Appendix A
Foreign Policy Values Orientations

To devise the following foreign policy value orientations, we reviewed the political science literature and selected a hybrid division influenced most by Holsti & Rosenau’s (1990) approach. We then we looked for media outlets that could comfortably fit within these divisions. By selecting only four groups with straightforward lines of division, it was relatively easy to find media outlets comfortably fitting each. Upon reviewing articles dealing with the Ukraine crisis in each of the outlets, we were able to identify recurring themes that we then reproduced in our treatments.
Left                            	Right

Leftwing 		Rightwing
Isolationist              	Isolationist
(LISO)                      	(RISO)

Leftwing 		Rightwing
Interventionist   	Interventionist
(LINT)                    	(RINT)





Isolationism

	


	Interventionism



[bookmark: _GoBack]The ‘Left Isolationist’ (LISO) orientation is defined by a preference for non-military solutions to foreign policy problems (‘Isolationism’), and a preference for helping out-group as well as in-group members (‘Left’). Left Isolationists would tend to believe in a more open, inclusive framework for international relations, to be more idealistic, and to want to help the world become a better place through diplomacy and economic aid.  The term ‘isolationist’ refers only to military intervention, however, since those with LISO values generally believe that the U.S. should provide economic and diplomatic assistance to help poor and persecuted people around the world. LISO values are exemplified by political figures like Dennis Kucinich and Bernie Sanders, and media outlets like Democracy Now! and The Nation provide LISO perspectives on the Ukraine conflict. The LISO frames we examined often explained the history of the conflict as the result of U.S. and E.U. meddling in the internal affairs of Ukraine and the expansion of NATO, provoking a Russian response. The motivations involved were corporate interests for the U.S. and national defense for Russia. The primary concern suggested by these media sources was to prevent war and stop the suffering of Ukraine’s people, and the solution advocated was to stop provoking Russia and meddling in Ukraine, and instead offer economic aid in cooperation with neighboring countries.
	The ‘Left Interventionist’ (LINT) orientation is defined by a tolerance or even preference for military solutions to foreign policy problems (‘Interventionism’), and a preference for helping out-group as well as in-group members (‘Left’). Left Interventionists believe in a more open, inclusive framework for international relations and are generally more idealistic, wanting to help the world become a better place – including through the use of military force. The LINT orientation honors other countries’ rights to sovereignty and self-determination, but not when their governments are committing or permitting human rights abuses. LINT values are exemplified by political figures like Hillary Clinton and Samantha Power, and media outlets like the New York Times and The Washington Post provide LINT perspectives on the Ukraine conflict. LINT media frames often explained the history of the conflict as originating in Russia’s desire to stamp out democracy in neighboring Ukraine. The motivations involved were Russia’s desire to protect its own autocracy from the threat of a democratic example, and the U.S. desire to spread democracy in the region. The primary concern suggested by these media sources was to stop human rights abuses perpetrated by Russia, and the solution advocated was to provide a credible threat of military force against Russia and to supply military aid to Ukraine.
	The ‘Right Interventionist’ (RINT) quadrant is defined by a tolerance or even preference for military solutions to foreign policy problems (‘Interventionism’), and a preference for helping in-group rather than out-group members (‘Right’). Right Interventionists tend to believe that the U.S. needs to be directly involved in world affairs and should use its economic, diplomatic, and military power to maintain world order and protect its national interests around the world. Neoconservatives, in general, would fall into this group. However, as Stephen Walt (2015) and others (Parenti, 2000; Szamuely, 2013) have noted, the alliance between Democrat liberal interventionists and Republican neoconservatives has made the ‘borders’ between these two quadrants (LINT and RINT) somewhat nebulous – many who espouse RINT support for military intervention to protect national interests also espouse LINT support for military intervention to protect human rights. RINT values are exemplified by political figures like Dick Cheney and John McCain, and media outlets like The Weekly Standard and The Washington Times provide RINT perspectives on the Ukraine conflict. RINT media frames often explained the history of the conflict as originating in Russia’s desire to reconstitute the Soviet empire, starting with Ukraine. The motivations involved were Russia’s desire for greater geopolitical power and the U.S. desire to uphold the world order and ensure stability. The primary concern suggested by these media sources was stopping Russian aggression, and the solution advocated was to send troops and military equipment to Ukraine.
	The ‘Right Isolationist’ (RISO) quadrant is defined by a preference for non-military solutions to foreign policy problems, and a preference for helping in-group rather than out-group members (‘Right’). Right Isolationists tend to believe that the U.S. should maintain its dominant position as the world's most powerful nation, but by protecting the homeland, avoiding foreign entanglements, and focusing on strengthening its economy, and not through foreign military interventions. RISO values are exemplified by political figures like Ron and Rand Paul, and media outlets like The American Conservative and RT provide RISO perspectives on the Ukraine conflict. The RISO frames often explained the history of the conflict as originating in U.S. expansion of NATO to Russia’s doorstep, betraying promises to the contrary made to former Soviet leaders. The motivations involved focused primarily on Russia’s understandable desire for security, just as the U.S. would feel an acute need for security if Mexico or Canada joined a hostile military alliance. The primary concern suggested by these media sources was avoiding a major, possibly nuclear war, and the solution advocated was to roll back NATO expansion and end meddling in regional affairs.
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fying the past couple of months. The

