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Potential of environmental and
securitization in Ukraine

technogenic safety problems

In this paper we analyze the situation regarding securitization of environmental
and technological security issues during last five years in Ukraine. It is shown that,
despite repeated proclamation on the highest political level of the thesis on the impor-
tance of ecological and technological security for the development of the state they
are still not recognized as existential. Government, key political parties and certain
candidates for deputies during elections to the Parliament, NGOs, as well as individ-
ual citizens were actors of securitization of environmental and man—made threats.
However there is no case, when threat has been accepted by the audience as an
existential and redistribution of resources for the prevention of the threat hasn’t been
done. Since the functioning of critical infrastructure and the availability of high—
quality strategic natural resources are a prerequisite for vital activity of individuals,
society and the state, we consider these categories as a most promising for securitiza-
tion.

Keywords: national security, soft threats, strategic natural resources, critical
infrastructure.
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IoTenuman CEeKbIOPUTH3ALHHU HpOﬁJleM IKOJIOTHYECKOH M TEeXHOreH-
HOIi 0e30n1acHOCTH B YKpanHe

Ananusupyemca cumyayus OmHOCUMENbHO CEKLIOPUMUZAYUU NPOOIEM KOT02U-
YecKoll U MexHO2eHHOU He30naCHOCIY 8 meyeHue NOCIeOHUX nAmu iem 6 YKpauue.
Ioxasano, umo, HecMoOmpsa HA HEOOHOKPAMHbIE NPOBO3NAUEHUA HA GbICULEM NOJU-
MUYECKOM YpOBHE MEe3UCA O HAYUMOCMU HA3E6AHHBIX NPOOIEeM Osl PA36UMUsL 20CY-
oapcmea, 00 CUX NOP OHU He RPUSHAHBL KAK JICUSHEHHO BAJICHbLE.

Knrwouesvie cnosa: nayuonanvnas besonacnocme, “msekue” yepo3vl, cmpamezu-
uecKue npupooHble pecypcbl, KpUmuieckas ungpacmpykmypa.
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CTEPEOTUNU “XONOAHOI BINHW”
TA BIOHOCUHU MIX CLLA TA YKPAIHOIO

Mema cmammi nonazae y eussneHHi ma onuci cmepeomunie “xon00Hoi GitiHu”,
AKD 6NAUHYIU HA  PO3BUMOK  AMEPUKAHO-YKPAIHCoKUX 6ioHocun. Ilpoananizoeéano
Mpaouyiiini yseieHHs AMEPUKAHCLKUX NOTIMUKIE nepiody “xonoonoi eitinu”. Pozens-
Hymo ocobnugocmi nonimuyHoi cmpameczii amepuxancovkoeo npesudenma [oic. bywa-
cmapuiozo. Onucano énaug nonimuunoi pumopuxu npesudenma CLUA na poszsumox
AMEPUKAHO-YKPATHCLKUX BIOHOCUH. Busieneno nonimuyni cmepeomunu amepukancy-
K020 nidepa. Biocmeoswceno kopensayiio npesudeHmMcoKux npomog 3 ROMMUYHUMU
Kpokamu. Bpaxysanns enemenmy pumopuxu y 3oeniwniti nonimuyi Cnonyuenux
LImamie nocnubaoe nioxio i po3yMiHHSA CROCOGY ICHYBAHMS AMEPUKAHI3MY, AKUL
niocuntoe it 30amuicmo Oymu cynepnomyeoio. ¥V x00i 0ocnidoicenns 6yno 3acmocosa-
HO Memoou Nonimono2iuHO20 aHanizy, 30KpemMa KOHMEeHmM—ananiz ma i6eHm—ananis.
Tpaxceonoziunuii ma cucmemHuti MEMOOU YMOICTUBUTU AHATI3 NPOYECY MIdCHAPOO-
Hux gioHocun 3a nesnumu popmamamu: CLIA — Yrpaina ma CLIA — Pocis.

Knrwouoei cnosa: nonimuxa CIIA, “xonooma eitina”, nonimuuni cmepeomunu,
HesanedcHa Ykpaina, 3068HiUHbONOIIMUYHA OISNbHICIb Npe3uoeHma.

(cmamms OpyKyEmMbCsl MOBOIO OPUSIHATY)

The problem raised in the article. The United States is
a key player on the world arena. Studying the role of
Washington in the global politics we should shift the
attention to the factors that affect foreign policy of
American presidents. One of the factors that influences on
the interior and exterior politics of the United States is a set
of stereotypical views that can be distinguished in the
speeches delivered by American leaders.

