarrassment or scruples, and propose to establish new rules.

			The supremacy of the political will of the center of power and its central figure also means that law, court, justice system, judge, prosecutor, defense attorney all take on different meanings and become part of the “gray zone,” which Yuriy Afanasyev writes about as one of the dangers in his historical treatise on “dangerous Russia.” This “gray zone” also includes the legislative branch and other representative bodies. If Russia is impenetrable to outside observers, it is largely because of the extent of this gray zone.

			The third reason for returning to the Uvarov formula is related to sociological data proving that despite the war lasting over two years, this war’s cruel consequences, destruction, losses, accusations of genocide and crimes against humanity, mass emigration of the best-educated Russians, the gap between the declared goals of the war and reality, Russian public opinion consistently maintains a high level of support for the opinion that “the country’s affairs are heading in the right direction,” and the president of the Russian Federation remains its most trusted figure.

			One of the reasons for this state of affairs is probably the relationship that the Kremlin has managed to create between the president and wide circles of Russian society, which obtain basic information from state media, especially television. President Putin has played a significant role in establishing this relationship. His public image is due, among other things, to the fact that he took the highest place in the pyramid of power (vertikal’ vlasti) in spite of various obstacles and adversaries. And he has also turned out to be able to rule with a strong hand, guided only by the “Kremlin’s rules.”

			Several other circumstances are also important. By sending carefully crafted “signals,” Putin convinced many Russians that he was one of them, relatable and “just like them.” This strategy elicited responses exemplified by a Russian lady’s dream - hoping fate would provide her with a husband or son-in-law “just like Putin” (takogo kak Putin). An important tool of persuasion is the language he can use – expressions coming from the language of prisons, penal colonies, and street gangs. The image of cleanliness, exceptional dedication, and efficiency surrounding secret service workers in Russia is also important. Finally – and this may be the most important consideration – by occupying the highest place in the pyramid of power, he inherits, as it were, this intimate bond of a special relationship with the people, the existence of which was believed not only by simple subjects of the tsars, but also by the tsars themselves, including the last one, Nicholas II.46

			II

			A caveat is necessary here: the preceding analysis is a largely static diagram of the Russian system of political power. A more accurate presentation of this system would require focusing attention on its dynamic aspects, which the “pyramid of power” metaphor may obscure. 

			Such an analysis would be even more difficult because the government system in Russia, while performing its numerous functions, is governed by specific rules which are not always clear and only partially articulated. Although it is a system of autocratic power, in order to last and remain effective it must leave significant degrees of freedom to its “elements” and at the same time have instruments capable of restoring the hierarchical order when this freedom goes too far. 

			For example, the “pyramid of power” is also a “pyramid of distribution” of the benefits that remaining in the orbit of power may bring. It is a mechanism for distributing material goods, positions, honors, orders, and awards. Moreover, it allows “our own” to access a special kind of satisfaction resulting from various types of privileges. Within it, the interests of various people, groups, and coteries collide and are agreed upon. The appanages subject to distribution are only partially legal. The system also generates the “satisfactions” derived from crimes, rapes, and cruelty, which are also made available by the authorities ‒ see the actions of “special operators” in Ukraine. However, all this must be kept within certain limits to determine the stability of the system. When the limit is grossly crossed, corrective mechanisms are activated, not necessarily in accordance with the “official” legal order, as long as they operate according to the “Kremlin’s rules.” The finale of Prigozhin’s rebellion may be a suitable example. Gogol already implemented the principle itself in a formula that allowed members of the government apparatus to commit corruption, embezzlement, and other offenses, provided they do so “decently” and in proportion to their rank. System insiders must know and apply these rules, which are not entirely formalized, if they want to stay in the system.

			Another source of difficulty which “dynamic” analysis encounters arises from the fact that the Russian political system has long used the art of effective self-presentation. This system is able to present itself and Russia in various ways, depending on the context, the addressee of the presentation, a given moment, taste, prejudices, and predilections of the wider environment to which the addressee belongs. It is not the content itself that is important; what matters more is the appropriate setting, the attractiveness of the staging of the act of communication itself, the persuasive potential of the information it contains, and the impact on the recipient’s behavior towards Russia. Depending on the context, the content may even change dramatically and have little or nothing to do with reality. And often this “chameleon-like,” protean nature of the content conveyed in this way makes such a message effective.

			It turns out that when an aggressor launching a “special military operation” can be effectively presented as an innocent victim of aggression who has been hit “in the soft underbelly” – as one of the leaders of Russian “strategic thought” has put it – by the hostile environment. It is surprising how many people, organizations of diverse sorts, and state governments appeal to Ukraine – whose territory is partially occupied by the aggressor and who has been the target of its daily attacks for over two years – to initiate peace talks. The authors of these appeals do not mind the fact that the aggressor – the alleged victim of the intrigues of Ukraine and the West – openly declares willingness to annihilate the attacked victim in the event of persistent resistance to actions of “special operation,” justifying these plans with elaborate historical arguments. These arguments are intended to prove that the attacked neighboring country is “artificial creation,” and Ukrainians are mistaken in thinking that they exist when in fact they belong to a large Russian family. And, of course, their belief that they speak Ukrainian is wrong, because Ukrainian is just a dialect of Russian.

			A similar way of dealing with reality and the truth about it has been known and effectively used in Russia for a long time. Tsarist Russia was already very good at presenting another war of conquest as providing “fraternal” help to the conquered peoples and states. Phenomena such as double speak, double think, and fake news were known before the terms naming them appeared in the 20th century.

			Alain Besançon even writes: “The art of lying is as old as Russia itself. Custine and Michelet treated it as its fundamental feature. The old lie was formerly, in the time of Nicholas I, the result of national pride. Russia was great, powerful, but it was also poor. Gogol and Pushkin put it extremely well. This gap was unbearable and politically dangerous, because Russia was ruled in an authoritarian way: the authorities should implement their plans successfully. Lies were lied to mask failures. First to foreigners (‘lying to them is a profession’ – notes Custine), then to themselves. Compensations were found: the purity of Orthodoxy, a broad soul, spirituality – and as compensation, Europe was always despised and shamed for its impure Christianity, narrow soul and materialism.”47

			Besançon states that the lie of the tsarist times was replaced in the 20th century by a more complicated version – the Communist lie. The core of this version was ideology, and the main tool was the official language of propaganda, the “values” of which were well reflected in the term popularized by Françoise Thom in the title of her book Langue du bois (“Wooden Tongue”).

			After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian lie changed its form again. As an effective tool of both internal and external policy, it has become an important subsystem of the political system of the Russian Federation. It itself became, in many ways, a truly “pyramidal” subsystem: in order to serve the “pyramid of power” in new and rapidly changing conditions, it had to expand in all its dimensions. As a subsystem itself, it has become a complex structure in which, in addition to integrated and hierarchical elements, there are components endowed with relatively great freedom and capable of their own initiative and response, for example bloggers, hackers, influencers, troll farms, as well as private enterprises accepting and performing various types of orders. Part of this system are mass media that send their messages to an international audience. This system also does not shy away from hiring contractors for specific “orders” and using the capabilities of its supporters and allies for its own purposes.

			By using all available means of communication techniques, this subsystem achieves a range of effective influence that exceeds limits that were previously unattainable. The course of election campaigns in many countries, the campaign preceding Brexit, the pro-Russian reorientation of various political circles in the West and in the countries of the “global south” or, as it is also known, the “global majority” are proof of this. It is worth noting that the spread of these “global” terms that “aggregate” all “non-Western” countries also constitutes similar evidence.

			Another important novelty is the changed global information environment in which today’s advocates of lies operate. It is the “post-truth” environment. As already mentioned, much of what is included in this short description of the current global cultural and spiritual situation was known avant la lettre to the creators and propagators of the “export image” of Russia even in tsarist times. However, today’s “pyramid” system of lies operates on a greater scale and goes much further. Just how far is shown by the propaganda preparation and current “handling” of the war being waged by Russia in Ukraine. The main slogan of the “post-truth” times, “nothing is true,” is supplemented with a conclusion drawn from one’s own professional experience: “everything can be said” encourages, for example, employees of the lie subsystem to treat logic in a special way.

			Remarkably, it seems possible to declare the start of a war and, in the same breath, claim no war has begun – simply by labeling aggression against a neighboring country as a “special liberation operation.” Similarly, one can say that almost all Ukrainians are extremist nationalists or even Nazis, which implies that there are Ukranians in Ukraine, and yet at the same time claim that there are actually no Ukrainians at all. Instead, there are only Little Russians, that is, they are actually Russians. Those who do not notice this close “kinship” should recognize it or disappear, in both cases, a “special operation” will radically help them.

			The success of the peace talks will depend on restoring at least minimal respect for reality and facts, such as the fact that the Russian Federation, as the “heir” of the USSR, is bound by the norms of international law expressed in documents such as the Charter of the United Nations and the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, adopted in 1975 by 33 ­European countries. In the main principles of this Act, its signatories undertake, among others: to respect the inviolability of borders, to refrain from threats of use of force, to resolve disputes peacefully, and to respect the territorial integrity of European countries. No one has abolished these rules with regard to Russia.

			Another fact that cannot be omitted: the Russian Federation, together with the United States and Great Britain, in December 1994, under the Budapest Memorandum, additionally became a guarantor of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine in exchange for its renunciation of the nuclear weapons left by the USSR, the transfer of these weapons to the Russian Federation, and for Ukraine’s commitment to join the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. As an act subsequently adopted by all permanent members of the United Nations Security Council, the memorandum became part of international law.

			Respecting reality must also result in all participants in the talks recognizing the aggressor’s responsibility for the consequences of the invasion: from the hecatomb of fatal victims of this war, war crimes of the invading army, rapes, and all other acts of violation of the norms of jus belli, to material losses, destroyed cities, ravaged and devastated infrastructure, and the destruction of huge areas of the country.

			For the success of such conversations, it will also be necessary to restore respect for the elementary rules of using language as a communication tool for conveying the truth about reality, and not only for creating Potemkin linguistic constructions that obscure reality. Contrary to the motto of post-truth times, the propaganda simulacrum must give way to the truth. Otherwise, no peace “talk,” let alone an agreement, will be possible. For this reason alone no one accused of committing war crimes can participate in the peace talks. Binding international legal regulations only explicitly confirm this conclusion.

			Finally, the minimum condition for starting talks and being able to reach an agreement is to follow the elementary principles of logic. Some benefits can certainly be derived from messages containing statements and their negations, i.e. statements that are internally contradictory. If we say that we are waging war and at the same time, that we are not waging war (because what we have started 
is a “special operation”), we are defending the international order and, at the same time, we are not defending this order (because it is outdated and it is time to replace it with a “multipolar” order). In some cases, such statements may have a beneficial meaning for someone. For example, they can cause desired confusion among recipients. However, they exclude the very possibility of discourse aimed at achieving the truth. They are false by logic itself, and, as we know, ex falso quodlibet.

			III

			The success of the peace talks will also depend, to a large extent, on the participants’ understanding of the reasons why Russia is such a problematic member of the international community that it cannot find a place within it where it would avoid raising future grievances or causing further conflicts. These conflicts vary in scale and nature, but their common denominator is usually a particular political “tropism” that pushes Russian elites to look for opportunities for new territorial gains. For example, recently, in a peculiarly demonstrative gesture, Russia indicated that the North Pole is within the sphere of its interests. In the 19th century, shortly after the Crimean War, St. Petersburg newspapers were filled with detailed considerations of Russia’s projects for the conquest of India. Before tsarist Russia fell, it had managed to limit China’s territory and engage in a losing war with Japan. Contemporary claims and intentions against Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova, the existence of such a gray-spherical entity as Transnistria, and threats against the Baltic countries are therefore only an activation of the old “tropism,” expressed in territorial expansionism.

			Vaclav Havel, asked by Adam Michnik in a debate in Warsaw on November 15, 2008, what might be the source of this phenomenon, pointed to a certain aspect of Russian social psychology: “Russian society has a special complex, a fear of whether it will be taken seriously by the West. This largest country in the world seems small to itself and therefore squints at surrounding countries. As if it didn’t know exactly where it started and where it ended. When suddenly someone plays this national note, it is treated as a cure (false, of course) for these complexes. [...] the situation is worrying, and I am afraid that the European Union knows little about it. […] Sometimes it even borders on appeasement policy.”48

			Russian expansionism, in addition to the form of territorial expansionism which means that Russia has managed to test the possibilities of its expansion over the last few centuries and at the expense of each of its neighbors, has another form. It is universalistic expansionism: a religious-ideological complex inherent in Russian social psychology, in Russian culture and a specific type of religiosity, and, moreover, much deeper embedded than the complex that Havel talks about. It grew on the basis of Russian Orthodoxy out of the conviction that Russia is uniquely important in the history of the world and in the salvational history of humanity. According to this belief, Russia is to have a fate that will reveal and complete the meaning of the world, the meaning of human life, and the meaning of the relationship that connects humanity with Christ – God who became man in order for humankind to return to God.

			Only the Eastern, Russian Church has preserved this faith in an uncontaminated form. Referring to the Christian orthodoxy it has saved, this Church declares that the response to the redemptive sacrifice of God, who became man on the part of people who truly believe and who draw inspiration from their faith to love humanity as a whole, will be the process of returning to the original closeness with God, i.e. the “deification” of mankind. Russia, thanks to the unique authenticity and depth of its Christian faith, will lead this return and will be at the forefront of the true “conversion” of humanity. Being thus chosen makes Russia “sacred: Holy Russia”. Not only is the Orthodox Church holy, but everything that has any connection with Russia, which is why a halo of holiness surrounds the rulers of Russia and creates around them a kind of cult unknown elsewhere. The Russian people and their language are holy, Russian literature, the entire Russian culture, and nature are holy...

			Alain Besançon, after years of studying Russia, tried to express the belief in question in his synthetic essay entitled Sainte Russie. His comments regarding Dostoyevsky’s Slavophilism are telling. He describes an important feature of the concept of “Holy Russia as follows: “The god has a second name: Russian land. Due to its holiness, it does not have to be better, it is enough that it is different. That is why suffering – one of the constant attributes – is rightly assigned to it. ‘It’s better here,’ writes Saltykov-Shchedrin, one of the few authors who were able to give a true picture of their country, ‘better because we suffer more here.’ Likewise sin, which is rampant in Russia in all forms. It is considered a sanctifying humiliation and even a reason for /feeling/ superiority...”49

			While territorial expansionism, finding its outlet in ever new annexations, conquests, border disputes, and long-range plans, has its “realistic” side, enabling the external, non-Russian world to hope for discursive contact with Russia at least on the basis of some kind of Realpolitik, the universalistic consequences of the belief in the “holiness of Russia,” in the holiness of everything Russian – starting from Russian Orthodoxy to the immensity of suffering inflicted on oneself and others – and the ideas resulting from this belief about the completely unique role of Russia in God’s saving plans, do not provide such possibilities. From this image comes the expectation that the non-Russian “rest of the world” will agree to Russian principles of world order, accept Russian leadership, and believe that Russia will lead the world to “liberation,” “salvation,” “true freedom.” Other relations with Russia by divine judgment are not possible. In a word: the rest of the world, just like Russia itself, should be concerned with the profound truth, expressed most briefly by Fyodor Tyutchev, who is always quoted at the end of similar arguments: “One can only believe in Russia.”

			However, one may have doubts whether it is appropriate and timely to recall today, in view of the war now in its third year, similar ideas and concepts of 19th-century Russian thinkers, writers and poets. Whether it is necessary to delve into the analysis of Russian oscillations between two opposing complexes, the complex noticed by Havel, i.e. the inferiority complex, ominously manifesting itself in Russia’s neighborhood environment as its territorial expansionism, and the superiority complex that makes Russians believe in the sanctity of Russia and its universal mission, and thus provides them with a specific compensation.50

			Unfortunately, it is impossible not to take into account these complexes and the political concepts and orientations that flow from them. They have largely shaped Russian thought towards Europe and the world, and they still have an increasingly stronger impact today. Their influence is visible in the enunciations of eminent representatives of the “pyramid of power,” the Russian Church, and famous Russian creators, especially when, citing the principles of Russian mir, they present the “metaphysical” necessity of waging war with Ukraine and call for a final confrontation with the West.

			They also create a peculiar aura in which the demand for “understanding” for Russia appears in various countries and in various, often extremely different environments. Therefore, a considerable part of the world is in favor of “understanding” Russia, even when, in the course of considering strategic eventualities, Russian advocates of radical solutions recommend the use of nuclear weapons, citing their interpretation of providential judgments that, as in the past, still define today. They see Russia as unique because it is humanity’s liberator and saviour.

			Despite its preoccupation with the war in Ukraine, Russia is trying to expand the number of countries that “believe in it.” Its field of interest suddenly included, for example, quite distant New Caledonia. Recently, Russia has also intensified its “liberation” offer towards the countries of sub-Saharan Africa, at the same time removing doubts about the nature of the mercenaries operating there. The Wagner groups remaining there from Prigozhin’s times were quite openly subordinated to the Russian Ministry of Defense and in their new form were called the Russian African Corps, regardless of any possible associations.51 Russia’s insatiable appetite for the “salvation and liberation” of humankind shows no limits and poses a major security challenge for the coming decades. 
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			Ukraine’s Fight for Freedom and Democracy – a Fight For True Humanity 

			 Alois Joh. Buch

			Introduction

			In the context of the latest events since Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine, the headline of this panel expresses – though these days in part with less distinctness – a kind of common sense about Ukraine’s fight, at least within an important part of the political discourse in Europe and beyond. To this panel, with greatest respect for those involved in this fight, philosophers or ethicists (who are not political decision-makers) may contribute views, reflections, and considerations intended to be meaningful, in particular with regard to essentials of humanity and ethical principles attached to it. Hence, this paper will briefly point at three aspects, with a phenomenological approach and mainly from a socio-ethical point of view: 

			The “wholeness of Europe” – a formidable challenge and a precarious matter

			Besides being a great idea and a real political factor, neither the concept nor the given reality of the wholeness of Europe are self-evident. They are not beyond debate; they are not only attacked by enemies of democracy from outside, but also called into question from inside – for instance by anti-democratic movements and parties in quite a number of European countries. Even in respect to the European Union some of its members are critical of its purpose and “wholeness”. At any rate, we face clear phenomena of differently motivated mistrust in freedom, in the wholeness of Europe, and in democracy. Of course, this phenomenology alone and per se does not question altogether the insight and statement as put in our panel’s headline. Yet, it may inspire to reassure foundations and to ensure ethical principles that characterize freedom, Europe, and democracy worldwide.52

			Or, to put it in three perhaps provocative sounding questions: Which kind of Europe is Ukraine’s fight for freedom for? Which Europe does Ukraine believe in, and which Europe does it want to belong to? Since Ukraine and Ukrainians clearly tend to join the European Union, it may be useful to recall some shared values as laid down in the so-called “Maastricht Treaty” on European Union53, particularly in its preamble, namely in the self-committing words of the signatories: “DRAWING INSPIRATION from the cultural, religious and humanist inheritance of Europe, from which have developed the universal values of the inviolable and inalienable rights of the human person, freedom, democracy, equality and the rule of law […], CONFIRMING their attachment to the principles of liberty, democracy and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms and of the rule of law […], DESIRING to deepen the solidarity between their peoples while respecting their history, their culture and their traditions”54 etc. (emphasis added).

			Indeed, this kind of dedication towards the whole EU-Europe is based on great values and ambitious goals, containing eo ipso a formidable challenge, especially in sticking to them continuously. And, at the same time, it is a somewhat precarious matter, since exactly here the just-mentioned problems in and about Europe become particularly evident, precisely because these proclaimed European values actually represent a kind of post-nationalist, or in any case trans-European idea. But, without referring to diverse socio-historic theories on “nationalities,”55 it is important to note that precisely this post-nationalist idea forms a kind of starting point for in part nationalistically-driven critical questioning of European identity and its wholeness. That’s why fighting for Europe also means to get involved in tensions and respective clarification processes concerning the rather complex relation of the shared European narrative and of different national narratives, the latter for several good reasons, and with roots going back for centuries, being an important issue for Ukraine too.56

			Consequently, the fight for freedom as fundamental for the wholeness of Europe seems to have a much deeper meaning. That is to say that beyond core objectives like international peace, life in dignity and security, democratic stability, true human development etc. it is also a fight for the renewed commitment of all concerned to further develop the whole of free and democratic Europe and to safeguard its future as a real community of democracy-dedicated countries – intellectually, and ethically, politically and culturally. Therefore, in a basic sense Ukraine’s fight can be called truly exemplary and unprecedented since it actually is a concrete “symbol” of an obviously unavoidable fight for and of the whole of Europe.