fighting between the western Ukraini-
ans, who support the newly installed govern-
ment in Kiev, and the eastern Ukrainians,
who question the legitimacy of the new gov-
ernment, has escalated with casualties mount-
ing on each side. The US faces a difficult deci-
sion regarding how to respond to the current
crisis.

The conflict in Ukraine has been intensi-

According to some foreign policy experts, the con-
flict began with the Ukrainian people’s longstand-
ing desire for democracy and their dissatisfaction
with former president Viktor Yanukovych, widely
seen as corrupt and a puppet of the Russian gov-
ernment. Ukrainians wanted to break away from
Russia’s sphere of influence and ally themselves with
Europe, hoping to enjoy the higher living standards
and more open government of the EU. Yanukovych,
however, rejected the people’s will and turned down
an offer of greater EU integration, instead strength-
ening ties with Russia. This sparked heavy protests
from the Ukrainian people, which eventually forced
him from office and led to a new, EU-friendly govern-
ment in Kiev. Russian president Putin was not only
angry at losing control of Ukraine’s government, but
also feared that the Ukrainian uprising might inspire
the Russian people to fight for greater democracy
at home. Putin reacted aggressively, sending troops
and weapons to help separatist rebels in the east and
south who have started a civil war, and annexing
Crimea through a referendum in violation of inter-
national law and the UN Charter. Russian-backed
troops have been committing human rights violations
in Ukraine, including murder and ethnic cleansing,
and are threatening the democratic freedoms of the

Ukrainian people.

Experts on the region warn that the Russian gov-
ernment is violating international law, creating a
dangerous precedent for the world, and is trampling
human rights in Ukraine. This aggression threatens
to undermine democracy and human rights through-
out the region, intimidating the peoples of nearby
countries and stifling their efforts to live in free and
democratic societies. Although economic sanctions
have weakened the Putin regime and should be in-
tensified, these experts also recommend sending UN
monitors to deter Russian human rights abuses -
and, if abuses continue, to consider a humanitarian
intervention by NATO forces. Only a strong, unified
response from the US and EU - including UN moni-
tors with a possibility of humanitarian intervention
by the military - can end the humanitarian catastro-
phe provoked by Russia, and protect democracy in
Eastern Europe.

Regardless of how the US responds, life for most
Ukrainians under the current circumstances is dif-
ficult. Although Ukrainians, Russians, Europeans,
and Americans have different opinions on the best
way out of the current crisis, one thing everyone
agrees on is that the conflict must end as soon as
possible.
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fying the past couple of months. The

fighting between the western Ukraini-
ans, who support the newly installed govern-
ment in Kiev, and the eastern Ukrainians,
who question the legitimacy of the new gov-
ernment, has escalated with casualties mount-
ing on each side. The US faces a difficult deci-
sion regarding how to respond to the current
crisis.