The topicality of the article is the analysis of the foreign
policy course in the Eastern Europe conducted by the 41%
president of the USA G.H.W. Bush. We also studied
political speeches delivered by the president and related to
independent Ukraine.

Review of the studies related to the topic of the
article. Numerous studies of American, Russian and
Ukrainian scholars reflect different approaches to
assessment of relations between the United States and
Ukraine. They widely range from military plans of
Pentagon to foresee dangers of the former Soviet Union to
critical assessment of American—Ukrainian relations in
terms of democratic development. The approaches are
represented by works of D. Kramer [1], Th. Langston [2],
B. Fischer [3], S. Call [4]. Among approaches some are
evident ideologically—oriented works of Russian scholars
such as S.N. Konopatov [5], V. O. Rukavishnikov [6],
A. Utkin [7; 8], L. Panarin [9] who accuse America in its
aggressive foreign policy course. Moderate approach is
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represented by studies of E.Ivanyan [10], 1. Kharchenko
[11], T. Shakleyina [12], Y. Shcherbak [13] who analyze
American policy from historic, pragmatic, leadership points
of view.

Despite numerous researches of different aspects related
to the political sphere of the United States, the correlation
between speeches of American leaders and the foreign
policy course of Washington is still out of scholars’
attention. Trying to correlate public discourse of American
leaders with their foreign policy steps in Eastern Europe we
see the task in studying American Ukrainian relations in the
90™ of the 20" century.

The purpose of the article is to highlight the
development of relations between independent Ukraine and
the United States in the light of stereotypes preserved from
“cold war” period of time.

The goal of the article presupposes the following tasks:

— To analyze foreign policy course of the USA during
presidency of G. H. W. Bush;

— To describe American and Ukrainian relationships
from 1990 up to 1991;

— To distinguish political stereotypes that affected the
development of the above mentioned relationships;

— To study the speeches delivered by G.H. W. Bush
dedicated to independent Ukraine.

People hold stereotypes, generalized beliefs and
expectations about social groups and their members.
Stereotypes, which may be negative or positive, are the
outgrowth of human tendency to categorize and organize
the vast amount of information people encounter in their
everyday lives. All stereotypes share the common feature of
oversimplifying the world: they view individuals not in
terms of their individual characteristics, but in terms of their
membership in a particular group [14, p. 532].

The most common stereotypes and forms of prejudice
have to do with racial, religious and ethnic categorization.
For instance, people from the former Soviet Union were
called “cunning”, “mean” and “aggressive” due to the long
standing confrontation sparked after the Second World War.
Similar effect can be observed in attitude of some Russians
and Ukrainians, especially those aged ones who suffered
from the pressing Soviet ideology that imposed the image of
ENEMY on the minds of people in the former USSR.

Although usually backed by little or no evidence,
political stereotypes often have harmful consequences.
Stereotypes, whether positive or negative, are inherently
harmful for three reasons:

1. They neutralize our ability to treat each member of a
group as an individual.

2. They lead to narrow expectations for behavior. It
means that if Americans have stereotypes about citizens of
the former Soviet Union, they expect them to behave in
certain way. For example, for a long period of time
American propaganda treated Soviets as aggressive, rude
and unreliable. Logically seeing people from the former
USSR Americans would treat them accordingly. Thus,
stereotypes can be a limiting force for people while
contacting other people.

3. They lead to faulty attributions. The theory is based
on the idea that humans try to explain why things happen
this or that way, that is, attribute them to some cause. One
of the things people are mostly fond of doing is explaining
behavior, both others and their own. According to
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attribution theory, people tend to attribute all behavior to
some cause [Lahey, 15, p. 624].

Analysis of “anti-Sovietism” and ‘“anti-Americanism”
go back to the times of Cold War confrontation. Social and
political attitudes towards another state, nationality and
society, towards a global political actor are invariably
complex, shaped by historical context and the prevailing
constellation of political forces. Even at the height of the
Cold War when leaders in the United States and the Soviet
Union were predisposed to view each other through
diametrically opposed ideological lenses, one can find
nuances and shifting boundaries in the definition of what
the “other” really was like.

Admittedly, the label “anti—-Americanism” and “anti-
Sovietism” can function as quick shorthand to encapsulate a
cluster of criticism about what the United States and the
Soviet Union stand for. Moreover, total “anti-” anything
implies phobia: an inability to tolerate, understand or
accept. Outright condemnation and rejection follow.