			The “Fight for freedom…” is not an abstract thing, but crucial for any democracy 

			Who better in today’s Europe than Ukraine and Ukrainians to stand for and concretely witness this? Though based on quite different, yet culturally as well and historically interconnected experiences, many citizens in Eastern and Western Europe perceive “fight for freedom” as a kind of “label” that characterizes achievements, hopes, and dreams of real human development. In view of the ulterior motives and reasoning for the aggressive war against Ukraine, which continuously and transparently presented by Russian official statements and propaganda – and what has been thoroughly analysed and commented upon by expert political observers and respective researchers – nobody should close their eyes to what it’s actually all about: namely the fight against freedom as such. “Freedom,” both in its individual dimension for dignified life and as a central institutional element of democratic societies, legal systems, and of governmental action as a whole, for obvious reasons is clearly contrary to any basically oligarchical, autocratic, and dictatorial understanding of state, society, and governmental power. Consequently, a dictatorial system must strictly combat freedom, since the latter by its nature would fundamentally put that system at risk, shake its very foundations and would finally destroy it. In a way, the basic ingredients of freedom, for which Ukraine has fought in two peaceful recent revolutions, can in no way coexist with a dictatorship-based imperial concept or the “Russian World”.57 
Ingredients like political and social participation, personal decision-making, shared responsibility, not least ingredients like the framework for open media, civil society, economic justice etc., all of which could be outlined more distinctly and further outlined, for instance, in regard to highly meaningful socio-ethical principles like personality, solidarity and in particular sub­sidiarity.58 

			And now, since freedom by its very nature cannot be forcibly imposed by anybody, the fight to secure freedom depends very much on the conviction and commitment of citizens, politicians, states authorities, and where necessary it must also supported by freedom-defending military forces. Ukrainians know very well, and suffer very painfully, what this means in concrete terms. Therefore, and also due to the aforementioned “inner logic” of the Russian war, from an ethical point of view it is obvious that worldwide and especially in Europe attention should be emphatically drawn to the existential importance of this fight for freedom which can literally be called a “fight for life” too. And here, again, it should be added critically: just as Ukrainians in their own country are aware of the importance of efforts that foster such attention and respective commitment – for example at universities, in the education system, in the media – “the Europeans” should strengthen their efforts to resist any tendencies of curtailing freedom, as well as to disclose any misjudgements which are not willing to recognize the fact that dictatorial, warlike aggression ultimately aims at destroying freedom and peaceful coexistence.

			Democracy is never guaranteed – 
it must always and everywhere be fought for 

			But why fight for democracy and freedom at its core? Because, both from a theoretical and practical view, it is about the human development of life in dignity, and justice, including freedom of thought, conscience and religion. In short: because true humanity is at stake. In addition, from current global phenomenology, democracy, fundamental freedoms, and the aspiration of creating a more democratic world order seem to be increasingly under pressure. It is hard to ignore a worldwide growing struggle between an open democratic social order on the one hand and an authoritarian order on the other – a kind of “fight of systems,” of which the Russian aggressive war in Ukraine may appear as a sort of “proxy war.”59 So, the fight for freedom, wherever it is taking place, is deeply embedded in this worldwide reality. 

			That is why everything and everybody dedicated to real democracy have their natural role and involvement in this fight – individuals as well as states, the civil society as well as institutions, including religions and Churches. As to the Churches, a special responsibility in this should be clear, given the denominational situation in Ukraine and globally, and particularly in view of Orthodox Christianity as well as of “Western” Christianity – even more since there is a solid basis available for respective self-commitment in this regard from Christian Social Thought. To briefly mention exemplarily and pars pro toto, first the famous Orthodox document “For the Life of the World” (2019)60, second the long list of inspiring socio-ethical articles by ethicists like Myroslav Marynovych61 and by other experts62, and third with comparable intentions for instance encyclicals by Pope Francis like “Evangelii Gaudium”63 and “Fratelli tutti”64.

			Conclusion

			Finally, and summing up: since Russia, at least in part, belongs geographically to Europe, Ukraine’s fight for freedom and the wholeness of Europe would finally have to be noticed as a fight even for the sake of a future different sort of Russia, one which is democratically oriented and respectful of human rights65. Thus, if we consider freedom and democracy an issue of “fight,” this very fight – with deep respect for the current, almost unbearable load on Ukraine – should ­certainly be perceived as a fight of all democrats, democratic states and societies in pursuit of a world that is worth living, in Europe and worldwide. This means a fight for democracy together with Ukraine, concretely in order to safeguard Ukraine’s integrity and sovereignty – and also a way to prepare together for a sustainable peaceful future in accordance with “the pillars of a just peace” that is worthy of the name.66 From phenomenological analysis of the Russian war of aggression against Ukraine, and from theoretical and not least from an ethical point of view, joint commitment to ensure true humanity would definitely have to include providing seriously all means which efficiently support Ukraine’s fight for freedom and democracy and which responsibly can be afforded for it. For the time being, and in a mid-term perspective, perhaps the biggest challenge is to stand firmly and continuously by Ukrainians – and to do so reliably, in true and tangible solidarity. 
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			What if Ukraine Fails?

			Taras Dobko

			In the metaphysics of the Absolute Being there is an interesting way of arguing in favor of God’s existence. This is a kind of argumentation which intimates God’s existence from some fundamental features of human experience based on the form of reasoning “What if there is no God….” If there is no God, it could be more difficult, if not impossible, to justify the unconditional and universal respect for dignity of the human person and her inalienable rights. If there is no God, everything is permissible. If there is no God, true love does not make sense and it’s absurd, etc. This is a kind of argumentation which works through showing that religion brings more sense into the universe and human life than atheism could justify on its own grounds.

			What does this have to do with Ukraine’s struggle for territorial integrity, cultural sovereignty, state independence, democratic governance, and a dignified way of life in a just war against Russia’s aggression? I would like to use the same form of argumentation to make the point that if Ukraine loses in its fight for dignity and freedom, everybody in the democratic world will ultimately lose as well. In championing just and sustainable peace in Europe, it is rational, beneficial, and worthy to support Ukraine, by all means possible, to ensure the defeat of revisionist Russia.

			Thought experiment

			Let’s run a thought experiment: What if Ukraine loses? Even to think in these terms is quite painful for me as a Ukrainian. But let’s do it for the sake of the argument. If Ukraine fails, what then will follow in the fight for freedom, the wholeness of Europe, and democracy worldwide? If Ukraine is defeated, what does it mean for the security and sustainable peace on the continent? The point of this argumentation is to show that the consequences will be dire not only for Ukraine but for Europe and the world.

			I need to make one remark. I am aware how important is to avoid slippery slope argumentation, domino effect or parade of horribles. So, in my argumentation I will discard the worst-case scena­rio – that of Russia’s assault of a NATO country – however tempting and reasonable it is to raise this topic. In my experience, the way a person answers this question has direct impact on the level of his or her support for Ukraine and the urgency of this support. But for the sake of the argument let’s put this kind of scenario aside.

			Since September 2023, after the Ukrainian counter-offensive in the south stalled, there appeared quite a number of media pieces, academic panels, and public discussions under the rubric “What if Ukraine loses?” One of the panels at the 2024 Ukraine House Davos was entitled the same way. For the most part, these discussions focused either on hard issues like how to deal with the migration of another 4-6 million people from Ukraine, or on the disastrous consequences falling upon Ukraine if such a scenario comes true. I would like to focus here on what effect such a scenario might have for Europe.

			I have three points to make. First, democracies are going to lose their appeal as capable of defending themselves. Second, even worse, Europe risks losing its value-based character and eventually become once again a merely geographical notion. Third, cynicism will prevail as a master rule of foreign policy.

			Can a democracy defend itself?

			Let’s start with the question of why Putin dared to start a full-scale invasion of Ukraine. It was not only because he considered Ukraine to be an artificial and weak state. Not only because he considered his army to be the second strongest military power in the world. Not only because he considered Europe to be seriously dependent on Russian energy resources. Foremost in his calculations was his conviction that the democratic West is weak. Putin was move to action by the alleged inability of the democratic West to unite and endure pain in support of Ukraine in the face of his blackmailing, disruption, and destabilization.

			By weakness here I do not mean a lack of military capability or another hard power achievement. I mean the deficit of appreciation and admiration for democratic order based on the respect for human dignity. To illustrate my point I would like to quote the Ukrainian Nobel Peace Prize winner Oleksandra Matviichuk: “The problem today is not only that the space of freedom in authoritarian countries has narrowed to the level of a prison cell. The problem is that even in mature democracies the principles of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights are being questioned. The generations that survived the World War II were replaced by others. They inherited the values of democracy from their parents and began to take rights and freedoms for granted. People increasingly manifest themselves not as bearers of these values, but as their consumers. And therefore, they are ready to exchange freedom for economic benefits, promises of security or personal comfort.”67

			Before this war, there was a lot of talk about the decline of ­Europe and the crisis of democracy.68 This prompted Putin to ­speculate about the reluctance of the West to defend itself and defend its own fundamental principles. Some surveys showed alarmingly low numbers of people in Europe who would be ready in case of foreign aggression to take arms and fight for their countries.69 Putin also believed that core values defining European civilizations were being observed only in lip service instead of being a way of life. He saw that verbal exposure of the criminality of his regime could peacefully coexist with an act of tolerance toward it and extensive trade with Russia.70 He had a feeling that Europe was afraid of Russia and probably did not have the internal strength to resist in earnest the grave violations by his regime of the established rules of international coexistence.

			Putin’s regime persistently exported corruption and cynicism to the West. He invested in the moral disarmament of the West, trying to make it less sensitive, less principled, and more vulnerable in the face of violence, injustice, and suffering provoked by the actions of the Putin’s regime in Georgia, Syria, and Ukraine. He understood well that when the gap between declared values and real behavior gets wide enough, it deprives a person or an institution of a source of moral strength and the ability to resist. If you don’t live in harmony with your principles, you have nowhere to draw strength in times of trial.

			Democracy is associated with Europe, because it is seen as the cradle of democracy. Right now, Ukrainians are demonstrating that a democracy can defend itself. If Putin wins, the commitment of the population in European countries to democratic values will weaken even further. The appeal and credibility of democracy in terms of its hard power will be also significantly diminished. There will be a widespread belief that democracy cannot defend itself. There will be even bigger surge of nationalist and xenophobic sentiment which will make radical and populist parties that sympathize with Russia gain momentum and eventually acquire more political power in European societies.

			Why do we value our democracies?

			Let me substantiate my point by referring to some evidence provided by Ivan Krastev and Mark Leonard in their policy briefs “Living in an à la carte world: What European policymakers should learn from global public opinion”71 and “A crisis of one’s own: The politics of trauma in Europe’s election year.”72 Both policy briefs are based on the opinion polls commissioned by an international think-tank “The European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR).” The first opinion poll was conducted in fall 2023 in 21 countries: China, India, Turkey, Russia, and the US, 11 European countries (Denmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, and Switzerland), and in five non-European countries (Brazil, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, and South Korea). The second opinion poll was conducted in January 2024 in 11 European countries: Germany, France, Poland, Italy, Spain, Denmark, Romania, Portugal, and Estonia; and two European countries outside the EU – Great Britain and Switzerland.

			One the one hand, the first polling shows that Europe and the US are seen as having more soft power than both China and Russia. Few outside Europe would prefer to emigrate to China and close to none to Russia. European countries seem to be more suitable for a promise of decent life and are more attractive in terms of their way of life and value systems. 

			So, they still possess and exercise soft power. “But they appear to lack the accompanying hard power to protect European interests and values in a world of competing great powers – and of wars.”73

			So, Europe’s soft power appeal does not seem to be strong enough to create robust political gravitation and craft stable political alignment. Most people in most countries – including some inside the EU itself – want to mix their partners on different issues, rather than declare allegiance to one side or the other.74

			The appeal of Western countries also often does not translate into unquestionable support for Western policies. For example, the dominant view in China, India, Turkey, Russia, Brazil, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, and South Africa is that the war in Ukraine should be stopped as soon as possible, even if Ukraine is to lose a chunk of its territory.

			“The findings suggest that people outside Europe distinguish sharply between the attractiveness of Europe as a place to visit and live, and the power and resilience of the EU as a political project. This is evidenced in the fact that a remarkably large number of people outside Europe believe the EU will fall apart within the next 20 years.75 It is therefore plausible to argue that the EU’s own credibility is at stake in the outcome of the war in Ukraine. And this is not just its credibility in the eyes of the rest of the world, but also in those of Europeans themselves.”76

			Ivan Krastev insists that “a successful further eastward enlargement of the EU, even before the war in Ukraine has reached a conclusion, would also make the EU more powerful and credible in a world of fierce geopolitical and geoeconomic competition.”77 This can happen in earnest only if this war is perceived by the West as its war.78

			Now, let’s look at the results of the second polling. It tries to find out which issues will define the next phase of European politics ahead of the 2024 European Parliament election. “It turns out that European politics is not simply divided between left and right, and between pro- and anti-European integration attitudes – but between different ‘crisis tribes’ whose members have been traumatized by five key events: economic crisis, climate crisis, migration crisis, covid-19, and the war against Ukraine.”79 The European election also confirmed the findings that covid-19, the economy, and Ukraine were not key mobilizing issues in shaping Europeans’ views of the future. Many voters predominantly focused on preventing the return of a crisis of their own.

			This makes me wonder whether many people in our countries value democracy primarily for the affluence it brings. True values, however, are the guiding principles that shape our actions not when life is easy, but when times are tough.

			All of this leads to a very important question: what if autocracy could tolerate the market and ensure the relative satiety of the population? How many people would really need and care for democracy then?80 Ukraine brings hope because it challenges the view that safety and comfort is the goal of democracy. It teaches us that democracy deserves to be defended at the cost of one’s comfort, health, and even life.

			Cynicism as a master rule in international relations?

			The Cold War was very much defined as a competition of a market economy represented by the democratic West and centralized planning represented by the totalitarian Soviet Union and its auto­cratic satellites. Ukrainian writer Pavlo Kazarin remarks that “a new line of opposition runs nowadays between market democracies and market dictatorships.”81 For authoritarian regimes, the lesson of 1991 was primarily about the bankruptcy of their planned economy approach and not about their political failure. Since then, autocracies are mostly market-based. They have learned not to fight with business but to adopt the market as a neutral tool subordinate to their political tasks. Even during the war Russia eschews nationalization and state appropriation. China asserts itself as a strong competitor of the West in economic affairs. Human rights and freedoms are no longer perceived as a prerequisite to the world of consumer affluence and economic growth.

			As a result, Pavlo Kazarin makes a point that “if Ukraine loses, the world will get a signal that market democracies do worse than market autocracies. That the changeability of political power and allegiance to human rights is poor help during war. That freedom of speech and political competition lead to defeat in times of crisis. That the independence of the branches of government is a rudiment of the 20th century.”82

			In addition, there is a great risk that cynicism will prevail as a dominant tool of foreign policy, that there will be no marriage possible between international relations and morality anymore. Kazarin believes that the world is seeing how beneficial it is to be Viktor Orban in today’s reality. “If Hungary’s model of wartime behavior will benefit it, what is to stop other countries from trying to emulate this formula? If you engage in blackmail in a situation where your neighbor is bleeding, and this policy brings you bonuses, then what is to prevent the emergence of new followers of this strategy? If it turns out that selfishness is more profitable than solidarity, and cynicism is more effective than values, why should politicians in other countries abandon similar tactics?”83

			Could we meaningfully say that it is our war 
without being at war?

			Finally, these reflections bring us to the question of whose war it is. The outcome of the war depends no less on the battle of wills than on the military and economic strength of the adversaries. European countries struggle in this battle of wills.

			Russia’s war propaganda tries to convince Europeans that “This is not your war. Let Slavs solve their disagreements between themselves.” To make the West step aside, the argument goes as follows: this is a distant region with its own specificity and complexity; everything there is too complicated, confusing, and unclear; therefore, Ukrainian affairs are not your business.

			Domestically, the same propaganda does the opposite. It indulges the idea that Russia is at war not with Ukrainians but with NATO, the US, and Europe all of whom want to make Russia less great. It also succeeds in spreading this view outside Europe – in China, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey, which believe that the US fights a proxy war84 against Russia.

			If we come back to Europe, the war consumed the continent’s attention like no other issue but only in the immediate months following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. Even then, it was not necessarily the case that Europeans perceived it to be an existential threat facing Europe as a whole. Many would look on the war as an existential threat only for Ukraine and some of its immediate neighbors. Indeed, the polls show that most of those citizens in Europe who pay attention to the crisis in Eastern Europe think that NATO and the EU are not engaged in a war with Russia. Moreover, European political leaders keep saying that their countries are not at war with Russia which prevents further mobilization of public opinion in favor and support of Ukraine. No wonder that public opinion in Europe becomes less interested about the war against Ukraine and more susceptible to Russian propaganda.

			So, could one say that it is our war without being at war? The first year, European citizens were moved by emotions in response to Russian atrocities in Ukraine. We know well that emotions cannot be sustained on the same level for a long time and eventually fade. Nowadays, European politicians must teach their citizens that to support Ukraine to defeat Putin’s Russia is both morally demanding and in their best interest as well. Otherwise, Europeans will not make this war their own and eventually will think about it in utilitarian terms dependent on its impact on their comfort. Without this moral and practical commitment, it will be impossible for them to put themselves in a mindset that leads to formulating war goals.

			Let me quote Pavlo Kazarin once again: “Our war is not only ours. This is a role model and a warning. It is a role model and an example to follow. Its outcome will allow everyone to draw their own conclusions. And if someone thinks that the end of the confrontation will determine only Ukraine’s fate, he is mistaken.”85

			Ukrainians will live on the “great divide” between democracy and autocracy for another decade or more. To use the words of the Ukrainian philosopher Volodymyr Yermolenko, this requires us to build not so much a “welfare society,” as in Western Europe, but a “fortress society.”86 In other words, we should find a way to creatively combine the values of resilience and democracy, as well as security and development. 

			There is no time, no moral ground and even no utilitarian reason for “Ukraine fatigue.” Ukraine needs support from the democratic West not just for its own sake, but also for the West’s, if we are truly committed to proving that democracy is not only economically superior to autocracy but also offers a more decent and meaningful way of life.
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					This was manifested in the coming to power of the left and right populist regimes, which speculated on the migration crisis, economic stagnation, ­detachment of the Brussels bureaucracy from the real life. Right-wing radical and even xenophobic political views gained more and more popularity in European countries. The pandemic disrupted the usual way of life and social interaction, increased uncertainty about the future, reduced the level of participation of citizens in political and social life, and allowed the state to increase its role in regulating social processes.
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					Putin’s Russia served as a get-rich-quick klondike for those for whom ­money does not smell. Russia was perfectly satisfied with such an approach, as it deprived many Western businesses of their moral core and plunged them into a lethargy of unprincipledness. There had to be a big war and unprovoked aggression, crimes against humanity and violation of all the laws of warfare, so that many (not all) Western companies would come to their senses and start withdrawing their business from Russia. Neither the aggression against Georgia nor the annexation of Crimea served as a wake-up call for most of them.

				
				
					Timothy Garton Ash, Ivan Krastev, Mark Leonard. Living in an à la carte World: What European Policymakers Should Learn from Global Public Opinion // The European Council on Foreign Relations (www.ecfr.eu), November 15, 2023.

				
				
					Ivan Krastev, Mark Leonard. A crisis of One’s Own: The Politics of Trauma in Europe’s Election Year // The European Council on Foreign Relations (www.ecfr.eu), January 17, 2024. 

				
				
					Timothy Garton Ash, Ivan Krastev, Mark Leonard. Living in an à la carte World. 

				
				
					“People outside Europe seem to prefer an à la carte arrangement, in which their governments do not to have to align and where they can pragmatically pursue their own national interests with different partners on different issues. The US and the EU on one side and China on the other are thus not perceived as competitive political models that a country needs to emulate, but as other great powers with which you can either cooperate or compete – depending on the issue concerned”. Ibidem.
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					It also means that “Europe and the West more broadly need to become unsafe for Russian kleptocratic money. The post-Cold War flood of kleptocratic money into the West has distorted asset and financial markets, legal systems, and politics at the highest levels, helping to give the Kremlin a sense of impunity in both its domestic and international affairs. Oligarchs and others who have profited from high-level corruption must no longer be able to protect their ill-gotten gains in Western jurisdictions, and the Kremlin must no longer be allowed to believe that Western quiescence can be bought.” Ibidem. 
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					Often debates about human well-being are reduced to securing material well-being and lead primarily to how to better achieve economic growth and more fairly distribute its fruits, how to balance the risks of inflation and unemployment, what should be a fair taxation system and what is the priority in the use of budgetary resources. Economic growth and material wealth become the main goal and measure of policy success. Michael Sandel calls this approach the political economy of growth and distributive justice. The alternative is the republican ideal, according to which political freedom depends on a person’s ability to participate in self-governance. That depends on the presence of civic virtues, a mature understanding of public affairs, a sense of responsibility for the common good, and acceptance of responsibilities for the community. Michael Sandel calls this approach the political economy of citizenship. In his opinion, we risk becoming a market society unless economic and political institutions are evaluated according to their propensity to promote or hinder the emergence of moral qualities and civic virtues necessary for self-government and democracy. In other words, economic policy should be not only about consumption and fair access to it, but also about self-management.
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					It seems that many outside the West think that the war in Ukraine could be “less of a moral struggle than a proxy war between great powers”.
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			Ukraine and the Normative Idea of Integral Human Development

			Clemens Sedmak

			The following reflections offer some questions around social and political change in Ukraine. They are based on an understanding of integral human development as the development of “each person and the whole person”87. Integral human development is based on three fundamental pillars, human dignity, the common good, and integral ecology.

			Disruption with modifications

			Many people would see the full scale invasion of Ukraine through Russia as a disruption – a disruption of the global security order, a disruption of international law, a disruption of the idea of Euro­pean identity and co-existence. And indeed, it is true that there is an era “before the full scale invasion” and an era “after the full scale invasion.” The global landscape of political alliances has been sustainably altered, nations positioned themselves with reference to Russian aggression. 

			Respect for human dignity, the national and global common good, ecological integrity, have all been disrupted by Russia’s unprovoked brutality.

			A disruption generates points of new return. A disruption is a form of violence – it can occur in many forms: as physical violence, psychological violence, social, cultural and political violence, epistemic, and spiritual violence. Violence destroys and destruction brings irretrievable loss. What we have seen in Ukraine ever since spring 2014 is physical violence, but also political, cultural, epistemic, and psychological violence. People are killed and wounded, infrastructure is destroyed, people live in a climate of terror, fake news undermines the access to truth. A disruption calls for something new, which we are reluctant to recognize as such in our cognitive work. It is easier to categorize something in a known category, to see it as a “case of X.” It seems easier to see the full scale invasion of Ukraine as “yet another war.” It is easier to dismiss the evil of the events with the words “that’s absurd” or “this is madness.”