The conflict in Ukraine has been intensi-

According to some foreign policy experts, the
conflict can be traced back to the corrupt and un-
democratic leadership of former president Viktor
Yanukovych. Yanukovych was closely allied with Rus-
sian president Vladimir Putin, and in late 2013 he
rebuffed an offer for greater integration with the Eu-
ropean Union in favor of closer ties with Russia. This
angered the population, who were tired of the corrup-
tion and pro-Russian bias of the Yanukovych regime,
and through courageous protest the Ukrainian peo-
ple succeeded in finally ousting Yanukovych and in-
stalling a new government. The Russian govern-
ment reacted angrily to this loosening of its grip on
Ukraine, sending troops and weapons to help sepa-
ratist rebels in the east and south who have started
a civil war. Russia used its military presence in
Crimea to force through an illegal referendum that
resulted in the annexation of Crimea to Russia. Rus-
sia has also brought military units and equipment to
its border with Ukraine, making the new Ukrainian
government fear an invasion. Other nearby countries
have also begun to fear Russia’s newly-assertive mil-
itary stance, and have asked for help from the US,
EU, and NATO to protect them against any possible
Russian aggression.

Experts on the region warn that Putin is testing
the West’s resolve, trying to expand his power over
the region, and attempting to regain the territory
Russia lost when the Soviet Union dissolved. They
fear that just as Hitler was not appeased by conces-
sions in Czechoslovakia, Putin will not be appeased
by Western concessions in Ukraine, and will instead
set his sights on other Eastern European countries.
Since Russia has become an aggressor, disrupting the
stability of the world order, Putin must be decisively
stopped before he makes any further power grabs.
Russia’s violation of Ukrainian sovereignty can be
stopped by increasing the cost of aggression: the
US can make Putin think twice about a full-scale
invasion by sending weapons and military advisers
to Ukraine, and being prepared to use the full force
of the US military if necessary.

Regardless of how the US responds, life for most
Ukrainians under the current circumstances is dif-
ficult. Although Ukrainians, Russians, Europeans,
and Americans have different opinions on the best
way out of the current crisis, one thing everyone
agrees on is that the conflict must end as soon as
possible.
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ment in Kiev, and the eastern Ukrainians,
who question the legitimacy of the new gov-
ernment, has escalated with casualties mount-
ing on each side. The US faces a difficult deci-
sion regarding how to respond to the current
crisis.

The conflict in Ukraine has been intensi-

According to some foreign policy experts, the
conflict has its roots in NATO expansion after the
fall of the Soviet Union. When the Soviet Union
was in the process of dissolving, and Russia was
transitioning into a capitalist democracy, US leaders
promised not to expand the NATO alliance to include
Eastern European countries. However, the US gov-
ernment reneged on this promise, expanding NATO
to include several former Soviet allies. This made
the Russian government nervous, as its former en-
emy (NATO) has expanded at its doorstep. In early
2014, a US-supported coup toppled a democratically
elected Ukrainian government, and a new government
handpicked by the US took over. The new govern-
ment wants to join the European Union and NATO,
which would bring NATO to Russia’s western border.
However, ethnic Russians in eastern and southern
Ukraine do not recognize the new government, spark-
ing conflict. The conflict has now escalated into a
civil war, with the US and EU supporting the new
regime in Kiev, and Russia supporting the resistance
in the East.

Experts on the region warn against intervening in
Ukraine, including by sending weapons or military
advisers, since this would rigk escalating an already
dangerous situation. They point out that Russia has
more at stake than the US in the region, hence would

be more willing to use military force. Furthermore,
the Ukrainian army is far weaker than Russia’s, and
no amount of military aid would even the scales. Also,
military aid to Ukraine may be stolen by militias
or criminal organizations, worsening and possibly
even expanding the conflict. Lastly, any US military
involvement may eventually escalate to the point of
a ground war with Russia, which many fear could
turn nuclear. Therefore, these experts recommend
that that the US withdraw all military support from
Ukraine, not allow it to join NATO, and let the EU,
Ukraine, and Russia together solve their problems
on their own.