The origin of above mentioned terms go back to the
Second World War. By 1947, the post-war world was
sharply bipolar. Leaders in the United States and the Soviet
Union both saw themselves as heads of peaceful and
morally upright systems threatened by the aggressive
intentions of the other one. International tension, hostility
and mistrust prevailed from 1947 up until Stalin’s death in
1953 [16, p. 112]. But periods after 1953 were not less
dramatic for the relationships of two countries.

In those years leaders and citizens of the USA were
potentially anti—Soviet. Soviets were behaving in ways
American administrations found unpalatable for American
security. So, black context of fear, accusation and apparent
threats that characterized the Cold War stimulated
development of new anti—Soviet phobias and stereotypes.
The fears and ideological hatred led to the formation of the
image of ENEMY in the minds of American people.

The image of ENEMY is a complex one. The enemy can
be seen as: 1)a stranger; 2) an aggressor; 3) faceless;
4) enemy of God. War is seen as applied theology; 5) the
barbarian; 6) a greedy creature; 7) a criminal; 8) a beast;
9) death; It is perceived as the ultimate threat; 10) the
worthy opponent [17, p. 180].

Castigating another group of people as enemy indicates
that ’they’ are unlike us. Calling Soviets ’enemies’ during
the period of Cold War meant that Americans needed no
sympathy and as a result no guilt destroying them. In all
American propaganda, the face of enemy is designed to
provide a focus for hatred. The Soviets were different from
Americans. They were aliens. They were outsiders. They
were not humans.

Enemy making and warfare are social creations rather
than biological ones. Unfortunately, nations create a sense
of social solidarity and membership in part by
systematically creating enemies. The corporate identity of
most peoples depends on dividing the world into a basic
antagonism [17, p. 17]: “Us versus Them”, “Insiders versus
Outsiders”, “The tribe/nation versus the Enemy”.

The hostile imagination begins with a simple but
crippling assumption: what is strange or unknown is
dangerous and it means evil. The unknown is untrustworthy.
Around the basic antagonism between insiders and strangers
the tribal mind forms an entire myth of conflict. The mythic
mind, which still governs modern politics, is obsessively
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dualistic. It splits everything into polar opposites. The basic
distinction between insiders and outsiders is parlayed into a
paranoid ethic and metaphysic in which reality is seen as a
morality play, a conflict between: “The tribes/nation versus
The enemy”, “Good versus Evil”, “The sacred versus The
profane” [17, p. 18].

The primary function of this paranoid metaphysic of
Homo Hostilis is to justify the killing of outsiders and to
rationalize warfare. Myth, besides telling us who we are,
where we came from, and what our destiny is, sanctions the
killing of strangers who are considered nonhuman and
profane. Myth makes killing or dying in war a sacred act
performed in the service of some god or immortal ideal.
Thus, the creation of propaganda is as old as the hostile
imagination.

Talking about American—Soviet confrontation during the
“Cold War”, we can conclude that both peoples only saw
and acknowledged those negative aspects of the enemy that
supported the stereotypes they had already created. Thus,
American television mainly reported bad news about the
Russians, and vice versa. Americans remembered only the
evidences that confirmed their prejudices.

American presidential tirades against Soviet state
control and lack of individual property reflect an
unconscious anger at the real loss of individual freedom
under corporate capitalism. American propaganda and
speeches, delivered by American presidents from H.
Truman to G. Bush, the junior is incurably dualistic, a
moralistic Manichean:

We (Americans) are innocent — They (Soviet) are guilty

We tell the truth — inform. — They lie — use propaganda.

We only defend ourselves — They are aggressors.

We have a defense department — They have a war
department.

Our missiles and weapons are designed to deter — Their
weapons are designed for the first strike.

In the case described above Americans are victims,
passively—aggressive who are obsessed with power, who
have given the enemy, the USSR power of initiation and
aggression. The purpose of propaganda whether we are
talking about the United States or the Soviet Union is to
paralyze thought, to prevent discrimination, and to
condition individuals to act as a mass. The art of
propaganda is to create a portrait that incarnates the idea of
what we wish to destroy so we will react rather than think,
and automatically focus our free—floating hostility,
indistinct frustrations, and unnamed fears.

Enemy is portrayed as enemy of God. God and country
may be quite separable in theory, but in day—to—day politics
and religion they are fused. God sanctifies social order, way
of life, values and territory.

The stereotypes rooted during “cold war period” are
effective within time. They work in the minds of people
again and again. We try to answer the question whether the
above—mentioned stereotypes affect the relationships
between the USA and independent Ukraine.