			Now, even though it is certainly not entirely wrong to see the full scale invasion of Ukraine as a disruption and as something new, we have to admit that there is continuity as well, even some kind of reasoning behind the excessive violence. I will probably always remember the sentence that I have heard a few times from Ukrainian colleagues after February 24, 2022: “we were shocked, but not surprised.”

			When the University of Hamburg intended in 2004 to bestow an honorary degree on Russian’s President Putin there was a critical mass of professors, based on their knowledge of and concerns with Putin’s political position and performance, that prevented this social and symbolic act from happening88. There has been a continuous history of aggression, based on post-Soviet nostalgia. The feeling of humiliation and a suffered loss, and a longing for political greatness serve as consistent reasons for Russian aggression. Daniel-Erasmus Khan commented on the “pain of loss of a former KGB agent”89.

			Nonetheless, there is a disruption of international security perceptions and the global security infrastructure since February 2022, a disruption that has not been perceived in spring 2014 with the annexation of the Crimea. It has actually been morally desirable that February 24, 2022 has been perceived and accepted as a disruption. 

			As disruptive violence the Russian invasion of Ukraine and especially the Ukrainian response will generate a new sense of the world. There is a generative force of violence90 and a “no going back.” 

			It is of crucial importance now to honor the disruptive force of the events (notwithstanding presented reasons and continuity). The Russian invasion of Ukraine has been characterized as the most serious violation of international law since Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990; it has been described as a malicious and unprovoked erosion of international law and the international legal and political order. It has also been identified as the most serious violation of international law in Europe since World War II. This disruptive force must not get lost in our perception; it must not be domesticated by “nuanced descriptions” of the situation or a sense of “realism.” There is a danger of normalization with moving reference points and flexible “structures of the given.”

			How do we read the disruptive force of the Russian aggression and respond in a sustainable way? 

			Paradoxical challenges

			The way forward and out of the violence is hard to project, as there are a number of paradoxical challenges at work. Let me mention four challenges that make it difficult to suggest clear-cut solutions for a viable future. These challenges are connected to the ideas of a common good and human dignity.

			The first paradox I would like to mention refers to the moral understanding of a global common good; it is widely understood that we are ever more in need of a global ethics that helps us address the global issues – climate change and the ecological integrity of the planet, global health challenges (like the COVID-19 pandemic), or global migration cannot be managed within the legal, political and financial limits of a nation state. Paradoxically, the more global risks and threats we face, the deeper the movement towards new forms of nationalism, isolationism, and reduced global solidarity. We observe a rising of nationalism91, the pandemic has served as an accelerator of these tendencies, but so have migration streams and security threats. Ukraine is fighting a war, defending its borders – and even though it is fighting for Europe and the values of democracies and the free world, an important source of motivation, persistence, and resilience is Ukrainian nationalism. Even though an “Appiah”-response of “cosmopolitan patriots”92 might serve as a compromise, the force of nationalism is real – and indispensable. Dying for a real country is another story than dying for an abstract ideal. The global common good is both necessary and beyond our reach.

			The second paradoxical challenge we face is also connected to an understanding of the common good; it refers to the relationship between democracies and emergencies. We have seen how civil and human rights have been curbed and restricted during the ­COVID-19 pandemic, we see how Ukraine has to fight for democracy under the non-democratic conditions of martial law. Elections (planned for spring 2024) cannot, for the time being, happen in the country under martial law. We observe the paradox that democracy has to be protected with means that are non-democratic. For understandable reasons, article 13 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (“Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own”) cannot be upheld. How do we uphold the idea of democracy under these circumstances and how do we transition into a democracy as the political framework for pursuing the common good of the country? 

			A third paradoxical challenge concerns the ambivalent role of religion in the war against Ukraine. Integral human development takes religions and the immaterial dimension of human existence seriously. We are beings committed to values and beings open to the transcendent. If we apply a religious lens to the Ukrainian situation we are faced with the fact that Christians have attacked Christians. Putin is officially a Christian and as such a disciple of Jesus, the Christ. The Russian Orthodox Church has categorized Russian aggression as a “holy war”93. Religions can heal and offer sources of dialogue and common ground, religions can inspire respect for dignity and the common good and the idea that there is something sacred (like human life). At the same time, religions can motivate destruction, undermine reason and culture of justification, and question the legal order and temporal structures. Religions can justify (and even sanctify) authorities, including the power position of Vladimir Putin. As much as religions can serve as post-conflict tools, they can also serve as reservoirs of war justifications including the rhetoric of a “holy war” in the case of Ukraine. The ambivalent role of religions can also be seen in the ambivalent reception of Pope Francis by Ukrainian Christians94. Sadly, the war in and against Ukraine is yet another illustration that religions are dangerous since they cannot be finally negotiated, since they offer foundations of human identity, and since they make claims about reason and reasons. There is an “ambivalence of the sacred”95. I have been told by a university chaplain that young Christians in Ukraine may get strength out of religion, but at the same time lose their faith (in God) and their trust in churches.

			A fourth paradoxical challenge arises because of the simple fact that a war between neighbors can only end with a sense of neighborly co-existence. The option of “distance-generating withdrawal” (US and Vietnam, for instance) is not an option. There is the tension between a deep attitude, expressed in the slogan “death to the enemy” and the concern with a face-saving peace that does not prepare the ground for a next war. The idea that Ukraine and Russia will not be neighbors any longer would include the complete loss of identity of one of the countries, and this is not realistic. So how does one fight a war that will prepare for neighborly co-existence? How does one not lose the sense that each human being has dignity that cannot be lost and has to be respected? Atrocities and war crimes make this one of the hardest moral tasks – reconciling a commitment to human dignity with both the demands of justice and the unspeakable pain of inhumane acts.

			Integral human development is a concept that invites a reflection on the commitment to dignity and the common good.

			Integral human development

			What we are witnessing in Ukraine after the Russian invasion in February 2022 can be called “integral human destruction” – the destruction of tangible infrastructure, but also the destruction of the intangible infrastructure through the erosion of trust, misinformation, the creation of a climate of terror. There is also, as mentioned above, a religious dimension; in fact, one cannot understand “integral human destruction” without considering a religious dimension. It is also interesting that categories of “the inner life” (like honor, pride, desire) play a major role in the architecture of Russian aggression, and questions of identity including the narrative commitments, i.e. the commitments to a certain story about the relationship between Russia and Ukraine. Putin’s infamous essay from July 2021, entitled “On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians,” has told a certain story which is not historically accurate, but identity-conferring.

			One important dimension of integral human development is the ecology (and integral ecology, as developed by Pope Francis in his encyclical Laudato Si). When I heard about the ecological catastrophe in June 2023, when Russian forces sabotaged the second-biggest reservoir in Ukraine, the Kakhovka reservoir on the Dnipro River, thus destroying the basis of the local fisheries96, I was reminded of the role fisheries had played in the history of the term “integral human development.” Louis Joseph Lebret spent the years 1929–40 “as a priest amongst French fishing communities and as a ­researcher-campaigner, eventually studying the fishing industry worldwide during 1937–39. His pastoral work exposed him to the pressures, disruptions and suffering in fishing towns and villages, caused by mechanization within the fishing industry and global competition in uncontrolled markets, exacerbated by economic crisis.”97 Confronted with these struggles he rediscovered the importance of the idea of the common good and the concern with human-centered economies, which eventually led him to talk about “integral human development.” In other words, the question of sustainable fisheries stood at the beginning of integral human development. And ecology is once again an important aspect of the war with its immense ecological damages and destruction.

			The response to the destruction of Ukraine has to be an integral approach that responds to the many forms of disruption – disruption of everyday life, disruption of energy production and agriculture, disruption of physical and political integrity, and disruption of religious credibility. The idea of integral human development opposes, what Pope Francis, in conversation with Romano Guardini had called, a “technocratic paradigm” (Laudato Si 106-114). Rebuilding Ukraine is not so much a question of social and political engineering, but a question of (re)building the proper moral and spiritual infrastructure. Since categories of the inner life play a major role in the war, they must also play a major role in the transition to peace and in times of peace.

			One key aspect will be the establishment of a proper moral infrastructure with a special place for the moral imagination and the ethics of memory. It is clear that unaddressed evils will continue to haunt us, because of the longue durée of history. That is why an ethics of memory is crucial – questions about how to remember history: what has to be remembered, what must not be forgotten? An “ethics of memory”98 will ponder the proper remembering of radical evil, a kind of evil that eradicates the foundations of humane co-existence.

			Integral human development will motivate us to ask two questions: what are “dignity needs” and what are “needs of the soul”? Both categories are absent from the traditional security discourse, but clearly relevant. Lebret coined the term “dignity needs.” Dignity needs are a class of personal needs that allow a person to live a dignified life (like space and beauty99). If dignity needs are not fulfilled, there is a risk of a permanent condition of humiliation which does not encourage and consolidate peace. Dignity needs matter for peace and the good life of citizens. Integral human development would ask: what are the dignity needs of Ukrainians?

			Similarly relevant are “needs of the soul.” In the early months of 1943 French philosopher Simone Weil tried to respond to a question, raised by the Free French Resistance movement about rebuilding France (and Europe) after the war. In response to this request, Weil chose to reflect not so much on structures and institutions, but on the needs of the soul. The text, posthumously published under the title L’Enracinement (The Need for Roots), talks about the need to address the moral and spiritual malaise of the time, the need to respond to the dissolution of community by recognizing duties towards humanity100 Weil describes the challenge of uprootedness and the need to look beyond tangible structures: “Everyone knows that there are forms of cruelty which can injure a person’s life without injuring her body. They are such as depriving her of a certain form of food necessary to the life of the soul.”101 The soul needs “belonging” – integral human development would ask a simple question: what does it mean for Ukrainians “to belong”?

			These questions of dignity needs and needs of the soul are crucial for the kind of moral and spiritual infrastructure necessary for a stable security structure. What are the dignity needs of Ukrainians? What does it mean for Ukrainians “to belong”?
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			A View from Britain 
of Russia’s War against Ukraine

			Robert Brinkley 

			I do not feel well qualified to comment on: “Security versus justice?” – the subject of this panel. I am not a moral philosopher. I am no longer a diplomat. I will simply say that for sustainable peace both security and justice are needed. Neither is sufficient without the other.

			What I can do is to give you a view from Britain of Russia’s war against Ukraine, covering family memories, how British views of Ukraine have evolved, and how Britain has responded.

			Many British families, like ours, have family memories of the Second World War.

			My mother witnessed the Battle of Britain, living south of London and seeing German aircraft and V1s (early cruise missiles) on their way to bomb London. She had to spend nights in a shelter outside the family house.

			My father’s family lived in Portsmouth, the naval port. One night an incendiary bomb came through their roof. Fortunately, it landed in a bath full of water and did no harm. The family evacuated to North Wales.

			All this was early in the war, when Hitler’s Germany had invaded much of Europe, and Britain stood alone. Until June 1941, of course, there was a non-aggression pact between Germany and the Soviet Union.

			That war went on for six years and exhausted my country. Recovery and healing from such a conflict take a long time.

			The big Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022, the scenes of Ukrainians fleeing and sheltering from bombardment, triggered many family memories in Britain and a huge wave of sympathy and support for Ukraine.

			Over the years, most people in Britain knew very little about Ukraine. Ukraine was not an independent state until 1991. Most of our knowledge was filtered through Russia’s imperial lens. Until 1991 foreign diplomats in the Soviet Union were based almost entirely in Moscow. Even after 1991, international news media still had most of their correspondents based in Moscow. Universities in the Western world, too, mostly saw the region through the framework of “Russian studies.”

			When I went to Ukraine as British Ambassador in 2002, Ukraine was still not on the mental map of most British people.

			That started to change with the Orange Revolution of 2004, when Ukraine was top of the international news for two weeks – until the tsunami hit Thailand and Sri Lanka and affected Western holiday-makers.

			I remember a visiting official from the Cabinet Office in London saying to me with surprise, after meeting his Ukrainian counterparts, “but they are Europeans!” What had he expected to find?

			The Revolution of Dignity in 2013-2014 – a longer and more violent episode – got even more international attention.

			But Russia was still able to deceive many people in Britain and the West with its stories about a “referendum” in Crimea, and “separatists” engaged in a “civil war” in the Donbas.

			Some could see the truth, but for too long many in the international media tried to take a “balanced” view – as if it is possible to be balanced between truth and lies.

			In 2015 Chatham House in London established a Ukraine Forum, to keep attention on Ukraine when the media were losing interest, and to counter disinformation and propaganda, as a critical friend of Ukraine.

			The Ukrainian Institute London, which is an affiliate of the Ukrainian Catholic University, was also active in informing and educating the British public about Ukraine and Ukrainians.

			Some Western sanctions were imposed on Russia, particularly after the shooting down of the Malaysian airliner over Eastern Ukraine in July 2014.

			But, on the whole, the West did not wake up to the reality of Russian revanchism – the most serious threat to European security since Nazi Germany – until February 2022.

			Even now some are calling for negotiations with, and concessions to, the Russian aggressor.

			There is now more understanding of the huge implications for us all: that we need to rebuild defenses and defense industries which were allowed to atrophy after 1991 and the end of the Cold War. Some mistook that for the end of history, and forgot that although we do not want war, we may still be threatened by it.

			Gradually over the last twenty years, and more quickly over the last two years, people in Britain – society as a whole as well as politicians, journalists, academics, and business – have learned more about Ukraine and Russia.

			They have learned that what Russia says cannot be trusted: we need to judge Russia by its actions, not its words.

			They have learned that Ukraine is not Russia; that Ukrainians do not want to be Russians; that they chose independence by a huge majority; that they want to be accepted as part of Europe; that they have a real democracy and can replace their leaders; and most of all that Ukrainians are willing to fight and die for their independence and freedom.

			The British people have shown compassion and generosity to Ukrainians forced to flee from Ukraine, although the British bureaucracy had to be persuaded: many ordinary British families took Ukrainian refugees into their homes. Traveling around Britain one still sees many Ukrainian flags flying.

			The British government has been prominent among those supporting Ukraine in its time of need – politically, financially, and with military equipment and training. The UK has worked with partners and allies in the G7 and NATO, alongside the EU, and has countered Russia in the United Nations and the OSCE. The UK was the first to conclude an agreement on security assurances with Ukraine, which supports Ukraine’s goal of recovering all the territory within its internationally recognized borders.

			The British government’s active support for Ukraine rests on a broad political and public consensus in the UK.

			This policy will not change, whoever forms the next British government after our general election in the coming year.

		

	
		
			Ukraine’s Path to NATO: 
the Key to Ending the War in 2024102

			Antoine Arjakovsky

			It is a privilege to contribute to the ongoing dialogue on the ethical principles needed for a just and lasting peace in Europe. Having reflected on this subject for many years, in 2023 I published my fourth book since 2014 on the theme of Russia’s war against Ukraine and the democracies, entitled “Pour sortir de la guerre” (DDB, 2023) – “To End the War”. After presenting my diagnosis of the war of civilizations, I analyze the illnesses of the soul affecting both post-Soviet and post-modern Western civilizations. I propose that we can overcome this crisis by exploring metaphysical and spiritual ways to renew our relationship with the world. Today, it is crucial to rediscover the real power of truth as a path to the deepest reality, the superiority of law linked to justice, and the effectiveness of virtues exercised tirelessly.

			I would like to draw from my book a concrete proposal that results from this analysis. It is urgent to convince our intellectuals, media, and leaders of the need for Ukraine to join NATO in 2024. The time has also come for academics and ecclesial organizations to take responsibility in supporting this effort.

			I will begin by outlining the five classic arguments in favor of Ukraine’s integration into NATO, followed by five new arguments, particularly advanced by Anders Fogh Rasmussen and Kurt Volker, supporting its membership from 2024. Finally, I will conclude with proposals for the immediate implementation of this strategy.

			Classic arguments

			First, it is crucial to remember that NATO is a defensive alliance and poses no threat to Russia. However, several missile launch pads have been constructed in Kaliningrad, and nuclear warheads are stored there, demonstrating that Russia’s militarization continues unchecked.

			Second, under international law, no country has the right to prevent another from choosing its own defense system. Ukraine overwhelmingly supports NATO integration, with 85% of its population in favor, according to June 2023 polls.

			Third, the 1945 United Nations Charter, signed by the USSR and later Russia, enshrines the right to self-determination. Therefore, Russia has no legitimate reason to feel threatened by a defensive alliance on its borders. Finland’s recent NATO integration further exposes Putin’s bad faith, especially as his threats of nuclear apocalypse have not materialized, despite NATO’s border with Russia expanding tenfold.

			Fourth, in April 2008 in Bucharest, NATO countries committed to integrating Ukraine and Georgia. This promise was a logical continuation of the commitments made in the Budapest Memorandum, where Ukraine denuclearized in exchange for guarantees of its borders. Putin’s 2007 Munich speech, in which he rejected NATO’s enlargement in Central Europe, should have spurred this process. Unfortunately, diplomats who feared upsetting Putin failed to act, and we now see the consequences of this hesitation.

			Finally, it is a misconception to claim that integrating a country at war into NATO is impossible. A clear example of the feasibility and value of such a move is the integration of West Germany into NATO in 1954. At the time, Germany was technically still at war, no peace treaty had been signed, and half of its territory was occupied by the USSR. Until the Berlin Wall was erected in 1961, West Germany remained at the center of what could be called the Third World War. We must reject the narrative of so-called realist diplomats who downplay the Cold War as a mere regional conflict between 1946 and 1991. This global confrontation between communist and liberal ideologies spanned continents – from Berlin to Kabul, from Luanda to Managua – and claimed more lives than the First World War.

			The integration of the Federal Republic of Germany into NATO was not only a success but also played a role in encouraging Khrushchev’s policy of peaceful coexistence. Most importantly, it paved the way for the reunification of Germany in 1990 and the integration of the whole country into NATO.

			New arguments

			I now turn to five recent arguments put forward by experts, including former NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen and former U.S. Ambassador to NATO Kurt Volker. While the two differ on whether to follow the “German scenario,” they agree on integrating Ukraine into NATO by 2024. Rasmussen advocates distinguishing between a sovereign Ukraine, which would become a NATO member, and an occupied Ukraine, which would remain outside the alliance. Volker, supported by President Zelensky, argues for the immediate integration of all of Ukraine, including Crimea and Donbas. Despite this difference, both agree on the necessity of Ukraine’s NATO membership by 2024. Why?

			First, rather than freezing the conflict, this decision would demonstrate the free world’s determination to win the war, sending a clear message to Russia that it cannot prevent Ukraine from joining the Atlantic security system. It would also end the sense of impunity that Vladimir Putin’s regime currently enjoys.

			Second, such a decision would free up part of Ukraine’s forces currently dedicated to defending sovereign territory, allowing them to be redirected to the front lines. It would also establish a no-fly zone over sovereign Ukraine. Importantly, Ukraine’s NATO integration does not require the deployment of Western troops. Article 5 imposes no obligation to send Western air, land, or sea forces to an attacked country. Moreover, incorporating Ukraine’s highly professional and battle-hardened military – the most experienced in high-intensity warfare – would be a major asset for the Alliance. 

			This move would help secure the Black Sea grain trade, which is critical for feeding hundreds of millions of people worldwide, while also mitigating the risk of Ukraine’s defeat and the possibility of its army being turned against NATO if it fell under enemy control.

			Third, this decision would eliminate the gray areas that dictators exploit. History has shown, from the Sudetenland experience, that the weakness of democratic nations emboldens imperialist ambitions. Despite his claims to Tucker Carlson, Putin signaled in 2021 that he questions Poland’s NATO membership. Today, the Kremlin has even issued a wanted notice for Estonian Prime Minister Kaja Kallas. It’s not hard to imagine what Putin might attempt next.

			Fourth, the Atlantic Alliance has already been under attack for years, not only in Ukraine but also in the U.S. and Europe. In Ukraine, diplomatic and commercial representations have been targeted or obstructed. Russian missiles and drones crash in Poland and Romania. Furthermore, the West cannot afford to risk the threat of a nuclear accident, which remains a real danger at present. Additionally, Russia is waging a hybrid war against the West, interfering in electoral processes in the U.S., France, and Germany, while its cyber-attacks cost the democratic world billions annually.

			Finally, stopping the war by making it clear to Russia that it can no longer attack Ukraine with impunity would save the West hundreds of millions of euros. NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg stated in “Welt am Sonntag” that “NATO is not preparing for war with Russia,” but warned that “we must prepare for a confrontation that could last decades.” The war could continue for years unless we act now to cripple Russia’s war economy. German Defense Minister Boris Pistorius has warned that Russia could launch an attack on a NATO country within five to eight years. Western elites recognize that we are in a race against time between post-modern powers and humanist democracies, but they have yet to act decisively, fearing a negative public reaction.

			It’s worth remembering that if Europeans had blocked Hitler during the Anschluss, they might have avoided the Sudetenland crisis and the invasion of Poland. Today, the 32 countries that make up NATO have the capability to prevent Russia from bombing Ukraine with impunity. Waiting will only make it more costly, especially if the U.S. disengages from NATO. Vladimir Putin is already trying to undermine Western confidence in NATO’s protection. Recent statements by Donald Trump, suggesting the U.S. under his leadership would not automatically protect countries under attack that haven’t invested enough in their defense, are disastrous and play directly into Russia’s hands.

			The brave men and women of the 20th century are those who won in the last three world wars. Churchill stood alone for months in 1940 and 1941, yet it was his resolve that led to the defeat of the Nazi enemy. General de Gaulle lacked traditional political legitimacy to challenge Marshal Pétain’s collaborationist policies. Yet his courage and sense of justice enabled him to forge alliances with Churchill, the Allies, and the Resistance to liberate France. This proves that true virtue is far more powerful than Machiavellian virtu.