Regardless of how the US responds, life for most
Ukrainians under the current circumstances is dif-
ficult. Although Ukrainians, Russians, Europeans,
and Americans have different opinions on the best
way out of the current crisis, one thing everyone
agrees on is that the conflict must end as soon as
possible.
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escalating in recent months. According

to some experienced foreign policy ex-
perts, the conflict began with the Ukrainian
people’s longstanding desire for democracy
and their dissatisfaction with former presi-
dent Viktor Yanukovych, widely seen as cor-
rupt and a puppet of the Russian government.
Ukrainians wanted to break away from Rus-
sia’s sphere of influence and ally themselves
with Europe, hoping to enjoy the higher liv-
ing standards and more open government of
the EU. Yanukovych, however, rejected the
people’s will and turned down an offer of
greater EU integration, instead strengthen-
ing ties with Russia. This angered the popu-
lation, who were tired of the corruption and
pro-Russian bias of the Yanukovych regime,
and through courageous protest finally suc-
ceeded in ousting Yanukovych and installing
a new, EU-friendly government in Kiev.

The violence in eastern Ukraine has been

These experts claim that the Russian government
overreacted to this situation, by sending troops and
weapons to help separatist rebels in the east and
south who started the conflict - all because Putin
feared that the Ukrainian uprising might inspire the
Russian people to fight for greater democracy at
home. Furthermore, they claim that Russia used
its military presence in Crimea to force through an
illegal voting referendum (a violation of international
law and the UN Charter) that resulted in the annexa-
tion of Crimea to Russia, ag well as bringing military
units and equipment to its border with Ukraine in
order to make the Ukrainian government fear an
invasion. They blame Russia-backed troops of hu-
man rights violations - including murder and ethnic

cleansing - and for threatening the democratic free-
doms of the Ukrainian people. Furthermore, other
nearby countries have also begun to fear Russia’s
newly assertive military stance, and have asked for
help from the US, EU, and NATO to protect them
against any possible Russian aggression.

An opposing group of foreign policy experts claim
that the conflict has its roots in NATO expansion
after the fall of the Soviet Union, and that it began
with Yanukovych’s decision to accept an economic
aid package from Russia, rather than a competing
package from the EU. His decision sparked protests
from pro-EU Ukrainians in the west, who were soon
joined by far-right extremist groups with strong his-
torical ties to fascism and anti-Semitism. These
protests were supported by the US and EU, and
as they turned violent Yanukovych was eventually
forced to flee. He was replaced by a pro-Western
government selected by the US, sparking a defen-
sive reaction from ethnic Russians in the south and
east of Ukraine, who accused the new government of
persecution.

These opposing experts say that NATO shares
much of the blame for the conflict and the growing
tensions between Russia and the West. They point
out that when the Soviet Union was in the process of
dissolving, and Russia was transitioning into a capi-
talist democracy, US leaders promised not to expand
the NATO alliance to include Eastern European coun-
tries. However, the US government reneged on this
promise, expanding NATO to include several former
Soviet allies. This made the Russian government ner-
vous, as its former enemy (NATO) has expanded at
its doorstep. So when in early 2014 a US-supported
coup toppled the democratically-elected Ukrainian
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government and a new government was installed
(and handpicked by the US), Russia saw this as not
only as an imperialist move by the US, but also as
a geopolitical one. The new Ukrainian government
is moving to join the European Union and NATO
as quickly as possible, which would bring a hostile
military alliance (NATO) right to Russia’s western
border. Ethnic Russians in eastern and southern
Ukraine fear the possible repercussions of this move
and many believe that their rights will be taken away
by the new government in Kiev; therefore, they do
not recognize its legitimacy.

There is now heavy fighting between the new gov-
ernment in Kiev and ethnic Russians in the south
and east. The US and EU have been supportive
of the new government in Kiev, and have accused
the Russian government of sending troops to eastern
Ukraine. The Russian government has been sympa-
thetic to the ethnic Russians living in eastern and
southern Ukraine, and has supported the Crimean
referendum to rejoin Russia.