Analyzing American—Ukrainian relationships we can
distinguish few periods. One of them is the Russia—oriented
approach which covers the period from 1991 till 1994 [11].

In the 1990™ the United States were shocked by the
separation of Ukraine and its appeal to independence, so
President Bush made steps to support the Soviet leader
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Michael Gorbachov in his efforts to preserve the Soviet
Union that was falling apart.

G. H. W. Bush administration couldn’t decide and take
the foreign policy strategy towards Ukraine because there
were two approaches: Russia—oriented approach (it mostly
considered by liberals and proponents of the idea of a block
of countries united around Russia) and realists
(predominantly ~ consisted of  conservatives  and
representatives of the school of political realism). Decisive
idea in shaping “new Ukrainian foreign policy” was the fact
that Ukraine was the third country in the world by the
amount of strategic nuclear weapons directed against the
West.

After 1990s the situation changed and the official line of
Washington was oriented to develop relationships with
former Soviet republics. Explaining the policy and
perspectives for the course of independence the counselor of
the State Department Robert Zelick mentioned: “We do not
support the dissolvent of the USSR” [18, p. 36].

American Congress was more receptive to the efforts of
Ukrainians become independent. On the one hand the idea
to support ethnic communities was traditionally appealing.
On the other hand American congressmen were active
participants of human right protection process that took
place in Ukraine in 70-s—80-s. American Congress passed
few laws connected with Ukraine and among them: the
letter from Senate to President Bush on the 15" of
November of 1989 and the Resolution of two Houses about
the Memory week dedicated to the victims of Ukrainian
famine in 1932—1933.

Among the speeches that reflected foreign policy of the
USA towards Ukraine was the one delivered by President
Bush in Kyiv in July of 1991.Proclamation of
independence and changes in domestic and foreign policy of
Ukraine pushed G.H.W.Bush to visit Ukraine in
1991. This step was interpreted as a sign of support in favor
of Ukrainian independence. President Bush delivered the
speech called later as the “Chicken Kiev Speech”. The
speech itself was unsuccessful, because it included
compliments to M. Gorbachov whose popularity was quite
low by that time. While delivering it President Bush called
Ukrainians to give up the course of independence and get
back to the USSR [13].

Having analyzed Bush’s speech [19], we distinguished
two block of notions used by American President. The first
group includes notions connected with the former USSR.
Below is the table of main notions that represent the Soviet
Union.

Table 1

Perception of the USSR Reflected
in the Speech of President G. H.W. Bush in 1991

American assistance

Democracy

Isolation

Economic reforms

Restriction of freedom

Supporting Gorbachov

Political confrontation in the USSR

Soviet people

Republics of the USSR

wn| 0| N N W o] N o &

~

Freedom

Cooperation 2
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The USSR 7

Tyranny 3

Key notions are the notions of Freedom (14 of them),
Democracy (9 of them), Economic reforms (9 of them), the
USSR (7 of them), Republics of the USSR (5 of them).
There were 76 notions connected with the former USSR and
it indicates that Bush’s administration paid too much
attention to the USSR preservation and was interested in its
renewal.

The second block (table 2) enhances the notions
connected with Ukraine. The table of the notions is given
below.

Table 2

Perception of Ukraine in the Speech
of the President G. H. W. Bush in 1991

American assistance

Democracy

Chernobyl victims

Kyiv

People of Ukraine

Independence

New World Order

W = N ] 9] | | o

Support of Ukraine

LS}

Freedom

%)

Cooperation

The USA against independence of Ukraine
The USA

Tyranny

Ukraine

W[ oo| N w

Ukrainian nationalism

There were 66 notions connected with Ukraine. In
comparison with the first table there were fewer Ukraine
oriented notions. The most numerous were the notions such
as follows: Freedom (12 notions), People of Ukraine
(5 notions), Ukraine (8 notions), American assistance (8).
But at the same time we came across few pejorative notions
such as Ukrainian nationalism (2 notions), the USA against
independence of Ukraine (1). The speech itself is rather
contradictory.

While speaking in Ukrainian Parliament, President
G. H. W. Bush called Ukraine “a chain that connects
Europe and Asia”. But when he raised the issue about
independence of former republics and the USSR, he
supported the Soviet Union and its leader M. Gorbachov
who was paving way for democracy and economic
independence. Unfortunately the ideas expressed in the
speech were unacceptable for Ukrainian audience:

— There were compliments to the soviet leader
M. Gorbachov;

— President G.H.W.Bush supported the
government with M. Gorbachov at its head;

— There was a call to give up the idea of Ukraine
independence. The call sounded as a threat;

— In his speech President Bush called Ukrainians the
Soviet people despite the fact that Ukrainians were making

Soviet
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efforts to become independent and get rid of the Soviet
legacy;

— G. Bush expressed solidarity with the Soviet people,
but not with Ukrainian people [19].