			We must stop using euphemisms and acknowledge the reality: we are under attack by Russia, we are co-belligerents with Ukraine, and we seek their victory – and ours – as swiftly as possible. This means mobilizing our countries towards war economies. Currently, the European Union dedicates less than 1% of its wealth to supporting Ukraine, while Russia allocates 6% of its GDP to the war. It is urgent that we explain the necessity of rearming ourselves to all European citizens and to democrats across the globe.

			Implementation 

			If we are convinced that the best way to end the war is by integrating Ukraine into NATO at the Washington Summit in July 2024 – followed by an accelerated ratification process – then we must proceed in three stages:

			First, we need to develop a comprehensive media strategy capable of raising awareness and persuading public opinion in the 32 NATO member countries that this decision is essential, not only for Ukraine’s security but for the entire democratic world. With the NATO summit set for next July, time is running short to convince both our political leaders and the public. We must rely on the working group created by President Zelensky in January 2024, which includes key figures such as A. Yermak, A. Rasmussen, K. Volker, Hilary Clinton, Michèle Alliot-Marie, and Dalia Grybauskaité, to lead this effort.

			Secondly, we must intensify the fight against Russian propaganda, which remains far more influential on social media. A clear example is Putin’s recent interview with Tucker Carlson, which was widely circulated on X (formerly Twitter), exposing citizens to the Russian president’s delusional lies without any effective safeguards. Moreover, we must stop perpetuating the narrative that the Ukrainian counteroffensive has failed. Instead, we should acknowledge that it is the Western nations that have fallen short of their responsibilities and commitments.

			Thirdly, we must hold diplomats accountable and stop glorifying pseudo-realist politicians like Kissinger, Sarkozy, or Merkel. In France, President Macron declared in Bratislava in May 2023 that he supported Ukraine’s integration into NATO. Yet, when French diplomats are asked why this support has not been turned into action, they blame American opposition. However, President Biden’s office has issued a clear statement affirming that he is not against Ukraine’s swift integration into NATO. Chancellor Scholz is also rumored to oppose this, yet his recent actions, including his trip to the USA, suggest otherwise. The Weimar Triangle declaration further proves that Germany is not against rapid Ukrainian integration into NATO.

			We must now confront our leaders with these realities and not wait until the last minute, as we did in Vilnius in 2023. From the Munich symposium through February 2024, we must push our leaders to demonstrate both courage and true realism in their decisions.

			Conclusion

			Let us not give in to defeatism. As history has shown through the victories of democratic powers over totalitarian empires in the 20th century, the pursuit of universal truth, faith in justice, and the exercise of virtue are far more powerful than the unstable, cynical deals made by the world’s dictators. Lies cannot triumph against the strength of truth – a point on which all religious traditions agree. This is precisely why totalitarian states spend astronomical sums on propaganda. We should not dwell in an alternate reality for long, nor can Potemkin villages withstand the test of time. The economic power of EU countries is 10 times that of Russia. The Russians themselves are completely demotivated. The Russian state can no longer conceal the fact that it is not a democracy. Moreover, 68% of European citizens recognize that Russia’s attack on Ukraine is an attack on the European Union itself. It’s time to recall the European motto – one that was also d’Artagnan’s: “One for all, all for one!” 

			IV 
Between Justice 
and Security

			
				
					Editor’s note: Antoine Arjakovsky presented his arguments for Ukraine’s NATO integration in early 2024, with an eye on the NATO Washington Summit in July. As this collection goes to print at the end of 2024, his points remain valid. They have even greater urgency now, given Ukraine’s ongoing struggle for freedom and democracy.

				
			

		

	
		
			Russia’s War on Ukraine: the Consequences 
of Undermining the Law of Peace

			Mary Ellen O’Connell103

			A major source – if not the major source – of contemporary insecurity lies in the ideology of political Realism.104 Realism underpins the foreign and security policy of most states with major militaries, including the foreign and security policy of the United States.105 Despite the fact that it clashes fundamentally with the ancient philosophical and religious teachings that have led to today’s international law, Realism continues to thrive. Today’s law contains a comprehensive prohibition on resort to military force, with the only real limits on the prohibition being a narrow right of self-defense as defined in United Nations Charter Article 51 and an allowance for United Nations Security Council authorization in Articles 39-42. Realism, nevertheless, teaches national leaders to project strength through demonstrations of military might, including going to war to send a message of strength regardless of the war’s legality.106 Realism misses the fact that true strength lies in compliance with the law and ethics honed over time to ensure an orderly, fair, and flourishing world.

			As early as 1951, the prominent American diplomat George Kennan urged abandoning the “legalistic-moralistic approach” in American foreign policy.107 He was the architect of post-war US policy toward the Soviet Union, known as containment. He helped prevent implementation of a plan to avoid the nuclear arms race, and he promoted proxy wars in order to counter the Soviets at every turn. These strategies were the product of Realism, which also played a major role in convincing US presidents to go into and stay in Vietnam for so many years. The famous Pentagon Papers written between 1967 and 1969 focused on the question whether the US could win in Vietnam, and even predicted the US would lose. Nevertheless, military and political leaders hardly wavered from assuring allies and the American public that the war was going well. 

			Readers of the Pentagon Papers commonly assume that presidents believed the lies about the progress of the war and so continued fighting a pointless and brutal conflict. For Leslie Gelb, who oversaw the drafting of the Papers, however, it was not the lies. It was policymakers’ belief in war and – given that belief – refusal to accept the truth. Even after the US finally withdrew from Vietnam, its leaders never learned the most important lesson of the war. Instead, they blamed the lies, and because they “never learned that darn lesson about believing our way into these wars, we went into Afghanistan and we went into Iraq.”108 

			US leaders have convinced their allies around the world to believe in war, too. As a result, these leaders have committed vast resources to the preparation for war, including by acquiring an array of advanced weapons technology, from nuclear weapons to fully autonomous robotic weapons – weapons capable of selecting and killing without human input.109 The record of failed wars, the threat of mass annihilation from a nuclear attack, and an unknown future with autonomous weapons are not enough, however, to end the Realist belief in war. Ending that belief will require the emergence of a more persuasive, alternative school of thought. It will require a return to the “legalism-moralism” of international law, multinational institutions, and new commitment to the imperative of peace. Restoring belief in the very “legalism-moralism” that Kennan denigrated can bring about this cultural change. How to restore that belief in the face of deeply-ingrained acceptance of Realism is the challenge.

			Realism first emerged in Europe in the period between World Wars I and II. Writing in 1939, the British diplomat and academic, E.H. Carr, blamed international law, multilateral institutions, and the failure of military readiness for the outbreak of World War II.110 He argued that reliance on physical force was essential for national security. He based his conclusions on the anthropology of 17th century British political theorist Thomas Hobbes. Hobbes saw human beings as simply unable to act for the good of others. For him, human beings are “essentially selfish, anti-social, and unable to learn from experience…”111 He argued that politics is based on the pursuit of self-interest rooted in the survival instinct, while ideas of compliance with law for the good of others in line with moral teaching are fictional.112 For Hobbes, law can only exist where government coerces citizens into obeying. In his view, law between governments is not possible because of the absence of a superior, imperial power to impose order.113 Without a hegemon, the international level is characterized only by anarchy from which national governments must be ready to protect their populations via military force. Carr based his own work on this dark view of human nature, international relations, and international law.

			As the world emerged from the carnage of World War II, people did not immediately embrace the new school of Realism. Instead, they committed as never before to international law, peace, human rights, prosperity, cooperation, peaceful settlement of disputes, and an organization that could support these goals: the United Nations. The UN was created to “save succeeding generations from the scourge of war.”114 The Charter obligated all members to reject the use of force except in two narrowly defined situations: “if an armed attack occurs” and when expressly authorized by the Security Council. Just a few months after 51 states became founding members of the UN, foreign ministers of the United States, Russia, and the UK met in Moscow and agreed to the establishment of an international agency to oversee both development of peaceful nuclear power and the destruction of all existing nuclear weapons.115 

			These selfless and courageous commitments soon gave way, however, to the lure of Realism. By mid-1946, the US had backed away from its agreement to destroy all nuclear weapons. Cold War competition with the Soviets was underway, encouraged by the Realist view that military competition was inevitable among states. International lawyers who had worked so hard to rebuild a better system were well aware of the challenges Realism posed to understanding of and compliance with international law. Those who were part of this renaissance of law and institutions after the war worked quickly against these Realist trends. Hersch Lauterpacht, originally from Lviv, Ukraine, was one of the most prominent to raise the alarm. He had lost most of his family in the Holocaust. He survived because he had left Lviv and Vienna for London and Cambridge in the 1920s. He rose to become the Whewell Professor of Public International Law in the University of Cambridge. Lauterpacht was in a position to contribute enormously to the design of the post-war legal order and did. He published a passionate defense of that order against the rising Realist challenge in 1946. He extolled Hobbes’s contemporary, the 17th century Dutch jurist, diplomat, theologian, and father of international law, Hugo Grotius, for holding beliefs quite opposite to Hobbes. Grotius understood people to be social, other-oriented, and willing to sacrifice self-interest to live in peace.116 

			Lauterpacht contrasted Grotius with his own contemporary, Hans Morgenthau, who, like Lauterpacht, had studied with Hans Kelsen, the Austrian giant of international and constitutional law. Morgenthau, however, came to associate himself, like Carr, with Hobbes, rejecting the possibility that law can constrain force at the international level.117 Perhaps even more concerning, this former international law scholar rejected authentic international law. He helped move the study of international relations from its basis in the examination of government and international law to the study of Hobbesian competition for power. He believed “that iron laws governed the field transforming even good-intentioned policies into struggles for power and prestige. … Morgenthau … espoused a Hobbesean anthropology, an obsession with the marginal situation, the pervading sense of a spiritual and political ‘crisis’ in the (liberal) West, and constant concern over political collapse.”118 

			Despite Morgenthau’s dark perceptions and Lauterpacht’s insight and wisdom, Morgenthau has had the far greater influence. By 1948, he had published Politics Among Nations, a book still read by every student of international politics in the US.119 In 1949, when the Soviets acquired nuclear weapons, the US followed Morgenthau, not Lauterpacht. For Realists, national leaders have a duty to amass military assets, stay ahead in weapons research, and use military force to achieve hegemonic status. This duty is higher than complying with the law, even law based on fundamental moral principle. Morgenthau gained some of these insights – certainly the “strong man” model of national leadership – from Carl Schmitt, the pro-Nazi lawyer and academic, who argued in the Interwar period that Germany should not have allowed itself to be dominated accepting other states’ interpretations of what international law meant and mandated.120 Political science is dominated today by the view that international law is unimportant in international affairs. Given this influential perspective, international lawyers have striven to remain relevant by shaping international law to be amenable to national policy rather than adhere to ancient norms. 

			By 1963, Pope St. John XXIII saw how post-war ideas were developing and published Pacem in Terris. The encyclical joins Lauterpacht in attempting to counter the Realist belief in weapons and war that had clearly grown at the expense of the United Nations, arms control, and the law of peace.121 Pope John warned of the “appalling slaughter” that would result from the use of nuclear weapons. Although Pope John was devoted to the teachings of Christ, his writing showed how strong Realism’s influence had become by the early 1960s. In particular, he implied that Realism’s teaching of deterrence, threatening even total annihilation through the use of nuclear weapons, was a morally acceptable and effective way to ensure security by writing that, “the monstrous power of modern weapons does indeed act as a deterrent […]”.122 Realist deterrence theory, however, lacks empirical, ethical, and legal support. States cite the need to deter as their primary excuse to retain weapons that can end life on the planet. The rationale is that mere possession of weapons allegedly sends the message of “mutually assured destruction,” should anyone consider launching a nuclear strike. 

			Pope Francis has seen things differently. He has said nuclear deterrence is “not a source of peace, but…a destabilizing element in the international system that creates a false sense of security, encourages the proliferation of nuclear weapons, threatens the environment and robs from the poor.”123 He signed the Nuclear Ban Treaty and “categorically condemned the possession of nuclear weapons as morally illicit.”124 It took 60 years of Pope John’s encyclical and a pope from the Global South to state these truths about deterrence and nuclear weapons. Realism’s influence, nevertheless, remains an obstacle to Pope Francis’s call for the elimination of all nuclear weapons. 

			Where Pacem in Terris excels is in its clear statement that war is not a “fit instrument” for the pursuit of justice in the world.125 Yet, on this topic, too, Realism’s influence undermined the teaching of peace. The American Catholic Bishops embraced a form of unlawful war known as “humanitarian intervention” in their 1983 document, The Harvest of Justice is Sown in Peace. A few years later, US President Ronald Reagan introduced the Reagan Doctrine of using military force to install democratic regimes and to punish states that failed to conform to US expectations. Reagan authorized unlawful uses of force in Central America, Grenada, and Libya. To claim the bombing of Libya in 1986 was lawful, the US issued a new interpretation of the UN Charter right of self-defense. Until this point the US and the Soviet Union, in their constant competition, manipulated the facts surrounding military interventions but left standard interpretations of the law largely intact. With the Soviet Union in decline, the US felt unconstrained in adapting the law to fit policy, an approach once advocated by Carl Schmitt. The US still asserted that it was honoring the law while at the same time using force at will. US allies mostly went along with this implausible narrative.

			The return of peace as the purpose of law

			Law exists to constrain violence in human relations. It offers people an alternative to physical force in the settlement of disputes, but law depends on belief to be effective.126 The first philosophical theories about law linked the concept to humanity’s desire for harmonious societies – for tranquility in order. For the Stoics and other ancient thinkers, the order observed in nature, divine revelation, and the pleasure of beauty all taught the value of a system supporting order without violence.127 It was the Stoic Cicero who introduced a component of transcendent inspiration to natural law methodology. For him, contemplation of the divine – in or apart from nature – leads to insight respecting what it is that morality requires in the form of natural law principles and precepts.128 This includes the requirement that laws made through consent-based methods, known as positive law, must conform to the natural law.129 This teaching is compatible with Christianity. People are naturally inclined to social life – life in community – and a life that requires order and peace through law, as the Catholic Church has taught since its earliest days.130 

			St. Thomas Aquinas, one of the greatest saints of the Church, generally followed Cicero in the further development of natural law.131 He understood, as did Cicero, that the law exists to prevent or at least mitigate armed conflict, that this is a primary, not the primary purpose of law.132 When Hugo Grotius conceived of a legal system to keep the peace among the newly emerging states of Europe in the 17th century, he drew on Cicero, Aquinas, and the later Scholastics – the followers of Aquinas.133 In stark contrast to Hobbes, Grotius argued that law is not only possible to regulate international relations, law is the ideal regulator.

			Nevertheless, Hobbes’s and Morgenthau’s views came to dominate by the end of the Cold War, making the challenge of our time in some respects more challenging that when Realism first emerged in the late 1930s. How can we promote the law and institutions of peace in the face of militant Realism? The obstacles are greater than at the time of Pacem in Terris, given that so much knowledge of natural law and its role have been lost. The people who survived the experience of the Second World War are passing away. National leaders seem to find only one answer to persistent armed force: more force.134 An approach to effectively challenge the belief in war was laid out by Lauterpacht in 1946. It needs to be promoted again today. Lauterpacht sought to impart accurate knowledge law – its theory and content. At the heart of his 1946 article is the statement that all laws depends on the theory of natural law, and that this must be expressly acknowledged in the case of international law. Lauterpacht took a strong, principled position in support of law because he understood natural law and its moral claim of peace over amassing weapons and promoting war.

			Part of the reason for Realism’s triumph has been the suppression of classical natural law in legal discourse. That occurred in part to suit sovereign states seeking to exercise control of the law, which is possible when the law consists only of positive law based on state consent. Some scholars, in an attempt to save natural law in a time of growing secularization, have stripped natural law of its transcendent component. For Daston and Stolleis, the reluctance of scholars to look to “divine edicts,” and other sources of inspiration have led to “a collapse of natural law” into “positive law.”135 Thus, theories labeled natural law exist but tend to be subjective, supporting the theorist’s own preferences, including resort to war.136 A revival of natural law scholarship is beginning among international legal theorists. This awakening can be the basis of a renaissance in law that finally responds effectively to Realism. The original Renaissance was a return to classical Greek and Roman thought. Today’s renaissance will hopefully be a return to classical natural law thought.

			The high cost of losing natural law understanding is plain as year after year unlawful war is waged. From 1992 to 2003, the US and Britain conducted air strikes over Iraq to enforce a “no-fly zone” on the flimsiest of legal grounds. In 1998, the US bombed Sudan and Afghanistan to deter and disrupt suspected Al Qaeda operations. The claimed target in Sudan was a pharmaceutical factory. In 1999, the US led NATO states in bombing Serbia for 78 days which resulted in 20,000 people dying. The US issued no official legal justification. In 2001, the US and UK invaded Afghanistan with little proof that Afghanistan’s Taliban government bore responsibility for Al Qaeda’s terrorist actions in the US on 9/11. The US then declared a seemingly endless “war on terror,” with drone strikes and commando raids beyond armed conflict hostilities becoming a monthly occurrence. In 2003, the US, UK, and Australia invaded Iraq on the basis of false evidence and an almost nonexistent legal argument. France has intervened in its former colonies many times on the pretext of an invitation. In 2011, NATO used excessive force in Libya, well beyond a Security Council resolution authorizing the protection of civilians. In 2014, the US and UK increased their military presence in Iraq at the government’s invitation to counter ISIS, but then used force in Syria without their government’s consent. 

			In the same year, Russia occupied Crimea and began assisting armed separatists in eastern Ukraine. Russia parodied Western justifications for using force and faced hardly any consequences for its egregious violation of international law. They then launched a full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022. Again, Russia has issued a long list of justifications, all used since the end of the Cold War by the West, including the right of self-defense, humanitarian intervention, and intervention by invitation. Russian officials have cited the West’s unlawful uses of force in Serbia, Iraq, Libya, and Syria as precedents for the invasion.137 Pope Francis attempted to remain impartial in the conflict to gain the trust of the parties and bring peace urgently. There is blame to be shared all around for the current lack of respect for international law and institutions. Russia’s invasion of Ukraine is a uniquely serious violation of the prohibition on force, but it comes as a predictable consequence of Western fiction which purports to expand the rights on resorting to war; these prior instances have undermined the pull to compliance with the prohibition. Restoring respect and fulfillment of the law of peace means ending the sense of entitlement the unfounded belief in the necessity of waging war.

			Conclusion

			Law is an idea like Realism, but, unlike Realism, the idea of law is ancient. It conforms with enduring religious and philosophical principles which explain its peaceful roots. Following international law for the preservation of peace has been suppressed by the idea of Realism and its belief in war for too long. It is possible for every scholar of law, theology, and international studies to reverse the flawed thinking that has led to a world of war, to learn and teach authentic international law, and promote the law and morality of peace once again. 
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			Security Versus Justice? Methodological Remarks

			Christian Walter

			The following remarks start from the broader perspective on a possible tension between security and justice in law in general, and then move on to the specific context of the Russian aggression against Ukraine. 

			I

			For a lawyer who has been working for some time in the area of comparative constitutional law and international law, the tension between “security and freedom” is a well-known phenomenon. When danger to public security is imminent or growing, governments tend to restrict fundamental freedoms. Measures adopted in the fight against terrorism are an often-quoted example.138 The ­COVID-19 pandemic might be another one. It may be qualified as a threat to public security (health) and, again, we have been witnessing restrictions on individual freedoms.139 In those instances, it may be argued that more security means less freedom, and vice-versa, more freedom might imply less security. Thus, policymaking (and lawmaking) in such areas always implies a balancing between freedom and security. But what about security and justice? Do they really stand in a similar tension? The answer depends on how broadly or narrowly the two notions are framed. 

			1. Security may be understood narrowly in the sense of an absence of physical threat, or more broadly as comprising a stable and reliable infrastructure (cf. the German term “Versorgungssicherheit”). These two perspectives are mirrored in the interpretation of the notion of “peace” in Chapter of the VII UN Charter. According to Art. 39 of the UN Charter, the Security Council may react to “threats to the peace.”140 There is a narrow interpretation which understands peace as the absence of military force between states.141 On the basis of this interpretation, the Security Council is limited to reactions to military conflicts.142 However, there is also a broader notion of peace which includes conditions for prosperity and social development in general.143 Under this interpretation, the powers of the Security Council under Chapter VII of the Charter become open to adopting measures combating poverty, climate change, and a pandemic.144 It is obvious that the reach of the Security Council’s powers very much depends on which notion of peace is adopted. 

			2. Similarly, the notion of “justice” may be construed in different ways. Under a broad and substantive understanding of justice (in the sense of the German “Gerechtigkeit”), justice would also comprise security aspects (whether understood broadly or narrowly). In that sense it could, for example, be argued that it is “unjust” if certain people cannot go to certain areas because they are (or feel) not safe there. From this perspective, an example like the protection of minorities is part of both security and justice. As a consequence, under a broad notion of justice, there does not seem to be a tension with security. 

			Things will look differently, however, if “justice” is understood in a narrower sense as meaning “law” or even more precisely the “rule of law.” If “justice” is understood as the “(rule of) law” rather than “Gerechtigkeit,” a possible tension with security becomes more plausible. Legal procedures are sometimes cumbersome; they involve various different institutions, and thus take time. Security, by contrast, often needs speedy decision-making. A country which, like Ukraine, is subject to an illegal aggression will need quick support from its allies. Lengthy procedures on which weapons or types of ammunition can be provided thus seem to constitute an obstacle to security, even if they are provided by law and aim at ensuring other values (peace, fundamental rights, international humanitarian law etc.). As a consequence, applying prerequisites derived from the principle of the rule of law might be perceived as an obstacle to security. Here, a possible tension between security and justice emerges.