Both sets of experts also share differing views on
possible solutions to the ongoing crisis. The first
group warns that the Russian government is violat-
ing international law, creating a dangerous precedent
for the world, and trampling human rights in Ukraine.
They also believe that Putin is testing the West’s
resolve, trying to expand hig power over the region,
and attempting to regain the territory Russia lost
when the Soviet Union dissolved. They fear that
just as Hitler was not appeased by concessions in
Czechoslovakia, Putin will not be appeased by West-
ern concesgions in Ukraine, and will instead set his
sights on other Eastern European countries. This
aggression threatens to undermine democracy and
human rights throughout the region, intimidating the
peoples of nearby countries and stifling their efforts
to live in free and democratic societies. They believe
that Russia is the aggressor, disrupting the stability
of the world order, and that Putin must be stopped
before he makes any further power grabs. They rec-
ommend that economic sanctions be intensified and
that the UN send monitors to deter Russian human
rights abuses - and if abuses continue, a humanitar-
ian military intervention by NATO forces, with the
US leading the way with the full force of its military,
should be considered. They argue that only a strong,
unified response from the US and EU can end the
humanitarian catastrophe provoked by Russia, and
that the principles of democracy, sovereignty, and
international law must be defended.

The opposing group of experts warns against inter-
vening in Ukraine, including by sending weapons or
military advisers, since this would risk escalating an
already dangerous situation, and that any support
for the new government in Kiev could strengthen
far-right elements that have historical connections to
fascism, leading to harsh persecution of minorities
such as ethnic Russians and Jews. They point out
that Russia, which has thousands of nuclear weapons,
has more at stake than the US in the region and,
therefore, would be more willing to use military force:
this could compel the US into a ground war. Further-
more, they say that Ukrainian army is far weaker
than Russia’s, and no amount of military aid would
even the scales. They argue that US involvement in
Ukraine is motivated not by humanitarianism but by
US corporations, which prefer Ukraine to be weak
and divided - making assets and land cheaper to pur-
chase. Therefore, these experts recommend that the
US withdraw its military support to the Ukrainian
government, forbid it from entering NATO, and be-
gin to offer serious economic aid in cooperation with
Russia and the EU.

Regardless of how the US responds, life for most
Ukrainians under the current circumstances is dif-
ficult. Although Ukrainians, Russians, Europeans,
and Americans have different opinions on the best
way out of the current crisis, one thing everyone
agrees on is that the conflict must end as soon as
possible.

Page 2 of 2




image8.jpg
The Crisis

Editorial Board, The international Standard

in Ukraine

escalating in recent months. Accord-

ing to some experienced foreign policy
experts, the conflict has its roots in NATO
expansion after the fall of the Soviet Union,
and it began with former president Viktor
Yanukovych’s decision to accept an economic
aid package from Russia, rather than a com-
peting package from the EU. His decision
sparked protests from pro-EU Ukrainians in
western Ukraine, who were soon joined by
far-right extremist groups with strong histor-
ical ties to fascism and anti-Semitism. These
protests were supported by the US and EU,
and as they turned violent Yanukovych was
eventually forced to flee. He was replaced
by a pro-Western government selected by the
US, sparking a defensive reaction from ethnic
Russians in the south and east of Ukraine,
who accused the new government of persecu-
tion.

The violence in eastern Ukraine has been

These experts claim that NATO shares much of
the blame for the conflict and the growing tensions
between Russia and the West. They point out that
when the Soviet Union was in the process of dissolv-
ing, and Russia was transitioning into a capitalist
democracy, US leaders promised not to expand the
NATO alliance to include Eastern European coun-
tries. However, the US government reneged on this
promise, expanding NATO to include several former
Soviet allies. This made the Russian government ner-
vous, as its former enemy (NATO) has expanded at
its doorstep. So when in early 2014 a US-supported
coup toppled the democratically-elected Ukrainian
government and a new government was installed
(and handpicked by the US), Russia saw this as not

only as an imperialist move by the US, but also as
a geopolitical one. The new Ukrainian government
is moving to join the Furopean Union and NATO
as quickly as possible, which would bring a hostile
military alliance (NATO) right to Russia’s western
border. Ethnic Russians in eastern and southern
Ukraine fear the possible repercussions of this move
and many believe that their rights will be taken away
by the new government in Kiev; therefore, they do
not recognize its legitimacy.