This speech delivered in Ukrainian Parliament didn’t
make sense from the political point of view.

Political failures of Bush administration in relationships
with Ukraine were logical consequences of shortsighted
foreign policy of the United States. It was mentioned by
Z. Brzezinski: “Everything that is taking place here (in
Ukraine) concerns reshaping of Europe and the greatest risk
of this situation is in the consequences because Ukraine,
Georgia or Balkan countries can be left apart from Europe
and as a result of democratic countries. In political sense
Ukraine is going to play the role as Poland did it during
1990-s. Ukraine is the key for understanding of the post
soviet countries” [20, p. 20].

The main problem the White House encountered at that
time was the development of relationships with
M. Gorbachov. President G. Bush, C. Rice as the counselor
of State Department, Brent Scowcroft, James Baker and
Collin Powell were in favor of supporting of M. Gorbachov
and his idea regarding reforming of the USSR. There were
only one idea that scared Bush administration and it was the
idea that the USA would deal not with one country but with
15 new independent countries with nuclear arsenals at their
disposal. That’s why the main enemy for these American
politicians was nationalism and in particular Ukrainian one.

Despite all drawbacks of Bush administration there were
some positive moments. We should remember that G. Bush
on the 27" of November 1991, on the eve of meeting with
representatives of Ukrainian Diaspora, made a decision to
recognize independence of Ukraine. The news spread
around Ukraine and became a fact of high moral support for
Ukrainians [13].

At the meeting with representatives of Ukrainian
Diaspora in the White House G. H. W. Bush mentioned that
the United States will recognize independence of Ukraine
after referendum planned on the 1* of December.

The speech, delivered by G. Bush senior in Ukrainian
Parliament, and his desire to support M. Gorbachov indicate
the American administration was politically shortsighted.

Besides we come to the conclusion that political activity
of G. H. W. Bush is a reflection of cold war stereotypes that
are deeply rooted in the minds of American politicians.
Even after the dissolvent of the Soviet Union the United
States perceived post soviet countries as offspring of their
former ideological enemy. The stereotype of enemy
subconsciously highlights its typical characteristics such as
untrustworthiness, aggression, hatred etc. All these things
affected foreign policy of Bush administration during the
period of 1991-1994.

Perspective of further study is in the analysis of
dynamics of American foreign policy in post—soviet space,
ie. American—Russian and Russian—Ukrainian
relationships.
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“Cold War” Stereotypes and the Relationships between the USA and
Ukraine

The purpose of the article is in distinguishing and describing of “cold war”
stereotypes that affected the development of American—Ukrainian relationships.
Traditional ideas of American political circles during “cold war” period are
analyzed. Specifics of political strategy of American President G. Bush senior were
reviewed. An affect of American President political rhetoric on the development of
American—Ukrainian relations was described. Political stereotypes of American
leader were distinguished. Correlation of presidential speeches with political steps
was followed. President’s rhetoric as a component in foreign policy of the United
States broadens the approach and understanding of Americanism which strengthens
America as a superpower. Methods of political science analysis, such as content—
analysis and event—analysis were applied in the research. Pragmatic and systemic
methods were useful in analyzing the process of international relations according to
the following formats: the USA and Ukraine, the USA and Russia.

Keywords: policy of the USA, “cold war”, political stereotypes, independent
Ukraine, presidential foreign policy course.
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CrepeoTunsl “X0J101HOH BOHHBI”
mu lITatamu u YKpauHoii

U OTHOLUICHUA MEKAY CoeaHeHHbI-

Lenv cmamvu cocmoum 6 6blAGIeHUU U ONUCAHUU CMEPEOMUNOE “XONOOHOU
801IHbL ", KOMOpble NOGIUANU HA PA3GUMUE AMEPUKAHO-YKPAUHCKUX OMHOUIEHUI.
Tpoananusupogansl  mpaouyuoHnble NPeoCmAasiens AMEPUKAHCKUX NOTUMUKOS
nepuooa “x0100Hoi 60iiHbl . Paccmompensl 0cobeHHOCMU ROAUMUYECKOU cmpame-

36ipHuK HaykoBuMx npaup “lines: HayKkoBWI BiCHWK'