			3. In the context of different meanings of “justice,” the different language versions of Article 3 (2) TEU are interesting: “The Union shall offer its citizens an area of freedom, security and justice without internal frontiers, in which the free movement of persons is ensured in conjunction with appropriate measures with respect to external border controls, asylum, immigration and the prevention and combating of crime.” The German version of Art. 3 speaks of an area of freedom, security, and “Recht” (“law” instead of “justice”). Looked at from the perspective of these language differences, the use of the term “justice” (the word is the same in the French version), seems to be somewhat ambiguous. 

			What conclusions can be drawn from this ambiguity in language? If one steps back for a moment in order to get a broader picture, the following perspective emerges: At the constitutional level, law is an instrument for establishing certain general values of the broader concept of justice (peace, freedom, security, the rule of law). At the same time, below the level of the constitution, law is an instrument for implementing policy choices and decisions. These policy decisions sometimes favor security, sometimes freedom, sometimes economic welfare etc., but the requirements of the rule of law principle have, of course, to be respected. The slightly ambiguous use of the term “justice” in Art. (2) TEU neatly captures the dual role of law/justice both as a value and as an instrument of policy implementation.

			II

			Turning now to the specific question of security versus justice in the context of the Russian aggression against Ukraine, the focus will be on possible post-bellum scenarios. 

			1. Obviously, “security” for Ukraine will require international guarantees which are not easy to imagine at the moment. In retrospect, a major flaw of the Minsk Process of 2014/2015 consisted in its treatment of Russia as a mediator (in a conflict between Russian separatists in Eastern Ukraine and the Ukrainian government) rather than a direct party to the conflict.145 One of the lessons learned from the failure of the Minsk agreements must be that Ukraine needs security guarantees not only against separatist forces within the country, but most of all against the Russian aggression which was made manifest to the world on 24 February, 2022. The envisaged EU-membership will enhance Ukrainian security to some extent, but it will be a lengthy procedure without – at the moment – a clear date for its full realization.146

			Therefore, very much will depend on the future development of the ongoing war. Leaving aside the rather unlikely result of a complete defeat of Russia, any negotiated ending will require concessions from Ukraine. It is here that the notion of justice might come under pressure. 

			2. From an international legal perspective, “justice” after a manifestly illegal aggression requires reparations following the rules of state responsibility. Given the extensively documented violations of international humanitarian law, questions of individual criminal responsibility for war crimes also arise. As is well known, the Prosecutor of the ICC has issued arrest warrants concerning President Putin and the Commissioner for Children’s Rights in the Office of the President of the Russian Federation, Maria Alekseyevna Lvova-Belova.147 Obviously, “justice” requires that such crimes be prosecuted.

			3. International law also provides for certain instruments to enforce, or at least support, responsibility. Thus, under Art. 41, para. 2 of the ILC Draft Articles on State Responsibility, no state shall recognize as lawful a situation created by a serious breach of an obligation arising under a peremptory norm of general international law, nor render aid or assistance in maintaining such a situation. The ILC Commentary on the Articles expressly mentions “aggression” as one such norm, the violation of which gives rise to these obligations.148 Given the fact that UN General Assembly qualified the Russian attack on Ukraine as “aggression,” there can be no doubt that the obligations of non-recognition and the prohibition of aid or assistance apply in the context of the Russian attack on Ukraine.149 Similarly, according to Art. 52 of the Vienna Convention of Treaties, a treaty is void “if its conclusion has been procured by the threat or use of force in violation of the principles of international law embodied in the Charter of the United Nations.” Thus, Ukraine cannot be forced into an agreement with Russia accepting a loss of its territory or renouncing its right to reparations, nor to the criminal prosecution of Russian officials for serious violations of international humanitarian law.

			Here, however, a possible tension between security/peace and justice may arise: What if Ukraine came to the conclusion that – in pursuit of peace and, depending on the exact guarantees, maybe also security – an armistice agreement or even a peace treaty with Russia were in its best interest, even if such an agreement or treaty would imply the loss of parts of its territory and/or renouncing reparations and criminal prosecution? Under the provisions just mentioned, such an agreement would be excluded because it is obvious that it is the result of an armed aggression and was provoked by a violation of a peremptory norm of international law. According to the law as it stands, such agreement would have to be considered void ex lege.150 

			At the same time, it is difficult to accept that the victim of an aggression should be forced – by law – to continue a war which it wants to end. The situation calls to mind the famous Latin saying “fiat iustitia, pereat mundus” (“let justice be done, even if the world may perish”). For quite a while international lawyers have been discussing possible solutions for this dilemma, for example by involving the UN Security Council or – where a permanent member of the Security Council is involved – the UN General Assembly to validate a deviation from the principles just described.151 

			III

			While any possible solution to the war in Ukraine currently is still hidden in the clouds of an insecure future, the scenario just described illustrates that, under extreme conditions such as those of a war of conquest inflicted upon a country, a tension between security and justice may indeed arise. To release this tension there are, just as with other dilemmas, no easy answers. At best, law and ethics can provide some guidance. The rest is political decision-making – and political responsibility. 
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			Security versus Justice? 
Political Aspects

			Jan Tombiński

			Justice is a prerequisite to ensure security for states and populations. Without a just system and laws that define justice and institutions that protect it, security will be flawed and always jeopardized by war-prone states and politicians. In The Promise of Politics, Hannah Arendt analyses differences between the Greek and Roman approaches to law-making, and she stresses the importance of lex Romana because of its meaning as a “long-binding rule.” Without established and predictable rules relations between states are always fragile and could fall victim to voluntary militant action by one of the sides.

			Reference to international law as a “long-binding rule” has been made time and again since the outbreak of Russian aggression against Ukraine in 2014, especially after the invasion in 2022. Many politicians and governments preferred not to consider the annexation of Crimea and parts of Donbas as illegal enough to sanction Russia adequately, or to rethink the security consequences of Russian actions. Only the full-scale invasion of Ukraine triggered a change in perception, although with too little understanding of its consequences for the global international order.

			Two years into the full-scale war that devastated independent Ukraine and caused millions to be killed, injured, displaced, deprived of their homes and material status, the Western world continues to discuss and deliberate appropriate ways of confronting Russia. Financial support, weapon delivery, humanitarian assistance to Ukraine, and shelter for refugees were the first responses, together with still not enough efficient sanctions against Russia. Yet the Global West seems not to realize that Russia targeted not only Ukraine but the entire world order with its war. It would have been much better if the Global West, as well as the rest of the world that acknowledges international law, would consider itself directly involved as a party to the war not because it wished so but was forced to.

			Collectively, the West and especially the European Union pay a very high price for years of negligence regarding Ukraine as an independent state, failing to recognise that it possesses sovereign rights to choose alliances and ways to shape its future. Should Ukraine’s request to join NATO and the EU have been responded to adequately at the right moment in the past, Russia would most probably not have risked a war. And it would have been less costly to fund the peaceful transformation of Ukraine than to finance its resistance to aggression and its consecutive reconstruction.

			Today, we are all sure that Ukraine must, and will, win the war and defend itself from the annihilation intended by Putin. The sooner it happens, the fewer new victims and the less destruction. Hence the need to step up military support for Ukraine, because money alone doesn’t offer enough protection. In addition, the West must change its post-WWII paradigm of exclusively pacific politics. Military service, the restoration of the capacity of military production, a change of security doctrine, and the complementarity of EU security and economic activity with NATO defense doctrine, all these issues must be on the agenda of governments. 

			Christian teaching on Just War and Just Peace offers additional resources to teach societies to prepare to defend the international order. Just War against aggression doesn’t need further explication, although there were voices in favor of confronting violence with the Gospel of Non-violence. “To him who strikes you on the cheek, offer the other also; and from him who takes away your coat, do not withhold even your shirt” refers to personal ethics, not to inter-state relations, and should not be referred to in the context of the war of aggression.

			Just Peace requires at least three basic components: recognition, renouncement, and rule. Recognition refers to accepting the other as an autonomous subject, equipped with all sovereign rights. Renouncement forces both sides to relinquish the use of force, vengeance, and retaliation. Rule hints at the need to establish fair post-conflict relations, based on written, mutually accepted laws, and providing compensation for losses.

			Not confronting the aggressor means the failure of a state to fulfill its basic obligation to protect citizens. Further, allowing the aggressor to win precludes the establishment of a just order – the victims remember over generations, and perpetrators tend to forget their sins and deeds quickly. Documenting crimes and violations of international law by Russia as a state, and by its leadership and citizens, lies in the interest of all partners, not solely Ukraine. This documentation process should allow for bringing all the culprits to justice and thus prevent future similar crimes. If the perpetrators go unpunished, their followers will also hope to escape responsibility. Evidence of crimes should contribute to establishing new and stricter rules for international justice, just as has happened after two world wars in the 20th century.

			Recently, voices have been heard saying that Russia might win the war because it has at its disposal larger military resources and reserves of potential soldiers. These voices recall discussions in 1939 when most Western Europeans chose not to consider Hitler’s aggression on Poland a casus belli against the international system. The French saying goes “Comparison ne fait pas raison,” but the context of those European debates before WWII imposes itself. While presenting German demands towards Poland, French politician and journalist Marcel Déat stated “Mais mourir pour Dantzig, non!” (Dying for Danzig, no!). One year later, the Germans invaded France. Now, dying for Ukraine means defending Warsaw, Prague, Berlin, or Paris and the sooner politicians explain it to citizens the sooner the war ends. Until now, European partners offered Ukraine considerable financial and military assistance. However, it was rather limited compared with the wealth of the West. One example only: when the US launched the Marshall Plan in 1946, the US GDP was only 3.5 times bigger than the combined GDP of three recipient countries: France, Italy, and Germany. Today, the EU has a GDP 85 times bigger than that of Ukraine.

			There is no one reasonable argument why Russia should win the war, except its willingness to attain its objectives by force. Should however Russia be allowed to win the war, there will be no justice and security for Europe and its citizens. A broken system of international security would not protect other countries that Russia declares as its targets for future invasions, the European Union would disintegrate, citizens would lose confidence in the leadership of respective countries, millions of displaced people would risk destabilizing the internal situation of many states, military spending would sky-rocket and in turn put an end to the welfare state – these are only a few of possible consequences of failing to give an adequate answer to the aggressor. 

			Russian victory precludes any chance of letting international justice act, and citizens will not see justice done. Such a situation contradicts all requirements of a Just Peace derived from the Christian teaching. In principle, the injustice suffered by one brother should be considered an injustice to all. Therefore, Christians should call upon politicians to fight a Just War to repel aggression against Ukraine as it constitutes a prerequisite for a future Just Peace.

			Christians should be actors of peace. History teaches that Churches were rarely able to prevent conflicts but were helpful and instrumental in shaping post-war reconciliation across the world. Lessons learned from various reconciliations show that several elements, or building blocks, are needed for the process to bring sustainable results:

			•	Careful and continued examination of a state’s own history with its glorious and shameful pages. Should this critical approach be missing, unpleasant surprises occur. “Nothing is more unpredicted than the past” George Orwell supposedly stated;

			•	Commitment of the majority of a state’s political forces to the reconciliation process. If the process engages only a part of political forces it will never be sustainable or reliable;

			•	Development of the language of reconciliation; carelessness in the use of words in public interventions risks damaging confidence;

			•	Leaders of the reconciliation must be well prepared, selected, and protected – those involved in the reconciliation will suffer exposure to pressure from opponents of the reconciliation from within their own nation;

			•	Establishment of institutions of reconciliation. Institutions are needed to react to attitudes opposed to the process of reconciliation;

			•	Time and patience. Years may pass before tangible results are seen. Spectacular events initiate the process, but to be effective the reconciliation requires generations; 

			•	Evidence of crimes and damage resulting from the conflict allows justice to act. Holding perpetrators accountable for their acts belongs to fundamental principles of justice that must be done and seen to be done.

			Without justice, stable and sustainable reconciliation is not possible.

		

	
		
			Fiat Justitia et Pereat Mundus?

			Andriy Kostyuk

			The saying used for the title of this article looks strange and provoking. How can one even formulate such a dichotomy? Is it not self-evident that justice and stability go together? But the above provocative saying is rather old. Roman officials, medieval popes, German emperors, and many others have used it in different contexts and have ascribed to it different meanings. Immanuel Kant addresses this concept extensively in his work “Perpetual Peace.” The central argument is that justice should be the primary motivating factor in the decision-making processes of lawyers and politicians, outweighing other considerations. It also points out the tension which striving for justice creates in the real world. Resistance and battle are felt here. 

			The irony of the present moment is that Russian aggression against Ukraine raises a real dilemma for Western politicians because the second part of the saying sounds less metaphorical than the first. On the one hand injustice committed by the Russian regime is evident for everybody, on the other hand the nuclear power of Russia makes the danger of global disaster realistic should there be further escalation. Consequently, again and again we hear calls to stop the war on every possible condition conditions to avoid something much worse. One can feel the fear in the tone of speeches, in negotiation proposals and in the level of support offered to Ukraine (some weapons like Taurus missiles have not been delivered in order to avoid further escalation). Existence of human civilization is at stake. So, Ukrainians are tacitly asked to sacrifice themselves in order that others can continue to live in peace and security.

			My task here is to show the inner logic of prioritizing security over justice or vice versa, and the consequences for social development and legal order which follow from such priorities. What values can we sacrifice to obtain security? Or what challenges are we ready to meet in pursuit of justice? Unfortunately, many injustices raise the dilemma, and therefore we cannot avoid choosing. 

			Choosing the struggle for justice or peaceful existence is difficult because the two ends sometimes oppose each other. Criminals and aggressors of all sorts suggest to their victims: “You must give up, surrender to us, do what we want, and then you can live further. Otherwise blame yourself for the disasters we are going to inflict on you.” It is common understanding that we should not fulfill the demands of terrorists so as not to incentivize them to commit further crimes. This sounds obvious on the assumption that criminals are weaker than the enforcement authorities which oppose them. But if terrorists are ruling a state, then our approach changes. Can we really stop somebody so powerful as Chingiz Khan? Is it not better to bargain and keep something before we lose everything? This desperate question is asked in any city approached by enemies. Why do we need any liberty or justice if there will be no “us”? The danger of nuclear weapons spreads this hostage feeling throughout whole countries. 

			Often aggressors offer slavery as an alternative to death. Romans even considered it as the “natural” right of the winner to kill the defeated, and they asserted that the latter pays with his/her freedom to save their life. The perverse understanding of justice in this case is formulated in ancient sophists saying that “might is right.” Gloomy empires of the past and present based on coercion and fear look very stable, mighty, and even tranquil. Their inhabitants know well how to obey to survive and to be satisfied. Russian people often do not understand why Ukrainians are so keen on liberty. “Why do you need this freedom, does it make you better off, or your needs more satisfied?” Slavery is a temptation – you are no longer responsible for what you do. You are released from the burden of choice by Big Brother. This sweet drug was proposed by Hitler, Stalin, and other totalitarian dictators to their followers. But the drug is poisonous. Under totalitarian rule nothing can be sure, and nobody can be safe. Ultimately reinforcement of obedience is done by repeated violence with or without cause. Every year the Spartans declared war on their slaves, the Helots, and began to hunt and kill them. The numerous local tribes would have to remember that their very existence depended on chance and on the mood of their masters. During the Peloponnesian War, Sparta offered freedom to slaves willing to enlist in their army. However, they subsequently executed these volunteers. This action suggests that Sparta viewed freedom-seeking individuals as potential threats, fearing they might instigate future uprisings. 

			Putin openly states that war with Ukraine has a wider purpose than the occupation of our country. He wants to establish a new world order which he calls multipolar, and which is, in essence, an order of big empires balancing each other, each surrounded by its sphere of exclusive influence. This will not be an order of rules or shared values. It should, in Putin’s mind, be an order of wild power games and the blunt pursuit of interests. The satellites that happen to fall in the sphere of interest of big countries will have nothing to say. Decisions shall be made only by the mighty powers. If this logic prevails, international justice will be redefined by the sophist mantra “Might is Right.” The nuclear powers of big empires will make the world still more dangerous and unpredictable. On the one hand, the history of the Cold War shows that the real possibility of quick mutual annihilation makes state leaders more reluctant to start direct confrontation. On the other hand, it is quite plausible that tomorrow a crazy dictator will act as a street terrorist ready to blow himself and everybody around him. If there is no foundation of justice, the danger of showing one`s might is permanent. If there is any order among gangsters it is very unstable.

			Within an authoritarian political regime, people are motivated by a mixture of fear and cynical ambivalence. If a person is not allowed to decide about one’s own future it leads either to helpless resentment and alienation from social affairs or alternatively a quasi-Stockholm syndrome. Many slaves become psychologically dependent, or even adore, their tyrants. Life becomes easier if you believe that somebody powerful and wise will take care of all of life’s difficult issues and that you are directed by somebody who is better than you. Millions of people are marching, crying, working, fighting, singing, and applauding following the gesture of a tyrant. They want to be absorbed by him to become part of something great. But after the wave of enthusiasm goes down, the small common people just feel the emptiness of abandonment and the common mediocrity of their neighbors. Sympathy and affection for other people are not born by slavish mentality. The values of survival dominate most slaves. Their life is miserable, they have no rights, their future is dark, and their perspectives do not depend on them. To be better off in this system some move to the illegal, shadow side, and many try to solve their problems by way of corruption. Complicated network of parallel relations, double standards, hidden mechanisms develop. Mediocrity, suspicion, and corruption penetrate every sphere of social life. 

			Can anybody feel safe in an environment dominated by force? As noted earlier, the spirit of slavery from which passivity and cynicism follow does not guarantee safety. The inner logic of coercion, irrational force of dominion can paralyze human will or can lead to greater aggressive tension. Counter-violence is a constant danger for oppressive regimes. Dictators cannot allow themselves to relax or to leave power. They have so many real and potential enemies that their life is filled with paranoiac fear. And the fear moves them to more oppression and violence. The vicious circle leads authoritarian regimes away from their dream of glorious mighty stability. Police, intelligence, bureaucracy, and the army occupy more and more social space. They interfere in the economy, profit from corruption, until public officers are seen as the only real elite. No business can be safe without connections with state power. But even connections cannot guarantee much because ultimately nobody, from a boss to a beggar, can be safe.

			When there are several authoritarian regimes on the international arena the war between them is difficult to avoid. They mistrust each other; each of them recognizes only his own interests, and there is not enough space for two of them in one world. Even if they conspire against a common enemy, they will turn on each other as soon as the common goal is achieved. The short alliance of Hitler and Stalin in 1939-1941 is an example of this. This is a picture of an authoritarian society without striving for justice or with distorted notion of justice. 

			An alternative approach which has been suggested already by ancient philosophers like Plato and Aristotle is to recognize justice as the necessary foundation of any social order pretending to be good. Justice brings harmony, or at least equilibrium, to make society stable. Plato constructed a whole pyramid of anthropological, ethical, and political concepts to ground the division of functions within ideal state. At the top of the pyramid there were philosopher kings – virtuous men fully devoted to the service of common good. They were wise, and detached from private property and family interests. This ideal is so difficult to achieve that only Catholic and Orthodox bishops try to live this way now. Aristotle is concerned with a more modest task. He points out three basic features of justice as the foundation of interpersonal relations: other directedness (focusing on social reality), the basic equality of subjects, and obligation (everybody is due to follow its demands). It structures and balances all spheres of social life. Everybody is either obliged or empowered by justice. It is either equality or proportionality to be considered when one person interacts with another. 

			Requirements of justice are not always easy to grasp. We constantly discuss what is due in this or that situation. Parliaments debate about criteria of distributive justice when voting on a budget. Businesspeople negotiate precise clauses of contracts to achieve an equilibrium of commutative justice. But behind all discussions about justice there is an axiomatic assumption that social acts are performed by free, responsible persons. Results of free personal acts are ascribed to the acting person. There is a Roman term, imputatio, for this. The free acts are personal in the sense that the acting person invests him/herself in it. Something in the world changes because of this act, a new chain of causality begins. The person relates to the results of his/her action, he/she changed the world for better or for worse. At this point justice demands retribution for action. If an evil deed is done, the equilibrium of the world order is disrupted. We see that injustice is in place. If we ignore it, then the wrong state of affairs will continue. Multiplication of injustices aggravates human conditions. It becomes evident that something must be done, or injustice will lead to collapse of the system. People choose to act unjustly because of different motives. It can be passion or another failure to act reasonably. But often pride leads to bad will, which expresses contempt for any rules or other people’s interests. Bad will can be stopped only by an external force of other persons or by natural causes such as death or disability. 

			Retributive justice seeks to restore equilibrium. Even if it is impossible to erase the bad consequences of an evil act, it is necessary at least to deprive the perpetrator from any unjust advantages he/she got. The idea of punishment for sin/crime is recognized as necessary by all religions and political systems. Criminal activity shall not be advantageous for perpetrators, not just because it destroys cooperation in society but also because it is inherently wrong if nobody reacts. Police, courts, kings, or God shall do something to stop a criminal and deprive him/her of something good to restore justice. The very existence of the state was always justified primarily by the need to stop and punish criminal activity. State coercion opposes the violence of thieves. 

			On an international level, considerations of justice are often seen differently. The idea of state sovereignty means supremacy and independence. Therefore, there is nobody to judge the king. Moreover, the king, or later the political nation, decides what is just or wrong. If sovereigns cannot agree, war becomes a “natural” option to settle their dispute. But after two world wars there is a common human understanding that we need a universal standard of justice to live in peace with each other. International law and international organizations offer a detailed set of rules which nation states are expected to fulfill. But what to do if some states do not fulfill international law, including obligations they accepted by signing international treaties? If states which break international order are small and weak, they will be sanctioned by the international community (mainly by bigger states) or even invaded with “responsibility to protect” justification. This was the case, for example, when Iraq occupied Kuwait in 1990 and was then attacked by the US with the sanction of the UN Security Council. But what if the lawbreaker so big that sanctions do not work, and invasion becomes too risky? What if that lawbreaker is not satisfied with the existing international order and demands to change it? Then the sovereign’s dispute dilemma is on the table again. 