An opposing group of foreign policy experts claims
the conflict began with the Ukrainian people’s long-
standing desire for democracy and their dissatis-
faction with Yanukovych, who was widely seen as
corrupt and a puppet of the Russian government.
Ukrainians wanted to break away from Russia’s
sphere of influence and ally themselves with Europe,
hoping to enjoy the higher living standards and more
open government of the EU. Yanukovych, however,
rejected the people’s will and turned down an offer
of greater EU integration, instead strengthening ties
with Russia. This angered the population, who were
tired of the corruption and pro-Russian bias of the
Yanukovych regime, and through courageous protest
they finally succeeded in ousting Yanukovych and
installing a new, EU-friendly government in Kiev.

These opposing experts say that the Russian gov-
ernment overreacted to this situation, by sending
troops and weapons to help separatist rebels in the
east and south who started the conflict - all because
Putin feared that the Ukrainian uprising might in-
spire the Russian people to fight for greater democ-
racy at home. Furthermore, they claim that Russia
used its military presence in Crimea to force through
an illegal voting referendum (allegedly violating in-
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ternational law and the UN Charter) that resulted
in the annexation of Crimea to Russia, as well as
bringing military units and equipment to its border
with Ukraine in order to make the Ukrainian govern-
ment fear an invasion. They blame Russia-backed
troops of human rights violations - including mur-
der and ethnic cleansing - and for threatening the
democratic freedoms of the Ukrainian people. Fur-
thermore, other nearby countries have also begun
to fear Russia’s newly assertive military stance, and
have asked for help from the US, EU, and NATO
to protect them against any possible Russian aggres-
sion.

There is now heavy fighting between the new gov-
ernment in Kiev and ethnic Russians in the south and
east. The Russian government has been sympathetic
to the ethnic Russians living in eastern and southern
Ukraine, and has supported the Crimean referendum
to rejoin Russia. The US and EU have been support-
ive of the new government in Kiev, and have accused
the Russian government of sending troops to eastern
Ukraine.

Both groups of experts also share differing views
on possible solutions to the ongoing crisis. The first
group warns against intervening in Ukraine, including
by sending weapons or military advisers, since this
would risk escalating an already dangerous situation,
and that any support for the new government in
Kiev could strengthen far-right elements that have
historical connections to fascism, leading to harsh
persecution of minorities such as ethnic Russians
and Jews. They point out that Russia, which has
thousands of nuclear weapons, has more at stake than
the US in the region and, therefore, would be more
willing to use military force: this could compel the
US into a ground war. Furthermore, they say that
Ukrainian army is far weaker than Russia’s, and no
amount of military aid would even the scales. They
argue that US involvement in Ukraine is motivated
not by humanitarianism but by US corporations,
which prefer Ukraine to be weak and divided - making
assets and land cheaper to purchase. Therefore, these
experts recommend that the US withdraw its military
support to the Ukrainian government, forbid it from
entering NATO, and begin to offer serious economic
aid in cooperation with Russia and the EU.

The opposing group of experts warns that the
Russian government is violating international law,
creating a dangerous precedent for the world, and
trampling human rights in Ukraine. They also be-

lieve that Putin is testing the West’s resolve, trying
to expand his power over the region, and attempt-
ing to regain the territory Russia lost when the So-
viet Union dissolved. They fear that just as Hitler
was not appeased by concessions in Czechoslovakia,
Putin will not be appeased by Western concessions in
Ukraine, and will instead set his sights on other East-
ern KEuropean countries. This aggression threatens
to undermine democracy and human rights through-
out the region, intimidating the peoples of nearby
countries and stifling their efforts to live in free and
democratic societies. They believe that Russia is the
aggressor, disrupting the stability of the world order,
and that Putin must be stopped before he makes
any further power grabs. They recommend that eco-
nomic sanctions be intensified and that the UN send
monitors to deter Russian human rights abuses - and
if abuses continue, a humanitarian military interven-
tion by NATO forces, with the US leading the way
with the full force of its military, should be consid-
ered. They argue that only a strong, unified response
from the US and EU can end the humanitarian catas-
trophe provoked by Russia, and that the principles of
democracy, sovereignty, and international law must
be defended.