Tires

ITOAITUYHI HAYKH

Bunyck 81

euu amepuxanckozo npesuoenma Jic. Bywa—cmapueeo. Onucano enusnue noaumu-
ueckotl pumopuxu npesudenma CILIA na pasgumue amepukano-yKpauHCKux Omio-
wienuti. Bolsienenbl nonumuyecKue cmepeomunsl amepukanckozo auoepa. Omenedice-
Ha KOppensyus npe3sudeHmckux peveil ¢ noaumudeckumu waeamu. Pumopuka xax
anemenm enewnel norumuxu Coedunennvix [llmamos yenybnsem nooxoo u noHuma-
HUe cnocoba Cywecmeosanus aMepuKaHu3Md, KOMopblil yCuiusaenm ee cnocooHocms
6bimb cynepdeparcasoil. B xode uccredosanus GuLiu UCHONL308AHBI MEMOObI NOAUMO-
J102U4eCK020 AHATU3A, 8 YACIHOCIU KOHMEHM—ananu3 u ugenm—ananus. Ipaxceono-
2UYeCKUIl U CUCEMHbII MEmOoO Oanu 603MOICHOCHb NPOAHATUIUPOSAMb NPOYECC
MEACOYHAPOOHBIX omHowtenuti 3a onpedenennvimu opmamamnu: CIIA — Yrpauna,
CLIA — Poccus.

Kniouesvie cnoga: nonumuxa CIIA, “xonoduas eotina”, nonumuyeckue cmepe-
Omunul, He3a8UCUMas YKpauna, 6HeuHenoIumu4eckas 0esamenbHoChb npe3udeHma.
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MOJIOALUMIA HAaYKOBUIA CMiBPOBITHYK BigAiny TeopeTuyHuX
Ta NpUKNagHuX Npobnem nonitTonorii, IHCTUTYT NONITUYHNX
i eTHoHauioHanbHUX gocnigkeHs iM. |. ®. Kypaca
(Ykpaina, Kui), artemkuras@ukr.net

HALIOHANBHA BE3MNEKA YKPAIHU:
BINCbKOBO-MOMITUYHI ACMEKTU

Oxapaxmepuzosano npoyec po36yoosu 36poinux Cun nesanescnoi Ykpainu, po-
3KPUMO CMAH BiliCbKOBO-NPOMUCIOB020 KOMNIEKCY HAWOI depacasu, iCHyIoui i nome-
HYIUIHI 3a2po3u Y GIIICLKOBIL Chepi; npoananizosano 20mosHicnms Kpainu 00 30potito-
20 KOHQIIKMY, HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOBY bA3Y Y BIUCLKOGIN chepi; 6U3HAUEHO NOAIMUUHI
YUHHUKY, K 0CIAOMI010Mb K 000POHO30amHICMb Kpainu max i pigens ii Hayionab-
Hoi besnexu.

Knrwouoei cnosa: nayionanvna 6esnexa, 36pouini Cunu Yrpainu, eiticekosuil
KOHGniKxm.

Kinemns 2013 — mouatok 2014 pp. — Haa3BUYAaHHO CKJIa-
THUA Tepiof st Moyomoi YKpaiHChKOi AepKaBH, SKUH
03HAMEHYBABCS YEPrOBUMH BHUKIMKAMHU IJISI HAI[iOHAIBHOI
Oe3nexu kpainu. PeBosmoniiiiHi mofii 1boro nepioay npuse-
M 10 TpaHcdopmarlii TOBHOBOKEHb IHCTUTYTIB JEPKaBHOT
Bianu, nosepuenHs g0 Koncrutyiii 2004 p., hopmyBaHHsS
HE3aKOHHUX BIHCHKOBUX (POpPMyBaHb, OCIAOJICHHS BILTHBY
LEHTPY Ha OKpeMi 001acTi, 110 BUPAKAETHCSA Y BIIMOBI BH-
KOHyBaTH pimeHHs Ypsiny Ta BepxoBnoi Pamm Vkpainwm,
0OpOTHOM MOMITHYHHX €JIT TOINO. biybille TOro, He BU3HA-
I0YM JICTITUMHICTE HOBOi YKpaiHChKOI Biamu, Pociiicbka
®Oeneparniss HanpaBwiIa Bilickka Ha KpHUMCBKHIA MIBOCTPIB,
0 MOXE TIPHBECTH A0 MOYaTKy Pociiickko-YKpaiHChKOT
BiliHHU.