			Many theorists and politicians try to avoid words “bad” or “unjust” when they speak about the actions of a state. They would rather speak about “interests” and “measures.” Pacifists go further and declare war to be the greatest objective evil and “failure of all humanity.” If war occurs everybody shall feel guilty. Victims of aggression shall ask themselves what they have done wrong to cause it to happen. And aggressors cannot be blamed too much because “nothing is so obvious” or “war cannot be the fault of just one party.” Stopping the war is the responsibility of both parties engaged in it. In this way pacifism dilutes the guilt of the aggressor and refuses to speak about liability to achieve peace at any cost. A strange alliance occurs between aggressors and pacifist observers. They both desire to end the war at the cost of the victims. Fearful and sentimental laments from pacifists encourage the aggressor to move one step further, knowing that there will be no opposing force. It is pleasant to practice pacifism if one’s country is not attacked. Then one can even feel morally superior to those who fight without being in danger oneself, or experiencing the dilemma of choosing to fight or surrender. 

			An alternative approach is taken by those who adopt the concept of “Just War.” They know that the bad will of proud rulers is a sad reality. That search for power and glory creates psychological addiction. That unrepented, unpunished crimes form seductive habits once committed. That dialogue with the devil will probably lead to death, slavery, or another disaster. This is why nobody seriously considers abolishing the army as much as anybody suggests dissolving the police. Just War seems to be the only realistic response to the reality of evil in international relations. 

			The concept of Just War developed from the Middle Ages to our days with different modifications. Although it was misused many times, it contains serious moral and prudential prescriptions to be considered by decision makers. First, it makes clear that war would be lesser evil than grave crimes ongoing or intended by foreign aggressors or a dictator against his people. Consider, for example, Holodomor (artificial famine) committed by the Communists led by Stalin, or the Holocaust committed by the Nazis led by Hitler. Consider the massacres in Srebrenica or Rwanda. Consider the German invasion of Poland in 1939, or the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. Can we think that any response other than war is appropriate in these cases? But the Just War doctrine does impose limitations on the legitimate use of force. It must be proportionate; the aim of one’s action must be the rectification of evil but not revenge. Withstanding challenges of war must be motivated by hope for victory, not by despair or mere stubbornness. The concept of a just, noble warrior is challenging one, but it is not contradictory. 

			But how about charity? Does it not demand from us to be tolerant, to endure suffering without imposing it upon others, to persuade rather than prosecute those who commit evil? Sentimental slogans of this type can hardly be formulated as coherent theory, and they almost never work in practice. Unresisted and unpunished crimes are much more often repeated than repented. This attitude leads to slavery more quickly than to sanctity. The disharmony of broken order of justice is not restored by forgetting. Charity does not work by refusing to see injustice. Charity offers more than justice requires. It offers more than needed, it blesses and bestows a superabundance of goods. This is why Christians believe that only God is the true source of Charity, and people can do or feel charity only if inspired by God. Charity is a divine commandment for Christians because it is a living response to God’s grace offered to all true believers. But we may not require charity from other people as we may require justice. Even God blesses the world with His Charity and simultaneously fulfills all requirements of Justice by offering His Son on the cross for our sins.

			To summarize the above: the requirements of justice are so fundamental for human cooperation that we cannot imagine any community if it is not based on just foundations. Although dynamic, complicated, and often controversial, the principle of justice continues to move and balance human civilization. It does not work automatically. Personal free acts can be just or unjust, and consequently we build or destroy the order of justice. Once destroyed, the order can be restored only by means of retributive justice. The struggle for justice continues in human history. To do good or evil is a constant existential choice every person faces during their life. Battles between good and evil are constantly waged on all social levels as well as in each human soul. We may not give up this battle because evil forces will destroy everything that was achieved by the creative efforts and brave struggles of past generations. And sometimes to struggle with evil literally means to fight with its adherents. The world will perish if justice is not permanently defended.

		

	
		
			The Role of the European Union 
in Promoting Security 
and Justice – Key Elements 
of a New Architecture of Peace

			Marek Mišák

			Only a few days before the launch of Russia’s brutal full-scale war of aggression against Ukraine, the bishops of the Commission of the Bishops’ Conferences of the European Union (COMECE) stated that “a potential military invasion and a subsequent violent conflict would not only bring horrific human suffering and death, but also destroy the achievements of several generations in building peace and stability in Europe for many years to come.”152

			Unfortunately, this worry seems to have come true as the tragic war in the heart of Europe has also shaken up the foundations of European and global peace architecture. The EU bishops, while keeping a very clear distinction between the aggressor and the victim of this war, have since then repeatedly called on the aggressor to stop the hostilities, and to respect international law and the territorial integrity of Ukraine.153 

			Moreover, COMECE has been calling on the European Union to maintain its unity in concrete solidarity with Ukraine and its people, including political, humanitarian, financial aid as well as a necessary, adequate and proportionate military assistance, supporting the right of Ukrainians to defend themselves from unjustifiable Russian military aggression.

			At the same time, the bishops of COMECE have been encouraging intensified multilateral and multistakeholder diplomatic efforts towards a sustainable resolution of the conflict, one which is in line with international law and respects the principles of sovereignty, territorial integrity, and accountability.154 A lasting peace – one that will allow Ukrainians to live a life in dignity, security, and freedom in their independent and sovereign homeland – will only be possible on the basis of justice and truth.

			 Security is essential, since, and if, it aims at protecting human dignity. Justice in all its forms and expressions – according to the Social Teaching of the Church – is another crucial aspect upholding the dignity of the human person and his or her rights.155 And if peace is a “fruit of justice,” then security and justice – both aiming at protecting and promoting human dignity – cannot and should not stand in contradiction to each other, but rather complement and reinforce each other.156 Thus, it is inviolable human dignity which connects security and justice, making them both key prerequisites for a sustainable peace.

			In his address to the bishops of COMECE in March 2023, Pope Francis underlined that building peace would require both architects and artisans.157 Consequently, the promotion of sustainable peace needs both an architecture and a culture.158 

			Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine, alongside the geopolitical shifts of recent years, have greatly shaken up the foundations of the global peace architecture. This architecture and the different layers of security it should provide may not necessarily have to be re-built anew, but it is obvious that some of its elements have failed, and they need to be repaired. 

			Let me concentrate within the global architecture of peace on the specific role of the European Union, in which Pope Francis has on several occasions put his hope as “a bridge and peacemaker” to its neighbourhood and to the world, and of which Ukraine is committed to becoming a member.159

			When looking at the war in Ukraine, as well as other violent conflicts happening in our neighbourhood, one cannot but note the fact that the international community, including the European Union, have been unable to prevent the outbreak of these wars. The reasons for not always being able to find the necessary unity to take decisive actions at an early stage may be manifold – especially in a union of 27 member states with different strategic cultures and interests. But the EU should learn from them and become much more effective in conflict prevention in the future.

			Moreover, Russia’s on-going military invasion of Ukraine should prompt the European Union to offer a renewed strategic vision for stability, justice, and peace to the European continent and to the world. This is not only a matter of finding the necessary financial resources or updating some sectoral strategies. However important, only finding the necessary financial resources or just updating some sectoral strategies would not be sufficient.

			If the European Union is about to rediscover its peacebuilding vocation and renew its commitment to peace arising from the Treaties, then it should consider the elaboration of a “European Peace Strategy.”160 Such an overarching strategic framework could provide the basis for “creative efforts [for peace], proportionate to the dangers which threaten it,” as called for by Robert Schuman, one of the founding fathers of the European Union. It may provide the EU, its institutions, and its members with strategic guidance for preventing the eruption of violent conflicts more effectively and for promoting peace in a coherent way. Even – and especially – in times of wars, it is important not to give in to “a logic of war,” but to continue thinking and acting with “a logic of peace.”161 

			First of all, a future EU Peace Strategy may help to consolidate the concept of “peace” at the European level, since there is currently no clear definition of “peace” and the various departments of the EU institutions seem to operate upon different understandings of peace, some reducing it to its security dimension only. The Catholic Church promotes an understanding of peace that goes beyond the mere absence of war and violence, requiring, above all, efforts aimed at promoting justice, integral human development, respect for fundamental human rights, and the care of Creation.162 In this regard, an EU Peace Strategy could help to further strengthen an integral and comprehensive approach to peacebuilding, making use of the broad range of EU’s policy instruments in a coherent and effective way – from diplomacy over trade, development, to human rights, and climate policies – to open up ways of dialogue and constructive cooperation.

			As the current security situation, however, demonstrates, “as long as the danger of war persists, the right to a lawful self-defence cannot be denied once all peace efforts have failed.”163 Thus, when trust is betrayed and all civilian peacebuilding efforts have failed, it needs to be acknowledged that adequate means of defence may be developed and deployed to counter threats of a military nature as part of a comprehensive peacebuilding approach and as a last resort. While recognising this need, strict scrutiny should be ensured with regard to the development and deployment of military means in order to assess their compliance with the principles of necessity, adequacy, and proportionality, and to make sure that they respect human rights, the rule of law, and ethical standards. Particular caution is called for regarding automated defence technologies, such as uncrewed armed systems, whose development and deployment should be conducted following a legal and ethical assessment, making sure that military technology is put at the service of human security and peace. 

			Moreover, the EU should show leadership in contributing to a renewal of a rules-based global system, rooted in effective multilateralism and in respect for international law, including sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political independence of other States. Coherent implementation of global arms control, non-proliferation, and disarmament agreements should be equally prioritised in view of fostering mutual trust and solidarity as pillars of international stability. 

			A transition seems underway to a new global order – a new global architecture, whose exact contours still remain to be defined. The European Union acting as a united, value-based, trust-building, and integrating force may provide an invaluable contribution to a more just, effective and, ultimately, peaceful multilateral system.164 

			However, as peace is not only born out of structures but has to be sown by people, peacebuilding must start “from the bottom and from afar.”165 It is thus everybody´s task and responsibility to work for peace by combating resignation and overcoming indifference. Peace requires foremost a transformation of our hearts. This begins with the education to peace, and above all, by being witness of peace starting from one´s own self, and thus contributing to creating a “mentality and a culture of peace.”166

			V 
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Security Order
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			Christian Peace Ethics 
in an Era of Disorder 

			Markus Patenge

			Since the Russian war against Ukraine began in 2014, the German Commission for Justice and Peace has been working intensively on this conflict.167 We did this not only because of the ethical peace and security policy challenges that it poses, but also out of solidarity with our partners in Ukraine. Our commitment intensified after Russia massively escalated the situation on 24 February 2022 and began its large-scale invasion. In our declaration of 26 March 2022, we expressed our full solidarity with Ukraine, placed the war in a wider global political context and, of course, emphasized Ukraine’s legitimate right to self-defense.168 All this was done on the foundations of Catholic peace ethics and international law. Of course, this declaration alone was not enough. We continue to try to maintain intensive contacts – but above all we were also challenged to reflect on the principles and foundations of our peace ethics. Therefore, in this article I will try to present the peace ethics perspective of the German Commission for Justice and Peace on this war and I will point out which peace ethics reflections have been decisive for us in recent years and will be decisive in the future.

			There is no doubt that all the contributions to this conference discuss the important security policy and peace ethics issues of our time. Even if the symposium “Challenges of Russia’s war against Ukraine and the ethical principles of sustainable peace” and this anthology are, of course, specifically set in the context of Russia’s terrible war of aggression against Ukraine, we should be honest enough to admit that these questions have not been raised by this war alone, but have in some cases been around and discussed for some time. This also applies to this very article, in which the concepts of freedom, Europe, and democracy are at the center of our considerations.

			For many years now, we have seen how these concepts and ideas have come under pressure – either because they are being brutally or subtly attacked from the outside, or because they are being corroded from within. There are numerous examples of this, but I would like to limit myself to what I consider to be the most important developments in the recent past:

			1.	the international rise of the People’s Republic of China is linked to an existential threat to Taiwan and an attempt to reshape the international order;169 

			2.	the EU has been in a latent crisis for years, which reached its temporary peak in 2020 with Brexit;170

			3.	globally, we are witnessing the rise of national-identitarian movements that are attempting to severely curtail freedom and democracy;

			4.	Donald Trump’s past US presidency led to serious damage in the transatlantic alliance and a possible upcoming US presidency of Trump could permanently disrupt NATO’s principle of solidarity, or even lead to a US withdrawal from NATO;

			5.	the failure of the international mission in Afghanistan, which showed, among other things, that state-building and democratisation are lengthy processes that cannot be enforced militarily;171

			6.	Russia’s war against Ukraine naturally also belongs in this series, as does Hamas’ inhumane attack on Israel on 7 October 2023 – both examples of the fact that international law is sometimes not worth the paper it is written on.

			No one can be so naïve as to see these and other events as merely unrelated isolated incidents. For many experts, they rather point to a depressing overall picture: the rules-based international order, our peace order, our understanding of freedom and democracy, is coming under increasing pressure and is being put on the defensive.172 To make matters worse, the inhibition threshold for using violence to assert one’s own interests – be they national, cultural or religious – is tending to decrease. This is shown, among other things, by statistics that prove that the number of violent conflicts has increased in the recent past.173 It is therefore not necessary to be a doomsday prophet to realise that the world is on the edge of an era of disorder.

			These developments naturally also challenge the Christian ethics of peace. We have to ask ourselves: Do our peace ethics still fit our times? Are its principles still viable? Can it still provide orientation in these times? Where and how do we need to develop further?

			In some places, there has already been talk of a crisis in the Christian ethics of peace and that it is now time to finally rethink. However, the direction in which it should develop is not clear. On the one hand, many in Germany are calling for it to become more robust and realistic. On the other hand, others are calling for it to adopt an absolutely pacifist position.

			But anyone who thinks that the kairos for a new Catholic peace ethic has now arrived is unfortunately misjudging the history of the peace ethic. For it has always been its great strength that it is not a static and unchanging entity. Its vitality, practicability, and relevance ultimately derive from the fact that it has constantly realigned its principles and tenets to the circumstances of the time. I do not want to recapitulate its entire history here, but just think of how the shape of the Catholic doctrine of peace has changed against the backdrop of the two world wars.174 The keyword of just peace, which is also the title of a pastoral statement by the German bishops from the year 2000, is paradigmatic of the change from a doctrine of just war to a doctrine of just peace.175 Changes, adaptations, and updates are therefore not crises of peace ethics, but its very form of existence.

			But what is the result of our reflections on Christian peace ethics within the German Commission for Justice and Peace?

			It may sound arrogant, but we are convinced that the foundations of our peace ethics still hold true. For us, their fundamental principles represent important cornerstones for the peaceful coexistence of peoples and states, especially in these times. These include, among others:

			1.	the fundamental ban on the use of violence while at the same time upholding the legitimate right of self-defence;

			2.	prioritising civil conflict resolution;

			3.	adherence to rules-based international co-operation and international law;

			4.	the goal of establishing a just economic order;

			5.	the approach of conflict transformation by taking the presence of a violent past seriously;

			6.	and its human rights and ecologically sustainable foundation.

			Justitia et Pax is not alone in this. The German bishops also published a new peace statement in February 2024. In “Peace be to this House”, they make it very clear that no fundamentally new Catholic peace ethics is needed.176 Nevertheless, we can of course also see that the Christian ethics of peace requires further development – for example when it comes to the evaluation of new weapons systems or normative orientations in a multipolar world.

			But let us return to our topic. What perspectives does the Christian peace ethics now offer for the pressures to which freedom, democracy, and Europe are exposed? I could raise many important issues here, starting with an urgently needed reform of the UN Security Council, a strengthening and reform of the EU, a reorganisation of international trade rules, etc.177 But I don’t want to go into these points in depth. Instead, I would like to introduce two perspectives into the discussion that perhaps receive too little attention.

			It is a truism that modern wars are not decided on the battlefield alone. Almost as important is the media’s authority to interpret events. Whoever determines the narrative of a war is able to gain approval and support. This strategy is certainly not limited only to war. The media and social networks have become decisive influencing factors in politics and society. Just think 
of the US presidential election campaign, viral internet campaigns, viral shitstorms, etc. The power of social media and, above all, of good stories is obvious. 

			If we want the European model to prevail, if we want freedom and democracy to be the unassailable foundation for peace and justice worldwide, then we need precisely such narratives. Because one thing is clear: Afghanistan, China, Syria, and Iran show very clearly that freedom and democracy are not a foregone conclusion and they certainly cannot be enforced by force. We should also stop believing that freedom and democracy will eventually assert themselves all by themselves. Instead, we must also take up the narrative fight for these concepts. In other words, we need to tell their success stories in a way that reaches people. It must become clear what benefits a free and united Europe brings to people. But we should remain honest in doing so. It must be made clear that democratic principles and the reciprocal granting of individual freedoms can sometimes be difficult, but that it is worth every effort, as it guarantees social participation, self-realisation, justice, and freedom. 

			The second point I would like to make is related to this point. But it requires a little background knowledge. Since our peace ethics has its systematic place in Catholic social teaching, it is often reduced to structural measures for peacekeeping and peacebuilding. Enforcing human rights worldwide, insisting on a just economic order or establishing an international legal order are undoubtedly important and necessary building blocks of a sustainable peace order, but they are simply not sufficient. We will only win peace if it does not remain purely external, but only when it enters our hearts.

			If we want peace, we need people of peace. The same applies to the future of Europe and the ideas of freedom and democracy. If Europe is to have a future, we need people with Europe in their hearts. If we want a free world, we need people with free hearts and if we want democracy, we need democratic people. In addition to structural measures, we must therefore turn our attention back to people. We need to invest more energy in peace ethics education in order to give people the chance to become people of peace.

			This brings me to the end of my presentation. I have tried to show that the Russian war against Ukraine is a horrific piece of the puzzle of a crumbling world order. In such a fragile situation of profound transformation, the voice of Catholic peace ethics is immensely important and needed. However, it does not have to change fundamentally for this – its principles are also viable right now – because it first recognises the violent nature of the world and places concrete people at the centre. But in order to make itself heard, it does not just have to have a good theory, it needs good stories: a peace narrative that is appealing and convincing. And it does not just need to get into people’s heads, but, above all, into their hearts.
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			Christian Peace Ethics Must Be Capable of Confronting Conflict 

			 Markus Vogt

			Germany has a strong pacifist tradition, which needs to be critically revised but should by no means be regarded as completely outdated and naive.178 Its guiding principle can be summarized in the phrase “creating peace without weapons.” In view of the experiences of the current war in Ukraine, this seems utopian to many. However, the idea of being able to defend freedom, human rights, and democracy with weapons alone is just as naive. In my opinion, we do not have to abandon the slogan of peace, but we must take a more nuanced view of it.

			We have to fight for peace on very different levels. Sometimes we must use weapons, as in Ukraine, but in civil society we must use solidarity, political enlightenment, a solid information policy (also in the field of new media), diplomatic efforts, economic sanctions, and scientific analysis for a better understanding of the social, political, and religious background of conflict. Peace does not only mean putting an end to violence. Cultural factors must also be taken seriously: the war in Ukraine in particular is also about a conflict of identity that needs to be understood.179 Here the churches are called upon to become active and, for example, to defend Ukraine’s right to cultural, religious, and national autonomy with “spiritual weapons.”

			The most important task of Christians in the current conflict is to listen to the experiences of the people suffering in it and to enter into a genuine dialog with them. The people in Ukraine have now experienced two years of war. It is extremely important for Christian peace ethics to show solidarity with the people under attack – and not to maintain a false neutrality that gives the aggressor a free hand.

			The voice of Christian peace ethics plays a complex role in the Russian-Ukrainian war that should not be underestimated. Patriarch Kyrill’s war propaganda requires a critical theological response. Concrete activities of solidarity, such as those practiced by Renovabis, are also important. The aid organization is an important voice of Christian and international fraternity. Renovabis, together with the Central Committee of German Catholics, has just published an excellent reflection entitled “Fighting for Peace.”180 But at the level of high diplomacy, the Church has unfortunately not yet been particularly effective.

			If you look at the Christian peace movement at the moment, it is currently going through an important learning process. We have a strong pacifist tradition that comes from a comfort zone. For decades, we have been guaranteed security by the USA. If Donald Trump becomes US president again, there is no guarantee that we can continue to live under this security umbrella. And if Ukraine were to lose the war, security in Europe would also be at risk. So we have to get out of this comfort zone and recognize that Christian peace ethics must be capable of conflict, must take the reality of evil, aggression, and destructive energies seriously, and must be prepared to stand up for the defence of freedom, human dignity, and solidarity with those under attack, even with life and limb. This is a reality check for the Christian ethics of peace.

			One consequence of a peace ethics capable of dealing with conflict is the willingness not to simply hand Ukraine over to the brutal aggression of the current Russian regime, but to support it with weapons in a European and global network so that it can defend itself. However, the aim is not to defeat Russia, but to force the regime to the negotiating table. We also need a German armed forces that is capable of taking action, where there is currently a considerable backlog.

			The Church’s teaching on peace ethics has a long tradition. The encyclical “Pacem in terris” (1963) by Pope John XXIII is the most important peace document of the Catholic Church. It was published the year after the world was confronted with the threat of nuclear war during the Cuban missile crisis. At that time, the vision was to overcome the institution of war through the institutions of law. Great hopes were placed in the United Nations (UN). The catastrophe today is that Russia is a member of the UN Security Council and yet is breaking international law in an absolutely blatant way. This means that the credibility of the UN Security Council has been radically lost. As a result, the model that was the vision of “Pacem in terris” no longer works. We now have to resort to peacekeeping measures in the vacuum of a Security Council that has lost its authority and effectiveness. Beyond the institutional blockades, we need a substantive debate on how the international community’s responsibility to protect can be precisely defined, delineated, and put into practice. Parts of the Christian peace ethics certainly need to be revised against the background of the changed forms of warfare and geopolitical power conflicts.