Regardless of how the US responds, life for most
Ukrainians under the current circumstances is dif-
ficult. Although Ukrainians, Russians, Europeans,
and Americans have different opinions on the best
way out of the current crisis, one thing everyone
agrees on is that the conflict must end as soon as
possible.
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fighting between the western Ukraini-
ans, who support the newly installed govern-
ment in Kiev, and the eastern Ukrainians,
who question the legitimacy of the new gov-
ernment, has escalated with casualties mount-
ing on each side. The US faces a difficult deci-
sion regarding how to respond to the current
crisis.

The conflict in Ukraine has been intensi-

In late 2013, Ukrainian president Viktor
Yanukovych chose an economic aid package offered
by Russia and turned down the alternate aid pack-
age offered by the European Union. This resulted in
protests by Ukrainians wanting stronger ties to the
EU instead of Russia. These protests resulted in the
removal of Yanukovych, and the formation of an in-
terim government more favorable to the EU and US.
This set off a conflict between pro-Western Ukraini-
ans in the west of the country, and pro-Russian
Ukrainians in the east and south. This conflict has
become a civil war, with Russia supporting the re-
sistance in the east and south, and the US and EU
backing the new government and its supporters in
the west. The Ukrainian civil war jeopardizes the
safety and prosperity of everyone in the country, and
threatens to ignite a broader conflict between the US
and Russia. Various proposals have been discussed
within the US about how to respond, some including
military options while others focus on economic and
diplomatic solutions.

Regardless of how the US responds, life for most
Ukrainians under the current circumstances is dif-
ficult. Although Ukrainians, Russians, Europeans,
and Americans have different opinions on the best
way out of the current crisis, one thing everyone

agrees on is that the conflict must end as soon as
possible.
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ans, who support the newly installed govern-
ment in Kiev, and the eastern Ukrainians,
who question the legitimacy of the new gov-
ernment, has escalated with casualties mount-
ing on each side. The US faces a difficult deci-
sion regarding how to respond to the current
crisis.

The conflict in Ukraine has been intensi-

According to some foreign policy experts,
the conflict began with former president Viktor
Yanukovych’s decision to accept an economic aid
package from Russia, rather than a competing pack-
age from the EU. This sparked protests from pro-EU
Ukrainians in the west, who were soon joined by
far-right extremist groups with strong historical ties
to fascism and anti-Semitism. These protests were
supported by the US and EU, and as they turned
violent Yanukovych was eventually forced to flee. He
was replaced by a pro-Western government selected
by the US, sparking a defensive reaction from eth-
nic Russians in the south and east of Ukraine, who
accused the new government of persecution. There
is now heavy fighting between the new government
in Kiev and ethnic Russians in the south and east.
The Russian government has been sympathetic to
the ethnic Russians living in eastern and southern
Ukraine, and has supported the Crimean referendum
to rejoin Russia. The US and EU have been support-
ive of the new government in Kiev, and have accused
the Russian government of sending troops to eastern
Ukraine.

Experts on the region argue that any support for
the new government in Kiev will strengthen far-right

elements, leading to harsh persecution of minorities
such as ethnic Russians and Jews. Any military
involvement by the US will threaten and antagonize
Russia, which has thousands of nuclear weapons -
risking a truly catastrophic war. Furthermore, they
argue that US involvement in Ukraine is motivated
not by humanitarianism but by US corporations,
which prefer Ukraine to be weak and divided - making
assets and land cheaper to purchase. The solution
these experts offer to Ukraine’s humanitarian disaster
is for the US to withdraw its military support to the
Ukrainian government, and begin to offer substantial
economic aid in cooperation with Russia and the
European Union.

Regardless of how the US responds, life for most
Ukrainians under the current circumstances is dif-
ficult. Although Ukrainians, Russians, Europeans,
and Americans have different opinions on the best
way out of the current crisis, one thing everyone
agrees on is that the conflict must end as soon as
possible.
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