3Ba)karo4M Ha BHILECKAa3aHE, Ha CLOI'OJHI 0COOIMBOI aK-
TyallbHOCTI HaOyBa€ KOMIUIEKC MpoOieM, IOB’S3aHHX i3
piBHeM HarioHabHOI Oe3neku Ykpainu. OcobuBe 3aiika-
BJICHHS HE TUIbKH HAYKOBIIIB, aJie i IIMPOKOTO KoJia IpoMa-
JITHCTBAa BUKJIHMKAE Mpobiema roToBHOCTI 30poitHux Cri
VYkpainu 10 MacTaOHUX BIICEKOBUX M.

OxpeciieHe KOJIO MUTaHb CIIPUYMHIIO IIUPOKI AUCKYCIT
cepen pi3HUX IIKLT Oe3reKo3HaBCTBa. [[KepelibHy OCHOBY
CTaTTi CTAaHOBJIATH 3aKoHU YKpainu “TIpo BiiicbkoBy ciyx-
Oy mpaBonopsinky B 30poitanx Cunax Yxpainu” [2], “TIpo
nepxaBHANA KopaoH Ykpainu” [4], “TIpo epkaBHY IpHKO-
prouny ciyx0y Ykpainu” [5], “IIpo 36poiini Cunu Ykpai-
uu” [6], “TIpo obopony Ykpainu” [9], “IIpo ocHOBH Haitio-
HanpHO{ 6e3nexn Ykpaiam” [10], “IIpo Pamy namionansHO1
oe3neku i oboponn Ykpainu” [12], “TIpo po3BigyBabHi
opranu Ykpainu” [13], “TIpo Cuyx0y Oe3nexu Ykpainu”
[14], TTocranosf KaGinery MinictpiB Ykpainu “TIpo npu-
KopaoHHU pexum” [16], Ctparteris HaliOHATBHOT OE3MEKH
Vkpainu [17], Yka3 Ilpesunenra Ykpainu “IIpo Boenny
noktpuHy Ykpaiau” [18]. OcHOBHa MeTa cTaTTi — IpoaHa-
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Ti3yBaTH BIMCHKOBO-TIOJITHYHI acIeKTH HaIllOHAIBHOI 0e3-
MeKH YKpaiHu B ICTOPHYHIN PETPOCIICKTHBI.

PosramyBanust Ykpainu y reorpadidHoMy neHTpi €B-
poru poOHUTH 1 00’€KTOM MOCTIHHMX BOEHHHUX 3arpo3 SIK
JIOKAJIbHOTO, TaK i CBITOBOTrO Xapakrepy. CHUTyallito yckia-
JTHIOIOTh CYIIEPHUIITBO B TONITHYHINA, eKOHOMIYHIN 1 BICh-
KOBIi# cepax MiXk iICHYIOUMMH 1 BUHMKAIOUMMH LIEHTPaMHU
CHJIM Ha KOHTHHEHTI, IIOTEHII{HI BOTHHMINA HANpy>KEHOCTI,
30poiiHi KOH(JIIKTH Ha perioHaJIbHOMY piBHI, HasBHICTh B
MHPHHUI Yac y psai AepKaB 3HaYHUX 30pOWHMX CHJI, a Ta-
KOX sSIIepHOI 30poi.