			The new peace declaration of the German bishops is a step in this direction.181 It takes sober account of the changed world situation with the acute danger of a worldwide escalation of wars. It is characterized by the integral view of peace, i.e. the interdependence of peace, justice, human rights, energy, and cybersecurity as well as migration policy and sustainability. This further develops the paradigm of “just peace.” The bishops see the current rearmament efforts as an indispensable element of responsible politics, but also formulate the limits of legitimate counter-violence. And the title “ Peace to this House” ties in with the subtitle of the encyclical “Laudato si’: On Care for Our Common Home” (2015) by Pope Francis. It emphasizes the global dimension: Only the awareness of the community of destiny as a human family can prevent humanity from tearing itself apart in conflicts.

			Religious leaders could actually be important peace mediators. However, if we look at global conflicts, religions are often part of the problem rather than the solution. Although they are often not the cause, they are an escalation factor for violence and hostile demarcation. This must be counteracted. It is therefore particularly important to look at the ambivalence of religious traditions: Where is religion misused as a legitimization for war? Currently above all by the Russian Orthodox Patriarch Kirill. Alliances of criticism are needed here. In Christianity and basically in all world religions it is clear that reconciliation with God is always concretely linked to reconciliation with people, with the willingness to understand one another. In Ukraine, the ecumenical dimension with regard to Orthodoxy is of the utmost importance. We urgently need a dialog between Western and Eastern Christianity. In the peace and dialogue encyclical “Fratelli tutti” from 2020, Pope Francis also particularly emphasizes reconciliation with Islam, which is crucial for peace in the world.

			However, conducting a truly purposeful and effective interreligious and interconfessional dialog on peace ethics involves a difficult learning process. Its success depends on how the interreligious dialog is conducted. The traditional form of simply agreeing on the lowest common denominator and ignoring the differences in order to harmonize is not helpful. An effective interfaith dialog must also put the differences on the table and discuss them. A peace ethics capable of dealing with conflict can also be applied in this area. Religions can learn from each other and from their differences. We do not need “consensus papers” in the traditional format, but rather a building of trust across sometimes deep cultural divides.

			Due to its special international position, the Vatican is predestined to mediate in international conflicts – and does so time and again. However, the Holy See seems to be cutting a particularly unfortunate figure in the Ukraine war. The Vatican’s peace diplomacy to date has been something of a disaster.182 The talks, also led by Cardinal Matteo Zuppi, have essentially failed. First there was talk of a peace mission, then only of a humanitarian mission. In addition, Russian propaganda misused these talks for its own purposes. The attempt to be somehow neutral on the same level by saying that Russia and Ukraine must reconcile has clearly failed. You cannot achieve peace if you do not distinguish between aggressor and aggressed. Massive mistakes have been made. People have not seen through the fact that the Russian Orthodox Church is part of the Russian system of war manipulation.

			Nevertheless, the Vatican has the chance to play a mediating role in this conflict because it is not just a state actor. In this position and with its spiritual authority, it could certainly say that peace must also include compromise. But right and wrong must be clearly stated. It must also be an important element of Christian peace diplomacy to ward off the misuse of religion to legitimize war and create images of the enemy. At the moment, there seems to be no sign of willingness to negotiate on the Russian side. But if talks are possible at some point, they must be prepared. And there is certainly experience in the Church of how wars can be ended. I’m thinking of the Community of Sant’Egidio, which has a lot of experience in the diplomatic arena.183 But their strategy is not to go public prematurely. I believe that the Catholic Church can still be an important factor.
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			“Never Again!” 
and “Clash of Civilizations” 
Reflecting on Ethical Principles of Peace in a New Geopolitical Situation 

			Ingeborg G. Gabriel

			“World peace cannot be safeguarded without the making of creative efforts proportionate to the dangers that threaten it.”184 These introductory words of the Schuman Plan of 1951 which laid the basis for European unification are still inspiring and worth reflecting in the light of the challenges of a new political situation today. The theme the organizers of this conference, who are to be thanked for their engagement and courage, formulated as a title for the first panel circumscribes these new challenges task and therefore is to serve as a heading of the first two points of this contribution, whereas the third point will sketch the ethical dimension as reflected in the overall title of the conference.

			“Never again!” The post-World War II institutions 
as the result of a moral and political vision

			“Never again!” was a political and – even more – a moral outcry of courageous politicians and intellectuals after World War II, who envisioned a new world order. After the two wars which had laid ­Europe into ashes and the political, economic and moral devastation totalitarian regimes caused, after bombings and killings, famine and murder committed on a large scale by states as well as the holocaust which was to extinguish the Jewish minority, firm political will and moral commitment led to the establishment of a European as well as an international post-war architecture unique in history. Its major aim was to prevent future wars. To this end the UN Charter of 1944 prohibited of the use of violence by states (Art 2/4). The attempt to establish a collective security system according to which an attack on one state must be met by a military response from all unfortunately failed in practice. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 constituted the basis for the creation of a body of international law that has been the legal spine of the international order ever since. Its preamble reads as follows: “Whereas disregard and contempt for human rights have resulted in barbarous acts which have outraged the conscience of mankind, and the advent of a world in which human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and belief and freedom from fear and want has been proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the common people.” Despite shortcomings, this legal and institutional framework has been a major contribution 
to peace and has created a political climate in which wars were no longer seen as a legitimate means of politics. During the decades following the war world peace was by no means stable. The Damocles sword of the Cold War turning into a Hot War hung over the world. Civil and ethnic wars led to great human suffering. Nevertheless, the established international order helped prevent conflicts through communication and cooperation. Thereby one has to keep in mind, that wars which do not break out, and tensions that do not explode are easily overlooked. Diplomatic efforts, if successful, often go unnoticed.

			During the three quarters of a century which have passed since then, immense geopolitical transformations took place. Whereas international law has been developed further step by step, the international institutions, particularly the UN Security Council, have not been updated to accommodate these changes. This has greatly decreased their effectiveness and relevance. Decolonialization, an increase in the world’s population from about 2.5 billion to more than 8 billion, mostly living in the Global South, large scale economic and technological developments, and a concomitant redistribution of power as well as the increasing assertion of religious, national, and cultural identities require geopolitical efforts, which are “proportionate to the dangers that threaten” world peace also today.

			Regionally the European institutions, most important the EU and its predecessors, were the outcome of the political will to cooperation and reconciliation in a similar manner . Without them, a resurgence of the continent after World War II would have been impossible. It still seems like a miracle that Europe could get on its feet again. Thereby the Schuman plan as basis for an “organized and living Europe…” also acknowledged that “Europe will not be made all at once…It will be built through concrete achievements which first create a de facto solidarity.” This was to be done through a fusion of interests (merging the production of coal and steel indispensable for military action). As Jean Monnet, its mastermind, states in his memoirs, the unification of the continent was first and foremost a political and, even more a moral vision.185 It was based on the determination to make a new start overcoming century old enmities, particularly the “arch-enmity” between France and Germany. The audacity of the mainly Christian politicians who initiated this process still inspires awe. After all, at their own time their success was by no means certain. Their example shows to this day, that moral convictions together with political realism can make a big difference in a seemingly hopeless situation. In an age when laws and institutional arrangements based on interests are seemingly the only relevant factors in politics, the focus mainly 
being material and economic, it is important to stress the significance of personal convictions and moral attitudes. This European unification at that time excluded the Soviet satellite states behind the so-called Iron Curtain. The window of opportunity that opened after the annus mirabilis of 1989 allowed for an enlargement process of the EU. Very soon, however, wars in ex-Yugoslavia (1992-1995) demonstrated the precariousness of peace as well as propensity for conflict, particularly in regions where multiethnic states held together by the Communist ideology were to break up. In a study on peace in Europe from 1995 we counted then seventeen ethnic minority conflicts – and there may have been more – which had the potential to flare up in the future, e.g. between Slovakia and Hungary, Hungary and Romania, and Lithuania and Poland.186 The acceptance of these states into the EU (2004, 2007, 2013) contributed to the neutralization of these ethnic trouble spots. 

			The political will was, as has to be remarked upon critically, however, not strong enough to engage in an in-depth reform of the EU and the creation of a resilient European federal state and rectify existing shortcomings. One of them was, and still is, that its military branch never became effective. It was replaced by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) established in 1949 after the beginning of the Cold War. Its (at present 32) member states became the military arm that was to defend Western Europe against the Communist Bloc, which had organized itself in the Warsaw Pact. NATO’s statutes are based on Article 51 of the UN Charter which establishes the right of each country to self-defense, including collective self-defense, against armed attacks if the UN collective security system fails.187 During the Cold War the Helsinki Acts of 1975 were a ­propitious moment allowing for the creation of the OSCE (Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe, formerly CSCE) and an over-arching cooperation in Europe (at present it has 57 member states). Though this organization wielded considerable soft power, it has been completely paralyzed since the invasion of Ukraine by the Russian Federation (RF) in 2022.

			Summing up: the post-World-War II international and regional order, despite some serious flaws, still constitutes an impressive political achievement. Its erosion – as well as that of international law – particularly after the turn of the millennium, considerably increases political instability in the region and worldwide. The political determination of the RF and other states, to destroy this edifice or at least make it irrelevant does not bode well for the future. It is the result of an aggressive nationalist ideology which sees politics as a zero sum game that the more brutal one wins.188 During the past two years we learned the hard way that peace is by no means self-evident but needs to be defended, last but not least by dealing with historic ills. In his encyclical Centesimus annus (1991) written after the fall of Communism, Pope John Paul II prophetically wrote: “Many individual, social, regional and national injustices were committed during and prior to the years in which Communism dominated; much hatred and ill-will have accumulated. There is a real danger that these will re-explode after the collapse of dictatorship provoking serious conflicts and casualties. What we need is a continuation of the moral commitment and conscious striving to bear witness to the truth…It is to be hoped that hatred and violence will not triumph in people’s hearts, especially among those who are struggling for justice, and that all people will grow in the spirit of peace and forgiveness” (CA 27).

			“End of history” or “clash of civilizations”?

			These reflections on this geopolitical situation must be complemented by a sketch of intellectual currents which underpin and drive it. During the post-1989 period two political narratives dominated the discourse. One was the (over)optimistic conviction of an “end of history” based on a specific interpretation of Hegelian philosophy. The classic of the US-political scientist Francis Fukuyama would not have reached such prominence, however, had it not echoed a widespread feeling of the epoch.189 At the time of the implosion of the Communist bloc, a process of globalization speeded up by technological innovations as the internet led to “the Roaring 1990s”190 characterized by economic and political neoliberal triumphalism. Already, however, other political forces started to gain momentum. Samuel Huntington’s prediction of a “clash of civilizations” attempted to capture these emerging realities. The rise of identity politics according to Huntington (he counted eight civilizations) foreshadowed a multipolar world of power politics and a geopolitical constellation in which the West would stand against the rest of the world, split up in different cultural zones with different value systems.191

			Since the 1970s/1980s, postmodern as well as postcolonial thinkers have criticized universalism, putting (cultural) differences over and above human commonalities.192 That these anthropological positions are becoming intellectually dominant, is by no means reassuring. Liberal universalism, which overlaps in many ways with Christian moral beliefs, e.g. on human rights and democracy, is thereby seen as having been irredeemably discredited by Western neoimperialism. This intellectual perspective can be demonstrated by two influential books. In “The Light That Failed,” written by the Bulgarian political scientist Ivan Krastev and the US-American Stephen Holmes, the present world order is criticized as an imitation of Western Enlightenment ideas by other nations, which necessarily had to fail. Though this conclusion may not have been intended by the authors, this makes a return to (traditional?) cultural and national values the only viable alternative.193 In his influential book “The Age of Anger,” the Indian intellectual Pankaj Mishra defends explicitly this position. For him, Russia under Peter I and Catherine I was the first victim of a Western imperialism guided by Enlightenment thought, citing frequent visits of Voltaire and other French intellectuals to St. Petersburg.194 That this way of thinking is by no means limited to intellectuals (inside and outside Europe) became clear to me when a friend from Singapore told me how surprised she was that after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine the mood in her country was pro-Russian. Liberal political institutions are thereby increasingly regarded as part of an imperialist project and rejected together with economic neoliberalism and social liberalism (seen mainly through the lens of gender issues and rights for homosexuals). Politically, these culturalist and nationalist narratives are firmly supported by autocratic regimes and are an excellent reason to ban criticism of human rights abuses and other injustices as foreign influences to be rejected.195 Traditional, cultural values have thus been promoted in international bodies by the RF (together with the Islamic states) against Western universal values since the turn of the millennium. They also serve as a tool to discredit liberal democracies. This becomes particularly obnoxious when differences are made into antagonist worldviews, which claim superiority on the basis of culture and religion.196 Summing up: the present situation has less the characteristics of a clash between civilizations, than of a clash between authoritarian and human rights-based liberal positions worldwide. The central political question thereby is, how, after an epoch guided by the illusiory idea of an “end of history,” a liberal order based on the rule of law and constitutional rights can be saved from erosion in view of aggressive nationalisms of different colors. Politically this requires the will to steer through troubled waters in a world largely differ ent from the one we have known until now. Remembering the brutal realities of the Communist age of bipolarity should, however, guard against an idealization of the past, and strengthen the determination to overcome present challenges. This alos constitutes the basis for a new reflection on Christian peace ethics.

			Si in bello para pacem: just war theory, or how to prepare peace in times of war

			The geopolitical and intellectual changes sketched above ask for the rethinking of ethical positions on war and peace. This is by no means easy for those who have been raised in a time of peace expecting an evolution of universal understanding based on an international order. For Christians, who follow a religion of peace with non-violence as an overall aim and vision, ethical positions fundamentally affecting their identity, the situation is particularly challenging.197 In an interview right after the Russian invasion in Ukraine, a well-meaning Christian journalist started out with the question: why do Ukrainians not use a strategy of non-violence? Such a naive and somewhat complacent pacifist position is difficult to hear today. However, which are the ethical categories that may give orientation? Which are the principles that hold in view of a blatant military (and other forms of) aggression which are designed to subdue and suppress a people? During the past decades the ethics of war has been regarded as dubious and has been replaced by an ethics of peace. This is the right path to take insofar as peace is the aim of war, war never being a good in itself. Reflections on war and ethics therefore constitute an “ethical compromise.”198

			The classical bellum iustum theory, which has been rejected by some Christian ethicists because of past abuses, still can offer some orientation.199 Thus, as the present situation shows, peace ethics and the ethics of war must not be opposed to each other but should be regarded as complementary. Reflections on just (or perhaps better, “legitimate”) war must always be embedded in a theory of just peace, which includes ethical reflections on the pre-war situation and a realistic, and therefore sustainable, vision for the post-war period. Both are treated extensively in the still highly relevant Pastoral Word of the German Bishops on Just Peace published in 2000.200 However, this does not mean that the ethical criteria of just war theory have become obsolete. Its first criterion is that wars must be declared and led by a legitimate political authority (recta auctoritas). This formal demand may seem outdated. However, in a time when mercenaries, e.g. those of the Wagner group, are actively engaged in warfare, not only in Ukraine, this obviously is not the case. This rather constitutes a dangerous destabilizing development which requires further ethical reflections. The second and central principle of the bellum iustum approach is that wars are only to be conducted with a just cause (recta or iusta causa). Theologians since the Middle Ages have concluded that only the defense of one’s territory could be counted as such a just cause.201 This is also the standard of international law.202 However, even military defense is an ultima ratio; other means have to be exhausted before waging a war. The ius in bello has to be observed, the military response has to be proportional, and there must be some prospect of success. In view of these additional criteria, Heinz-Gerhard Justenhoven rightly speaks of a “conditioned right to self-defense.”203 These conditions might also be bundled under what may be seen as a third pillar of the just war theory, which also constitutes a bridge to just peace: the ethical criterion of the recta intention, which introduces a moral and teleological perspective into the concept, making explicit that the aim of war is peace. It requires an ethical reflection on actions (and attitudes) keeping in mind this final aim.204 The right intention was originally the duty of the ruler.205 Under present, particularly democratic conditions, this is to be expanded to all citizens and even to all humans. As an ethical principle it might be formulated: Si in bello para pacem. It is based on a personal attitude which takes into consideration the effects and long-term consequences of war responsibly judging military and political actions in view of the prospects they have for a sustainable peace. That this judgment is to be exercised under extremely uncertain conditions, including future prospects of freedom (or serfdom), makes it exceedingly difficult.206 Despite these complexities, however, the recta intentio as an ethical criterion is of major importance. It creates the connection between the necessity of military defense and the demand of peacefulness, which according to the Gospel continues to be valid even if the enemy does not show any willingness to act peacefully. For Christian ethics, personal attitudes are key. They also constitute the foundation of legal and institutional structures. The famous sentence of Thomas Aquinas, “justice without empathy is cruelty and empathy without justice the mother of dissolution” (quia iustitia sine misericordia crudelitas est, misericordia sine iustitia mater est di solutionis), may serve as a guideline, showing that complex ethical questions frequently require the application of more than one ethical principle, but that often ethical thought must be based on two pillars, which are like the focal points of an eclipse.207 Thus, right intention in a way is as a moral principle a second focal point, which can add a dimension of empathy to that of justice. At a conference of the Ukrainian Catholic University in Lviv taking place over Zoom two days after the invasion in February 2022, when it seemed probable that Ukraine would be occupied by Russia within days, a Ukrainian colleague stated that he pitied the young Russian soldiers, most of whom did not even know they were going into a war. And in this dramatic moment, Metropolitan Borys Gudziak, who attended the conference via video, was coming back from the shrine of St. Therese of Lisieux, where he had prayed for Putin’s conversion. It is these personal acts and words that are the foundation of peace. Without them, justice loses its humane telos and tends to make those fighting for a just cause à la longue similar to their foes. Laudato si’ expresses this intuition when it states: “We must not think that these efforts are not going to change the world. They benefit society, often unbeknown to us, for they call forth a goodness which, albeit unseen, inevitably tends to spread. Furthermore, such actions can restore our sense of self-esteem…” (LS 212).

			If the moral attitude of empathy is lost, there remains but a deadly spiral of violence. I was shocked when at a panel in Brussels last year, the representative of NATO bluntly retorted to a statement, “There is no empathy in war.” Even the international ius in bello, which also constitutes the basis for legal accusations leveled against the RF, demands this other focal point. Otherwise dehumanization, which can also permeate the thinking of Christians, becomes a reality. Thus, even if propagandistic misuses of peace appeals as a weapon in war make it difficult to speak about peace without being suspected of utopian pacifism, or worse, self-interested complacency, the giving up of fundamental ethical principles is not an option. It leads to intellectual distortions and a loss of the compass needed. This does not mean a call for “peace now” whatever the consequences are. It means, however, that one must keep in mind that the ultimate aim of war is peace and that this vision must be furthered with all means at one’s disposal.208 If human identity is primarily a moral identity, and this holds particularly true for Christians, this constituting the basis of all other identities as well as national identity, this primacy is of particular relevance in war.209 Any violence, and most gravely the massive violence brought about by war, affects the human being deeply, even if it may be unavoidable. This effect on the psyche, in other words on the soul, is to be taken into account particularly in the pastoral work of the Churches. It would be naive to think that military action can be replaced by civil society or individual initiatives directed towards peace. However, these should not be excoriated as standing in opposition against war efforts. A Catholic school in Vienna, which has held exchange programs with a school in Russia for decades, is not to be forced to stop because contact with Russians is considered to be immoral in itself. Such demands, though understandable, are unjustified and do not enhance the potential for sustainable peace. The moral and political dimensions are intertwined, whereby the Christian Churches, particularly the Catholic Church, are called to act at both levels furthering the good over the evil (Romans 12,21). 

			Europe and the world are standing at a crossroads. It is hard to judge how large the chances are that the right path is taken, but the ethical questions are clear: can the international post-World War II order be strengthened and reformed in a way that it furthers peace? Will there be civil society initiatives working for a post-war peace in Europe, uniting Christians and non-Christians? Is there the political will to firmly stand against aggression and war crimes, without losing personal compassion? Whatever the answers are, the mobilization of all political, ethical and spiritual energies to win a just peace against the ideological monster of nationalism underpinned by religious fanaticism is a duty.
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			Global Revisionism on the Rise: 
Could Moral Imperatives Navigate the World (Dis)order?

			Valeria Korablyova 

			Putin’s speech at the infamous Valdai Discussion Club in late 2022 had a telling title “A Post-Hegemonic World: Justice and Security for Everyone.” Half a year into a bloody full-blown war, he reframed Russian aggression from a “special military operation” in Ukraine into a sacred war against the hegemonic West.210 Covering up the failure to conquer the neighboring state in mere weeks as well as the successes of Ukraine’s counter-offensive, he elevated the stakes to nothing less than a new global order. In a nutshell, Putin called the existing international institutions mere tools of Western neocolonialism serving its objectives of exploitation. Presumably aiming to establish its unconditional dominance in the global economy and politics, the West “put at its service the entire planet’s natural and financial resources, as well as all intellectual, human and economic capabilities, while alleging it was a natural feature of the so-called new global interdependence.”211 Putin’s rhetorical move invoked the legacies of Western colonialism, playing on the special sensitivities of former colonies, which provided solid support to Russia’s dubious endeavors in diverse regions of the so-called Global South.