VY 3axoni Ykpaiau “TIpo ocHOBU HaIliOHANBEHOI Oe3meKn
Ykpainn” BU3HAYEHO iCHYIOUi 1 MOTEHIIHI 3arpo3n y Bili-
ChKOBIH cdepi, sskumu cranu: 1. [TomupeHns 30poi MacoBo-
ro ypaxeHHs 1 3aco0iB 11 mocraBku; 2. HenocrarHs edextu-
BHICTh ICHYIOUHX CTPYKTYp 1 MexaHi3MiB; 3. 3a0e3rneueHHs
MDbKHapoqHoi Oe3nmekn Ta TJ00aJIbHOI  CTAaOIIBHOCTI;
4. MOXJIMBICTh BTSTYBaHHs YKpaiHH B perioHajbHi 30poii-
Hi KOH(QJIIKTH YM y NPOTUCTOSIHHS 3 IHIIUMH JiepKaBaMH;
5. HapouryBaHHs iHIMMHU JiepkaBaMH HOOJHM3Y KOPIOHIB
Yxpainu yrpynoBaHb BiHCbK Ta 030pO€Hb, SIKi MOPYLIYIOTH
CIIBBIIHOIIIGHHS CWJI, 0 ckiaiocs; 6. HebGesmeuHe 3HU-
JKCHHS PiBHA 3a0€3MeYeHHS BIMCHKOBOIO Ta CIIEHiaTbHOIO
TEXHIKOIO Ta O030pO€HHSIM HOBOTO IOKOJNIHHS 30pOHHIX
Cun YkpaiHw, iHIIMX BIHCHKOBUX (DOPMYBaHB, IO 3arpo-
Kye 3HIKEHHSM ix OoesnarHocti; 7. [loBinbHICTS Yy 31iiic-
HEHHI Ta HeAOCTaTHE (iHAHCOBE 3a0E3MEYCHHS IMPOrpam
pedopmyBanHss Boennoi opranizamii  ta 000pPOHHO-
MIPOMUCIIOBOTO KOMILIEKCY YKpainu; 8. HakomuueHHs Kijb-
KOCTI 3acTapijoi Ta He notpioHoi mist 30poiiHux Cun Ykpa-
THU BIHCBHKOBOI TEXHIKH, 030pO€HHS, BUOYXOBHX PEUOBHH;
9. HesaBepieHicTh  OroBipHO-TIPaBOBOTO O(GOPMIICHHS 1
HeJI0CTaTHE O0JIAIITyBaHHS JEP>)KaBHOTO KOPJOHY YKpaiHH;
10. He3a0BinbHUH PiBEHb COLIAJIBHOTO 3aXUCTY BIHCHKO-
BOCITY>KOOBIIiB, TPOMAJISIH, 3BITFHEHUX 3 BIHCHKOBOI CITyXK-
Ou, Ta WwieHiB ixHiX cimeii [10].

Cepen okpeciieHUX (GakTOpiB MOTEHLIHHUX 3arpo3 y
BICHKOBI# chepi, Ha CHOTOHI UM HE HAMOLIBITY HeOe3meKy
CTaHOBUTH “HENOCTAaTHS €(EKTHBHICTH ICHYIOUHUX CTPYKTYD
i mexani3miB”. Ille y 1991 p. Bepxosna Pana Ykpainu, mia-
nopsiaKyBaia co0i “Bci BIChKOBI (hOpMyBaHHsI, 1[0 JUCIIO-
KYIOTBCSI Ha TepuTopii pecnyomiku” [19] Ta 3anouarkysana
cTBopeHHs1 MiHicTepcTBa 00OpOHU Ta, BiANOBIAHO, 30poii-
Hux cua [19]. Tlepui cipobu pedopMyBaHHS KOJNHIIHBOT
palsHCBKOI apMii, ToJIsTany NepeBaXXHO B 0€3CHCTEMHOMY
CKOpPOYEHHI 32 BIZIICYTHOCTI YiTKOTO CTPATErigHOrO OaueHHs
MaiiOyTHROI MOAeJi HaIliOHATBHOTO Bilicbka. Macmradu
CKOopoueHHs Oynu Oe3NpeneeHTHUMIE: 3a 11’ ATh POKIB 3Bi-
nbHeHO 410 THC. BIHCBKOBOCIYKOOBIIB, po3(opMoBaHi
3500 BiiicbkoBHX cTpyKTYp [20, c. 57].

Boanodac Harojocumo, II0 Ha CTaH BOEHHOI O€3MEKH
KpaiHu y 11edl nepioJ] HeraTMBHO BIUIMBaJla HECTIHKICTh By-
HKI[IOHYBaHHS BITYM3HSIHOI CKOHOMIKH Ta 3HW)KCHHS Hay-
KOBO-TEXHIYHOro moteHIany. Oco0aruBo HeOEe3NCUYHHM
cTajno katactpodiune 3HKeHHs piBHsA BBII. Ekonomiunnit
(yHZaMEHT CHCTEMM BOEHHOI O€3MeKH KpaiHu IiJpHBaBCS
TaKOXX HEBU3HAYCHICTIO XapaKkTepy B3a€EMUH BIACHUKIB IIi-
JIIPUEMCTB Pi3HUX (HOPM BIACHOCTI 3 €JIEMEHTaMH €] CHC-
Temu [21, c. 214]. YV kpuTHYHOMY cTaHi miepedyBaB BUPOO-
HUYO-TEXHOJIOTIYHUH MOTEHIa]d 00O0POHHOI TPOMHUCIOBOC-
Ti. BincyTHicTh hiHaHCyBaHHS (aKTHYHO OJIOKYBAJIO CTBO-
peHHs 30poi HoBoro nmokomiHHs [20, ¢. 59-65].
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