			What could be the most damaging effect is not only the challenged international standing of consolidated democracies in the northern hemisphere, but also a direct attack on existing international institutions as mere fig leaves for greedy white colonizers and – even more disturbingly – the overall relativization of values in global politics. By assuming that moral values have no essence in international relations but rather stand as tokens for certain national and regional interests, Putin unravels the moral fabric of the contemporary world. As Slavoj Zizek rightly points out: “what Russia is offering is a world without hypocrisy – because it is without global ethical standards, practicing just pragmatic ‘respect’ for differences. We have seen clearly what this means when, after the Taliban took over in Afghanistan, they instantly made a deal with China. China accepts the new Afghanistan while the Taliban will ignore what China is doing to Uyghurs – this is, in nuce, the new globalization advocated by Russia. And the only way to defend what is worth saving in our liberal tradition is to ruthlessly insist on its universality. The moment we apply double standards, we are no less ‘pragmatic’ than Russia.”212

			Zeitenwende, as the word of 2022 in the German public discourse, captures this feeling that Putin’s all-out aggression not only requires a landslide in German foreign policy but overtly attacks the moral lessons drawn from historic catastrophes of the 20th century. Those lessons with alleged universal implications grounded the European post-war project with its motto “Never again.” As the German president remarks bitterly: “The Russian attack is an attack on all of the lessons that the world had learned from the last century’s two World Wars. [...] We worked for peace and prosperity. We relied on international cooperation and played by the rules. [...] 24 February was an epochal shift. It plunged us here in Germany, too, into a different time, into an uncertainty that we thought we had left behind us.”213

			That poses a crucial question: Do we all as humankind still have shared values and a moral consensus around certain matters? Are we entering a time when national autonomy is more important than human rights and human lives? What are the remaining red lines not to be crossed? Today, they are shrinking. Large-scale warfare is raging on the European continent with unimaginable atrocities watched live in different corners of the world. Aggressive anti-­Semitic rhetoric is no longer a taboo in the public domain. There still seems to be at least one red line left: we need to survive as a species, therefore nuclear warfare must be ruled out. That is a very thin moral ground for a sustainable global order. Initially devised as a tool for the prevention of mass violence, nuclear weapons are currently misused for blackmail protecting the interests of kleptocratic elites in a stagnating country. The success of this blackmail might provoke other marginal players to acquire the nuclear shield to compensate for some missing economic and political might.

			Sociological surveys expose several alarming trends. First, most respondents in non-Western settings buy into Putin’s rhetoric of his allegedly defensive war against the West. Secondly, they expect the end of the US-centered world order and the collapse of the EU as a political entity in the next twenty years. Finally, the majority in China, India, and Turkey claim that their country best exemplifies real democracy, not any Western country214. As far as the emergent global order is concerned, people’s preferences gravitate towards national sovereignty and selective pragmatic engagement rather than rigid clustering into “camps.”215 One must avoid the temptation to recycle old theories and intellectual lenses to comprehend the ongoing developments. There are no clear-cut ideological camps or cleavages along the primordial/perennial lines, hence we are not observing a Cold War 2.0 or another “clash of civilization,” but rather a re-negotiation of the global world order, disrupted by Russian full-scale invasion supported by its non-democratic allies. In this process, alternative power centers increasingly accumulate resources, converge in their anti-Western sentiments, and strive for more autonomy. Against this, the economic and demographic power of the West is declining, and its population is fragmented and frustrated. Fear-based emotional mobilization brings right-wing populists to high offices with the agenda of self-peripheralization and seclusion. Failing to produce positive visions of the future and unite internally around a positive agenda, political narratives within the West oscillate around prolonging the past and building the walls from “the rest.” Josep Borrel aptly calls this bigger framework “multipolarity without multilateralism” when increasingly transactional global politics pushes common rules out of the window.216 The primacy of national sovereignty in this process presumes moral autonomy, the right to define the truth with no arching universal imperatives.

			The key matter at stake is who defines the global order, where geopolitical power comes from, and what the emergent architectonic of this brave new world is. Joseph S. Nye reminds us that in the increasingly turbulent world of today, assets might turn into liabilities, and those holding the high cards might lose if the rules change. Therefore it is important to figure out first what game is being played.217 The main rivalry seems to be waged between interest-based, rules-based, and value-based global order. It loosely ­corresponds to the realist, liberalist, and constructivist renderings of international relations. The former two share the premise of all states being alike in their institutional design and guiding principles, be that national interests or liberal rules – either way, universalizing, or projecting, the Western model onto other settings. Constructivism allows for a more nuanced picture in which domestic and foreign policies have mutual implications. In other words, the geopolitical strategies of any given country stand as outward expansions of its political culture, its “domestic” values and practices. As Koslowski and Kratochwil put it, “fundamental changes in international politics occur when beliefs and identities of domestic actors are altered, thereby also altering the rules and norms that are constitutive of their political practices.”218

			This angle brings in several important insights. Any improvement of Russia’s geopolitical standing would entail certain “Russianization” of global politics, or certain political practices spilling over its domestic scene into the international arena. Inter alia, it implies moral nihilism and instrumental rationality, which fit the interests of other non-democratic players. Putin’s rhetorical attacks on the West challenged its moral authority to promote universal values. In order to rehabilitate this capacity, arguments pointing towards divergences between declared values and political practices in the Western world must be comprehended and rectified. To that end, values must be brought back into public politics – not just as rhetorical claims and constitutional codifications, but exemplified in collective actions on various levels.219 
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			Predicting Russia’s Future Behavior Thanks to the Idea 
of “Civilizational Security”

			Greg Lewicki

			“Putin will not attack Ukraine”

			In 2015 the American political scientist John Mearsheimer claimed that Russia’s president Vladimir Putin is too smart to try to conquer Ukraine220. Mearsheimer, a representative of the so-called “offensive realism” take on international relations, propagates an idea that all great powers always want to dominate “their” regions of influence in order to ward off potential threats to their own national security. Hence, he argues, Ukraine as a territorial neighbor of a great power, Russia, could not even dream of joining the Western sphere of influence. For many of Russia’s immediate neighbors it is better to realize their fate is sealed as members of Russia’s geopolitical zone. 

			In Mearsheimer’s view Russia, however, is “too smart” to try to conquer Ukraine and provoke an international conflict. “If you really want to wreck Russia, what you should do is to encourage it to try to conquer Ukraine,” he claimed in 2015, only a year after a Russian attack on eastern Ukraine occurred. He added: “Putin is much too smart to try that.”221 Instead, according to Mearsheimer, Putin will subdue and undermine Ukraine with a variety of political and economic tools.

			Fast forward to February 24th 2022, the day when Russia invaded Ukraine again with the goal of annihilating its statehood, and Mearsheimer’s theory falls apart. Surprisingly, however, Mearsheimer’s cognitive dissonance does not really make him admit something was missing in his theory. Instead, from that day on, he keeps repeating that an attempt to conquer Ukraine, previously deemed a stupid move, should now be perceived as a “rational” act by Putin.222 

			Mearsheimer’s approach is symptomatic. Many erring analysts, faced with the facts contradicting their theory either deny the facts or tacitly alter the implication of their theory. I could certainly produce a very long list of analysts, be they American or European, that have treated the invasion of Ukraine as something irrational from Russia’s perspective even a day before February 24th, when the Russian military buildup on the Ukrainian border was already evident. Stigmatizing failed forecasts, however, is not the point of this paper.223 The point is to analyze what these analysts got wrong about geopolitics – at least those who were honest in their wrong predictions (as opposed to the Kremlin-financed trolls that spread disinformation on purpose). Such reflection is very much needed if the Europeans are to properly understand and predict Russia’s behavior in the years to come.

			Russia and western delusions 

			Many wrong assumptions about social groups or states start with the blatant underestimation of cultural and civilizational differences between global regions and collective identities. Alas, Mearsheimer’s wrong predictions about Russia are only the tip of the iceberg. Many other intellectuals – and politicians for that matter – tend to neglect local civilizational factors that influence regional mindsets of leaders. A typical careless thought process like this could be summarized as follows: an actor or a group of actors is treated as “rational,” thus allegedly displaying a universal drive towards similar cultural and personal goals, given similar economic incentives. As I point out elsewhere, such an approach leads to cultural blindness, that is to say to a misunderstanding of human dignity and human behaviour in social contexts.224 Moreover, such an approach is driven by ignorance, because modern inter-cultural psychology has already made it clear that cultural scripts – e.g. cultural norms, religious imaginaries or historically shaped local behavioural patterns – tend to shape and overwrite the allegedly “pure” rationality of social agents. Some reliable comparative datasets to measure these cultural differences, such as World Value Survey, facilitate insights into the dynamic of cultural change in Europe and beyond.225 

			Unfortunately, failure to understand these civilizational differences in the last decades has led European politics astray. One example could be the partially failed integration policies affecting many migrants in Western Europe, followed by the patterns of conflictual integration and spatial segregation in accordance with religious and ethnic patterns.226 Another consequence of cultural blindness, alas, is the ongoing Russian invasion of Ukraine. Decades before the invasion took place, many Western European capitals assumed that Russia was a civilizational part of Europe and its collective goals were in principle the same or similar to those of the West – that is to say prosperity, wellbeing and societal progress. Even those who acknowledged that some building blocks of Russian civilizational identity might differ from those in Europe tended to believe in Wandel durch Handel – the idea that through economic exchange and commerce a cultural change could come to life that would eventually bridge the Russia-Europe cultural gap. Having witnessed the Russian atrocities in Ukraine, we already know Wandel durch Handel was a harmful mirage and a ruse. Now we need to reframe the concept of European security to never make similar mistakes again.

			Civilizational identities. Ukraine’s push towards Western Civilization

			In my 2023 paper “Civilizational Security. Why Russian Invasion of Ukraine shows ‘National Security’ is Not Enough to Understand Geopolitics,”I argue that only by superimposing civilizational theory on the international and geopolitical frameworks will we be able to properly understand Russia’s invasion of Ukraine together with the great stakes related to the future outcome of this conflict. In particular, I claim we need to reexamine the concept of “a civilization.” 227 The term, along with its synonyms, are still used in academic and public discourse despite continuous discussions concerning the ideological and political biases and misuses of the term. 

			Generally, while “a civilization” typically refers to one of several civilizations based on various cultural, political, and religious traditions, “civilization” tends to refer to a single worldwide human civilization. The former term seems to be more frequently mentioned in geopolitical or regional settings, whereas the latter is more frequently mentioned in conversations about global challenges such as climate change or nuclear non-proliferation.

			When it comes to “a civilization”, i.e. the term that singles out one among many civilizations, there is a notable rising interest in this idea since the last decade of the 20th century.228 In particular, the idea of “civilizational identity” has attracted a great deal of scholarly attention in English literature.229 According to Christopher Cokeboth the likes of Mearsheimer and the Russian intelligence services. For Mearsheimer, the reason was rather theoretical: it was beyond the theoretical scope of offensive realism that a society and its elites can choose not only to belong to a sphere of a geopolitical influence, but also to belong to a certain civilizational imaginary. The rigid framework of offensive realism could simply not accommodate a civilizational layer of geopolitics. Societies, Mearsheimer believs, have no agency to transform collective dreams like this. For the Russians in turn, the negligence of Ukraine’s Western push was both theoretical and practical. Certainly, in the last decades Moscow has noticed the pro-Western sentiments in Ukraine and treated them with distrust, but Ukraine’s change of civilizational identity towards Western scripts seems to have gone largely downplayed by Russian intelligence. Certainly they did not predict that Ukraine would vehemently fight back and intensify its escape from the ­gravitational field of the Russian civilizational state.230 They did not predicted that Poland would absorb millions of Ukrainian women and children fleeing war and give them shelter in crisis. This is precisely what American president Joe Biden hinted at when he spoke about president Putin’s perception of Ukraine: “I think he thought he was going to be welcome with open arms. That this was the home of mother Russia and Kyiv. I think he totally miscalculated.”231

			Why did this happen? Firstly, due to the analytical lens used by the Russian propaganda establishment which I call “Russian geopolitics.” It is a type of approach to geopolitics that treats geopolitical analysis as something much more far-reaching than just a prism – one of many – through which one analyzes global affairs. Russian geopolitics (represented by ideologists such as Alexander Dugin) treats geopolitics as “a science” that allegedly uncovers objective, simple, cynical, and iron laws that govern the world.232 In this simplistic, pseudoscientific approach popular in Russian military circles, the analytical focus is placed almost exclusively on hard power (meaning economic pressure and military threat potential) and sharp power (meaning special operations and the ability to distort or manipulate information flows).233 If one views the world like this, one must conclude that people and societies are mostly a passive mass, the leaders are corrupt, and the weaker collectives are always destined to be consumed by the physically stronger. According to this worldview, cultural, social, civic and institutional dimensions – although recognized as components of a civilization – are treated as negligible byproducts of hard and sharp power. In accordance with such a worldview, soft-power is operational, but it is mostly utilized by the weak, whereas great powers must rely on hard power.

			However, apart from the Russian negligence of Ukraine’s Western push due to theoretical considerations, there could have also been a practical reason for such a development. Moscow’s dictatorial establishment apparently strongly believed in their own propaganda about Ukraine being part of their own superior civilizational state. The belief could have been so strong that Ukrainian signs of changing societal preferences towards Western identity were underreported by Russia’s intelligence community – in order not to anger their Moscow superiors. Russians seem to have been downplaying the soft-power component of international order for decades. And they did the same regarding Ukraine. They could neither tame Westernization – as a cultural trend – nor present something equally attractive for the new Ukrainian generation as an offer. As a result, even though Russia in the last decades has been a powerful state, it has also been a gradually weakening civilization. 

			What happens then if the civilizational state is weak? Its geopolitical surroundings do not perceive associations with this state as crucial, especially if it receives other civilizational offers in the meantime. And Ukraine might have received one: in 2021, NATO leaders reiterated that Ukraine has a right to determine its own future and, in principle, could one day become a NATO member.234 Also of note is that many Ukrainians have traveled to the EU and realized the standard of European life and everyday security in post-communist countries like Poland is something to be desired much more than the standard and security of life to be experienced under Ukrainian oligarchy and Russian influence. 

			Ukraine’s bet. When civilizational security overwrites national security

			Brett Bowden’s paper “Civilizational Security” published in the Routledge Handbook of New Security Studies in 2010 presents the idea of civilizational security both narrowly – as a security of a particular civilization, and broadly – as a security of the global civilization, or humankind.235

			Pic. 1. Types of security including narrow understanding 
of civilizational security (Lewicki, 2023)

			It follows from this framework that a country’s sense of security is influenced by its cultural or civilizational identity. Naturally, this does not imply that cultures from different civilizations do not occasionally clash. They do. It only means that security analysis should utilize civilizational analysis in conjunction with national security analysis, which generally considers technological, cultural, political, and economic aspects but seldom mentions macro-cultures and civilizations. 

			Based on the narrow understanding of a civilizational concept, one could also speak to a narrow “civilizational security” concept framed as a security of a certain civilization. It is a very practical framing: in fact, one could say that Ukraine’s current international standing is only understandable if we filter it through such concept of “civilizational security.”236 This is because the idea of national security alone is incapable of grasping geopolitical choices faced by Ukrainians today. If they cared about national security alone perhaps they should have avoided invasion by any means possible and offer Moscow political subjugation. However, Ukrainians have calculated that raising their civilizational security in the long run necessitates short term radical lowering of their national security. Certainly, achieving civilizational security and stabilizing it will raise Ukraine’s national security in the future. However, Ukraine’s choice between the Western and Russian civilizational scripts at the outset of invasion seem to have been quite simple on a psychological level at least: you will not deem civilizationally attractive someone who is constantly bullying you and who would periodically come for a chunk of your territory.

			Furthermore, having spent centuries living on the edge of multiple civilizations, Ukrainians are well aware of the fact that, once a certain civilization is chosen, it offers a bundle of institutions, value systems, and interconnected technological and economic ties. Ukraine’s civilizational bet which triggered Moscow’s invasion was about accepting or rejecting the foundations of Russia’s civilization in Ukraine, not merely about getting along with the Russian people. This is a fundamental choice that will bring fruit in the centuries to come. Why? Because once a decision about civilizational identity is made, some principles of a given civilization become available at a “discount rate.” For example, the establishment of an independent judicial system and the rule of law is made easier if you begin to respect an individual’s dignity in the same way that Roman law and Western Christian tradition do. However, if your society is simply governed by the laws designed to give the stronger the ability to subjugate those who are less powerful, as in the case of the Russian civilizational state, then it is easier to establish and maintain a system of authoritarian control. If your civilization rejects the idea of individual dignity, as Russia does, some institutional solutions are much harder, if not impossible, to implement.

			As the Ukrainian case clearly suggests, a priority of ensuring civilizational security can overwrite national security in some policy considerations. Ukrainians today are dying for the acquisition of civilizational security with the West, the beneficiaries of which would be future generations. This is done at the cost of the tragic decline of national security. In turn, the Russian case suggests that negligence of civilizational security runs the high risk of geopolitical failure. If Russia cared not only about its national security, but also about its civilizational security, it would have introduced the programs to attract neighbours to its sphere of influence through the relative amiability of Russian institutional models and cultural scripts. This amiability, however, might be a priori impossible if every successive leader of a country periodically thinks of invading the states it keeps calling “brothers.”

			Dimensions of civilizational security

			I believe that by applying the notion of “civilizational security” to geopolitics and acknowledging the fact that different civilizations may have different goals, collective dreams, and different, culturally infused models of rationality, analysts could be capable of more accurate forecasts. For example, if Europe understood that Russia as a civilizational state is formed on different principles of governance and ethics to Western civilization, then Brussels could change the set of diplomatic, economic, or cultural tools that would be deemed efficient when interacting with Moscow. As evidenced by the last decades of Europe-Russia relations, soft power and cultural policies towards Russia have been proved futile, and the European lack of military strength is treated as a weakness in Moscow.237

			Certainly, it is impossible to elaborate all the aspects of civilizational security in a short paper. However, of note is that from the idea of civilizational security there seems to emerge a novel analytical approach. The analysts of civilizational security and the policymakers trying to understand civilizational dynamics should take into account the following factors to avoid future forecasting failures:

			a)	the values and culture of one’s country, with emphasis on the cultural distance towards the core of a civilization(s) that a country wants to remain linked with;

			b)	the religions of a country, with emphasis on the networks of authority, ideology, and financing of religions the country has rooted in its territory;

			c)	geography, with emphasis on physical proximity to members of particular civilizations; 

			d)	economy, with emphasis on stable and predictable economic ties to the members of a preferred civilization(s);

			e)	technology, with emphasis on the safety of technological infrastructure provided by the members of preferred civilization(s) and their control of crucial information flows;

			f)	narratives, with emphasis on an image of a country in the eyes of the members of the preferred civilization(s) as indispensable or at least crucial for this civilization(s)

			g)	the collective power of civilizations a country wants to be associated with.
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			Advancing the Ethical Dimension of European Security

			Statement to the Munich Security Conference, 2024
From the participants of the symposium 
“Challenges of Russia’s War against Ukraine and the Ethical Principles of Sustainable Peace” 
February 13, 2024

			The Russian war against Ukraine poignantly illustrates that the unassessed, uncondemned, and unimpeded evil of the communist ideology and crimes of the Soviet regime inevitably erupt into wars and suffering of people and nations. Our future security is inherently fragile if we disregard these moral realities and attempt to isolate them from our security considerations, decisions, and strategies. We are also confronted with the reality of religious power narratives and the need to consider the religious and spiritual aspects of our security infrastructure.

			Drawing from the lessons of 1945, we are reminded that a military victory does not automatically ensure peace and human development. The only partial success – as is evidenced by the present-day tragic events – of the post-World War II international infrastructure and development of Western Europe was contingent upon the mental, moral, and military defeat of Nazi Germany and the Nuremberg conviction of Nazi ideology. The end of the Cold War did not bring “the end of history” – as some commentators thought – but merely signaled a truce followed by a series of wars geared towards restoring  a Russian empire (Moldova, Georgia, Ukraine).

			Democratic societies are stakeholders, not merely consumers, of security. Security starts with accepting dignity and human rights as fundamental societal principles, and with a willingness to make sacrifices to uphold this choice. Our vision of future security is incomplete without a conscientious acknowledgment of past moral realities and responsible navigation through the present moral landscape. Any security architecture is unsustainable unless built upon a solid ethical infrastructure, embraced by a resilient, morally sound, and justice-bound public culture. Our future security structure must internalize or appropriate this ethical foundation and thrive in a proper moral climate to prevent corrosion, failures, or eventual collapse.

			Therefore, the participants of the symposium call upon the upcoming Munich Security Conference 2024 to:

			Recognize Russia’s ongoing re-imperialization effort as the most serious present threat to Europe and global democracies requiring a collective response from European countries and allies. 

			•	Confirm all needed support for Ukraine to reestablish sovereignty over its internationally recognized territory and provide necessary military, political, and financial assistance to help Ukraine repel the aggression of the Russian Federation.

			•	Acknowledge Ukraine’s sovereign right to pursue NATO membership and endorse its integration into the alliance.

			•	Recognize that security is based on the “power of law,” while insecurity arises from the “law of power.” Without countering and incapacitating Russia’s “law of power” strategy and recommitting globally to authentic law, lasting security and peace will remain elusive.

			•	Acknowledge that efforts to democratize Russia through trade and finance alone disregarding human rights and dignity-based public culture transformations have backfired. Without respect for civic values and virtues, “business as usual” is used as a hybrid weapon to enable the Kremlin’s international aggression.

			•	Mitigate the harm of unprincipled “business as usual,” by automatically triggering sanctions and assistance for countries subjected to aggression under the UN Summit 2005 framework. International sanctions must be enhanced to effectively trace perpetrators and prevent the evasion of responsibility.

			•	Develop efficient mechanisms of counteracting Russia’s “nothing is true and everything is possible” media and information strategy as part of its hybrid warfare toolkit to foster public mobilization, counteract hostile narratives, affirm shared values, and fortify resolve against Russian aggression.

			•	Acknowledge that just peace relies on the explicit and early naming of violence and human rights violations. Therefore, the international legal system should be enhanced to more effectively investigate and prosecute Russian leadership and soldiers for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and atrocities against Ukraine and the Ukrainian people.
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